
• 

• 

~E.S '15"-J 
Vol• 1.. of 1.. Final 

Comprehensive Management Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Volume Two: Comments and Responses 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

LMISSISSIPPI 
National River and Recreation Area• Minnesota 

r:,rnoiML PAR:< SERV!~E 



• 

• 

• 
ll:\ Printed R \:ti on ecycled p aper 



• 

• 

• 

Final 
Comprehensive Management Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Volume Two: Comments and Responses on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area was designated by Congress in 1988. The Mississippi 
River Coordinating Commission was established by the act to ensure local assistance to the secretary of 
the interior in planning for the national river and recreation area. The legislation provided for extensive 
federal, state, and local coordination in managing the river corridor and its nationally significant historical, 
recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic, and scientific resources. 

The basic visions identified for the national river and recreation area would promote partnerships among 
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. The comprehensive 
management plan and environmental impact statement provides a proposal that emphasizes a balanced 
and integrated approach to resource protection and sustainable use and development in the river corridor . 
Alternatives offer a range of options for issues identified in the plan. A no-action alternative (A) is 
included to facilitate comparison. Alternative B would emphasize greater resource protection than the 
proposal; alternative C would emphasize greater use and development than the proposal. Impacts of the 
proposed plan and the three alternatives are assessed in this document. Both positive and negative 
impacts to the natural, cultural, and socioeconomic environments are assessed. 

The final environmental impact statement will be forwarded to the secretary of the interior for approval. 
A record of decision can be issued 30 days after publication of release of the document in the Federal 
Register. 

This volume includes the comments from agencies, organizations, businesses, and groups on the draft 
environmental impact statement and the National Park Service and commission responses. The purpose 
and need for the plan, the final comprehensive management plan and alternatives, the affected 
environment, environmental consequences, consultation and coordination, the list of preparers, and 
appendixes are contained in volume one. For further information about this document, contact: 

Superintendent, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
612-290-4160 

Prepared by 
Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and Natiorial Park Service 

United States Department of the Interior 
October 1994 
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SUMMARY 

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW 

The Draft Comprehensive Management Pln11/E11-oiro11me11tal Impact Statement (DGMP /EIS) for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area was available for public review from July 5 
to October 11, 1993. Public hearings were held during July 1993. The public review record for 
the document includes all public testimony received during the hearings and all letters 
received through November 7, 1993, the day before the first commission meeting was held 
to discuss public review comments. Approximately 1,850 copies of the document were 
distributed to state and . federal officials, local governments, interested agencies and 
organizations, individuals, and regional public libraries. 

The National Park Service received over 250 written responses during the public input period 
and many hours of testimony during the public hearings. These included letters from five 
federal agencies, nine state agencies, and 36 local agencies. Letters were received from about 
50 organizations, including environmental groups, neighborhood organizations, labor groups, 
and business interests. Letters were also received from about 160 individuals, of which 41 
were virtually identical. A resolution circulated by the Minnesotan's for the Mississippi was 
received from 56 persons. 

Each member of the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission received copies of all letters, 
written statements, and transcripts of oral statements made at the hearings or received during 
the public review period. These were copied in three volumes that are available for reference 
at the MNRRA headquarters. All comments were summarized in a series of public input 
reports developed by the planning team to facilitate responses by the commission, and the 
comments were used to develop the final comprehensive management plan and 
environmental impact statement. The public input reports are also on file at MNRRA 
headquarters. 

In analyzing the public hearing testimony, it was determined that the comments and 
recommendations were also contained in written statements either from the person who 
testified or in other written comments. To eliminate some duplication, the responses to the 
written testimony will also serve to respond to the oral testimony. 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 

The citizen letters included many excellent comments and recommendations. However, the 
letters from individuals were voluminous and contain many similar comments; therefore, as 
allowed under federal regulations for preparing final environmental impact statements, the 
most frequent substantive comments are summarized and responded to below. All citizen 
letters are attached, but they are not individually responded to in this document. All 
comments were analyzed and addressed by the NPS planning team and the commission in 
preparing the final plan and environmental impact statement. 

The comments from individuals tended to either support the proposed action or alternative 
B or less restrictive actions, with less support for the status quo or alternative C. Many of the 
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SUMMARY 

letters from individuals requested clarification of the Land Use and Protection Policies section • 
of the proposed plan. These clarifications were also requested by various agencies, 

• organizations, and business interests. Responses to those comments are included below. 

The citizen comments were analyzed and grouped into categories based on their similarity. 
A summary of the most frequent citizen comments and the Mississippi River Coordinating 
Commission/National Park Service response follows. 

(1) Concern was expressed about land being condemned by the Park Service. 

Response: The draft plan stated that condemnation would only be used as a last 
resort in rare cases of severe threat to important sensitive resources. Clarifying 
ianguage was added to the final plan to show that the National Park Service does not 
plan to use condemnation to implement the general open space and trail proposal. 

(2) Support of the trails and open space concept was expressed. 

Response: Support from MNRRA' s partners and neighbors would be crucial in order 
to ensure the successful implementation of the trails and open space concepts and 
policies. A major vision of the plan is to provide a continuous linear open space and 
trail along the riverfront in most of the corridor. The plan would encourage and 
coordinate the completion of missing links in established trail systems. 

The plan proposes to provide up to • 50% matching grants to state and local 
governments to acquire and develop open space. Operation of this open space would • 
remain in state and local control. 

(3) The National Park Service should take an active. role in monitoring barge activities. 

Response: The National Park Service would review applications for fleeting areas that 
require federal permits under the MNRRA legislative review authority. The National 
Park Service would also coordinate with the Corps of Engineers to ensure that the 
monitoring activity proposed in the plan is implemented. 

A surface water management plan would be prepared and would be a priority for 
MNRRA plan implementation. The plan would provide guidance on issues such as 
suitable locations for additional barge fleeting and mooring areas and alternatives to 
expansion of existing facilities. The MNRRA plan proposes an evaluation of the 
potential of bottom disturbance, sediment resuspension, and shoreline disturbance 
from barge activities. 

The interpretation section of the plan also addresses the need to understand 
commercial navigation activities and create a broader appreciation for the history of 
river traffic. 

(4) A number of comments support improved water quality. 

Response: Improvements in water quality have been a primary issue throughout this • 
planning process; continued public support and the efforts of many agencies would 
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be necessary to implement the improvement policies contained in this plan. The plan 
was revised to clarify the approach to water quality issues and roles of the primary 
agencies involved. 

The plan recognizes the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency as the lead agency in 
pollution prevention and control for the corridor. The National Park Service would 
work with the agency to monitor progress toward achieving water quality goals and 
meeting pollution prevention goals in the MNRRA corridor. 

(5) There is concern that the plan would take away control of local land use decisions and 
create an unnecessary new layer of government. 

Response: The plan does not propose to create another layer of government. The 
National Park Service does not have approval authority and all reviews would use 
existing review processes and time frames to the maximum extent practical. 

Much of what is in the MNRRA plan was taken from the state guidelines and local 
critical area plans. Local governments would continue to control land uses and 
development in the corridor. Under the revised MNRRA plan, compliance with tier 
2 land use management is voluntary and community plans and ordinances can be 
tailored to local conditions. 

The last section in this volume includes copies of the individual letters from citizens on the 
June 1993 draft environmental impact statement for the comprehensive management plan. 
There are no individual printed responses from the National Park Service and commission 
to the letters printed here. Comments were, however, addressed in the formulation of the 
final plan. 

AGENCY, ORGANIZATION, AND BUSINESS COMMENTS 

Written comments from agencies, organizations, and business interests are reprinted in this 
volume along with the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission/National Park Service 
responses. Responses are only provided to comments questioning supporting information or 
environmental analysis, comments recommending actions beyond the range of alternatives 
in the draft plan, or comments requesting clarification of the draft. No response is given to 
comments simply expressing preference for the proposed action or any of the alternative 
actions. This volume includes the responses presented in the public input reports 1, 2, and 
2A as modified by the commission. Those reports are available for reference at MNRRA 
headquarters in St. Paul. The responses to other comments that were not addressed in those 
reports are consistent with the revisions shown in the environmental impact statement and 
the general direction provided during the three commission meetings he]d to discuss the 
public input reports. Code numbers for comment letters and responses were kept consistent 
with earlier compilations of public comments, although several business letters were from 
organizations representing business interests and were therefore coded under the business 
category. The figures citing the number of written responses do not exactly match the total 
number of coded responses because in some cases multiple letters were received from one 
agency, organization, or company . 
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SUMMARY 

In many places throughout the document, the response "this is beyond the scope of the 
document" is given to the comments and recommendations. This response does not negate 
the importance of the comments nor does it mean that they will never be used. These 
comments could be incorporated into the preparation of follow-up implementation plans that 
will be prepared or facilitated by the National Park Service. These comments and 
recommendations are available in this final environmental impact statement and will also be 
maintained on file at MNRRA headquarters for future referenee. 

The purpose and need for the plan, the final comprehensive management plan and 
alternatives, the affected environment, environmental consequences, consultation and 
coordination, the list of preparers, and appendixes are containecd in volume one. 
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July 23, 1993 

cu, Ma:l.atnra._. -
hll'J c. ,.~ ....... 

JoAnn 1'1. Kyra1, SUper1ntendent 
t11ss1sstppt Nattonal Rtver &. Recreatton Area 
175 F1rth Street East 
SUtte 418. Box 41 
St. Paul. Minnesota 55101-2901 

RE: Newport response to DEIS. 

t1s. Kyral: 

Arter a review or the draft Comprehensive t1anagement Plan and 
Envlronmentar Impact Statement for the t11ss1ss1ppt National 
River and Recreation Area, the City of Newport has the tollowlng 
orrte1a1 comments ror the record: 

I. The City or Newpart feels tt Is extremely lmpartant for local 
jurisdictions to retain local zoning control as the local 
Jurisdictions are more accoURtable to the ctttzens of the 
particular community. 

2. The City or Newport Is against any Increase tn barge fleeting 
south or the Interstate 494 Bridge to the southern boundary or 
Newport as was previously establlshed In Newport Resolutton R-
2-84, which was adopted tn 1984. Newport ts prlmarll a 

y an wan s o preserve s residential 
property values as well as a more rural reslcJenttal vtsual Image. 
This comment regarding barge tleet1n9 Is tn keeping with 
Newpart·s Comprehensive Plan, which was recentlv uodated. 

• 
1. 

2. 

G-1 

• RESPONSES 

The summary and text portions of the document have been 
changed to address this concern and to further emphasize 
local control. 

The draft plan stated that cities can con~inue to control 
barge fleeting, but clarifications have been added to the 
text in the final plan. 
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PAGE TWO 
7-23-93 

COMMENTS 

J. The City or Newport would not be In ravor or any type or 
recreallonal trait bordering commercial property In Newport dUe 
to the potentlal hazardOUs nature or the property regarding 
pedestrians. 

4. The City of Newport would also be against recreational trails 
which woutd invade the privacy or Newport residents, however. 
the City would support public assess to the River In areas already 
under publ tc control. 

If you have any rurther questions rtgardlng, Newport's orrtclal 
comments, pleast call me at Ntwport City Hall. 

SI ly, ~ 

~terson 
y lnlstrator • 

cc: flle 
Mayor and Council 

• 

3. 

4. 

• 

RESPONSES 

A statement has been added to the open space and trails 
section regarding rerouting of trails around hazardous 
areas. Proposed trails on the MNRRA plan maps were 
taken from existing city, county, and regional plans. 

A trail routing concept drawing has been added to show 
how the river-long trail can be routed around single-family 
residences. Proposed trails on the MNRRA plan maps were 
taken from city, county, and regional plans. 
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August 23, 1993 

eo-u-n.r-llu"lo 
Co-1lMa Juil Lotwlull 

cur ~•'- -
luy C. J'a&tenft 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Hlsstsslppi National River & Recreation Area 
National Park Service 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2901 

Rf: Resolution 9J'-J0 adopted by Newport City Council. 

Ms. Kyral: 

Enclosed please find Resolution 9J-J0 adopted by the Newport 
City Council on August 19, t99J, which states that the City 
Councll of the City of Newport, Minnesota ts In opposition or the 
draft or the proposed Comprehensive Management Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 459-5677, 

St eretr, t f\ lfL--
~ -t -~ 
Gary C. atterson 
City Ad lnlstrator 

enclosure 

cc: rtle 

• RESPONSES • 
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RESOLUTION R-93-ZIO 

A RESOLUTION BY THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT, MINNESOTA 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE DRAFT OF THE PROPOSED 
COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 

WHEREAS, the City of Newport, Washington County, Minnesota, by and through 

its duly elected City Council, In response to the request for comments to the proposed 

Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement of the 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, Minnesota, does hereby adopt this 

resolution as Its formal response and finels: 

• 

The City of Newport. Minnesota, ill a municipal corporation and municipality in conllnuowt 
existel'ICe at its current location on Ill& Mississippi River for over 100 years. 

Located within the Twill City metropolitan area of MinnelOla, the City of Newport ill a 
1mique c:ommunily of f-r than 5,000 residents with a wide variety of housing types and 
citizen income levels. 

The presence of the Missis!Sippl River bordering the City is, tom the perspecll\le of 1he 
City, a preciou, rasource crilieal to the quality of life of it& citizens. 

In addltlon to eJq:lensive bluffiand homes being cons!Ncled overiooklng lhe City and the 
river, subject to very atringent zoning n,quirvments lmpcised by the City to praserve the 
character of the biuflland arva in es dose ea possible 10 Its original state, the City of 
Newport has obtained ownership 811d control of an 80-aae bluffland part, which Ille City 
is currently planning to utlllze In conjunction with local eduoatiOn authorities as a sv,llicant 
edw-..ational resource, as well as a meal'IS of preserving criginal Missi,sippl bluffland 
vegetalion and fauna. 

Immediately next tc the river, lccated within bl Newport c;ity limits, is one of the oldest 
rnldentlal neighborhcods located dinlctly on the Mlssis!Sippi River within the river c:onidor. 

The City of Newport, unllke many other 001T1munitles In the metropolitan area, hn a very 
long history and a well-developed historical sense of itself and the need to preserve Its 
character ea a Qty in th& lfllet'eslS of its citizens throughout the City. 

That the City of Newpcrt beliewia much of its history and Characlar are defined by the 
1 residential neighbortlood.a immediately adjacent to and in the lower part cf the City . 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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The City of Newport has gone through great lenglhe through the years by way of Its 
zoning IIIW$ and ordinances to prese,ve the unique dlsracter of the rasklenliel 
neighbol'hood located imme<llately along the Mississippi River. 

Thal in order to pre.serve this crlllc:91 element or the community, in addition toils own 
zoning code enforcement, the City of Newport has engaged in active efforts to fend off 
commen::ial enc:roaehmants, particularly In the form of barge fleeting, as wan as nuisances 
permitted by other municipalities along the riVerway that had an immediate and detrimental 
impact on the quality of life of !he Newport citizens Jiving on or near lhe river. 

The experience of the City or Newport over the years haa been, however, that outside 
agencies. hll'le general\-1 been willing to overlook the, commoott-, needs of a ralall~e\y small 
city like Newport and have been prepared to advance the illterests or commercial 
enterprises and groups wishing to use the wateM!ly in a manner detrimental to a 
n,sidential community like Newport on the river. 

The City of Newport. through tis Council members and support staff, have been very 
~fully SCNtlnizing bolll tile· 1eg;.a1ation creating (and implementation of) lhe MH:llllad 
Mb,issippi N11tional River and Recreation Area. 

In particular, when Representative Vento first prq:,osed lhe legislation. the City Council 
directed tts legal counsel and staff to do a thol'ough analysis of I.he proposed legislation 
and its P0$sible impact on the City of Newport and, In particular. the City's efforts to 
pn,serve the unique character or Ila riverfront 

At tnat time, counsel for the City niisod • number of concell\$ regan:ling the underlying 
proposed legislation that would have permitted the managing authority to superaada 
zoning or municipalities on the river, such as ~. and potentially and effectively 
negate 11 <-4nt11rv of efforts by the City \Q pn!SeNe its rivllrfront character. 

Notwithstanding the express language of the underlying implementing legislation, City 
officials Of Newport were assured that it was not intended to create 11 •super-agency" that 
could adopt its own zoning eode and force its provisklns upon municipalities and dtiJ:em. 
living on the river Md would net weaken muni~I zoning code protections currently in 
place. 

IMlen, there!ore, the City was given the opportunity to review the draft of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement provided and make 
comment n,garding the same, it was with shoek and 11nger that Council memben1 
determined that, indeed, very IJttle p,otectlOn is afforded to cities sua, &1 the City of 
Newpo,t, Minnesota. if ii were to choose through zoning !;Odes to provide for provisions 
unique to its riverfront residential araa if lhOse provisions in any way conflicted with the 
OVG(!III plan. 

Moreover, to add insult to injury, • review of the plan shows that expenditures in 
implementing Iha plan's provisions, including land purd'lases, pn:w\11ions are to be made 
by munlclpalttles like Newport and not by any federal authority or other state authority. 

2 

• RESPONSES • 
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In particular, the City notes that an epparenl bike or pathway is provided along the 
rlverlront through ttie City of Newport on what is currently private land. The mere 
provlslon of such a blkev.ay on private land creates, in the City's vi-, an immediate 
potenllal for inverse condemnation lili9ation and, given the provisions of the law and 
proposed plan, the full responsibility for eny diminution of property value as a result of the 
implementation of ttie overall plan would be bome by the participating municipality. in this 
case, the City of Newport. 

The City of Newport in no way can afford, nor does II intend to acquiesce to the imposition 
of, any requirement that II purchase corridors along the river within Its boundaries. 

Moreover, the prov;slons of the plan clear1y Provide for implementation of an overall 
zoning plan by the Metropolitan Council and oU,er aultlorffies and does no! permit a cily, 
such as Newport, With unique needs to override any such plan with, if nece11a1y, more 
stringent provisions 10 proted the uniqw qualities of !he oommunily on Iha ri11er. 

Indeed, Ille pJan requires consideration ol commercial interests in utilization or the river 
corridor, but nowhere indi1181es that residential usage is in any way different from or 
sljplrior to any suet, other "illteruta" on the .rive.rway. The City Df Newpor1 takes the 
strongest possible excaption to what it views as a fundamentally flawed failure of both 
policy and percaption in the plan. 

While the City is aware that the plan purports not to affect the use and enjoymerit of 
private land 1111ong the river, itS pr111clical effect would be to impose Metropolitan Council 
and DNR zoning re9ulations CQncaming the plan upon the City, and the plan exJQssly 
states an Intention to provide for state legislation that would forca municipalities within the 
corridor to conform their ~ng codes to the pl111n, potantially In a manner adverse to the 
interest of Newport and Its citizens. 

The provision in the plan that would require ctties not to pem,it reconstNction of 
residences or structures other then on en existing footprtnt would be an additional 
restrlctlon on the use of the Fend located on the rlverfRlnt that would have an lnmec:llate 
negative impact on property v111lues facing the .river and would, once again, expose the 
City of Newport to potential inverse condemnation liabjJjfy. 

Careful, thorough review of the proposed plan c1,,ar1y Indicates tl!at its adoption would 
have a significant, negative Imped on the City and ill ability to protect both that character 
developed through its history, IIIS well es the interests of its citizens living on or near the 
Mississippi River. 

Upon very careful rev1- and thorough analyais, the City Council of N~ort, Minnesota, 
is not merely opposed, but ll!mlll!Y. opposed to the implementation of the plan and 
believes that any effort in defense of the plan to portray it as being a tool to assist the City 
in its efforts to maintain ils character and interests of its c:iti:tens is inaccurate, false and 
a sham . 

RESPONSES 

• 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Newport, Minnesota, through 

Its City Council act1ng on the_ day of August, 1993, states in the strongest possible 

terms its opposition to the draft Comprehensive Management Plan Environment Impact 

Statement presented to It and dated June, 1993, by the Mississippi Coordinating 

commisslon and National Park Service. 

BE IT FUftTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Newport, acting thnough its City 

Council, does further state and resolve that it will remain in opposition to any purported -

plan for the Mississippi River corridor ihet ooes not allow the City full discretion through 

Its zoning code to protect the lights and interests of its residential neighborhoOds and 

citizens living on or near the MISlli&alppi River (which, in the case of Newport. Minnesota, 

is virtually !l! of its re&idents). 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager is directed to forward this 

resolution to all appropriate authoritie& involved with the review of this plan, es well as 

any and ell other affected municipalities and elected officials. 

Adopted this 19th day of August, 1993. 

CITY OF NEWPORT 

By~ 
G:-e-ra-:-ld-:-:::-Fn-:-.t-sch-:--, .,..M,_e~yo_r __ ...;.. __ 

(ATTEsn 

G-1 
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RESPONSES • 
The land use management framework has been revised to 
reflect this concern and further emphasize local control of 
land use and the zoning code subject to existing state and 
regional land use management authorities. 
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DAKOTA COUNTY 
OAK OT A COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

Jul.y28, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn Kvml. Superintendent • 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Arca 
National Park Scrvic:e 
175Fifth St. East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901 

DearMs.Kyral: 

OFFlc:11 Of' '1111 
C:OUIR'TBOAIID 

1$60 HWY.&$· HA.SllNGSI, MINNESOTA55033 

Since 1990, Dakota County has monitored die National Part Service (NPS) ill their ~D of 
a plaooiDg and ~ment stmegy for the Mis5b&i.ppi National River and Reereational Arca 
{MNRRA). This partia,lar projec:t llBS the potcnual ofbavmg a major lmpAICt on Dakota County 
aue to the w:t that !be ~ MNRRA illcludes 72 l1llles of !be Mississippi River and four 
toiles of the Minnesota Rivet; of which aver 40 pet'QCllt borders Dai'ota County, 

In September 1992. the Boal'd of Commissioners ,mewed the alternative management coru:q,ts 
then under COl'.ISiderallon by the Mississippi Coordinating Commission. The Boan1 apressed 
three concerns rcgar~ the adoption of. a land use ~t concept: 1) it should not add an 
additional layer of adniinistration to the ~- • system; 2) the land use management system 
se1"ted shoiild not usurp local rontrols; and 3 Ille pllw sllouJd allSW"ll a stroll_B emphasis on 
environmc:atal protedion. Al a June l, 1 meet1111, the Board Indicated intcrcsl in the 
fmandDa of the projects within the corridor. With these considerations in mind, the Dakota 
County 'Board or Conuni&sioners took posi.tioo in the attadled resolution with ~ to the 
MNRAA Ma.nagem.ent Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement. 

ln summary, D&.lcota County supports the 11nnciples embodied in the MNRilA prop068l. 
However, the County does have some reservations reganllog the administration and cwenigb:t of 
local governments through this plan. 

The proposed plan~"des for minimal ownership of land within the corridor by the NPS and for 
'euemive partnc • • in management. These concepts are consistent with the County Board's 
preY!ous interest£. owever, the plOl)Oled 1>lan also ~ that the NPS is to develop land use 
momtoring options in conjunction with the MetropOlitan Coo.ad.I and the Det,artme,rt of Natural 
Resour'1e5 (DNR). The p1an would ~ a majjlr role to the Metropolitan Council and DNR in 
the monilOJinB arid development of the nver eoriidor. 

Dakota 

AN EQUAi. OPFOl!!UNITY !Ml'LW• 

• 

1. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service (NPS) would request funding to 
implement this proposal and work with the Metropolitan 
Council to ensure resources are available to implement the 
plan. • 

• 
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July 28, 1993 
Jo.Ann Kyra), MNRRA Superintendent 
Page2 

Dakota County also supports the ~IS of fu:nding of l'8fb. trails and interpretive Cad.lilies 
thr• the NPS a:nd CIICOlll'llgCS ~res., to a~te fund& to allow <X>inpletion of projecis 
such as the Mis&issippi Riverfront Regional Triill, the Soo Line Corridor Regional Tridl, lll'!d 
acquisition and development of the Spring Lake Regiolllll Park ReseJVe in addition to projects 
included in the proposed MNRRA Plan. 

I in a slrOD!I emphasis on 
environmental protection and improvement wi1hin the <X>rridor will be obtained. ~ore specific 
implementation measures are needed. We strongly urge the NI'S to further define and develop 
more specific implementation measures for this ·p1an in order to assure strong emphasis on 
environmental protection end improvement. The tloard's resolution includes a specific CDD1ple 
willl respect to bow eicisting programs in the <X>rridor will be maimairu:d. 

Finally, Dakota County <X1Dtinues to urge the National Park Service to appoint Dahlia County 
representatives to the Missimppi River Coonliaa!mB Cnmml&•inn. 

ff you have 1111)' questions or <X>ru:ems regarding ou.r ~lion. pie- feel free to cootact Jadt 
Ditmore, Deputy Director of Physical De,,elopment, at \612) 891-7007, 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Panice Batag!ia. Vice Chair 
Dakota County Board of Commlssionen 

PB/cyk 
Attachment 
c: Dakota Count)' Commissioners 

Brandt Richardson, c:ounty Administrator 
Louis J. Breimburst, Director, Physical Development 
Arne Carlson, Governor 
lt!aYon and Township Oiairs of Chics and 
T ownship11 on the River 

Bob Orth,; &ecutive Director, MICA 

N:\MNRRA 

• 
2. 
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The plan is intended to be conceptual, providing a policy 
framework for more detailed planning and decision 
making, and it should not be site specific or highly 
detailed. The plan was amended to add some specifics for 
the many issues identified in public comments. Text was 
added to further explain that this is a comprehensive plan 
that is not intended to provide all the details for managing 
the corridor. Much of this detail would require more work 
with the partners, including elements that need updating 
more frequently than is feasible with a comprehensive plan. 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

PATE July 27, 1993 RESOLUTION NO. _____ _ 

Motitm by CommiPioner __ l!_a_h_e_r ___ _ Seconded by CommisaioneT Turner 

WHEREAS, since 1990, Dakota county has monitored National Park service work 
in the preparation of a planning and lllanagement strategy for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (l'INRRA); and 

WHEREAS, the Misaiseippi National River and Recreation Area progr&lll has the 
potential to have a major impact on Dakota County; and 

WHEREAS, the National Park Sei:-vioe has recently prepared a draft 
comprehensive Manage:ment Plan/Enviromnental Impact StatS111ent for the 
Missiesippi National River and Recreation Area in Minnesota; and 

WHEREAS, Dakota county has studied and reviewed said document. 

NOii, 'rl!EREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Dakota County l!Ollrd of 
Commissioners hereby supports principles embodied in the Mississippi 
National River and Recreational Area Plan, but opposes the addition of an 
additional layer of administration in the existing land l!lllnagement system 
through the oversight assigned to the Metropolitan Council; and 

~ IT F'tlR'I'IIER RESOLVED, That Oal<ota county supports the concept of tunding 
parks, trails and interpretive facilities aa outlined in the l!NRRA Plan 

.rough the llational Park Service and etrongly encourages Congress to 
appropriate funds to allow completion of projects such as the Mississippi 
Riverfront Regional Trail, the Soo Line corridor Regional Trail, and 
acquisition and development in Spring Lake Regional Park Reserve; and 

YES NO ....... X -....... X ... .... 
latflrt!i• X lat11H1 ......... X lich1nft 

'fllfflltf X ,.,,,.., ,.._ .x ..... 
.-.. X ,_ .... 
State of Minnesota 

Cowity of Dakota 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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di!: IT FtlR'I'Bl!R RBSOLVED, That Dakot.a COW'lty urges the National Park Service 
to further define and develop 110re specif'ic i111plament.ation 11eaaurea for 
this plan in order to assure a plan with a atro"ll' qphasis on environmental 
protection and improveaent1 and 

BE IT FllllTIIER RESOLVED, That Dakota County urges the National Park Service 
to require that statistically significant scientific data be presented to 
support and demonstrate the rationale for any proposal to lilait exiati"ll' 
management programs in the river corridor based on arguments of s 
significant adverse environmental impact; and 

BE IT FVR'I'Hl!R RESOLVED, That the Dakota County Board of COllll!issioners 
reiterates concerns expressed in latters to Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt and Governor Arn• Carlson with respect to the COW'lty•s continued 
lacilt of representation on the J!isaissippi River Coordinating COllllllission; 
and 

BE IT PUR'1'IIER RESOLVED, That the Chair ot the Pakota County Board of 
Collllllissioners or another commissioner or staff person be authorized to 
present the position of the County Board contained in this Resolution st 
the public hearing before the Mississippi Coordinating commission; and 

BE IT Ftll!THER RESOLVED, That the Rational Parle service, the IINRRA 
comussion, and other affected unite of government he notified of this 
llskots county Board position; and 

. IT FORTIIBR RESOLVED, That staff keep the County Board apprised of 
further developmenta in the river corridor planning process • 

G-2 

• RESPONSES 



1 

• 

SANDRA Hll.J\ll.T 
COMMlUtONllt 

COMMENTS 

tUJ.~M&·3'0at 
PAX·~~&TOI 

BOARD OF HENNEPIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
A-2400 GOVl.\ltNMl!NT CENTJ.UI. 

MINNEAPOLIB. MJNNBSOTA l\&4&7-0240 

July 28, I 993 
United States Depamnent of the Interior 
National Park Service 
Mississippi National River fl.lld Recreation Area 
175 5th St. E., Suite 418, Box. 41 
St Paul, MN 55101-2901 

To Whom it May !:oru:ern: 

I would like to Sllbmit this letler into your =nu of public COl'.llrnent regarding the 
draft plan DEIS for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. 

I would specifically like to COllll'llfflt on the Metropolitan Mosquito Control 
District's biting gnant control program. I would urge you to support the 
continuation of this program. 

The MMCD Black Fly Conttol Program continuously monitors larvai and adult 
populations. The product used is called B11 which is actually a common soil 
bacteria that is highly effeciive in controlling black flies. B11 is considered to be 
one of the safest inse<:t control agents ever developed. In addition, studies have 
shown that Bn does not have any measurable impact on the aquatic food chain. 

Thank you for receiving these comments. 

IJ_(=i·· 
Sandra Hilaiy 

Hennepin County Commissi 
District Two 
SH:kw 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service does not have the authority to 
prevent use of pest management actions, such as biological 
or chemical control techniques, outside NPS-owned lands. 
Decisions on pest management practices outside NPS 
lands would continue to be made by local communities. 

• 
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METROPOLITAN MOSQUITO CONTROL DISTRICT 
·2.099 UNIVERSITY AVENUE W., ST. PAUL, MN 55104 

Phone 612.-643-8360 Fax 612-645-3246 

FAX COMMUNICATION 

DATI!: July 23, 1993 
TO. MMCD Commissioners representing Anoka, Hennepin, Ramsey and Washington 

Counties 
PROM: Bob Sjogren 
B.E: Testifying at Mlssiss.!ppi National River and Re<:reation Area (MNRRA) hearings 

July26-29 

• Meetings to date with MNRRA staff requesting that the MMCD biting gnat a:mttol 
program be lncluded in the MNRRA Draft Comprehensive Management Plan• £IS 
have been unauccessful in inanporating biting gnat l'Ot\troL The rationale has been 
that the MNRRA Commission did not indude it In their scopmg document. 

• The MMCD has controlled biting gnats In metro rivers and streams since 1985, when 
they became a 11eVere annoyance problem <see following information). The 
Mississippi River from Dayton to the Highway 694 bridge is particularly productive, 
producing gnats which disperse ,1aoss the northern metro region causing problems 
in local communities. 

• As the MNRRA Comprehensive Management Plan will detennlne which activities 
I-" will be pen:nitted along the river a,rridor, Inclusion of gnat control treatments is 
Cl,) necessary to continue biting gnat control services. 

• Extensive scientific literature and local environmental impact research has confmned 
the safety of gnat control measures. Control of pest and duiea:.e insect species is a 
component of enhanced enjoyment of public outdoor recreation activities in the area 
idenlified in the findings and purposes of MNRRA [Sec. 701(a}, Title V1I, Mississlppl 
River Reaeal1cm. Area Actl. 

• Following ls a list ot scheduled MNRRA bearlng date, and locations. I plan to meet 
with MNRRA Commis5ionet$ and testify next week at the Anoka Technical College 
on July 'l'/. 

• MMCD Commissioners ftvm Hennepil'l,Anoka, Ramsey and Washington Co1Dltles 
aie encouraged to testify or submit a letter 111pportl:ng Ute condnuation of biting 
gnat control measures until such time as scientific Information u provided whkh 
demonstrates st.atlstlcally siplfil:ant advei:se environmental tmpact related to 
bWnggm.t c:ontml mU$Ul'l/l8. 

• I am forwarding similar information to north metro community leaders lnform!ng 
them of their need to testify at the MNRRA hearings If they want biting gnat control 
to continue. 

C Commissioner Loeding 

G-3 
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>LEY MUNICIPAL CENTER • 64~ l UNIVERSITY AVE. N.E. FRIDLEY. MN 55432 • l6 l2) 57 I -3450 • FAX (612) 571• I 2 

Septe!lll:>er 9, 1993 

superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear superintendent: 

Enclosed is a copy of testimony I presented on behalf of the 
Fridley city council at a pul:>lic hearing on the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area Comprehensive Management Plan 
held on July 27, 1993, at Anoka Technical College, 1355 West Main 
street, Anoka, Minnesota. 

My remarks have bearin9 on tbe variance policy on page 29 of the 
June 1993 Draft comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement. I urge you to amend the last paragraph on page 29 by 
the addition of a sentence so that it reads as follows: 

Variances would be handled through the established local 
variance procedure. The results of variance hearings 

The addition of this amendment ia crucial to the maintenance of a 
"level playing field." Without such an amendment individual 
homeowners would face enormous costs and time consuming procedures 
if they had to appeal an adverse variance ruling by either the 

• 

1. 

RESPONSES 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
does not have the power to veto a local variance decision, 
and court action is its only recourse. 

• 
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Letter to Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

and Recreation Area 
September 9, 1993 
Page Two 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources or the o. s. Department 
of the Interior. 

Sincerely, 

William w. Burns 
City Manager 

Cc: William J. Nee, Mayor 
Nancy J. Jorgenson, councilmellll>er-at-Large 
Steven E. Billings, Councillltelllber, Ward l 
Dennis L. Schneider, Councilmeml:>er, Ward II 
Edward J. Fitzpatrick, Councilmember, Ward III 
Senator David Durenburger 
Senator Paul Wellstone 
Representative Rod Grams 
Vern Peterson, Executive Director, Association of Metropolitan 

MUnicipalities 
Ann Higgins, Federal Liaison, League of Minnesota cities 

• RESPONSES • 
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COMMENTS 

CITY OF FRIDLEY' 
STATEMENT 

MNRRA MISSISSIPPI RIVER PROPOSAL 

The City of Fridley wishes to emer Into the record its comments on the 

proposed management plan for the Mississippi River corridor in Fridley. 

Our thoughts and concems are as follows: 

B••kl1ot1a1LegHknaey 
In general, we do not feel that the plan adequately recognizes the Interests 

of residential property owners. In Fridley, the Mississippi River shoreline is fully 

developed. Moreover, much of Fridley's extensive Mississippi River shoreline Is 

developed residentially. Therefore, it is of deep concern to the City of Frldleythal 

the fundamental legitimacy of residential uses seems to have received only 

grudging recognition in the proposed management plan. In contrast, the plan 

gives special recognition to several other areas: 

1. Preservation and enhancement of environmental values; 

2. Enhancement of outdoor recreational opportunities; 

3. Conservation and protection of scenic, historical, cultural, natural and 
scientific values In the area; and. 

4. Commercial uses of the area. • 

While we realize that these concerns have been expressed ln Federal 

legislation and thal the plan must deal with the above concerns, we belleve that 

the plan should also provide explicit recognition for residential uses. As the plan 

now stands, it gives the impression that residential uses are essentially 

undesirable but unavoidable . 

• 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

Additional recognition of residential use was added to the 
plan. Local governments would continue to zone land along 
the river for residential uses. The plan states that 
residential use is desirable in the corridor, including the 
riverfront area. This would be balanced, however, by the 
need to provide open space and recreational opportunities 
for all residents. The riverfront policy was revised to 
eliminate the list of encouraged ap.d discouraged uses. The 
text now also states that the National Park Service has no 
plan to acquire residential property. 

• 
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Yld•no• 
Since almost all of the riverfront residential property is owned by Individuals 

rather than corporate/business Interests, we are also deeply concerned with tile 

fact that a successful appeal of an adverse variance ruling by either the 

Department of Natural Resources or the Department of the Interior wiU be 

financially unfeasible for residential property owners. 

While It Is relatively easy, Inexpensive and practical for any property owner 

to appeal an adverse ruling of the City, it appears that an appeal of an adverse 

ruling by either the Department of Natural Resources or the Department of tile 

Interior wlll be nearly Impossible under the guidelines that are presently 

expressed In the plan. 

Given all the powers of government In these situations, It seems little to ask 

that Individual homeowners be given an opportunity to protect their Interests on 

a "level playing field." In this vein, we propose that the land use enforcement 

powers of the Department of Natural Resources be amended in a manner that 

places the "burden of proof' for denial of locally approved residential zoning 

variances on lhe Department of Natural Resources, rather than the property 

owner. 

In the event the Department wishes to reverse a residential land use 

variance granted by the City, it should be required to successfully petition the 

Federal District Court. Such petitions should only be granted if the locally 

approved varia'1ce is in. conflict with the Federal statute (Public Law 100--696) 

without re1erence to provisions of the MNRRA plan Itself. 

2 

• RESPONSES • 
3. See response to comment G-4-1. 

G-4 



COMMENTS 

As a praclical matter, we do not believe that this kind of accommodation 

should be onerous or present any real obstruction to the reasonable use of 

power contemplated by the Federal statute. It simply provides Individual citizens 

with the "level playing field" that so many people are seeking these days. 

We thenk you for the opportunity to air our comments. 

3 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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October 6, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyra! 
Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

end Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear JoAnn: 

Because of my membership on the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission. I have 
refrained from participating in the current round of 'public comment." However, I do 
also weer another 'hat" as a representallve ot Fridley residents, and so I hope the 
following comments can be received as 'public comment• 

Since the hearing held in Anoka last month, I have had a number of Fridley riverfront 
homeowners contact me expressing a great deal of anxiety and tack of confidence 
concerning the security ol their riverfront investment. 

I have to say they sense that the positive assurances are not credible because ol 
•exceptions· they perceive in other parts of the document...or sometimes in the same 
paragraph or sentence, such as: 

'Structures that do not meet setback and height ttandards could be rebuilt 
on the same footprint If destroyed by lire or natural disaster ~ 
prohibited by federal, state or local plans.' 

Page 20, emphasis added. 

No wonder they suspect MNRRA duplicity. This says 'yes" and "no" in the same 
sentence! 

For MNRRA's purposes, why couldn't the sentence read: 

"Nothing in this plan would prohibit the rebuilding of structures destroyed 
by lire ot natural disaster on the previously existing footprint and to the 
previously existing height and configuration:' 

IIBSIDBNC!l • 2lf ~ MIUCWAY lU. l'IUDLBY, MINN!SOTA "432 • PHONE (612) sn:1'95 

G-4 

RESPONSES • 
The text was clarified to reflect this comment. 
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Ms. JoAl'ln M. Kyra! 
October 6, 1993 
Page Two 

COMMENTS 

This would say (I hope) that MNRRA permit review would not undertake the enlorcement 
of some other law. 

This is just one of a number of provisions in the •Plan' that is causing mistrust and 
ferment. Let me give you another example. A homeowner owns some banks in 
Minneapolis and Anoka County. She has lived on the river for about thirty years. In 
that time, she has invested well over $1 million in the main residence, support buildings, 
and landscaping. I suspect that there would be a number of non-conforming situations 
ii the standards in the MNRRA plan (or pemaps the Critical Areas guidelines) were 
stricily enforced, and the variance criteria described on Page 29 applied literally. 

The homeowner asked some reasonable ''what if" questions, to which I had to answer, 
'You could have some trouble." That is why there is '1erment" up and down this part of 
the river. 

I should add that this is not an unfounded 'fear• on the homeowner's part. She believes 
that the very existence of this proposed plan ... if adopted as-is ... will substantially devalue 
her property. It very clearly adds more onerous regulatory oversight and moves the 
final decision authority to an ·unaccountable• office in Washington, 0.C. 

The homeowner has already experienced a comparable problem when the Critical Areas 
Act was implemented. One of her banks (in Northeast Minneapolis) had several large 
loans secured by riverfront property on the east bank in Minneapolis, including a lumber 
company that had developed at that location over a long time. I do not know all the 
details, but the bank determined that the application of Critical Areas seriously devalued 
the property securing their loan. As! understand it. an accommodation was made. But 
she knows what she is talking about...and other Fridley riverfront ownsrs are listening. 

Another concern is the overlay of an additional layer of government. I think that this 
issue has surfaced without exception from all those who have contacted me. Tryin to 

I 
the "Draft Plan' that confidence in the proposal cannot be justified. 

Clearly, there is another layer of government being added which seeks arbitrary powers 
that could be abused, and couched in a context that makes appeal extremely difficult, 
if not impossible. 

As one local public olflcial said, "Where are the rights reserved to the people?' 

Unfortunately, the problem starts with the federal statute itself. Section 701 (a)(5) 
provides for a "COOPERATIVE· relationship with local units, but Section 704(b)(1) and 
705(d) says local units of government must ao it MNRRA's way, •·or else'' 

When we are starting from that foundation, it is a little difficult to maintain credibility 
using such concepts as "cooperative,• "partnerships,' •~ local units of government," 
etc., when anybody who reads the plan can see the duplicity ol the pretense that this 
is not a Washington •iakeover.' 

5. 

6. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The final plan stresses local control. 

The plan does not propose to create another layer of 
government. The National Park Service does not have 
approval authority and all reviews will use existing review 
processes to the maximum extent practical. 

• 
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Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral 
October 6, 1993 
Page Three 

Since MNRRA's primary interests are not at stake north of the Camden bridge, I hope 
we can avoid an unnecessary confrontation. Quite frankly, I do not have any specific 
suggestions for dealing with the problem. I do think some proVisions or gratuitous 
comments might be softened or eliminated without damaging the document. 

o speci use permits tends to prevent arbitrary/capricious decisions by Minnesota 
cities. I do not think a similar provision would seriously prevent MNRRA from achieving 
legitimate goals. 

Anyway, these are some of the public concerns that have developed in this (upstream) 
stretch of the river. I would be interested in any thoughlS the National Park Service <if 
other commissioners might have. 

Sincerely, 

11!~ 'r~ 
Mayor, City of Fridley 

WJN:rsc 

c: Representative Rod Grams 
Representative Wayne Simoneau 
Senator Gene Merriam 
Senator William Luther 
Senator Steven Novak 
Representative Alice Johnson 
Representatillll Chat1ie Weaver 
Senator Donald Betzold 
Mayor Peter Beberg. City of Anoka 
Mayor William Thompson, City of Coon Rapids 
Mayor Todd Paulson, City of Brooklyn Center 
Mayor Jesse Ventura, City of Brooklyn Park 
AnOka County Commissioner Jim Kordiak 
Anoka County Commissioner David McCauley 
Anoka County Commissioner Paul McCarron 
Anoka County Commissioner Dan Erhart 

• 
7. 

G-4 

• RESPONSES 

The plan does not propose any appeals to the secretary of 
the interior. 
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City of ANOKA 

A11g11at 26, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn ltyral 
Supe:tintendeut 
National Park Service 
JlISSlSSIPPI NATIONAL RIVl!R AHD 

11.BCREATION AREA 
175 Bast Fifth Street, Suite 418 
St. ~aul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. ltyral: 

This letter is in response to your request to Mayor Deberg at the July 
publLc hearing to relate Anolca's concerns to specific parts of tbs 
draft comprehensive plan.. Our City Planner Melinda Coleman baa 
r-iewed the document and I have enclosed her memorandum to DI$ 
SUIIUllll.rizing some of our specific concerns. 

In general, the city is concerned about another federally unfunded 
inandllte that requires scarce city dollars and staff time to i.mpleJMnt 
with little or no opportunity for rei:mburs-nt for our coste. The 
Anoluil City Council has been on record for a long time in oppoeltion to 
federal and atate mandatea that. carry no source of funding the 
impl-tation of the icular law or re ati n. 

Second, the plan provides no specifics on :residential variance 
uidelinee and r 

idea how it will be impl-nted by regional and state agencies. 

Third, there is little detail in the ple on how existing city 
redevelopment plane and touri11111 activitieo 'IIOUld be affected as a 
result o~ the imple1118ntation of the draft plan. The cit has a 

opmen o town 
flood plain and Peninsula Point area that m.ay be affected by , 
subsequent regulation& based on the concept plan from the Metropolitan 
Council and other agencies. In addition, our interpretation of the 
pl.an suggests it would be possible that riv~r boat activities and the 

2015 FIRST AVE. NO.• ANOKA.MINNESOTA 55303-2270 • PHONF.(612)421-6630 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER -

1. 

RESPONSES 

The final plan was revised to more clearly state that 
federal funds would be requested for local communities to 
implement the plan. 

2. Variance guidelines would be determined by individual 
communities and variance procedures would be consistent 
with existing state law. The text has been modified to 
stress this. 

3. The provisions included in the MNRRA plan do not 
substantially differ from local redevelopment plans if those 
plans were prepared in accord with the state critical areas 
guidelines. Much of what is in the MNRRA plan was taken 
from the state guidelines and local critical areas plans. The 
draft plan addressed tourism. Tourism would increase, but 
it is not possible to quantify how much. Increased access 
and safety, an improved appearance, more visitor facilities, 
and visitor orientation and awareness would serve to 
increase tourism to corridor communities. The document 
includes these impacts and recognizes opportunities for 
development of tourism-related businesses in the corridor 
that could contribute to the local economy. 

• 
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Ma. JoAnn Kyral 
August 26, 1993 
Page 2 

Minnesota Smallmouth Base Chu,pionship, which is an annual •catch-and-
e a • i i ou 

a owable. More def nition of how the plan would work is needed; that 
is, specific examples of activities that wou.ld not meet guidelines is 
es•ential, so people understand the affect of the len, 

Finally, we remain concerned about the plan'e seeming delec.iatlon of 
decision-ma.king authority over local plane to the Metropolitan 
Council, a• haa been augge•ted at public meetings, which may be 
outside the authority of the Metropolitan Council. 

These are just a f- of the areas in the plan that are nonepacific or 
1U10lear, but these represent the ealiant points of concern for the 
City of Anoka regarding the plan. 

If you .have further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
We certainly appreciate the many opportunities over the past several 
1110ntba to comment on the plan provided by the commiaaion. 

On behalf of the Anoka City Council, 

CITY OP' ANOKA 

71!::;~~ 
City Manager 

lncloaure 

• 
4. 

5. 
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RESPONSES • 
Additional clarifying language was added to the plan to 
explain how it would be implemented. Some guidance is 
provided in appendix C but much of this would be worked 
out in follow-up coordination with the Metropolitan 
Council, Department of Natural Resources, and the 
corridor communities. 

Local control would be retained. Metropolitan Council 
actions would not exceed their existing authority. The plan 
was amended to clarify this. 
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City of ANOKA 

Auguat 16, 1UJ 

IQ:• l)Ollf Br}'&Dt 
supa1:iot.•~nt 
llllffltU'UI PAIWI 
12615 county lload J 
'lll'Jll',>ll\h, llin!ieacta !l!UU•UO 

D<oar !Ir• llrf&Dt I 

Pirn, tl>al>l< you fo,: •po.,.wl..riq t::ii. -t -1:J.af t.o r,nriev tba po•oilll• 
&ltern&ti,,.. tor - COOQ llalWl,o du,, n: YU wr.ry 1':lfaJ:matiVII &ad ... bopa y,,v. 
vtll -p u, updated OD - F'>91'•H of the otlldy. 

At it. joint -ting OQ -Y, .nly .12, lHJ, tha City c:ow,cJ.l• of~ ud 
C1'u>;plin -t to diJJcuH tl>.io .toauo ""4 adoptad ihe attacHd raaolutioG 
Hgarding tl>e coon Rapido di&. 11o1:1:1 city -11o -d .....-uy to ...,._. 
tile ul.c:Uon of "">' alten&t.1- tba«: Haulta ii> tlle -al. of tha COOCI 
llapida daJa for the raUOIUI OlltUMCl in - joint rtoeolution. ID adcU.tiOD, -
<>Dunoila ul< th&t the ltl....,.aota ~nt of 11&1:D:ral. aaaow:ca, Ul4 1::ba -U 
l•uJi•lotu:rs 'IIOl'lt to9"thff wJ.tb ti.a •~ -.p1JI Mgional. l'Ult Dl.at&,ict to 
provide funde t.o renovate the dall, ~luly it ta pallW 9-UOA opt1cm 
i■ Dot fea■ il>le. w,, believe ti,. re1:A'Dtio11 nf tile cocm a.pl.de dD ia n,:y 
il,port&nt to both th<I n,cn&tt.oul ""4 ~ - of ti. t>Grtll -tro -
aad ti.. two c.......,f.tie■• 

W. loolt fg,:yard to ...,..kJ."9' vitll JOI' to pr•-nw ti. dMI. lf J"" - -
qu.■Uona ~'larding ti.a rellOlut.ion, 9l•ua do not he■l.t.&t.& to _....,.. - at 
the p!loa• ..-., b<tlov. 

~~~Mau city -11, 

City Kanaf8r 

JGl,dy 

At tac-Qt 

cc, JW:ilyu eor.:or"" 
Senator - 11,u:ri.,. 
bpr<>HQt:ati .... Cll&rlia W.a-r, Jr. 
llayoi" Gilbert ...... , City of __,. 

·~---, 

llayor -• City ot ff1dlay 
llayOt: ~. city of coo,,. -..p1d.a 
- kh&rt, ll""'ka COUDty COia. 
0.ZID.UI a.rv, ........ cowoty ~-

20lHIRST AVE. NO. • ANOKA, MINNESOTA S530l-2Z70 • PHONE (612)421-6630 
- AN EQUAL OPl'OR'J'UNITY EMPLOYER -

RESPONSES 

• • 
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MEMQR,\NDUM 

DATE: August 13, 1993 

TO: Mark Nagel, City Manager 

FROM: Melinda Coleman. City Planner 

SUBJECT: MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

I have reviewed the draft management plan and noted areas of concern by page munbei-. My 
primary f°""" on thie relllffl! to the proposed land use and zoning controls. 

Page 201 The plan indieates that local governments woald eontinue to have primary land use 
planning and control responsibilities. Met Couucil staff would provide aS11istance on plan 
development and revisio11 to alllueve conformance with this plan. The DNR would pmvide 
technical a.eeistance to local govermnents in reviaiog aad administering zoning controls to this 
plan. 

p_., 231 The plan states "new land II.lie and development in the rlveri'ront area (the 6ret 300' 
ballk from the river) woald include thoee a&tivities relatuig to or requiring a location next to 
the ri"1ll', activities relating to or requiring a location next to the river, activities preserving 
historic structures or activities enhancing the river.• I question how these are defined and 

ow Ill t tes tot e aflla a J&cent to eDJu oint ai, . e ' set requittment 
and scrutinization of uses could be very limiting to our redevelopment plam. .More on this 
later. 

Page 241 Once again reference is made to cities upd11ting their plans to incorporate new 
policies. Who payt1? 

• 
6. 

7. 

G-5 

RESPONSES • 
Under the MNRRA plan, those communities that elect to 
revise their plans and ordinances to substantially conform 
to the MNRRA plan could receive grants from the National 
Park Service to fund this activity. The National Park 
Service would request funds to implement this program. 
The final plan makes this clearer. 

Local governments would control land uses and 
development in the riverfront areas. (The definition of the 
riverfront area has been revised in the final plan to include 
300 feet back from the river or the floodplain, whichever is 
greater.) 



COMMENTS 

Pase 29t Variance procedures would be adopted to implement policies with cotlSUltation from 
S the DNR. The management plan state& the reeults of variance hearings would be reviewed 

by DNR. Would they be allowed to overturn a decision? What kind of notice and time 
frame guidelines will be established? 

Pase 781 The plan states "State Jegielation wwld be sought to require that local planning and 
actioD11 be comistent with this plan. Land use management would continue to be the 
responsibility of local governments, but their actions would be aabject to concummce by the 
Met Council (plan) and the DNR (action)", Local govermneots would continue to have the 
lead in local economic development planning activities. They would: 

Reviae plane and ordinancea to oonfunn to the MNBRA Plan. 
Continue day to day implementation of land use contml. 
Acquire and develop park la11d and build trails. 
Receive 11c9uisitioft and development grant&, if imp1emel'lting plan. 
Cooduct eoononue development activities. 
Ope~ote local paw and interpretive facilities. 
Implement the MNRRA plan on thm land. 

The 'J"estion that I have with n,ga:td to this is, wowd the state Jegu,latlon IISlll'p our 
9 ordinances, how would this affect Peninenla Park. and bow would cities be involved in 

determining the plane? 

Pase 191 Coordination a.od eone:istence of land ma.oapment iespouibilities and how they 
~ would remain with local govemment. The quemon that we have is how would the review 
00 10 pl'OCellll work? Who would it in.volve? And how would ooonlinatioft be improved over what 

is cunently in place? Right now it is the resporuuhilities of the cities to work with the 
envuon:men qu ty ar in ca6e8 w e.e we ue 01ng proJeets WJt m e cnt, co or. 
This document talb about bow there ill a ru,ed for improved oonsiatence and coordination of 
wie and devalopment in the oomdor, bat it does not speak to how this pl'OC8!8 -wd be set 
np. Staff 9uestiou.s time frame, coat, and who would we be primarily working with the Met 
Council or the DNR? 

11 

12 

Page 811 Talb about strategies for streamlining the regwatory structure. However, it 
doesn't indicate who will be !e8ponaible for addressing the regulatory strue~. Is it the 
current oomlllittee, will there be more city involvement since we are the one& who will be 
primarily working, at least as the first point of contact with development projectB in the 
corridor. The question is who decides on tbia whole atnactu:re for streamli • the ? 

er maJor concern at I have ie are we going to be daptieating efforts? And, what kind 
of time&ame will be involved in obtaining permits? This -8 to be two of the major 
'flll"'tions in my mind that need to be answered. 

Pase 2051 Appendix C: Slllnple Design gaidelinee. The sample design guidelines will have a 
great impact on our planniog fOY Peninsula Park and the area sunounding that. The biggest 

2 

• 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

• 

RESPONSES 

• The Department of Natural Resources would not have veto 
power. 

The proposal for state legislation to mandate consistency 
• was deleted from the proposed plan. The plan instead was 
revised to adopt the existing state critical area and 
shoreland programs as part of the MNRRA plan (seeking 

. federal funding for more effective implementation of these 
programs) and emphasizes the grant program for land 
acquisition and development as the primary incentive for 
communities to update their critical area plans and 
ordinances to substantially conform to the MNRRA plan. 
Cities would still have the lead in land use planning for 
their sections of the corridor, including riverfront 
redevelopment plans. 

Additional details about the review process have been 
added to the plan implementation section of the document 
and these concerns were addressed. 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources was 
identified as the lead agency. Cities would have the 
opportunity to participate in developing strategies to 
consolidate and coordinate the regulatory process. 

The sample design guidelines are provided for guidance 
only and are not mandatory. 

• I 
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coacern has to do with setbacks. The management plan requires 100' from the ordinary high 
water line (pine additional set back for tall buildinp in the area 100' to 300' &om the ehore, 
see architectural guidelioet1 later) a~ requires 40' from the bluff line (plus additional setback 
of 60' for buildings over 25', see arebitectval guidelines). 

The architectural guidelines go on to say that bw1dings in the river&ont area (whieb must 
00 set back at least 100' from the river) sbonld not exceed the following heigh~ 25' within 
200' of the river and 40' within 300' of the river. It goes on to lllly that buildings in the bluff' 
preservation area (which muat oo setback 40' from the blu.ffline) should not exceed 25', with 
an additional 60' setbacks for builclings ovel' 125 feet. Ou:t riparian ya-rd setback &om the 
ordinary high water m81'k are as follows: in the Bl zone they are 75' with a limitation of a 
40' building and in the residential districts the setback is 100' with a 35' building height 
restriction. If you take a look at our Penilli!ula Point redevelopment plan, the 300' setback 
would cut into the Pierce Motel by about 1/3, it would eliminate the opportunity for the 
M~r Home '!"'°ieet, which is oobiod the Pierce Motel and the garage area. and would aleo 

Buildiog. I think tLe Ci1.y of Anoka may wish. at some point. to put into the record ou:r 
plane for Peninsula Point and the immediate area ed note that we have some ooncems about 
building height limitations and use restrietions within that 300' as it pertailli! to the adopted 
preferred plan. 

This 811lttmarililfl8 my eonoome flll it pertains to land uae and zoning controls within the critical 
corridor, I also do have •ome ooneema about funding mecbanism11 for the work that ia going 
to be tbruat upon the City of Anoka, aud aleo how graute and financial IIS8i&tauce would be 
made available to cities to do work in these areas. 

J'C\JIU8lQIO 3 
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• RESPONSES 

Under the revised plan compliance is voluntary and plans 
and ordinances can be tailored to local conditions. Conflicts 
should be worked out under this process. It would be 
inappropriate to add site-specific plans for redevelopment 
to the comprehensive management plan. 
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METROPOLITAN MOSQUITO CONTROL DISTRICT 
2099 UNIVERSITY AVENUE WEST a ST. PAUL. MINNESOTA 55104-3431 
612·645-9149 a FAX 612-1145-3246 TOO use Ml- Relay Service 

R.O. SJOGREN, Ph.O. _, 

July 'Zl, 1993 

Mr. Petet Gove, Chair 
Mississippi River Coordinating Coounilllli:m 
Miaslsslppi National River and Recreatian Area 
175 East Fifth Stn!et,Suiw418, Box41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

DearMr.Gove: 

W.J. CA.ESAA --· 

The Met!opolitan Mosql.li.to Control Dlslrict (MMCD) biting gnat amtml program -
not included in the MiAlsslppi River Coordinating Commission Sa>plng Document. 
This testimony is pn,senled to Inform the Commission of the severe biting INeCt 
production which occurs In portions of the Mississippi River. This biting gnat 
annoyance will significantly d1mlnish the outdoor recreatlDn plans of MNRRA if IIOt 
permitted to amtinue. 

The following iJ; comment on the draft cmnprehmsive lllllllllgement environmental 
impact statement for the Mississippi National River and Rea-ea.lion Area. Re!erence ls 
made to doc:w:nenl5 which have been submitted preriously by the MMCD which are on 
file of the Mississippi National Riva' and Recreation Area. 

In response to citizen COlll1t!l'IIS about biting gnat annoyance and allergic respanse, the 
metmpolitan county amunlfsionen e5blbllshed a biting gnat control program in 1!184. 
This Information is doc:wnent,ed In the attached publicatim "Black tly (Dlptera: 
Simuioo.e) problems and their a:mtml SU'alegles In Minnesolll.". Abo attached is a 
brochure "Me!l'OpOlitan Mosquito Canlm1 District,~ Fly •Biting Gnat• Control 
Program·, whidl provides gmeral information. 

The gnat amtrol program is under the supervision of the Minnesola Department of 
Natural Resources, via an annual pennltting process. Sin~ the inalplion of the 
program, one half million dollars have been spent by the District to amcluct aqua.lie 
non-target Impact studies to canfinn the environmental safety, which is also extensively 

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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reported in the sdentific llten.ture, of the soil bacteria &dJllls thurmgiellsis israelensls 
(B11) used to a:mtrol gnat larval populations. 

Commem:ary follows on relevant slalemel\ts rontained In the draft mmprehensive 
management envirorul1enla1 impact statement: 
G-.J.Stalemenl 
• Control of pest insect species is a a:nnponent of enhanced enjoyment of public 
outdoor recreational aclivilies in the area ldenlified In the findings and purpose, ( Sec. 
701(il), ntle VII. Mlssiasippi National River Rei:reation Area Act). 
• Sdentlflc evidence available llldi.cates such amtrol measures do not conflict with 
other directives indudi.ng "preservation and enhancement of the enviromnenlal values 
of the area" or "conaervalkm and protection of scenic, ... sdenliftc values of the area." 

Nalmal llaou:rce Management -Ptopoted Polides and Adloua 
• Item 6. Redudion of the use of chemicals tor -· pest o:introl has been nwized in the 

o1i.;,,. 1....ica1 con_, -t B'n 
• Addition of Item 26 is proposed: Support state and local government IPM programs 
(with am:iponent aeled!on based upon existing sdentJ.flc evidel:lce indicating the 
melhod works now) to prewnt, manage, and decrease annoyaru:,e insects in the river 
corridor. 

V1sllor U1111 and mb!lpletatfon •Proposed Polides and Adions 
• Manageinent and prevention of annoyanOI! insects in the river corridor will amtribute 
ID inaeased visilor enjoyment and appredat!an of naiwal and cultural features and 
outdoor recreat:iaM1 adivities. 

Thankyou. 

R,D. ~ 
Roben D. Sjogren 
Director 

• RESPONSES • 
1. See response to comment G-3-L 
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~ Minnesota 

ijtl:\ Department of Transportation 
I:! Transportation Building 

• ,! 395 John Ireland Boulevard 
OF:;;;, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 

July 28, 1993 

Mr. Peter Gove 
Mississippi River CoordiDating Commission 
c/o National Park Service 
175 E: .5th St., Suite 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Peter. 

In response to your request at the May 22nd Commission meeting, Bill and myself and 
several members of the Upper Mississippi Waterway Association have redrafted the 
information concerning Commercial Navigation. This information should be included m 
Draft #4. The new text starts on page 34 and continues onto pages 37 and 38. 

Sincerely, 

~ Richard F. Lambert 

• 

RESPONSES 

See responses to MNDOT letter G-15 

• 
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Wording changes for MNRRA on pp.34-38 on the Draft plan. 

Delete everything afterCommercial Navication (page 34) & going thru 2nd paragraph on 
page 37 ending with the words "during the life of this plan" , substitute the foDowing 
wording: 

lo the 1930's, the federal government, in an effort to open the midwest agricultural economy 
to international markets and to create employment and other economic benefits, began the 
construction of the Upper Mississippi River navigation system. Benefits of the construction 
of that gystem and its locks and dams have spread over many activities beyond just 
commercial navigation. With the construction of the locks and dams, huge pools of water 
were formed. These pools provide valuable fish and wildlife habitat and vut expanses of 
water for recreational use, municipal water supply and water supplies for a number of 
industrial and agricultural uses. 

Commercial navigation provides an economical, safe, energy efficient, and environmenblly 
&iend}y form of lrllllsportation £or millions of tons of freight each year. It provides the Twin 
Cities region and upper Midwest with a vital link from the nation's agricultural heartland 
to domestic and international markets. The tenninals 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 to 20 miUion tons of commodities. The river system provides 
efficient transportation to and from the region, including: 

• grain and mill products shipped to proccSSOl'li throughout the nation's heartland and 
to export terminals at the mouth of the river near the Gulf of Mexico 

• other major long-haul southbound shipments include coal, potassic fertilizer, acrap 
iron, and petroleum coke 

• inbound shipments of coal, pbosphatic fertilizer, salt, petroleum products, chemicals, 
cement, stee~ and pipe 

• large local movements of sand and gravel and petroleum products 

Because of its energy efficieJJcy, the towing industry provides semce to the midwest at costs 
far below those of other bulk transportation modes. It also helps maintain the 
competitiveness of rates of competing modes. Beyond the industry's influence, in the 
Western Dakotas, land transportation rates to export tenninals are significBJ1tly higher. 
Towing industry energy efficiencies also produce much lower levels of exhaust emissions and 
,i:_,,..1 ... .._ .. ..,,._ __ •~ ~~1...., l I' •• • .. r • 

• RESPONSES • 
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Barge traffic levels fluctuate but maintain an upward trend. Based of those fluctuations, a 
study done by Temple, Barker, 11.11d Sloane, in 1987, projected a leveling out of traffic 
through the year 2010. Another study (Fruin 1992) based soley on decreased grain 
movements caused by a loss of the Soviet market, projected even slower growth. 

Other studies have projected continuous growth. They include the GREAT 1 study, the 
Mississippi Master Plan, and the Mid America Ports Study. The most conservative estimates 
of maritime freight traffic growth on the Upper Mississippi River, in those studies, 
anticipate a steady 2% annual growth over the ne:rt 20 years. Following a dramatic drop 
from 23 million tons in 1984, to just over 16 million in 1985, traffic has grown to 19.S 
million tons in Minnesota in 1991. The high level, in 1984, represents the impact of a severe 
drought in the eastern corn belt which forced additional grain purchases fr001 the 
Minnesota agricultural community ,erved by terminals in the Twin Cities' area. ID 1992, the 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers recorded the third highest volume of goods movement in 
history through Lock and Dam 2. 

The increased growth in waterborne traffic, which is greater than projC()ted by the two most 
recent studies o[ the area's potential, reflects a small increase in grain but major increases 
in fertilizer, coal, aggregate and general cargoes. For the past 2S years grain terminals on 
Minnesota"s pan of the river have contributed an annual average of 7% of the total national 
grain export volume. 

(Third paragraph on page 37, delete the 3rd and 4th sentences berginning "Decisions abollt" 
and ending with "impact on aquatic life• and replace with: 
Commercia1 navigation growth in the Metro area will be based on shippers' increased cargo 
transport needs. Fleeting growth wi1l be based on the same increased transport needs. New 
or explll!ded commercial navigation facility activity will be balanced with concern for other 
reS011rce values in the corridor using historic environmental assessment procedures. 

{Page 38--3rd paragraph from the bottom.) Rewrite the last sentence to read ; MOOJed 
barga must not pre.sent an impediment to navigation {either commercial or recreationa1) 
nor damage the iutegri1Y of the river. 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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OFFlct: OF C!TY ADl't\fNISJIATOI 
CITY OF 1•rn 450.uoo 

SOUTH ST. PAUL ,11x !61ll 450.5447 
- ~:....:....:.=--~-'---'--"---

1 ': 1 -='• 
August 2, 19'}3 

Pet.er Gove, Cbainnan 
NBRRA Co=ission 
17S East Slh Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota SSIOl 

Dear Mr. Gove: 

125 THtRD AVENUE NORTH 
SOUTH ST PA.UL. MINN. 5S075·2091 

As I stated in my formal presentation at the public hearing Wednesday night, we appn:ciate 
your time and elf on in chairing !his most comprehensive approach to preserving the natural 
amenities and working river aspects of the Mississippi River. 

We testified that it is absolutely essential to the City of South St. Paul that the language on 
page 24 which exempts land behind existing levees from this 300 foot riverfront use policy. We 
are very serious about this and our' concern is based on our plan and efforts over the last 10 
years to redevelop this area. 

What you need to clearly understand is the nature of the area we are talking about. Most of 
the river area in South St. Paul and all of lhe area in our business and industrial park is 
separated from the river by a levee and a railroad. • Toe 1evre is a well engineered structure 
which functioned very well in the recint 'floods and.prevented any damage in South St. Paul 

Toe railroad is the Chic.ago and Northwestern main.liae which w.as relocated years back from 
the middle of the City 10 the riverfront. That is-a decision which might not be made today but 
which was made and I think should be taken as fact at t1ris time. 

These two baniers basically make the area of our business and industrial park inaccessible to 
the river. We cannot build water based uses such as barge terminals because we could not work 
around the railroad and the levee. I would be quick to add that at Ibis time, ihere is probably 
no known need for this type of facility anyway. • 

Wean, building a trail along the river for everyone to enjoy the river and we have built a public 
boat launch on the river side of the levee (now· underwater). We are planning a pedestrian 

G-8 
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walkway over the railroad to get to the trail. We are plannins park and recreation uses be.hind 
the levee in several areas. 

The list OIi pap 2S whic:h lists the typesofuseswhic:b would nonnaUy be disl:ouraged are those 
which we are seeking in our indllltrial part. We are building a general use business and 
industrial park which .:annot be restrieted by lhia plall. We are seeking general industry and 

and the railroad does not haveaal1511 to the river. Weare aot sed.::illg and will notaDow open 
outdoor storase uses which are not inddeatal to another permitced use. While Ihm: is need of 
this type of use ill St. Paul, it will lllllWI' happen in South St Paul and anything you cui do to 
get the area ill St. Paul cleaned up will be 9b"Ollgly supported by South St. Paul. These junk 
areas are not only 1111 c:ye son:, blll are not proteeted by II levee and therefore allow many 
strange things to noat down the riwr wben. M bave Ooods like this year. 

In short, I hope you can a tbat we are ttating the riffl' frontage as everyone wants to see it 
tn:ated. but we cannot give up prime industrial land wbidl cannot be seen from the river 
because of the levee and the railroad, limply becaua somi=om has drawn a 300 foot setbllclr. 
lille on a map. We do DOI alllicipat.t very much bappeninlJ wilbin the fllSl 300 feet becall9e of 
the levee and the mlro b 
from any wies we approve which may venlure into lhia area. The document is well wriUen as 
it stands on this mue, the rason for the aanptioll is wdl documenced and Ihm: is no real 
argument for removing tbe language wbicb has Ileen agn,ed on several times by the full 
commission. 

If you haw: never walked or driwm around this area of the ri'VCl.front or have not a:en it from 
the river site, I would be happy to arrange both for you because I know that you will then see 
what we are saying is U'lle. The only reason I can dunk of to limit South St Paul's Indllltrial 
and Business Park wo~ be IO give an a.dv1111tage to some other cily to develop its industrial 
area and I hope this is DOI wbat lhia la all about 

Thank you for your probins qlllllltions at the bearins, it allowed \IS to state our case and 
hopefully this letter has given you and the mt of the commission lhe information you need to 
complete your task. • 

,d;ilK!.rd. r/ 
"sy'-!,,k:.J?...#-

ousJas S. Reeder 
City Administrator 

• 

1. 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The policy was simplified and the subject list was dropped. 

Under the revised riverfront policy the levee exception is 
no longer needed and was dropped. The policy was made 
more general and is not a requirement; the specific 
acceptable or discouraged uses are no longer listed. The 
final plan offers more flexibility, and exceptions for specific 
areas are no longer needed. Specific policies can be tailored 
in local plans for local conditions. 

• I 
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Tf.$Tl:MONY ON BEffALP OF THE CITY OF SOUTH ST. PAUL 

PRESENTED BY 

DOUGLASS. llBBDBR, CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

On behalf of ,he City of Souch St, Paul, I would like co thank. the Com.cniasion £or Olis 

opportllllity lo bchcud on lbcproposed Cornpxehen~ve ManagJ:mcntPlao.fortbi: Mismliippi 

National River and Recreation Area. 

WeCOJll!'llffld the Co:mmi1llion 11nd tha5taff fonbemany hou1:11 ofworkin drafting th.is 

docummt and 1.lle vc:ry compi:chensive heating schedule to allow public comment. 

We are in gcncml pleasal with the Plan and tc:d that the Cw:amissinn has done an 

e~llent job of de,·elopillg a plan whk:h p~otecl$ the rights and interesQt of all ot'the variow; 

inte{est grou~ and the general public. We would like to mall;e some specific ~ni=ts. 

l. We feel that il is absolutely i:nential that the Miasi.asi.ppi River continues to be 

recognized a.s a Working River. l'bet"e are som.e llfell6 in the: documeiit that !li:a:tl to 

assume tbat local govemmeri t ill not doing its job in pre\,:nting development which will 

lead to environmcma.l pcobkms. We would argue that in addition w the myriad of 

exlstI,lg state and federal regula lions protecting the environment. Iha tlocal JOvemment 

h115 been doing an excellent ~b of protecting the environment, IISWllly in a l!l:ricter 

manner than req uii:ed by federal and state nquirernents. Therefo1·e no further level of 

envirolllllClltakonlrals really need to be put in plate on th1?Missillllippi River which will 

merely lead to difficulty hl developing un~ pc~. 

• 
3. 

4. 
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The plan does so. Additional text was added to the general 
concept and commercial navigation sections to further 
stress this. 

The plan does not propose any additional level of 
environmental controls and the document was revised to 
clarify this. 
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Concerning local planning efforts, we request that the plan accept the local plans 

which are in place unless there is evidence found that the plans are incompatible with 

the goals of protecting the Mississippi River. Rather than having every city submit their 

plans to anyone, and rather than having these al.ready adopted local plans remain in 

limbo until approved by some higher body, our suggestion is that the local plans .remain 

approved until and unless the Commission or other designated agency finds that the 

plans are in conflict. If and wben that happens, a process could be put in place to solve 

. 
the conlllct. This would allow development to continue uninterrupted by delays at some 

higher level possibly caused only by an inability to act quickly. Siru:e this metropolitan 

area competes with other states and regions for economic development, the speed of the 

approval process is very very important. South St. Paul i.s concerned about this aspect 

because we have a vast amount of industrial and oommertia.l property to devclop along 

the river corridor. We think the efforts of South St. Paul in the development of a river 

front trail and adjoining park areas is what the Commission wants for the corridor area 

and we think that another layer of approval on our development process will only be 

detrimental. 

The City of South SL Paul continues to not undemand the need for additional 

legislation to give additional authority to the Metropolitan Council or any other: state 

agency to review and approve. We feel local government is the most responsive level 

of government and that there is no evidence that we are not doing a good job of land 

5. 

6. 

• 

RESPONSES 

Implementation would be based on the existing critical 
area program and would build on plans that are in place. 
All corridor plans would be reviewed for conformance with 
the MNRRA comprehensive management plan and 
nonconformities would be addressed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

The proposal for additional legislation has been dropped. 

• 
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use planning. If legislation is felt needed, let it be management by exception. If 

evidence becomes available that any city is not acting appropriately, then i:equ~some 

oversight from a higher agency. 

4. Finally and most importantly for the City of South St Paul, we appreciate the 

efforts of the.Commission to allow us to continue to develop our industrial park which 

is located next to the river. As you know, the current language exempts land behind a 

flood levy from the 300 fool riverfront land use policy. This language is very important 

to the City of South St. Paul because we are in the midst of developing an area. which 

is the only industrial land available in South St. Paul. What we have achieved to dale 

is to remove two massive old meat packing plants and clear the land for new modem 

development under development standards that will insuie a good looking park which 

will be l 00% better than the appearance of the old buildings. In addition we are in the 

process of building a regional trail on the top of the levee which will be a major 

recreational feature along the Mississippi River in years to come. We can assure you 

that the current language is very important to the development of South St. Paul and 

that you will all be very pleased with our industrial area when it is complete. If any of 

the Commission has any questions about I.his language we would be happy to meet with 

you and show you our plan and progress to date. We request that before any action is 

ta.ken to remove this exemption, that the City of South St. Paul have the opportunity 

to discuss this with the C-Onunilmon in detail. 

• 
7. 

8. 
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RESPONSES • 
The plan does not prevent the development. The riverfront 
policy was revised to stress quality development (and 
measures to make new development compatible)more than 
the specific use along the river. General criteria for 
desirable use and development were added to take the 
place of the list of specific uses. 

The levee exception is no longer needed because the 
riverfront policy was revised and the list of encouraged and 
discouraged uses was eliminated. See response to comment 
G-8-2. 
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I thank you for permitting the opportunity for our comments. We commend you for your 

efforts in preparing a plan to preserve a most precious natural resource, while allowing it to 

remain the "Working River" it has been in recent history. We will work with you in every way. 

We are determined to have our land along the river become the best planned, most functional 

and best looking of any area a.long the river. It will include many opportunities for very 

positive recreational experiences by our residents and the entire metropolitan area while 

permitting replacement of the massive tax base lost with the closing of the meat packing plants . 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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FAX (612) 223-51911 

TOLLmeE(BOO) 328-8411 
1900lANDMAAKTCM'ERS • 345ST.PETERSTREET • SlPAIJLMN:,5102-1661 • l'OCIHE(612)224-S686 

Ma. Joaime Kyra.I 
~ 
Nalional Part Service 
175 Eut Fifth Stn,et 
Suile418 
St. Paul, MimleJOIII SSIOl 

Dear]-. 

July 30, 199) 

Attached for yl)Ul' information an, my comrncalS fiom 1he hearing on lbun:day, 
July 29. lf yoo have any commenlS or questions. please give me a call. 

Dil1ICIOr 
lndlllllria! Dewlopmeot 

LJL:ca 

G-10 
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MNRRA CQMMISSJOJ!ffiRS PUBLIC HJ!ABJNQ 
M{SSISSIPPI MNRM CQBJlDQB PMPI MANAGflMENT PLAN 

JULY29. 1993 

SUmmary of Pon A11JhmilY tatifflCIIJ 

Port Alllbmity 111d Business SIBbholderl Primary Coru:ems 

A. Woiting River 
B. Balance bdweell ecooomic grow1h and ecvinJomenllll pn:seMtion 
C. Local COlllllll - lalld we and ~I declsiorl4 

P1an Commmll 

A. Claao,es IO prior drafts !lave slpillamlly improved !he l'lan COll!ml 
and ttme. 

), Noe~ Cl1dea0e givm ID mdllllrla) ~ and deYal· 
opmeot lllaL m mbaQ arr;as, llmvlsl 1,e, B11e11 from die ll!lllll.D 

2. Proposal miew pmcess illdicaled in Plan is less lflul lldequalely 
dd!Ecd, is bar.y, and pmeqlly indicates II Cillllbenome scenario 
of muldple miewl willl llO time fiamel. 
a. - y pocea 

out of rile llallds of local l(IW:nlmc:nl (this will ll!ldoublally 
ellue catain pri'lllle - grow1h away). 

b. The Hallonal Pait Service (NPS) could Slap a project wil!I 
Ille "Blow ao• (U pen,el* 'by Ille bvliaa!a -
Dity/company proposing certaill project). Tbe S1aRhoklcrs 
ml Port Autllority were assumt 'by Ille NI'S Supermim
dl!llt llla1 NPS just wand ID be at Vie table and IWkl DQI 

1ffltlhM N all the urtie,, JlJ'\l9!!1$· 
• We wpd lhe Commissioo to illclude 1111 eump1e of a 

miew lll'()CeU, ID lend lllOR specificity ID Ille pneral 
proce.u oullwd in d>lo Plan. 

c. THE PLAN DRAFt' LANGUAGE SHOULD BB AMB
NOED AND CLARIPlED 

1. 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The lists of acceptable and discouraged riverfront uses 
have been removed from the riverfront policy. The plan 
encourages setbacks and vegetation screening to make the 
corridor appear natural from the river or opposite shore, 
but it recognizes that this may not always be practical. 

The plan implementation section was revised to clarify this 
and further define the review process. Specific time frames 
are beyond the scope of the plan. However, the plan 
endorses using existing processes and concurrent review 
where possible. 

• I 
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m. Specific Plan Cotnmmlll 

A. Industrial Development 
I. The ":'111 may Clalkl coaocm (smolms!acks, lalge wa:rehowle:,, 

a. But. lhe type of industrial de-n,lopment wo are proposing in 
com,ept is in fact clMn, well desigft,d, well lands:a.ped and 
lncluim • ob illteasi\'11 uses besides structures. 

e • qllOIIIS umy ""l,llllel n 
its function should be allowed": We urge the Commisllion 
IO take a diffCROt view and recogniz.e tbal ~ are some 
very quality, value added, job intemlve light manufacturing 
uses chat tecbnically do no1 n,q_uire the river for Its function 
but~ _sbou_ld be located oo certain developable 

c. Page 24: Adel the MIids •light industrial" IO lhe swemeat 
on allowilla office buildings in lhe Corridor. 

2. a. The Plan ldaC. "undeveloped land 11m1S would appear open 
as observed &om the ri- and Oi'i)OSite s11ore•. We !Ull• 
lhe Commission 10 cllatlge this language. It may be very 
good for Mlll, but lbm O!PI• JO be IW'/:IIWlD WJIM&I' for 
uman mas: it is nnt rmliS!is or f.Df&1r4 l>Y the ,enmi 
pub!jc that diem would DOI be a Ykw of the Downtown 
skvliuc jncludjna office and Q!her commerejJl/iJJdumjaJ 
VP ¥CD from _M Sqyice maa such as Hamel 

Page : Plan indicates "develop Incentives or non
mer dependent industries to ldocale out•. We urge the 
Commission IO dclc:le this or amend the lao(IIIII', lo Saint 
Paul, for example, there are viable l'COIIOnlic UlleS in !he 
calegory of light iodustrial and office that do not lechnic:al• 
ly requin: the ri- Itself (Holman Field buildiJlas, light 
manufacturing facilities, etc.). We believe it is not ,_. 
llaJY or pnictical 10 ,paid public dollars in n:moviug lllesc 
U""5, since they in oo way harm Ille river or pollute lhe 
environdlelll. 
• A """ested lang11llge cllange would be to indk:ale that 

the event IO triger such provision of inc:enti\'!15 would 
be !or irulumy that is a •noxious use• or a polluting 
entity to me cnvirorunent and/or River. 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
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RESPONSES 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

• 
The exception language for downtowns was inadvertently 
deleted from one place in the text. The major downtowns 
would be excepted, and these areas would be specified in 
local plans. This has been clarified in the final MNRRA 
plan. The intent is for downtown areas to be treated 
differently. The plan recognizes that they would be visible 
from the river and opposite shore. Existing commercial and 
industrial areas outside downtowns would also be 
excepted. However, new developments should appear 
natural from the river using setbacks and vegetative 
screening, and shoreline restoration is still encouraged in 
existing commercial and industrial areas. 

With the revised riverfront policy, which emphasizes 
quality development, this suggested language is no longer 
necessary. It is still appropriate to encourage 
nonriver-related uses to relocate to achieve the visions and 
policies of the plan, especially if they are causing adverse 
impacts on the corridor and not contributing to the 
riverfront environment. 
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l. Tiu: Plan adoplion p[llCICSII as outlined in the NPS Plan should 
incl~ specific lime fnunes in Older to be fair to lhe loc:al com• 

a. 
!em due to an open=ded pmcess is 11W of lhe Upper 
Ilelaware, wheRby more than lell years of local pllln adop
tion procas 'MIS uoder1aken, which aever micbed c:onclu• 
sion and ultimaldy n:quin:d a major overl1alll of die mtiie 
procea. 11 is impmtiv,: d]al we avoid !his lllJe ot m• 
Jlm. 

2. l'age 20: The Plan indieales that •new busineis development 
would conlinue to be a •. If 

s L-..--------i;;;;;=:ri=::::i:iin::-=m~~,:;;;;5~r.5:n'.'.""---~ 
calivi: process <:UJTCntly gcm,raUy outlined in this draft. 

• 

IV. Summary 

A. The Port Authority, Busi- Slalieholden, Siena Club and Cilizeaa for 
llellel' Environmmt have formed Ill alliance wbk:b bas resulied in the 
outline of issues of ommon agn,ement. We = cominilli!d to continue 
that P=SS aocl to diocuu an:aJ of mutual amcern. 

B. The Port AU!horil)' and Business Stalaillol.dm look forwanl to continu
ing to wort with NPS staff. We are available to discuss die cldalb of 
our testimony 1111d to assist in provi,:w,,g dillft language, as may be 
teqUeSled by Superintc:ndellt Kyra!. 

C. We continue to IIPJffl!ciale the Commission's openness in considering 
OW'a>mDll!lltslll!dconcerm. 

7. 

8. 

RESPONSES 

The setting of specific time frames is beyond the scope of 
the plan. They would be worked out after the plan is final. 
• Time frames associated with existing land use 
management programs would remain in effect. 

The review process was clarified in the final plan. 

• 
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Ms. Joanne Kyrnl 
November 5, 1993 
Page -2-

As 1..orrle mentioned on the phone to you n:cently, Larry Romans from Coogreuman 
Vento's office provided comments to our Board at Ille October 26 meeting. He 
indicaled that =nomic development of the River wi!I continue, tbe Park Servic:c will 
not duplicate the pennitting process and has no power to stop a permit that has been 
approved, and the Park Service may comment and make recommendations to the local 
authorities during a particular review process. He further emphasized that the Park 
Service will primarily be WOtking on visitor ccntm and will se:ve in a coonfinaling 
role regarding the implemen1.alion of the MNRRA Plan. Reganting local variance, he 
indicated that Ille Park Service does not have the authority to compel a OOltain action, 
and he en\'isioned a cooperalive effort on lhe part of the Park Service with local 
authorities. 1be Port Authority's Board Chairman, Howanl Guthmann, indicated that 
he want<!Cl it noted for lhe record that he expected a promise from Mr. Romans that 
there would always be timely response m:,m the Parle Service on local development 
issues on which they chose to commenL Mr. Romans replkd that he did not believe 

, that lhis would be a problem. 

We Willi! to make it clear to you, Superintendent Kyrnl, that we believe it is imperative 
lhat you and your staff work diligently to clarify language in cer1ain par!$ of the 
MNRRA Draft Plan u oumned in the altaClled response. We fillthennote expect that 
you will be managing the implemcntilion of this Plan in fu!I accordance with the 
comments provided to our Board by Mr. Romans. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the MNRRA Draft Plan, and we continue 
to be readily available to you regai:ding any further cooperalive efforts in this iq:ard, 

ex:. L. Louder 
M- Strand 
C. Wiger, Business Slakeholden 
L. Doerr, CBB 

~ 
Kenneth R. Johnson 
President 

• RESPONSES • 
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City of Hastings 
1-{ASTINOS 
ONTIIE 
MISSJSSIPl'l 

100 Sibley Street • Hastings, Minnesota 55033-0097 
6l2•437•4IZ7 • Fax: 612•437•?08Z 

August 2, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyra1, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
suite 418 
801< 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyra 1: 

This letter serves as a comment from the City of Hastings on the 
"Draft· Comprehensive Management Plan Envi ronmenta 1 Impact 
Statement for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. 

On behalf of the City of Hastings I would like to complement the 
National Park service on the completion of the "Draft" 
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement. The 
public participation provided for in the planning process has been 
exceptional. 

The "balanced approach" to resource protection and use in the river 
corridor corresponds nicely to the long term interests of the City 
of Hastings in respect to the Mississippi River. 

I should note, however, that the City of Hastings would like to see 
a spec1tic reference (p. 67) relating to the proposed Hastings 
Interpretive Center modified. On page 67, of the "Draft" there is 
a reference which states: 

"The information function would t>e located in the old 
courthouse (now being renovated for city offices) in a space 
on the first floor near the rotunda. Major advantages of thts 
space are the visibility of this sit.e from U.S. Highway 61, 
location in an historic building near the historic downtown 
district 1111d river, and visibi Hty and e1.1se of access for 
people conducting business with the city.• 

The availability of space in the courthouse tor MNRRA 11se was 
tentative when this lllatter w~s discusaed with NPS staff and City 
needs have now become more clear. rt has been determined that this 
apace will no longer be available. 

AnEq,,.!Opportun..,Em ...... 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • I 
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1 
The_ City of Hastings is still interested in working wHh the 
Nat1onal Perk Service in developing a Hastings Interpreti11e Center, 
however, space will not be a11ailable in the new City Hall (Old 
Court house). 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any question regarding 
this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Michaei A. Woziak, AICP 
Community De11elopment Director 

cc: Oa11e Osberg, City Administrator 
John Grossman, HRA Director 

• 
1. 

G-11 

RESPONSES • 
The NPS staff would continue to work with partners in this 
area to identify an interpretive center site. In the interim, 
based on discussions with key partners in the area, the 
plan indicates that the center would be in the general area 
of Hastings but does not specifically reference a site. 



COMMENTS 

RF.SOLUTION NO. 90-93 

CITY OF HAS1'JNGS 

A Rl!SOLIJTION OF TIil! CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HASTINGS Ol'f'ERING 
COMMENTS ON THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER ANO RECREATION AREA 
"DRAFT CONPRP.111·:NSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN ANO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

WHEREAS, On November 18, 1988 1 Public Law 100-696 established the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRAl 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. 

WHEREAS, the MNRRA 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 
())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. 

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

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinating Comntittee was 
est ab I ished to ensure local assistance to the secretary of the 
interior in planning for the national river and recreation area. 

WHEREAS, ·under the guidance of the Mississippi River Coor-0inating 
Committee and including substantial public partic:ipation; a "Draft 
Comprehensive Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the MNRRA have been prepared. This draft 
comprehensive management plan and draft environmental impact 
statement provides a proposal that emphasizes a balanced approach 
to resource protection and use in the river corridor. Alternatives 
offer a range of options for issues identified in the plan. A no
action alternative (A) is included to facilitate comparison. 
Alternative B would emphasize greater resource protection than the 
proposal; alternative C would emphasize greater use and 
development than the proposal. Jmpact of the proposed plan and the 
three alternatives have been assessed. 

WHEREAS, the National Park service has held a series of public 
meetin8S and has solicited written comments from concerned parties 
including the City of Hastings . 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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WKRREAS. the National Park Service has h!!ld a series of pub I ic 
meetings and has solicited written comments from concerned parties 
Including the City of Hastings. 

WHEREAS. the City of Hastings has monitored the preparation of the 
MNRRA "Draft Comprehensive Management Pinn and Draft Environmental 
lmfl"lct Statement" and has participated in pub! ic forums and with 
written comments as deemed appropriate. 

WHEREAS, the City of Hastings t.,,s adopted plans and ordinances with 
the express intent of protecting and preserving the beauty and 
resource value of the Mississippi River while allowing for balanced 
use. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Hastings is 
supportive of the basic vision identified for the national river 
and recreation area which would promote 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. However, Hastings is 
concerned that implementation of the MNRRA Plan may result in 
another layer of government bureaucracy which is is not needed. 
The City currently administers numerous ordinances and plans with 
the purpose of protecting and enhancing the Mississippi River which 
are very much consistent with the intent of the MNRRA plan. These 
include Hastings' Mississippi River Critical Area Plan, the 
Vermillion River Watershed Management Plan, the Hastings Downtown 
Master Plan, Hastings' Shoreland Management Ordinance, Storm Water 
Management Ordinance and flood Plain Management Ordinance. 
Considerable City resources are currently devoted to administering 
City plans and policies and coordinating with other regulatory 
agencies with jurisdiction including the Mississippi River. 
Redundant review mechanisms which unnecessarily delay local land 
use decisions should be avoided if at all possible·,•· This 
specifically includes the requirement that variances to local 
government ordinances adopted to implement policies of the plan be 
subJect to review by the State of Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (p. 29 Draft Plan), In theory this type of red11ndant 
review is logical in order to avoid undesirable conflicts with the 
MNRRA plan, however, in practice it will likely result in costl, 
and unnecessary delays, The City of Hastings has a vested interest 
in protecting, preserving and enhancing the Mississippi River, 
however, it also has an obligation to the public to streamline land 
use decision making and avoid excessive bureaucracy. In the spirit 
of "reinventing government" it is requested that the National Park 
Service and MNRRA Coordinating Co-ission modify the MNRRA Plan to 
minimize unneeded intervention in site specific local land use 
decision making. 

BE IT l'Uk1'HF.R RESOLVED, the City of Hastings does not object to the 
preferred plan option which emphasizes a balanced approach to 
resource protection nnd use in the river corridor. 

• RESPONSES • 

G-11 



CTI 
0 

COMMENTS 

Bil IT PURTHER HESOLVl!D. the City of Hastings recognizes the general 
n<irure of the draft comprehensive management pJan and environmental 
impact statement and requests that the City be consulted with and 
involved in policy making and development of specific programs and 
projects that wi I I be necessary to implement the MNRRA 
Comprehensive Management Plan and may affect Hastings. 

ADOP1'Y.D UY THE CITY COUNCIL 01' THE CITY Ot' HASTINGS, MINNESOTA 1'111S 
7TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1993 

Ayes: Trautmann, Johnson, Warner, Hicks, Sinacelt., Ri.veness ard Mayor Werner 

Nays: None 

ATTllST: 

-~,At~ 
BARBARA C. THOMPSON, CIT CLERK 

MICHAEL D. WERNER, MAYOR 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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1 

!RONI. 
612·34&•3066 
Tl:)l)"'44•770& 
PAXH.9•.SfOl 

BOARD OF HENNEPIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
A-2400 GoVIHtNMENT CENTl!II. 

M1NNl!.Al'OLIS. MINNU0TA 1!1&467-0240 

August 9, 1993 

Mr. Peter Gove, Chair 
Mississippi River Coordinating Colllll\ission 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 

O 175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Peter: 

I write in support of the inclusion of the Metropolitan 
Mosquito Control District (MMCD) biting gnat control program in 
the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) Draft 
Comprehensive Man.ag-ent Plan - EIS. 

I participated in the initiation of the MMCD gnat control 
program in response to citizen concerns over severe biting insect 
annoyance, and allergic reactions. The problem was identified as 
coming from local streams and rivers. The Mississippi River is 
recognized as the largest source of annoyance. 

The impetua for the formation of the program was the 
availability of a soil bacteria which is both effective and 
highly selective for gnat control. The MMCD has conducted one 
half million dollars of research, and it confirmed the scientific 
literature which documents the environmental safety of the 
program. Annual treatment penits are obtained from the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. 

I encourage you to include gnat control in your planning to 
enable citizens to enjoy the full benefits of your investment in 
MNRRA planning. 

RJ;cmc 

Very truly yours, 

Randy Johnson 
co111111issioner 

ftJNffO ON 100 P!:t.C:IN? UCY'Ct.11) .tAna 

1. 
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RESPONSES • 
See response to comment G-3-1 
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;r,;=-•,: United States Department of the Interior i!!!il!!!!!E 
BUREAU OF }llNES 

[nterrnountain Field Operations C-enl.er 
P 0. Boi 26086 

Building 20, Denver Fed•ral Center 
Denver, Colorado 80226 

·™ -- ■ 

August 10, 1993 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Superintendent, Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area, National Park Service, 175 East Fifth 
Street, Suit 418, Box 41, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

supervisory Physical Scientist 

Review of Draft COlllprehensive Managel'DQnt 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi 
National River and R~creation Area, Anoka, Ra~sey, 
Washington, D!lkota, and Hennepin counties, Minnesota 

At your request, personnel of the Bureau of Mines reviewed the 
draft comprehensive Management Plan/Enviro!llllental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) from the perspective of project effects on mineral resources 
and mineral-related activities. As we understand it, the proposed 
management plan will provide guidance for managing the 72-mile-long 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area corridor, designated 
by Congress in 1988, 

An examination of library and file data, without the benefit of 
field investigation, revealed that developed mineral resources in 
the vicinity cf the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, 
include clay/shale, carbonate rocks, sandstone, and sand and 
gravel, The eubject document recognizes that the Mississippi River 
corridor, particularly in the TWin Cities area, continues to be an 
i.m rtant area for minin indust • • -

u ces not ment on how the proposed management plan will] 
future development of those resources. We suggest that 

subsequent versions cf the EIS discuss impacts to mineral 
resources. :rt, after stud no adverse i acts to 

en 1 1 , a s a ement o that effect should be 
included. Such an inclusion would provide users of the document 
with knowledge that mineral resources were considered during 
project planning. 

If you have questions regarding this review, please contact Robert 
Wood at (303) 236-3400. 

~~ 
Mark H. Hibpshman 

--... rhw/cvl 

• 

1. 

RESPONSES 

A statement of no effect was added in the Environmental 
Consequences section of the final environmental impact 
statement. 

• 
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Minnesota 
Department of Transportation 
Transportation Building 
395 John Ireland Boulevard 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 

August 19, 1993 

JoAnn Kyra], Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Bm 41 
St. Paul MN 55101 

SUBJECT: DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
ENVIRONMBNTAL IMPACT STA1EMENT 

Dear Ms. Kyra]: 

The development of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) 
within the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area presents a truly unique potential to preserve 
and enhance an outstanding ecological, cultural, recreational, and economic resource. 
We applaud the work of the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission, whose 
members have labored to bring this draft plan to the public. Such work is often a 
thankless task, and we appreciate their efforts. 

It is vital to pay close attention to this Plan. It is critic.al that the Plan not only preserve 
and enhance natural and recreational resources within the river corridor, but also that lt 
insures the continued economic vigor of the Twin Cities, the State of Minnesota, and 
indeed the entire Upper Midwest. Long after those who have worked on the Plan have 
gone on to other endeavors many pivotal land use decisions within the Metropolitan area 
will draw upon the Plan for guidance. 

The Mississippi' River has exerted a defining role in the history, culture, and economy of 
Minnesota. While the nature of the economic activity has changed over the past century 
and more, the river continues to play a major role in the economy of Minnesota and 
beyond. Indeed, the law creating the Mississippi National River specifically mentions the 
river as a nationally important economic resource. Further, the law provides for the 
enhancement of the river resources, including the economic resource, for the benefit of 
the people of the United States. 

While the river corridor is itself quite narrow through the Twin Cities, the influence of 
the river extends far beyond high water lines, or blufflines. Farmers and shippers 

• RESPONSES • 
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throughout Minnesota and the Dakotas depend upon water transportation. Agricultural 
cargoes which go down the river are destined for ports in Africa, Europe, the Far East, 
and elsewhere. Minnesotans also receive many cargoes via the river. As Minnesotans, 
we have to avoid the tendency to think of the river as though it is only a few hundred 
yards wide. 

We need to keep in mind that the Mississippi is a working river, that the cities of 
Minneapolis and St. Paul are located where they are because of the industrial, 
commercial and transportation opportunities the river provided to early settlers. We 
must not lose sight of the fact that the Mississippi River continues to function as a major 
transportation artery for the entire United States. 

We have a number of major comments on the draft Plan: 

Commercial Navigation 
We have a large number of both general and specific comments on this vitally important 
issue. These are found in the detailed comments attached to this letter, beginning at 
page A-S. 

Highways 
We also have a number of comments on the highway transportation element, which are 
found throughout our attached detailed comments. 

The Plan is replete with language which suggests that some activity or other would be J 
allowable, "if consistent with the plan.• Yet, one may look to the Plan for guidance on a 
specific pro~!, and find no guidance there. The Plan needs to provide certainty. A•; 

• 0 

wide variety of interpretations. A plan should be specific, to preclude the possibility of a 
person seeing whaiever he or she desires to see in the Plan. Our experience with Mast!r 
Plans is that over time their provisions are often interpreted more rigidly than their 
f'ramers may have contemplated. At the series of public hearings held on this subject, 
some who spoke saw features in the Plan that Commission Chair Gove responded to by 
indicating, 'that was not the intent of the Commission.' The Commission is set by law 10 
expire in 1998. Chairman Gove and other commission members will have left to other 
endeavors. NPS staff will likely have moved to other locations or positions within the 
agency. Yet, .someone will be uked to make decisions about proposals being "consistent 
with the Plan.• In making these determinations, that person should be guided by specific 
references to activities and land uses. He or she should be able to juxtapose some 
proposed activity or land use against a specific provision in the Plan and make a clear 
and simple consistency determination. The absence of specific guidance presents the 
possibility that the decision will not result from the application of clear standards to 
specific situations, but may be the introjection of the personal or organizational biases of 
the decision maker. 

2 

• 

1. 

RESPONSES 

This is a policy plan providing a framework for additional 
planning and decision making. It is not the intent of the 
plan to provide specific guidance on specific proposals. 

• 
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An essential component of economic planning is to rationalize the process, to introduce 
predictability to the process. For this to happen, the Plan needs to be clear aod specific. 
We believe this is true not only for the activities of our own agency but for a great 
number of other important economic activities as well. 

lutennodal Ondssions 
The draft Plan is silent on a number of issues which we believe it should specifically 
address. It does not eontain a thorough inventory of the transportation infrastructure 
within the corridor, it does not include di=ssion of a variety of very important 
transportation facilities, and does not address a number of issues irnponant to 
transportation. 

Holman Field in SL Paul is located entirely within the boundaries of MNRRA. Holman 
Field plays an important role in the Metropolitan Aviation system as a major reliever 
airport. How does the Plan interface with the plans of the Metropolitan Airports 
C.OIIlJlllSlUon? How does the Plan relate to the aviation plans of the Metropolitan 
Council? How does the fact of being within the MNRRA Corridor effect any needed 
future Cllpansion at Holman? 

Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP) is virtually next door to MNRRA. 
Further, the dual track airport planning process is currently underway, evaluating 
whether a new airport will be constructed. If a decision is made to construct a new 
airport in Dakota county, the land transportation system required to service the new 
airport will need substantial improvement. This could include major improvements to 
the highway system in Dakota County, and could conceivably include a new crossing of 
the Mississippi. On the other hand, if a decision is made to not build a new airport,. it is 
likely that expansion will occur at MSP. Rigid interpretations of proposed policies in the 
MNRRA Plan could raise questions regarding both new airport construction, and 
improvement at MSP. This could thereby jeopardize the comprehensive airport dual 
track planning process currently underway. 

We believe it critically important that the Plan not be silent on these issues. Rather, it 
should recognize the importance of these facilities for the region and the state. It should 
specifically address land within and adjacent to the MNRRA corridor as appropriate to 
support either airport decision. The Plan must integrate the comprehensive dual track 
airport planning and environmental study. 

There is no discussion of the Federal lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act • 
(IS'IEA}, and the strong emphasis on intermodalism within that act. Intermodal links 

, , , p a I n re encourage m IS a 
lntermodal facilities have historically located within river corridors, and this is 
partia.ilarly true within the MNRRA corridor. ISTEA also includes a number of ' 
programs which present opportunities for cooperative projects to improve recreational, 
natural, and cultural resources, i.e. Scenic Byways, and Enhancement projects. 

3 
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The MNRRA legislation specifically directs that the plan 
address commercial navigation. These other major 
transportation issues were not identified by Congress in 
the legislation, nor were they identified as major issues 
during the scoping process for the draft 
plan/environmental impact statement. 

The following changes in the document respond to this and 
related comments. 

A statement was added that underscores that the 
MNRRA corridor is a historic transportation corridor. 
It identifies railroads as a traditional use in the 
corridor that would continue. It states (as with 
site-specific issues) that these questions are important 
but goes on to explain how the visions and policies can 
be used as a framework to analyze future plans and 
proposals for transportation in the corridor. 

A specific reference to the Major River Crossing Study 
has been added. 

A statement was added showing general support for 
regional transportation plans except for any elements 
that conflict with the MNRRA plan. 

Transportation infrastructure data provided by the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation has been 
added as an appendix to the plan. 

A policy was added to support the intermodal 
transportation goals identified in the Federal Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, especially the use of 
mass transportation and bicycle/pedestrian trail linkages. 
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Railroads have not been specifically discussed in the Plan. We would note that there are]· 
nine rail bridges across the river within MNRRA Further, a number of parallel tracks, 
and more importantly, rail yards and intermodal shipping terminals are within the 
~RA Corridor. The continued presence of these is very important to the economic 

Again, we think the Plan should not be silent on these facilities. The Plan should reflect 
an understanding that railroad transportation requires appropriate land use within 
MNRRA, which can be maintained and upgraded as needed, and that intermodal links 
are an appropriate land use within the corridor, 

Reletlonshi to Other Plannln Efforts 
A serious shortcoming of the Plan is that it fails to indicate how it fits into the 
comprehensive planning process which characterizes the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 

e aw w 1c crea e e !SS1pp1 a 1ona 1ver an ecrea mn ea contains 
many references to working with state, regional, and local agencies, and coordinating the 
efforts of t~e commission with s!ate, regio~l, and local planning efforts. Regarding 

J 
w 

fleeting. the Plan is veiy defi. cient in consideration of transportation. Particularly notable] 
for its absence is any reference to the Major River Crossing Study of the Metropolitan 
Council of the Twin Cities, and other transportation plans of that body. We urge that 
closer coordination and consultation between the Commission and the Metropolitan 
Council be undertaken prior to issuing the final Plan, with particular attention being paid 
to the transportation plam of that body. 

The Plan is also functioning as a Draft EIS. The naiure of the proposal at hand is such 
to r:equire close examination of indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed action. 

l r 
removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative effects are those which 
result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

With the introduction of MNRRA, the Twin Oties now has a wild and scenic river on 
the east, a major state park and national wildlife refuge on the south, and a major 
element of the national park service through the middle. Each of these elements impose 
restrictions on river and land use. We believe that a thorough analysis of the cumulative 
impacts of lhese public lands and associated water and land use restrictions upon the 
land use and economic life of the Twin Oties Metropolitan Area is needed, and must be 
undertaken prior to developing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Master Plan. 

4 
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A statement on railroads has been added (see response to 
comment G-15-2). 

Statements were added to the introductory and partner 
roles sections of the comprehensive plan to indicate how 
the MNRRA plan fits into the metropolitan area planning 
process. 

6. A reference to this document was added. 

7. Indirect and cumulative impacts were assessed, and where 
it was possible to state them with some degree of certainty, 
they were included in the environmental consequences 
section. 

• 
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The influence of the river extends far beyond the boundaries of the corridor, but reaches 
to the Dakotas and beyond, and to the Gulf of Mexico. We in Minnesota often tend to 
think of resources of the state as "our" resources. This type of thinking typifies the draft 
Plan/EIS. We-should not pretend that restrictions on river use and adjacent land use 
will end with the defined borders of the National River and Recreation Area, or that 
they would affect only a few river related transportation companies. As indicated above, 
this river has significant import on the national economy, and the economy of the upper 
midwest. Restrictions or limitations on such factors as barge fleeting. airport facilities, • 
rail, truck or automobile movement will reach far beyond the MNRRA corridor, and 
have the potential to adversely affect interstate commerce. We do not see this sort of 
discussioi:i in the Plan, and believe it is imperative. 

These general comments are expanded on the following pages, with comments focused 
on specific features of the Plan. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Master Plan and EIS. Mn/DOT 
looks forward to working with the Commission and staff to produce a Plan which will 
insure that all the important natural and recreational resources of the corridor are 
protected while at the same time not jeopardizing economic vitality, 

Yours truly, 

5 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Detailed Comments 

Draft Comprehensive Management Plan 
Environmental lmpact Statement 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
August 19, 1993 

Purpose md Visions for the Area 

Page 11: Mn/DOT supports the vision that residents and visitors will be able to r•J 
traverse the entire !en th of the corridor foot and bi cle. While it ma not be 
p 
length of the corridor, it is important to have a continuous trail system as close to the 
river as is practical. 

Detailed Policies: 

Page 23: The proposed plan specifically mentions road, trail, and waterway J 
transportation modes. The plan fails to make specific policy recommendations for 
railroads and ai ort two other trans rtation modes within the corridor. These mode!, 

ran 
riverfront area which the Plan acknowledges can maintain and upgrade their facilities. 

In addition, the proposed site development policies are specific requirements based upo11 
resource protection goals. It is redundant to require that expansion be consistent willl 
both resource protection and site development policies. Also, there is no basis to deny 
expansion of a facility that is in compliance with all site development policies. Mn/DO~: 
requests that the last sentence on page 23 be changed to read: 

The plan would also allow 005ifte59 1111!1 itiffl:!Slries existina land uses in the 
corridor to expand existing facilities if the erpansion is consistent with fe!l8ltfft 
J)f8teetlen em! site development policies. 

To the extent that proposed detailed policies and specific site development policies 
would be inconsistent with maintenance and upgrading needs at Holman Field, 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport, and the extensive railroad network within tho 
corridor, the DEIS fails to address the social, economic, and environmental impact which 
would result from the Plan. A Supplement to the DEIS would be required to adequately 
identify these impacts. • 

Location Policies; 

Page 24-25: Location policies are intended to apply to new developments within the 
riverfront area. A land use for which location in the riverfront area is vital, but not 

A-1 

• 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

RESPONSES 

Comment noted. 

A statement was added identifying railroads as 
long-standing traditional uses in the corridor. Airports, 
while having a shorter history in the corridor, preexisted 
the establishment of the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area and are generally recognized as an 
important contributor to the Twin Cities economy. Based 
on what is 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). 

The first suggested change was incorporated. The second 
would lose part of the intent of the statement, as 
compliance with both resource protection and site 
development policies is desired. A statement was added to 
clarify this. 

No such inconsistencies have been identified. 

• 



• COMMENTS • RESPONSES • 
included as an exam~le of ,an acceptable ,use: is bridges crossing the river a~d associated 

bridge approach construction. If the intention of the Plan is to discourage or prevent 
12 new bridge Cl"OiSings and associated approach work, then the DEIS fails to adequately 

L....,==-iii:-..=~=~;;;r-;;;;;;r,:;==.;;;;;=-~;;;i:;-;;;:;;;i;;:;;---;r.;;;;;;;i;.,;;;;--a e soct , economtc, an environmen a impacts sue a po icy. supp ement 

13 

to the DEIS would be required. Refer to our commenls on page 29, policy #11, We 
request that the following be added to the examples or uses acceptable along the 
riverfront: 

• brid&es and their associated approach roads, mil or trail 

Page 24-25: Another specific river related use not mentioned in the proposed location 
policies is seaplane use of the river, and associated seaplane bases within the riverfront 
area. We request that the following be added to the examples of uses acceptable aloog 
the riverfront: 

14~1 ____ ._~_a_p_1a_n_e_b!ll_s_e_s_ao_d_w_s_so_a_·a_w_d_a_vi_·a_11_·o_n_ra_c_il_iu_·e_s ___________ ...., 

Site Development Policies; 

Page 26: Appendix C contains an exception for construction of approach roadways 
for bridges in bluff areas. A number of the site development policies, such as those 
concerning bluffs, are designed to prevent inappropriate parallel development and cannot 
be reasonably applied to approach roads. We request that the following sentence be 
added at the beginning of the site development policies: 

15l----N-o-ne-0£_t_h_e_th-e-se-si-te_d_e_~_,_op_me_n_t_p_o_)ig-·e_s_s_ha_1_,_be-in-•e_w_r_e_,e_d_t_o_p_ro_h_ib-i-tt_h_e _ __, construction. reconstruction, or maintenance of bridges crossing the tiver, and 
their associated awroach road. rail or trail 

Page 29: Proposed policy # 11 properly acknowledges the role of metropolitan 
planning in future transportation decisions on the need for upgraded or new crossings of 
the Mississippi River, However, the language lacks precision, and allows for an 
interpretation no new transportation crossings of the river would be consistent with the 
Pla!L If this is the inreot of the proposed policy, then the DEIS fails to adequately assess 
the social, economic, and environmental impact of such a policy. A Supplemental DEIS 
would be required, which would need to assess: 

• The existing river crossings with capacity deficiencies, such as TH 6 IO, 1-694, I-
94, and l-494 

A-2 

12. 

13. 

The plan encourages the use of existing transportation 
corridors but does not prevent new bridge crossings and 
associated approach work. It was revised to lay out a 
process for evaluating new crossings and support the 
Metropolitan Council River Crossing Study. 

The subject list was removed from plan. 

14. The subject list was removed from plan. 

15. This ,sentence has been added. 

G-15 
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• Areas where existing or projected future traffic demands mav require additional 
crossings, such as Anoka and Hastings 

• The soci'.al, economic, and environmental impacts of perpetuating increasing 
traffic on a transportation system that lacks capacity 

• If land within the MUSA is not developed consistent with Metropolitan Council 
development guides because of inadequate river crossing capacity, what would be 
possible effects on growth patterns in the Metro Area? 

• The impact upon the Dual Track Airpon study, if additional roadway or transit 
crossings of the river are inconsistent the MNRRA policy 

We believe it is appropriate that the Plan leave major ilIVestment decisions to those 
charged with the decisions, at the time such decisions need to be made. The cities along 
the corridor, the Metropolitan Council, and Mn/DOT can and will make responsible 
decisions about such matters. Mn/DOT requests that policy #11 be rewritten as follow:;: 

16 l ____ '_t_l)_N~e-w-bo-·a_i_e_cros_;___si_n_~o_c_i_ocre_w_s_ia_,_~_p_a_g_·~ __ or_e_x_is-ti-ng-b,_id_s_e_c_m_~_i_n_p_a_~ __ l coru;istent with the PJan if they are included io existing or future comprehensive 
metropolitan area i,lans. _ 

Page 29: We believe the language in proposed policy # 17 has the potential to cause, 
serious transportation problems in the future. The meaning of the phrase, •scenic 
parkway road design standards." needs to be explicitly defined. Presently its meaning is 
not specified. and we at Mn/DOT do not know what it means. This phrase must be 
clearly defined in the Plan itself. or perhaps deleted altogether. This could be construed 
to place congestion producing limitations on speed over bridges, and carries a clear 
implication of banning or severely limiting truck movements on these roads and bridges. 
The impacts of such an interpretation could be seriously detrimental to the economy of 
the Twin Cities and Minnesota, as well as having adverse impacts on energy use and air 
quality. The impact of such a policy has not been evaluated in this DEJS. If this is the 
interpretation, then a revised or Supplemental DEIS would be required to evaluate the 
rocial, economic, and environmental impact of decreasing vehicle capacity and rerouting 
truck movements along and across the corridor. This analysis should include: 

• 

• Inventory of all roads within the corridor and their functional elassification 

• Determination of which roads would be designated as "parkways" 

- Determination of which roads would lose capacity 

• Determination of alternate routes for trucks 

A-3 

16 . 

RESPONSES 

The policy was revised to address this comment and reflect 
a priority for alternatives that avoid new crossings while 
not prohibiting them. To address the desire to minimize 
river crossings but allow for a flexible policy consistent 
with the legislative intent for the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area, policy number 11 was revised . 
It states that if it is necessary to increase river crossing 
capacity in an area of the corridor, the order of preference 
would be: (1) to expand the capacity of an existing bridge, 
(2) to add a parallel structure, and (3) to develop a new 
crossing corridor if there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative (including consideration for a greater reliance 
on intermodal transportation) and if the crossing is 
included in approved regional transportation plans. A 
reference to the Major River Crossing Study prepared by 
the Metropolitan Council was added to the MNRRA plan. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

• Determination of additional roadway construction needed for these routes to 
function at an appropriate level of service 

• Evaluation of the social, economic, and environmental impacts of lost roadway 
capacity and from rerouting truck movements (i.e. increased noise, air emissions, 
energy use, neighborhood disruption, cost to consumers) 

To clarify tbis interpretation, we request that policy # 17 read as follows: 

(17) Incorporate architectural treatments and extensive landscapine into roadway 
construction or reconstruction projects. where practkal with primary emphasis on 
parallel roads in the riverfront area and bridges over the river. 

Public Land Ownership, Proposed Policies and Actions; 

P• 34: Pedestrian and bicycle access on bridge crossings are desirable and 
appropriate in most cases. However, there may be situations, ( e.g. multiple bridges in a 
corridor), where each does not need to provide a trail crossing, or where the bridge 
structure does not lend itself to providing access. Rather than providing a list of poss1'ble 
exceptions to tbis policy, we recommend that metropolita11 comprehensive plamring 
address this issue. We request that policy #6 (also Page 51, #3) be rewritten as follows: 

• 
17. 

18. 

18 l----~£_nsu_re_acce __ ss_a_cross_a:11_n_e_w_an_d_re_b_u_n_t_bri_'d_g_es_w_he_n_j_n_cl_ud_e_d_j_n_ex_i_~_·»_e_or __ __, . future comprehensive metropolitan plans. 

Page 34: Proposed policy #9 bas the potential to have a significant adverse effect on 
the transportation system within the MNRRA corridor. Transportation corridor right of 
way often abuts lands acquired witb federal recreation grant assistance. Occasionally, 
transportation improvement projects require minor amounts of right of way from these 
lands in order to provide increased capacity and/or increased public safety. There are 
already existing procedural safeguards against unnecessary conversion to non-outdoor 
recreational use of lands acquired or developed with federal grant assistance. Section 
4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act prolnoits federal transportation projects from using any 
recreational land unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to that use, and only 
then if the project includes planning to minimize harm to that recreational area. In 
addition, Section 6-f, requires us to replace any lands acquired or developed with federal 
recreation grant assistance with land of at least equal value. The National Park Service 
makes this determination. Therefore, under the existing regulations, there will be no net 
loss of outdoor recreational land or open space. 

A-4 

G-15 

RESPONSES • 
The riverfront policy was revised to reflect these concerns. 

The commission and the National Park Service believe it is 
desirable to encourage pedestrian and bicycle access across 
all new and rebuilt bridges. However, the policy was 
revised to refer to publicly funded bridges and specifies 
that it must be feasible from an engineering and safety 
standpoint. 



19 

20 

COMMENTS 

If policy #9 is intended to~ such conversions, then this DEIS inadequately 
analyzes the impacts of such a policy. A Supplemental DEIS would be required, which 
would include an inventory all lands which have received federal recreation grants, 
compare their location to existing and proposed transportation corridors, identify 
whether transportation safety or capacity improvements would require additional right of 
way from such lands, determine the impact to public safety from failing to provide such 
improvements, and what would be the social, economic, and environmental impact from 
failure to increase capacity or from increasing capacity at alternate locations. 

Completely adequate legal ·and regulatory safeguards exist to prevent unwarranted 
conversion of such lands and facilities, and adequately provide for their replacement 
Mn/DOT requests that proposed policy #9 be deleted. 

Commercial Navtgallon 

Page 34 • 37: The description of commercial navigation contained on these pages is not J 
completely accurate. We request that everything after C:Ommen:lal Navigation (page 34) 
through tbe second paragraph on page 37 (ending with the words "during the life of the 
plan"], be deleted and the following substituted: 

In the 1930:s, the federal soyemment in an effort to open the midwest 
1111ricultural economy to international markets and to create employment and 
other economic benefits, beiian the construction of the Upper Mississippi River 
naYi11ation system Benefits of the construction of that mtem and it's lodes and 
dams have spread to many activitiei; beyond just commercial navjsation, Wjtb the 
construction of the Jggs and dams. huee pools of water were formed. These 
pools provide valuable fish and wildlife habitat and vast expanses of water for 
recreational use municjpaJ water suwb: and water suJ:;!plies for a number of 
industrial and aiuicultural uses. 

Commercial nayjptian provjdes an economical safe enelll)' efficient. and 
environmentally friendly form of trarnoortation for mil]ions of tons of freight cad:: 
year. It provides the Twin Cities re11ion and Upper Midwest with a vital ]ink ruio1 
the nation's agricultural heartland to domestic and international markets, The 
terminals in the n:11ion are a focal point for shippers that serve a Jar11e part of tbc. 
UJ)J)Cr Midwest River terminals io the Twin Citiei; re&jon annually handJe JS to 
2Q million tons of commodities, The river 5YStem provides efficient transportlltio~. 
to and from the re&jon, iocJudin11: 

• min and mm products sbiPJled to processors throughout the nation's heartland 
and to exporJ terminals at the mouth of the river near the Gulf of Mexico 

A
, . .. , 

• 

19. 

20. 

RESPONSES 

The policy was revised to address this concern. 

This text was revised by the Corps of Engineers and the 
commission to address these concerns. 

• 
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-:.Jllher IJ'lllior IODJ•baul southbound shipments Jnclndin1 coal. potwjc fertilizer 
scran iron, and petroleum rote J 

• Jnbmmd muunents of coal. J!hosphatjc feaiUzer, saJt, petroleum products. 
chwJicals, cement, steel and ptpe 

• Jarae 10091 mgyements of sand m:avel and petroleum products 

Jkcause of it's enei:c efficiency, the towin,i industry proyjdes seryjce to the 
mi~ at costs far P!Jow th~se of other bulk tran~rtation modes. It also bellli 
mamtam the competttiyeness m the rates of @D\PeMa modes, Beyond the 
i~n:n influence. io the western Dakotas, land tmnspottation rates to eisport 
temunals are si11nifican1lx hi&Jler. Iowin11 indusu;y euQ efficlencles also 
m:gduce much Jower Jeye)s of exhaust emissions and fuel use than do other 
mades. for the same rolumes of freiQ:bt meyement. 

Batie traffic levels fluctuate. put maintain an upward trend, Based on those 
fluct~ations. a study dQOe by Temple. Barker, and Sloane, in J281 prqjected a 
lmliili out of traffic Sht®ib the year 2010. Another stu<I)'. (Fruin 1992) based 
soJeh on decreased eraio movements caused by a lw ot the Soviet markeL 
m.wecied eyen slower i[OWlh, 

Qsher studies have projected continuous amwth, They include the GREAT 1 
stydy:. the Mjssissip,pi Master Plan, and the Mid America Ports Study. The moS1 
C!!nse~at;ve eslima!es of J?~citime fcei&ht traffic ilrowtb on the UJ>,per MississiPJ!i 
R1li'.8ti m those studies, antmpate a study 2% annual uowth oyer the next 20 
yeam. Fo!)owina a dramatic drop from 2l million tons in 1984, 10 just ovec 16 
!Jli)li0n tons io 1985. tr~fic has arown to t9.S mmion tons in U/21, ]be hi&h 1ml 
m 1284, repn,sems the 10\Pag of a severe llrou11ht in the eastern com be)t which 
forced additional lfllin purchases from the Minnesota uricultyral oommunit, 
seryed by terminals in the Twin Cities's area. In 1992. the U.S. Arn\)' Co,;ps of 
~neers recorded the third highest volume of ~ movement in histoty 
throum Lock, and Dam 2. 

Du: increa.wt p:owth iu waterbow traffic. wbich is ueater than prpjected by su 
two most recent studies of the area's potential, reflects a small increase in IIOlio 
but rnlior j~creases_ in fertmzi:r, coat aiiri::aate, and &eneraJ catiQ5, For the past 
25 years 11nm tennmaJs on M1nnew1a's part of the river have contributed an 
mmual mraiie of 7% of the total national ~in export wlume. 

• RESPONSES • 

G-15 
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COMMENTS 

Page 37: The statements in lhe third paragraph ("Decisions about activity expansion 
would be based on a balance between desired area re$0urce characteristics and river 
system capacity. Decisions about commercial navigation uses would be based on 
resource values, emphasizing minimal impact on aquatic life.") appear to concern 
commercial navigation uses of the river, rather than commercial m1vigation land uses 
within the corridor. Such an inteipretation, if enforced, would interfere with the 
movement of interstate commerce on a navigable wateiway. This would be inco11Sistent 
with other federal law and is unacceptable. 

Mn/DOT requests that these statements be deleted and replaced with the following: 

Commercial navigation &rQWth in the Metro area wm be based on shimiers' 
increased cargo transport needs, FJeetin1 rrowtb wm be based on the same 
increased transport needs, New or expanded commercial navip.tion facility 
activii,v wiU be balanced with concern for other fflO],lrcc YalPei io the corridor 
through established federal state, and local enyjronmemaJ review and permi«in1 
procedures. 

Paae 38: The statement in the third paragraph from the bottom, "Barges must not J 
present an impediment to navigation .. ." should correctly read ~ barges must not 
present an impediment to navigation .. ." 

Natural Jwource Management • Pollution 

Pate 40: The Jntent of proposed policy #9 ls correct, but the wording is flawed and 
potentially counterproductive. Mn/DOT is currently researching and implementing 
maintenance practices to significantly reduce the use of salt and sand for winter roadwa;, 
maintenance. Sand can be a worse water pollutant that .salt. Street sweeping is costly, 
energy intensive, generates a disposal problem (rather than preventing pollution), and 
does nothing to reduce runoff, whlch is a function of precipitation and drainage patterns. 
U this Plan intends to increase the use of sand for winter road maintenance, then the 
DBIS fails to adequately analyze the adverse water quality impacts from such a proposal. 
We request that policy #9 be rewritten as follows: 

I 
(2) Reduce the use of salt on area roam by em:oura1in1 the use of a1tema1iYe J 

23 L----m-a-te_o_11_s_n_nd_1_
0
_c_iu_cc_e_ase_d_e_ffi_et_·e-net-·e_s_io_wi_·a_,e_r_m_a_io_1e_n_a_uc_e_. _co_m_m_e_o_su_ra_1e_w,_·u1 . the needs of public safelY, 

21. 

22. 

23. 

• • 

RESPONSES 

The first two sentences in the suggested replacement were 
not incorporated because they imply that navigation 
growth will occur based only on market demands, which 
clearly conflicts with the MNRRA legislation that calls for 
a program for management of existing and future barge 
transportation and fleeting activities, which would not be 
limited to facilities. The legislation is clear in that it states 
that the plan shall include a program for the management 
of both land and water uses. To reflect the remainder of the 
comment, other public comments received on the draft 
plan, and direction provided by the commission, the two 
sentences in the draft plan beginning with "Decisions 
about" were revised (see Commercial Navigation section in 
the final plan). 

The word "moored" was added. 

The statement has been revised per the comment. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Page 158, 164-167: The summary o~ ~e environm~n~l consequences of the proposed 

opportunities due to open space acquisition and land use controls. The only impact 
proje~d to transportation is a minimal effect to commercial navigation, unless 
aignificant il1aeases in levels of barge fleeting activities are experienced. There is no 
mention of any other impact to transportation. 

APPENDIX-C Erosloa C.ontrol 

Page 210; Proper erosion control measures are vital to preserve the investment of the 
landowner and the water quality of adjacent Jakes, streams and wetlands, Sedi1t1ent is 
the largest water pollutant by volume and atguably the most detrimental water pollutanL 
It is appropriate for this Master Plan to identify a goal of reduced erosion and to require 
adequate temporary erosion controls during construction and adequate Installation and 
maintellllllce of permanent erosion controls for 1111 land uses within the corridor. 
However, erosion control plans must be tlen"ble and designed to fit the requirements of 
a specific site. No two sites are alike, and no two sites can have exactly the same 
erosion control plan. 

The erosion control guidelines listed in Appendi.t C, are not guidelines, but are 
mandatory requirements, since virtually all items are to be adopted in zoning ordinances. 
These requirements are too prescriptive, too inflexible, and will ultimately be self• 
defeating to the goals of MNRRA which promote increased water quality and 
development which minimizes disturbance and blends into the landscape. That fact that 
an erosion control measure worked once, does not mean it will work everywhere; 
conversely because a measure didn't work once, does not mean it is never appropriate in 
any cirrumstance. 

The requirement, 'in no instance should fill exceed 4: 1 slope," will increase construction 
limits aod the disturbance of the natural landscape. H thi$ statement is meant to say that 
slopes must be no flatter than 4:1, then this measures increases erosion, rather than 
controls erosion. The requirement that "Walls should be no higher than 5 feet and 
should be constructed of wood or natural stone," will also increase construction limits 
and will insure that somewhere a wall will fail, since these materials are not always 
appropriate. This results in greater, not lesser erosion. 

Mn/DOT requests that these prescriptive and inflexible requirements be deleted from 
the Erosion Control section of Appendix C. These should be replaced with perlonnancc 
standards, which tell designers what to accomplish, not what they must do regardless of 
whether it will work. However, several of the items, such as the second and fifth on 
page 210, are performance standards that are impossible to acwmplish. 

A-8 

• RESPONSES • 
24. That is all that is expected. 

G-15 
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Mn/DOT requests that the Erosion Control section be rewritten as follows: 

Erosion Control 

Erosion and sedimentation should be minimized by: 

- Development of an Erosion Control Plan for each site that disturbs greater rha ~ 
five acres 

- Development fitted into the site contours and APPJ:<Uldate to the site soil 
conditions. 

- Natural erosion control deyjces should be used insofar as practjca!. 

• Structural devices. such as g1'verts. ditches. and wans should be desj~ed to fit 
into the nan,ra) landscape. 

• Adeqyate erosion coptrol measures should be maintained before, durio&, and 
after construction to ensure that soil loss does not de11rade adjacent water. 
Methods to tmp sediments should be used 

- Erosion control measures and reestablishment of ve11etatioo should make 
maximum use of natural ve11etation, 

- fill should be stabilized with plant material and rm slopes should blend io with 
naturaJ surroundjn115 

- Wetlands and other water bodies should not be used as sediment traps, 

• Detentjon ponds should be used for temporazy water storallC wherever practjcaJ. 

- In the design of draioa~ facilities. consjderati0o should be iixeo to a(lllifer 
recharce particu)arl,v w use of porous materials for parkin11 lots and drainai:e 
~ 

Bridges, Powerllnes, and Roads 

Page 211-212; This section of Appendix C contains two different proposed 
guidelines concerning the design of bridges In the corridor. MnjDOT supports tbe goal 
of aesthetic bridge design which is appropriate to the surrounding landscape. However, 
we have several concerns with the proposed guidelines. 

A-'1 

• 

25. 

• 

RESPONSES 

Some revisions were made, but it must also be stressed 
that these are only guidelines to show communities how 
the policies in the plan could be implemented. 

• 



• COMMENTS • 
First, it is inconsistent with other Plan policies and guidelines in that no similar 
statements exist for buildings, grain elevator,, park facilities, ete. If ii is necessary to give 
examples of bridges, then where are the examples of other structures which impact the 
corridor? 

Secondly, the mandate for only allowing arch bridges will pose severe problems and may 
be counter-productive 10 the goals for the MNRRA corridor. The most appropriate 
bridge for a specific location is influenced strongly by the site. For example, the Lake 
Street and Ford Bridges are arch bridges due to the availability and close proximity of 
the bluffs lo resist the thrust of the arches. These designs could not be used where the 
floodplain is wide, such as al Newport. Providing examples which cannot be applied at 
many locations is misleading and raises false expectations. As an item information, one 
of the stated examples, the Hennepin Avenue Bridge, is not an arch bridge. 

Finally, it lllllSt be recognized that a public works project, such as a bridge, must balance 
the aesthetic requirements of the site. the appropriate engineering solution for a 
location, and the amount the public can afford to spend in light of statewide needs. 
Mn/DOT requests that the two guidelines for bridge design be deleted and replaced 
with the following: 

26LI ____ -_A_w_1_x_b_o_d_ge_t)l!_"_a_oo_a_r_ch_i_~_cru_r_ru_tte_a_tro_e_m_s_a_w_r_o_p_n_a1_e_1_0_1b_e_si_te_, ___ _ 

Page 211: The proposal that all roads within 300 feet of the river should be limited 
to scenic drives and parkways providing recreational access is unacceptable. Please refer 
to our comments on page 29, policy #17. In addition, this plan acknowledges that there 
are river related business and industries that are appropriate land uses within the 
riverfront area. This guideline would deny road aeeess to these facilities since they are 
not "recreationaJ" and therefore is contradictory to the proposed policies contained on 
pages 23-25. 

This guideline should be rewritten as follows; 

- Pesieu lij).j)roprjate to the function of the roadway and the surroundio& 
landscape, 

I 

Roads within JOO feet Qf the river should follow these guidelines; 

27·--------M_i_m_·m_i_u_cut_a_n_d_fi_H_a_n_d_d_is_w_m_a_nc_e_o_f_v_e_~_'_at_w_a __ whe_re_p_ra_,_u_ca1_, __ __ • Design with a curyiljnear aljsnroem and to emghasize views where 
w:w.ical. 

U it is the intent of this Plan to only allow scenic drives and parkways providing 
recreational access within the riverfront. then the social, economic, and environmental 
impacts of the Plan have not been evaluated in this DEIS. A Supplement to, or a 
Revised DEIS would be required to adequately address these impacts. 

A·lO 

26. 

27. 

G-15 

RESPONSES 

The guideline was revised to address this comment. 

The guideline was revised to address this comment. 

• 
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The provision prohibiting roads on slopes greater than 12% has been addressed in the 
section on Bluffs. This provision should be deleted in this section. If these guidelines 
must be redundant, then include the exception for bridge approaches, so that these 
guidelines are consistent. 

Condnslon 
Our detailed comments on the proposed policies and design guidelines note potential 
interpretations which would have significant adverse impacts to tbe ttansponation &y11lem 
within the MNRRA corridor, which would indirectly cause significant adverse impacts to 
the economy of the region. Our belief is that neither the Commission nor the National 
Park Service would wish these policies and guidelines interpreted in a manner to cau,e 
adverse effects to the transportation system or the economy which is dependent upon 
that system. Our suggested language changes, if incorporated into the Final Plan and 
EIS. would remove the possibility of CJ1treme interpretations of these policies and 
guidelines. However, if these suggested changes are not incorporated, and the potential 
for extreme interpretations remains, then it would be our belief that the DEIS does not 
adequately addres.5 the potential impacts of the proposed Plan. In that case, we believe 
a ·revised OBIS or a Supplement to the DEIS would be needed, which would fully 
disclose those impacts. 

• 

A-11 

RESPONSES 
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~ Minnesota 

~ti) 
. Department of Transportation 
Transportation Building 
395 John Ireland Boulevard 

o,. . Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 

September 9, 1993. 

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 ~t Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul MN 55101 

SUBJECT: DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMl'ACT STATEMENT 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

On Au!!ll5t 19, 1993, The Minnesota Department of Transportation forwarded detailed 
comments on the Draft Comprehensive Management Pim and Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Missimppi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). 

In that letter we stressed the critical importance of the Mississippi River and adjacent lands 
as a transportation corridor. The attached information provides illuminating quantitative 
information on tb~t point. A~ehed are data on railr~ad tonnage 1;1oved,_ v~hiele and truck 

corridor. These numbers underscore our concern that restrictions on commodity movement 
or personal travel would have severe effects on the social and economic environment of the 
Twin Cities. We believe the attached information will be useful to you in revising the draft 
plan and preparing the final plan and EIS for review by Governor Carlson and Secretaty 
Babbitt. 

Please attach this to our earlier letter in the public comment record for the MNRRA plan 
and EIS. 

Yours truly, 

• RESPONSES • 
28. The information was added as an appendix. 

G-15 
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COMMENTS 

THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: SELECTED TRANSPORTATION QAIA 

RAILROAD BRIDGE ANNUAL TONNAGES" 

~ PBUlGE LOCATION At:ll::IUAI. TQNl::IAGE 

Chicago, Milwaukee, 
StPaul & Psc.lSoo Line 
Chicago Noflhwestem 
Chicago Norlhwestsm 
Chicago Norllrwestern 
Chicago, MIiwaukee, 
SI.Paul & Pac./SOo Line 
Chicago, Milwaukee, 
SI.Paul & PacJSoo Line 
Burlington Northern 
Burflngton No!lhem 
SooLlne 

Mlle 813.7( Hastings) 

Mlfe835.7 
Mlle 839.3 (Robert S1reet) 
Mlle841.4 
Mlle850.7 

Mlle 853 (near Waahlngton Ave.) 

Mlle864.5 
Mlle855.8 
Mlle857.6 

(millions) 

43.4 

15.0 
5-10 
9.4 
3.5 

3 

3 
65 

22.7 

TOTAL ANNUAL RAILROAD BRIDGE TONNAGE IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: 169.5 - 178.5 
MILLION TONS 

"lbese 11192 railroad tonnages galhered through 1flll Minnesote. Oeparlment of Transportation analysis 
ay&l8m. 

• 

ANNUAL AVIATION OPERATIONS 
FACILIT1ES WfrHIN OR AOJAceNT TO THI! MNRRA CORRIDOR 

HOLMAN FIELD 

FLEMING FIELD 

MSP INTERNATIONAL 

TOTAL OPERATIONS 

152,378 

39,800 

415,902 

608.()80 

TOTAL FREIGHT TONNAGE AT INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT: 335,339 tons 

RESPONSES 

• 



• COMMENTS 

ROADWAYS IN 1HE MNRRA CORRIDOR 
AVERAGE 0AB. Y TRAFFIC VOWIIIES 1992" 

LOCATION 

Minneapolis (Easl Side of River) 
T.H. 169/10 (North ol Anoka) 
East River Road 
1-94 from Emerald to Oak St. 
Univer1llty Ave. S.E. 
Oak Street 

Mlr'1neapolls (West Skle of River) 
1-94 lrom Fridley to 42nd Ave. N. 
Washington Ave. N. 
Rlvelslde Ave. 
Marshall Ave. 
Hiawatha Ave. 
T.H. 5 ( nee, Airport) 

St Paul (East Side of Rh,er) 
ShepartlRd. 
Warner Rd. 
Kellogg Blll<I. 
Clelleland Ave. 
McKnight Rd. 
Carvet Ave. 
1-494 to Maxwell 
Maxwell Ave. 
41h Ave. (Newport) 
G~ Cloud Island DI. 
T.H.61 
T.H.10 

St Paul (West Side of River} 
Water Street 
Plato Blvd. 
T.H. 3 (Lafayette F\d.) 
T.H.13 
Butler 
T.H. 56 (Concord) 
Inver Grove Trail 
T.H.52 
T.H.55 

TOTAL AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 
IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: 755,650 VEHICI-ES 

TOTAL AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY HEAVY COMMERCIAL TRAFFIC 
IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: 26,152 VEHICLES 

TRAFFIC YQ!.UME 

37,900/ 1,800 
18,000I 540 
119,000/3,570 
20,600/ 618 
9,100/ 273 

96,000l 2,880 
34,300/ 1,029 
12,600/ 378 
8,900/ 267 

42,000/ 1,260 
48,000/ 1,4-W 

23,000/ 625 
15,500/ 465 
33,000/ 990 
4,800/ 144 
3,900/ 117 

850' 26 
44,000/ 1,320 
6.200I 186 
4,800( 144 
4,500/ 135 

41,500/1,450 
9,000I 300 

800/ 18 
14,300/ 429 
41,000/ 1,200 

9,900/ 297 
3,100' 93 

14,000/ 420 
1,600/ 48 

24,500/3.000 
9,200/ 660 

'These 1992 traffic numbers galhe<ed through the Minnesota Depar1ment of Transpon:ation analysis 
system. The first nun1.ler represents the average dally traffic on the roa.-y In the MNRRA comoor. 
The S8COlld number represents the heavy commercial (lruc~) p011ion of the first number. 

• RESPONSES • 
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MNRRA CORRIDOR 
AYER.AO!! DAILY HIGHWAY BRIDGE TRAFFIC 1990l1991 

~ 

1) T.H. 1G'61 
2) Counly Rd. 22 
3) 1·494 
4) T.H. 3 (Lafayelt8) 
S) T.H. 52 (Robert St) 
6) T.H. 56 (Wabasha St.) 
7) T.H. 49 (High Bridge) 
8) l-35E 
9) T.H. 5 (Fort Snelling) 
10) T.H. 55 (MenclQta) 
11) 1-494 
12) Foro Parkway 
13) T.H. 212 (MarshaH Ave.) 
14) Franklln Ave. 
15)1-94 
16) Washington Ave. 
17) l-35W 
18) T .H. 8 (3rd Ave.) 
19) T.H. 12 (Henoepin Ave.) 
20) Plymouth Ave. 
21) Broadway Ave. 
22) Lowry Ave. 
23) Camden Ave. 
24) l-694 
25)T.H.610 
26) T.H. 169 

LQCATJON 

Mlle813.9 
Mil8e30.3 
Mlle632.4 
Mlle638.8 
Mik1839.2 
MlleB39.5 
Mlle840.4 
Mllee43.3 
Mlle845.6 
Mlle 1.7 [Minnesota R.) 
Mlle 4.1 (Mlnnesola A.) 
Mlle847.6 
Milef49.9 
W.651.5 
Mil&e51.7 
Milee.52.6 
Mlle E;SS.2 
Mlle854.1 
MlleE.54.3 
Mlel>SS 
Mlle655.4 
Mlle856.4 
Mlle657.8 
Mlle~.4 
Mlle£65 
Mllel>71.6 

TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME 

IOIAL TBAFEJCITRUCK JBAEE!C~ 

2a,OOO/ 1,175 
4,200/ 126 

62,000/ 4,900 
59,000/ 3,000 
111,0001 600 
16,0001 480 
15,500/ 425 
55,000/ 1 ,800 
49,500' 2,300 
29,000/ 2,100 
51,000/ 3,500 
14,500/ 435 
14,500/ 435 
9,500,' 285 

115,000/ 7,100 
25,000/ 750 

113,000/ 6.800 
18,600/ 558 
22,000/ 660 
8,300' 249 

18,300' 550 
19,000/ 570 
23,500' 705 

100,000/ 8,400 
.ile,000/ 1,800 
32,500/ 675 

-----,--
959,900/43,378 

.,.raffle numbers gathered through the Minnesota Department of Transportation anatysls ~- The 
lirst numl]e( tept8S8llts 1h11 average dally !18ffic across the bridge. The MCOllCI number represen1$ !hE, 
heavy C001m9rdal (IIUCk) portion of the first number. 

1992 RIVER BARGE TONNAGE IH THlil MNRRA CORRIDOR: 15,422,492 tone 

This tonnage figure Includes traffic passing lhruugh Lock and Dam 11:i! at Hastiogs and the local melrOl)OB 
tan traffic of sand, gravel and petroleum products. 

RESPONSES 

• 
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MINNESOTA STATE COUNCIL ON DISABILITY 

August Z4, 1993 

145 Meko Sq,.J.,. Building • 7th Place andJaci<l;Qn $tree! • Saini PaUI, ...._la55101 
(612) :>a&e785 Of Toll·fr8" H!Ql).652-9747, s•-·· {Bolh .,. V-and TOD) 

Ms. JoAlln l(,yral, Superintendent 
U.S. Oeparl:lllent of Interior 
National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901 

Dear M$. l(,yral, 

The topic: of accessible outdoor facilities is a new, currently undefined and 
rapidly developing area of concern. The developing philosophy is the provision 
and definition of varying levels of accessll>llity. The differing levels of 
accessibility would present a different challenge level based on the amenities 
provided and the natural lay of the land. 

At this time, it appears that four levels of accessibility will be defined. 
Level l will be a fu1ly accessible level which complies with current 
accessib11 lty guidelines, has gentle slopes and paved walkways. Level 4 is 
designed to be a natural, undeveloped area which would require significant 
assistance for lndividuah with disabilities to negotiate. 

It 1s anticipated that interpreter centers, other physical structures and 
surrounding areas, such as parking facll ltles and connecting walkways, W011ld 
provide a degree of 1ccess1billty in accordance with level I. Pathways could 
vary bet.ween access levels 1, 2 and 3 (pathways with slopes 1n excess of 1:12 
(8.33ll:) should be avoided). Slgnage indicating the access level of adjoining 
areas should be readily available to persons so that they are able to determine 
the degree of challenge or experience they desire to undertake. 

We are an. equal emp\oymen1 opportUruty employer. 

G-16 

RESPONSES • 
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COMMENTS 

1ndllded ill the d11t1111211t s.lmw 4ren 111th st1.il's Galy. Ac«ss Inti t pa~ 
and walkway, ahc,jld be provlftd In addition to, or 1n place of, the stairs. 

The M,iru111sota Stilte Counc1l on Disability has dented a c.onsidarable 11101mt of 
t1me to the topic of 1<:C:Uslble 011tdoer s.ltas 1nd fac.H1tles. lie WG~ld be h1pp)' 
to aff•r l<ldlt101111 assishnce and Input on thfl develop111ent of the NHRRA as the 
projec:t prog,...sses. Please feel f~aa to cont,ct the Council witn q11tstions and 
c.onc.11ras J 

rr:·1,.11j 
~.~ ~ 

Ex11cut1ve Di'f'\& t r 

1. 

RESPONSES 

A note was added to the drawing explaining that it is a 
concept only and accessible walks would be incorporated at 
the design stage. The section of the plan entitled "National 
Park Facilities in the Corridor" was revised to further 
emphasize that all NPS facilities would be fully accessible 
as required under established law and agency guidelines. 
The National Park Service would also encourage full 
compliance with accessibility standards in facilities 
developed by local governments in the corridor. 

• 
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1. w METROPOLITAN COUNCIL ~ M,or, /l,rl! c,.,,,, 2.10 !iast Fifth Sm<1, S,. /1,ul, MN 5j/(J/.f614 612 29/.liJ$9 • f;<K 612 291-<WO T7i' 612 291.;, 
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TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD 

August 24. 1993 

IoAlln M. Kyra!, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418. Ba. 41 
SL Paul. Minnesota 5510! 

Re: Draft Compn,hcmivc Management Plan, Miuiuippl National River and Recreation Area 

Dear Ml. IUetow: 

The Transportation Advisory Boan! of the Metropolitan Council has ,;ompleted a ~ review 
of the Dnft Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement for the Mlsslsslppl 
National ru- and Reaeation Area. Beeawie of )'Out rather brief review period. we are sending 
eom~ts directly to you as well as lo the Metropolillln Caunci1. We undenlllnd the Council will 
aubmit comments after your September 10 deadline. There are ICYCl'8l transportation items in the 
Draft Plan that could have II significant impact on the Region'• transportation ,ystem. We want lo 
make sure "" meet your deadline so that our commcnll l'C<lCive f\lU oonsideration. 'Ibey are as 
f.olknw: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

The MN'RRA Plan llllS not adequately addressed transportation Issues relatm, lo the 
relationship between the fuoctiona of the delignaled rivet conidor and the region's 
transixmation system as defined in the Metropolitan Council's Tramportation Ouidc,IPolicy 
Plan and the Aviation Development Guide Chapter. 

The MNRRA Plan does not aclcnowledge the Major RlYer Crossing Study updated bf the 
Council and the TAB in 1989 which asalgm a high priority lo n,com1n1ct many Mis&lssippi 
River croaing points (TH 169 in Anoka, TH 61 al Hastinp, 1-494/Waknta, and Wabasha 
Street are in the top 10 in !be list of priorities). 

The policies, pad:way and bridge ct<l0$ing ltlmdards listed on pages 24 and 29 are in conflict 
with !he recommcndaliom ofthe Major River Crossing Study and the Metropolitan Highway 
System Plan classification or Sbepanl Road. 

The MNRRA Plan doe& not COt1Sider the directMs or the federal Jntemtodal Sun.ace 
Transportation Ellkiency Act (ISTEA) .lo integrate intermodal ·planning in the management 
or transportation infrastructure. For instanc,,. !STEA nromotes '""'Qte, Jm••"es ._ __ . .. . . moaes at 1enmna1 1ocat1om s...,. a, .auports, ports, rail facilities, barge and gram terminals. 
All thc,e uses have historically and will need lo continue lo OCCUI in the river cmtido<. 

The MNRRA Plan. oomment period should be c:tte.oded by at least 30 d8)\I to allow local 
governmem.al units and othen an opportunity lo review the comments 111bmitled by the 
Council and the Minnesota Department of Natural Rcsourcca (DNR). 

@ Recycled Pap11r 

3. 

4. 

5. 

G-17 

RESPONSES • 
This is beyond the scope of the plan (see response to 
comment G-15-2). • 

A reference has been added. 

The policies have been revised to address these concerns 
and a statement has been added supporting the 
metropolitan transportation planning process, including 
the river crossing study. 

A reference to the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act has been added. 

The extension was granted. 
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COMMENTS 

August 24, 1993 
Page 2 
Ms. Kyrel 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

The MNRRA Plan should include e schedule and description of the National Park Servic~ 
process to revise the draft plan and 1JI1f future opportunities to comment on the Plan an :I 
other related implementation documents. 

• A section should be added that clearly defines the anticipated roles and n,spon.,ibilllies of th~ 
National Park Service, local go,,emment units effected by the corridor de&ignation, the 
Council, DNR and other stale and federal agencies lo implement the MNRRA Plan. 

As parl of the proceas lO define the MNRRA Plan implementation roles and responaibiliti<~ 
of the National Park Service, local government unils affected by the corridor designation, Ille 
Council, DNR and other stale and federal agencies lO implement the MNRRA Plan. 

The MNRRA Plan does nol pruvide adequate direction such as clearly defined strategies '] 
address land use conOict Issues given the diversity of land uses that exists in the corridor. n c 
response to these types of land use issues in the dran plan is very general and would t,e 
subject to interpretation if adopted. 

An inventory o{ the aisling and planned major transportation infrastructure improvemen;-i 
should be condw:led as part of the planning &tudy. _J 

We plan lo finalize our comments by September 15 and will forward them through the Metropolitu1 
Couacil or directly lo you whichever is the mosl fCB11l>le at lhe time. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Oialr, Transporte1ion Advisory Board 

SE.ilm 

cc: Dottie Riet""' 
Chair, Metropolitan Council 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

• 

RESPONSES 

A discussion of the process to amend the plan was added, 
including a commitment for public involvement. 

Considerable material was added to the plan in 
appropriate places to clarify roles and responsibilities (see 
especially the Partner Roles section). 

The implementation roles were clarified in the draft final 
plan. 

The comprehensive management plan is a policy plan. It is 
meant to be a framework and serve as a guide; it is not 
intended to serve as a rigid set ofrules for land use or to 
provide precise direction on all the site-specific land use 
issues in the corridor. 

Some Department of Transportation information has been 
added as an appendix. 

• I 
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MAllANDUW 
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PHONE 61%/3•UH:t0&0 
PA)( 61%/3,"'lrl)~0701 

Tt>D 61.1:/ 348-1708 

BOARD OF HENNEPIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
A-Z400 OoVllllNMl!NT Cl!NTl!ll 

M!NNEA!'OLIS, MINNESOTA 55'4&7·0240 

August 31, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recl1!lltion Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

The Hennepin Coun1y Board of Commissioners aod its staff have reviewed !he Draft 
Comprehensive Management Plan and Enviromneotal Impact Statement prepared for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area by the Mississippi River Coordinating 
Commission. Based on our review and discussion of the Draft Plan; I'd like to offer the 
following review comments on behalf of 1hc County Board. 

First, the Board appreciates lbe opportunity to comment on the Draft Plan. We recognize 
the vulnerability of lbe Mississippi River and its basin to the combined effects of state, 
regional and local government plans and policies and the multitude of public aod private 
activities they permit. We also recognize the necessity of forging a partnership among public 
jurisdictions throughout the river corridor ro ensure that appropriate and balllnced use, 
development and proteetion occurs throughout ~ area. 

We believe that the Draft Plan contains a sound process for intergovernmental collaboration 
and a practical framework for balancing resow:ce protection. use and development. It does 
not appear that Plan implementation would have adverse environmental impacts within 
Hemiepin County or impede execution of County plans for transportation, environmental, 
recreational, health or other services. While generally supporting the Plan's process, facility 
and policy provisions, we would also request your consideration of the following issues and 
concerns when preparing the Final Plan. 

1. The site development policy in the Proposed Plan calling for increasing 'capacity of 
existing bridges and developing parallel architecrurally compatible bridges next to existing 
bridges ... instead of new. separate bridges• may be too inflexible. We believe that 

1'11.J.Nff:f) ON U<'.:Tc:t..tD PA.l'H 

• 
1. 

G-21 

RESPONSES • 
The statement has been revised. See response to comment 
G-15-16. 
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Ms. JoAnn Kyra.I 
August 26, I 993 
Pagel 

COMMENTS 

capacity expansion of existing bridges, and parallel construction of additional spans, are j 
prefem:d alternatives to new bridges and new bridge corridors when such approaches will 
satisfy transportation needs. However, given the continuing growth and shifting 
distribution of the region's population and transportation pa~. the future may require 
additional bridges and/or bridge corridors. We believe the Plan should anticipate furure 

llS ne 
new bridges and bridge corridors, should other measures prove inadequate. 

2. Toe Plan does not make any specific reference to future development of light rail transit J 
within the metropolitan area. While any such future developlllent would principally OCCW' . 
locational and sire development policies of the Plan, specific provision should he made in 
the Plan for light rail tr3Illlit variances thl!t may be necessary in the future. The extension 
of such variances could facilitate light rail development which, in tum, will enhance the 
attainment of a variety of Plan objectives including greater access to corridor resoun::es 
and reduced levels of environmental pollution. 

3. The Plan should make specific provision for identification and cleanup of landfill sites J 
along the River. These landfills could present hazards to the public or delay various 
recreauo o r uses propo m an. n 1110n, severa o se s s, sue 
as the· abandoned landfills on Veterans Administration property and former federal land 
now known as Fort Snelling State Parle, we:re created under federal auspices and should 
be a federal cleanup respomibility, To date, there has been little effort on the part of the 
responsible federal agencies to undertake a complete investigation and remediation. Toe 
Final Plan should clearly establish federal responsibility for cleamip of these landfLlls. 

r appreciate this opportunity to comment and hope the Final Plan will reflect these concerns, 
We look foiward to working with the Coordinating Commission and lhe oilier local units of 
government within !he MNRRA IO implement tbe Final Plan and ensure that lhe Mississippi 
River basin that we share is carefully developed and vigorously protected for the foreseeable 
fun.Ire. 

Wt 
Marte Andrew, 
Chair 

2. 

3. 

• • 

RESPONSES 

This issue was not identified during scoping for the plan. 
.. However, a statement was added supporting the 
· IntermodalSurface Transportation Act and its emphasis 
on intermodal transportation. 

Landfill sites were added as an example of lands that 
should be cleaned up under the pollution control policies. 

• 
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S..bultxln Hennepin 
Regional Parlt Ol,lrh::I 

'126lSCa.tityR::a::i9 
~MN~!.'12,4!!1 
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f"-a;,:(61:2)~ 
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'IJ.Y£AR.OF 
IEPI.AJlUE 

Mr. Peier Gove. Qwr 
Missiwppi River Coordillaling Commission 
c/0 JoAnn Kyra!, Supc:rintendent 
Missiwppi National River & Rcaemioo Ail:a 
National Patlc Sctvioe 
175 Fifth Stroet &st 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Mr. Gove, 

Scptanber8,1993 

Hemiepin Pazks has appreciated the opportwlity to be involved in the development of 
the Mississippi National River & . Rectl!atiOII Al,,a (MNRRA) planning process and 
10 commom on the draft J'danasement .f'lml,IEIS. The Hennepin Patks Board of 
Commissioners adopted a motion at the ~ 2, 1993 Board meetlll3, um$ that 
I 61.lbmit commcnts OIi behalf of the Pad!: District. We hope that consmallon of 
!hose cammems will help 10 8lnm3then the MNRRA Plan. The Parle Oilllrict 
n::cognius dtc imponance of the MNRRA Plan and also the diflkulties in 
coordinating with so many existing age.nci,,s will, such a variety of imffl:• .. and 
authority levels °""r MNRRA eor:ridor n,80'lll'CCs and a,:tivities. Henriepin Parb 
mission, consistent with many MNRRA goals, exclusively deals with the proteetiori 
and enjoymem of natund resources and povi<ion of outdoor n,c:nwJi:m and education 
opponunities aad has a Ions and lq)Ulablc tradition of managing ils Mississippi River 
resoun:es as wd1 as all of our park resources in pwlluit of Ibis mission. 

Hennepin Parts gn,aiesi aiea of concern wi!h !he MNRRA Managcm,;nt Plan is the 
Ja,:k of n,fcn,nc.e to the ptOblems at the Coon Rapids Dom. Hennepin Parks Boatd 

a w 1.Sawc ss111 
Plan and could be <:omt:rucd as an imntional oversight due 10 tbe controversial and 
difficult nature pf !he issue,. The MNIUlA Mana,gement Plan n,fm,nces lhe positive 
recreation and reso111te benefits crealed by the existence of the Dam as well as its 
CCOOOll'lic and historic heritage. Yet it taes no position as to wbethet the dam should 
be saved or "'1'110vcd. , 1 bolirovo the Plan takes it for granted !hat the Dam and dicse 
benefits will be maintained within the corridor • which may not be the case, unless 
a coordinated, multi-level govemmem approach {inclwlil1$ the National I'm Service) 
10 address this • problem is implememed. The possible Joss of !he recll!>ll!ionai 
amenmes provided by the Coon Rapids Dam is of great concern 10 citizens, cities and 
selected n:pnoscmatives of the nonhcm annmunlties along the MNRRA Corridor. 
The cities of Ownplin and Allot.a have passed a resolution opposing 1m1oval of the 
Dam and cxpic,>ing • SU'Ollg dosm for this issue to be looged at on a boani' scale 
{S« Attached Resolnlions). 

Ill addition IO Hemiepin Pai:b ovenidin,g cone.em for the Coon Rapids Pam 
relationBlrip to the MNRRA Management Plan, please nmc the following summa,y of 
Hennepin Parts cOllll'Qenls wilhin MNRRA policy area: 

AECYcUD PAPCR ~ 0:w-iservtng Out "o:so~ 

An E(lm! OppOl'tllruty Em~ 

• 
1. 

G-22 

RESPONSES • 
The intent of the plan is to provide comprehensive visions 
and policies that should be useful in resolving these kinds 
of issues as they develop over the next 10-15 years. The 
text of the plan was further revised to state that 
site-specific issues are very important, to clarify how the 
plan can be used to address these issues in the future, and 
to underscore how the commission could serve as a forum • 
to discuss and help resolve these issues. As stated in 
previous responses, the plan is not intended to be site 
specific. 
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LaAd and Water Use Polldes 

Hennepin Parks intel])Kta.tion of the J'l"'POSCd land use policies leaves the Paik District with the 
understanding Iha! property cunently dcsigna,ed as parl<s IIDd open spu:c within the Corridor would 
be maln!airu:d in dl8I capacity and local units of government would be asked to amend land use 
plans to .tetleC! this ditective. The Plan also establimes a 300' selbact requin:mel!I in which only 
cenain types of developments would be authorized. Hennepin Pada is concerned that these policies 
may negatively affeCI our ability to deal with the .repair of the Coon Rapids Dam. This is a 11!1ique 
sittJation and mould he acknowledged as a possible exception 

As background infomiation the Paik District is faced with• large repair bill on the Coon Rllpids 
Dam. The Coon Rapids Dam was given to Hennepin Paxts by Northern Slllle Power Company in 
1969 along with property on both the cast and west sides of the Darn with no i:estrictions of use. 
H repairs of the Dam and walkway are r-..iNe, the Pad< District must identify a funding sttategy 
to cover these costs. Clim:ntly, the financial responsibility for the Dam is soldy 1hat of suburban 
ffem,epin taxpaye"', whose benef'n is elltremdY limited when compared to the mgianal, stalewide, 
and now national beoefu the muctwe provides. It is possible that Hennepin PrukJs may be fated 
with selling property, currenlly in parks and open spa,:,, sta!wl, on the east aide of the Coon Rapids 
D.am in order to fund a ponion of the ,q,air co,it:,. • If a decision is made to sell property and it is 
nor purchased by anodler government carlty, d1is land may need to be sold for anOlhcr pwpose, 
such as .residential or comme,cial use .. Hennepin Park,; m:ommends that the Plan identify tllis 
possible chmge in land stallls, or in some ocher way assist in providing in the funding for the Dam 
,:epBir and walkway construction. 

Qpj!n Space and Trails Policy 

The protection of open space and development of trai1JI are major considerations in the Management J 
Plan. The Plan identifu:s Hennepin Paxks as a provider ofboth. What is missing from •'- "Ian is 
the imponance of continuing du: connection ~ the east and west sides of du: river over the 
Coon Rapids Dam. This co.llllOCtion is C011Sisten1 with the Plan objectives from • trail perspective 
u well a.a linking interpretive fxililies. Hennepin Parks .recommends that the Management Plan 

o run a COIIIICCl.ton tween region tr systems and 
parits on the east and west sides of the Coon Rapids Dam Reglonal Pad< llJI pert of or lldjaomt to 
the dam suucnm,. • 

Resou,q,s: Mangemt!JJt Pollcies 

1-lenm:pin Patks, for the most par\, applawls the proposals of the MNRRA Plan for natural msource 
protection acrivitics, including wau:i qua1i1y _management; bo..-ever, we queillion the effectivcncs,s 
of the cooperation among the existing water quality managcrnenl agency programs. Isn't ii time to 
advocaie a bold new action aitnc,d at improving river water quality? The cmrem .regulatory 
cnvironmcm .regarding water quality in the metropolitan area is coni\ising to say the least. This plan 
provides an oppcnuniry for an aggrt,8$ive approach that could then be moniton,d by the designated 
a,encies. 

2. 

3. 

• • 

RESPONSES 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

See response to comment G-22-1. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

. 3. 

Within Resourocs Mluiagcment Policy 3, Hemepin Parl<a recommends that the public sector be 
included in the groups needing education reglllllin& pollution peventlon. Libwue in Policy 6, 
public IICCIOr entities should elso be wgeted with educational infonnaticn. Qftc,n public aec1or 

Vlaltor Vu and Inttrffltatlon Polldp 

The Coon Rapids Dam ..,.. ~ early on m !his section for its contriblnjgp,; 10 the Rivet 
~- "People now enjoy a weallh of recreation, education and contemplative activities in the 

r 
d 

identify what resolution needs to be d,eveloped in ordc:r to maimam the recrealional and educati<loal 
• • th t is • a • ·w, beueiu on the Corridor. It seems that these recrealional 

address the realities of providing Sllch amenities. 

Hennepin Pam a.:mowledps the National Pad< Servi~·• role in 111c provision of visitor and 
irltezpretiw, services end we.I- lbc opponmdty IO COlll'dinale servioe8 at Cocn Rapids Dam 
kegiona! Parl<. Land and facilities on du, east 11.ide of Ibo river - ownod by Henncpm Pub and 
leased to Anoka Comuy. Thi1 fact should be made clear in me Plan. A,ain, the deslmbility of 
malmainins a walkway to cormtc:1 lbclle visitor llations,lime,pmivc facilities shoold be promoied 
within the Plan. 

Addmollally, Hennepin Parb reccJDln'lenth that me Plan ~ to a pater extent wintff mezeation 
opportwuties ~ as ~ ~ skiing, wall:ini on Jl'l",Rd ltlWI and !OOWshocing. Ii IICClllS that 

Genenl Deyegmen1 Polldes 

The Plan stre/l3C$ 111c partne;ship roles between a8ter public entities and the National Padr Sertice 
in the management of the l;omdor. Rok.s are established for the Coordinating O>mmission, lbc 
National Park Service, lhe MdropolitllJI Council, rhro D,::panmcnt of Natural ROSOUl'l:eS. the Co,ps 
of i!nginc:er,i, and local ""'"" of O.,.,emmcot. A 50'lb match.in,s grant program is proposed to assist 
local units of ovemment will! dl!'Vcl ms tbal would meet Pl • • • 
auppom lrutiai,vc and eon.sidim funcling for Ibis program a high priority. If a .nequcst is made 
10 Con,gress to fund Plan n,commendations, COl!llideration should be given to staSing !he inl,,tpretive 
facility funding reqUC8tS in a ,_ !hat sinnllwteawoly ensures funding for locel muiatives within 
the C-Otridor. 

Again, Hennepin P.ub is ...,.ilive IO the complcl<ities and political ttalities of developing a 
Managemcm Plan that afl1=t:ls so many public and private entili... Without the mppott of rheoe entities, 
lhc Plan will not become a viable opportunity. We arc proud of the National River and Reclelllion Auea 
designation for the Mississippi River in Minnesota and support efforts to wisely ffl8IUlgll this resource 
and mate it available for public enjoyment, 

• 
4 . 

5. 

6. 

7. 

G-22 

RESPONSES • 
These were added. 

The plan emphasizes recreational and educational visions 
and policies but is not site specific. 

This was added. 

A statement was added saying that the grant program for 
acquisition and development is a high priority. Funds 
would be sought to implement all proposals in the plan. 



00 
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COMMENTS 

I am available to addless the iosuc of the Coon Rapids Dam with the Coordinalinfl Ccmmiasion, lf you 
feel a preaentatioo would be valuable in CClll8idcring HeMiepin Paiks comments an the. MNRRA 

• M..,..,._,1 Plan. Thanks again for al1owmg the Pane District IO participate in the fonnullllioti of !he 
Mismsippi Rivet Managcmen1 Plan. 

.:c: JoAn.n K;inu, MNR.RA Soperiotmdcr,1 
Hemepin Pam Board of Cormnis.oioiiera 

• 

Sim,,ere!y, 

i;~ 
and Seqwuy to the Boaxd 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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Office of th& Mayor 

September 8, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyra!, Superinlendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Sm:et, Suite 418, Box 41 
St Paul, MN S5101·2901 

RE: Draft Comprebe:nsive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Swement for 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!; 

Please accept the enclosed Resolution No. 93-85, adopted by the Coon Rapids City Council on 
September 7. 1993, as comments from the City of Coon Rapids on the draft Comprehensive 
Management Piao and Environmental Impact Statement fur the Mississippi River National River 
and Recreation Area. I am also enclosing a copy of !he Sepu,mber 7, 1993 City Staff report on 
the draft Plan and Environmenml Impact Statement. 

Thank you for your consideration. The City of Coon Rapids looks forward to a positive and 
respoosive reaction from the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park 
Service regarding our concerns. If you have any questions or desire fur1her information please 
do not hesitate to call Lee Starr at 780-6%0. 

Sincerely, 

0~;/~ 
William F. Thompson, Mayor 
City of Coon Rapids 

Enclosures 

cc: Mayor William Nee, City of Fridley 
Vern Peterson. Association of Metropolitan Municipalities 
Councilou:mber John Weaver, City of Anoka 

• 
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COMMENTS 

RESOLUTION NO. 93-85 

RESOLUTION COMMENTING ON COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
FOR MISSISSIPPI RIVER NATIONAL RJVER A.."1D RECREATION AREA 

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinaling Commission and the National Park 
Service have prepared a draft Comprehensive Managemf'nl Plan for the Mi.<sissippi 
National River and Recreation Area (the .. MNRRA Plan"); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the MNRRA Plan and wishes to offe~ 
.comments ,.1n i1. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL Of THE CITY OF 
COON RAPIDS, MINNESOTA: 

I. Given the fully developed Missi<;sippi River corridor in the City; the effective 
application of Mississippi River Critical Area regulations in this corridor by the City: 
and evaluation of the implications of the MNRRA Plan preferred alternative for the 
City; the City Council concludes that 1he MNRRA Plan providc,s no direct and 
measurable t,enefits 10 the City. Therefore, the City of Coon Rapids supports 
Aherna1ive A-No Action under the MNRRA Plan. 

2. The City Council has the following comments and concerns about the preferred, 
balance use and preservation needs, alternative in the MNRRA Plan: 

A. The proposal fails to provide explicit and unqualified policy support to allow J 
existing buildings with setback or height nonconformities, relative to proposed 
development standards, to be rebuilt on the same footprint. 

B. The proposal should address the siAJnificanl issue of the condition of the Coon J 
Rapids Dam and possible state or federal initiatives or assistance to presel'IC or 
enhance the Dam. 

C. Preparation and adoption of local Comprehensive Plan amendments and 
regulations consistent with the proposal constirute an unnecessary mandate wi1h 
local government costs rhat would not be compensated by srotc or federal sources. 

D. l11e City appreciates the acknowledgement by the proposal 1ha1 it is no1 feasible 
to acquire a conrinuous open space corridor along the upper river due to extensive 
residemia! development. This is responsiw: to previous Coon Rapids concerns. 

ADOPTED BY THE COON RAPIDS CITY COUNCIL THIS 7TH DAY OF 
SEPTEMBER,1993 

uJJ/t,iw/~ 
William F. Thompson.Ma o; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The provision was revised and clarified to state that 
nothing in the plan would restrict this and existing federal, 
state, and local laws would apply. 

See response to comment G~22-1. 

The plan was clarified to explain that funds would be 
requested to support this activity and it would be a high 
priority for implementation. 

Comment noted. 

• 

I! 



• COMMENTS • 
TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

INTRODUCTION 

Mayor, City °1.Jcf.?!t~mbers, 
City Manager l)Y i -
Lee S1arr, Community 
Development Director 

22 

Draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement for Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Aica , 

September 7, 1993 

The Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park Sel\lice have 
prepared a draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) and requested public 
comments on this documenl through September 10, 1993. This memorandum reviews Ibis 
document from the perspective of implications for the City of C.oon Rapids and lillggests 
comments that the City Council may wish to prO\lidc on tile document. 

BACKGROUND 

Congress designated the MNRRA in 1988 to assure federal, state, and local coordination 
to manage the historical, recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic, and scientific 
resources of the 72 mile long river corridor through the Twin Cities area. 

The Mississippi River Coordinating Commission was established by Congress lo assist in 
preparing a management plan for the MNRRA. The draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the river comdor developed by the 
Coordinating Commission, in cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS), 
recommends a preferred management proposal for tile corridor and identifies three 
alternatives to this proposal for the management and use of the river corridor. The 
proposed plan generally advocates balancing river corridor use and natural resource 
preservation needs. Suggested alternatives to this proposed plan include (1) no action to 
change river corridor management systems currently in place in response to previous state 
mandates for the Mississippi River Critical area; (2) emphasis on resource preservation; and 
(3) emphasis on encouraging visitor use and development. Since Coon Rapids has a fully 
developed riverfront occupied by residential, educational, and regional recff:ational uses, the 
proposed plan or the no action alternative appear to have the most relevance to the City's 
develqped character. Because of this, my review of the management plan document will 
focus on the specific implications of the proposed plan and the no action alternative for the 
Mississippi River corridor in Coon Rapids. 

DISCUSSION 

The table on the following page compares how the proposed MNRRA managemem plan 
and the no action alternative to this plan would generally address river corridor iuues. 
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COMMENTS 

Mayor, City Coundlmembers, Oty Manager 
MNRRAPlan 
September 7, l 993 
Page 2 

...... Proposed Prderred Ml<RAA l'1a 

Oene.,61 O:n:cpr IWaAce.mc-.od~ -Land u-.,pc P~andlUIOf'c~ 
CM.1¥W'C.00t:ept ~c of &bcxdikS and 
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enbaaa.111 IIJO; DO ehan,e ffl emtmf; 
-nt 

OptaS.r,«« P«wtde a contitwou llM:W open 
'I"" camdaf - fealblc; 
acquire t~ tcnsitM arm 

Puk 1.aDd Owotnbip MioimAl NI'S luKt addttioGI! loco.I 
part lll'ld 

Resourc:r ~mcnt ~ raom:e ~ utdmc; 
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VililCK Use ~ bro:lld ratlit, Qf aaMtia iA 
~itttarcas 

NPSDt'VelOpmt'~.uM N'PS i11~isuttk 
lnu:rp,r1i\-e: F&ciliffl fdityffiSt.,-.,andcocpcntM: 

__,......,...,lo MJAnoop,lis; 
~ c:oocac:t ltN.lom al IIOdh 
(Jadllding Coon nipict» Dam) and: IO\lth 
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~Jtmtn1 Conctpt _,...,..,,....,. .. 
l,.ud Uae ~mf:m/ Alf.ttr ~ enabUi,g kptlan, 
Mooiuxin& Ope.ion 

--• """111• ... --CoNDC'i)torffiewlOll:lllplullaod 
with DNR. 10 Nl¥icw lOtolJ Mdoln tol 
cmfcnn,w,; IO MNR.RA plGD 

No Mica: AherMlm 

Ho,filC:UOD 

Cbntutllt mtliJlg IP l1IC tnnds 
and land.M:lpe. ch.3naau mi.nurc 

No nicw pcCicy on ,i\,u•rel=.ted uses, .... ""'' 
Add tonue addltioul pvt: b.ad per -.. --
No additional f,lPs land: addiliocal 

- porn pct -; .. """" 

Noadd.itlcllldl&tiocr.mao.if.ot 
conidor actMUel 

Contimre irxiAfflf, typn cf Im -.fib 
• COOl'diAald ~geawm 

NoNPSCKilitie, 

Exirtiq prcigrlffl1; may lead to 
Ml"IUl.A dtlulhorw,lioo 

Noadrll:tlM~ltlOroiuiriq 

Frankly, since Coon Rapids has a fully developed Mississippi River shore and bluffs, and 
since the City bas been responsibly following plans and regulations adopted in 1980 for the 
Mississippi River Critical Area !or the prevention and mitigation of irrevemble damage to 
the Mississippi River corridor and enhancement or the corridor's natural, aesthetic, cultural 
and historic values, the proposed MNRRA plan would appear to offer no significant benefilS 
to the City. This conclusion suggests that the MNRRA no action alternative would be most 
consistent with the City's interests. 

Staff offers the following comments and concerns regarding the perceived implications for 
Coon Rapids of the MNRRA preferred proposal for the management and u.se of the river 
corridor . 

RESPONSES 

• • 



• COMMENTS 

Mayor, City Counc,lmembers; City Manager 
MNRRAPlan 
September 7,.1993 
Page 3 

1. Proposed land use policies indicate acceptable riverfront uses would include recreational 
activities and facilities that are based on water and related land use that capitalize on an 
attractive river setting; housing !hat preserves the natural shoreline appearance and provides 
for river access to residents and the public; open space for passive recreation or for the 
preservation of natural resources; public facilities, treatment plants, or utilities that require 
or would benefit from the river location; and educational facilities related to the river. 
Policies also indicate residential and open space uses should be emphasized north of the J. 
694 bridge in Fridley and that nothing in the plan would prevent owners of land uses 
inconsistent with the identified acceptable riverfront uses from selling or leasing their 
property for the same or similar land uses. 

These proposed land use policies SUll!lest uses consistent with existing uses in the Coon 
Rapids river corridor and would appear 10 support possible hydroelectric power generation 
at the Coon Rapids Dam. 

2. Proposed site development policies include standards for building setback and heighr and 
shoreland and bluff vegetation preservation areas. The following graphic and table compare 
the proposed MNRRA plan development standards with existing Oty regulations for the 
Mississippi River Critical Area. 

ltlO' 

• RESPONSES • 
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COMMENTS 

Mayor, City Councilmernbers, !=ity Manager 
MNRRA Plan 
September 7; 1993 
Page 4 

- M.l\o!SUtA Pl:u!•P1oposcd 

P~nohtral~ctation 40' trom sbordine Of bhl.f.f(a.lso rutort 
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No dinvrtwlcc of h1111r t:m::t. O'o'Cr 12-. 

Mimn,41 dhtvrbaritt ol Q.lllmU Within a,ec btrweea ..O' &NS 60' (torn 
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S-.itdit>g Jt"t.bacl.s &ad htights frl)DI J 00' !Of b11illrulgs 1,1p to 25' b!gh 
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blul! lin< 100" for buJldinp om 25" high 

Cridat Afc.a-&il1:i~ 
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Condi1iorul dlm1rbaoce al. bl.i!r (&ca 

ovtr n~ ancl Jus duw 20lif, 

-Not Mtdrtucd 

100' fot bvildlt)p up to 35' high; 
m,u.,ri,nwn 35' J:ati&M ro, bVildiop rnon 
tban ioo· frOJD shotdine 

«1" to• buUdia&i, <Ip 10 3$' bigh 

Some existing homes built in river shoreline or bluff are115 are nonconfonning in terms of 
existing Critical A:rea setback and height regulations. These homes would have a greater 
degree of nonconformicy if lhe proposed MNRRA plan development standards were in 
effect. The MNRRA o!an addresses this nonconfonnitv issue with the fnlJnunM ..... ,•-•n• 
" Structures that do not meet setback and height standards m this plan could be rebuilt on 
the same footprint if destroyed by fire or natural disaster unless prohibited by federal, state, 
or local policies: • 

J 

J 
Although the MNRRA plan seems to intend to allow e:cis1ing buildings with setback or J 
height nonconformities 10 be rebuilt on the same footprint, this intent is qualified by 
language in the plan regarding posSlble federal_ or state policy prohibitions to such 
rebuilding, Past Coon Rapids concerns on the issue of rebuilding srrucrures that would not 

ou e et er a resse unqu ,e 
statements or specific and unqualified plan policies on this issue. 

3. Based on the following statements, the MNRRA plan position on open space and trans J 
appears to be responsive to previous Coon Rapids concerns regarding the concept of a 
continuous rrail stem alon the river. The Ian states the followin ardi • • 

11 1 e excepuon o t e no em stretch of the river, it should be possible to provide a 
continuous trail alons or near the river, building on the existing system. Some undeveloped 
areas would be acquired on the upper river (above !he 1-694 bridge) for open space 
purposes, although it is not feasible during the life of this plan 10 acquire a continuous open 
space along the upper river due to enensive residential development. However, a 
continuous trail system using available corridors such 8$ nearby Streets and utility easements 
is an important component of this plan: 

4. The MNRRA plan proposes an information cemer at the Coon Rapids Dam prOYiding 
orientation 10 the MNRRA and river related environmental and heritage education with 
Anoka County Parks staff taking the lead for this facilil}' and NPS providing some staffing 
and exhibit design assistance. This should enhance visitor use at the Dam . 

5. 

RESPONSES 

The subject height policy has been changed from 25 feet to 
30 feet to address this and other expressed concerns, 
However, this is not a rigid standard and may be tailored 
to the character of a community's reach of the river as long 
as it complies with existing state standards. 

6. Specific dimensions are illustrative and can be tailored for 
local conditions. Revisions of local plans to conform to the 
MNRRA plan would not be mandated. The MNRRA plan 
now emphasizes incentives, which should reduce concerns 
about nonconformities with the MNRRA plan. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The language was revised to remove the uncertainty. 

The comment is noted. 

The comment is noted. 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

Mayor, Ciiy Councilmembers, City Manager 
MNRRAPlan 
September 7, 1993 
Page S 

While the federal legislation establishing the MNRRA and the MNRRA plan objectives 
clearly state the importance of managing the nationally significant historical, recreational, 
scenic, cultural, and scientific resources of the _Mississippi River corridor, the MNRRA plan 
is strangely silent concerning the condition of the Coon Rapids Dam; the implications of 
potentially losing the Dam; and any possible s1a1e or federal initiatives or assistance that 
could be provided to preserve or en·hance the Dam. ln Staff's view this is a·critical issue 
that should have been addressed by the MNRRA plan in a creative and meaningful way. 

5. The MNRRA plan proposes involving the Metropolitan Council and the DNR as 
panners for implementing the plan. State legislation would be requested to require all local 
plans and actions to be consistent with the MNRRA Plan. The Metropolitan Council would 

modified plans for consistency with the MNRRA plan. Metropolitan Council effons would 
be conducted under a contract with the NPS and the NPS would provide funding for the 
Metropolitan Council to accomplish its responsibilities. State legislation and rule making 
would be requested to require local governments to adopt and enforce ordinances consistent 
with local comprehensive plans which are consistent with the MNRRA plan and DNR rules. 
The DNR would develop a model ordinance for local adoption and oversee local 
government adoption and enfori:ement of the ordinance. DNR efforts would be conducted 
under a contract with the NPS and N!.'S would provide funding for the DNR to accomplish 
its responsibilities. Although the MNRRA Pian advocates comprehensive planning a_nd 

interactive involvement with the Metropolitan O:mncll and the DNR, the plan does not 
recommend any funding assistance for these local governmental activities. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Given the level of full development of the Mississippi River corridor in Coon Rapids; 
existing Critical Area regulations currently being effectively applied to this conidor by the 
City; and the review of the implications of the proposed MNRRA plan for the aiy, Staff 
concludes the proposed MNRRA plan provides no direct and measurable benefits to the 
City. Staff also finds that the MNRRA plan fails to even acknowledge the most significant 
river related issue facing the City-the condition of the Coon Rapids Dam. Staff further finds 
that the efforts that would be needed to modify the City's comprehensive plan and 
regulations to achieve consistency with the proposed MNRRA plan constitute an 
unnecessary mandate with coslS that would not be compensated by state or federal sources. 

Based on these conclusions Staff rc<:0mmends that the aiy Council adopt Resolution No. 
93-85 e:ipresslng the City's support of the no action alternative defined by the MNRRA plan 
and expressing the City's concerns about the preferred river corridor management proposal 
advanced by the MNRRA plan. 

~e~ly ~mitted, 

Lee Sarr 
Community Development Director 

• 
10. 

11. 

G-23 

RESPONSES • 
The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the 
proposed action. 

The plan was clarified to explain that funds would be 
requested to support this activity, and it would be a high 
priority for implementation. 
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RESOUITION NO. 93-85 

RESOLUTION COMMENTING ON COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
FOR MISSISSIPPI RIVER NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park 
Setvice have prepared a draft Comprehensive Management Plan for the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (the 'MNRRA Plan"); and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the MNRRA Plan and wishes to offer 
comments on it. 

NOW, TI-IEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
COON RAPIDS, MINNESOTA: 

1. Given the fully developed Mississippi River corridor in the City; the effective 
application of Mississippi River Critical Area regulations in this corridor by the Oty; 
and evaluation of the implications of the MNRRA Plan preferred alternative for the 
City; the City Council concludes that the MNRRA Plan provides no direct and 
measurable benefits to the Oty. Therefore, the Oty of Coon Rapids supports 
Alternative A-No Action under the MNRRA Plan. 

2. The City Council has the following comments and concerns about the preferred, 
balance use and_ preservation needs, alternative in the MNRRA Plan: 

A. The proposal fails to provide explicit and unqualified policy support to allow 
existing buildings with setback or height nonconformities, relative to proposed 
development standards, to be rebuilt on the same footprint. 

B. The proposal should address the significant issue of the condition of the Coon 
Rapids Dam and possible state or federal initiatives or assistance to preserve or 
enhance the Dam. 

C. Preparation and adoption of loc:al Comprehensive Plan amendments and 
regulatioru; consistent with the proposal constitute an unnecessary mandate with 
local government costs that would not be compensated by state or federal SO\ll'ce$. 

D. The Oty appreciates the acknowledgement by the proposal that it is not feasible 
lo acquire a continuous open space corridor along the upper river due to c:rtcnsive 
residential development. This is rcspomivc to previous Coon Rapids concerns. 

ADOPTED BY TI-IE COON RAPIDS CITY COUNCIL IBIS 7lH DAY OF 
SEPTEMBER,1993 

William F. Thompson, Mayor 

Attest: 

Betty Backes, City Clerk 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL 
Mton Ant C~nrrr, 2)() &st Ffj'tJJ Strfff. SI. Palll, MN SSl(Jl-l6J4 

Oclobcr 11, 1993 

ML Joane l:yral, Superlntemteat 
Missiuippl NalioDal ~ 1111d R.ccn:ation Area 
175 Ba&! Fifth St.-, Suite 4111, Bm 41 
St. Paw, MN 5S101 

612 29l-<IJ59 MX 612 2!11•6150 17Y 6/2 291-090< 

R.E: Draft~ ~I Plan 1111d ~ lmpael Scataaeol 
Milsiuippi Natioul Rl\'lel' and Rcaeatioo Area 
MelropolilaD Couacil Rdanl Filo No. 151179-1 

DcarM'a. l:yt'II: 

At ha~ on SepiCIQbcr 23,, 1993, lhe MelropolilaD Cowldl C0Dlldercd 111,o Draft 
Complehcmiw Mana.telllelll Pim a Blrriroamealll1 ~ 1lill tolllidcraa - i-i oo 
a n:port fll lhe Committe,, of the Wldcl. A COP, fll Iha report i, llllacbed. 

Tbe Cowici1 approved the follawig _..,..,,,,tiom IIOlltaiacd ill the llilcwl: ieport: 

l. 'Ibat lhe Meuopoliwa Cowidl lldopt lhc findiDp lDll dlc l&alf n:port • partcltbac 
recammeQdaliom. 

2. 1ba1 the Melropolltu o-dl rcooD1111eoc1 dlat I.be prel'errod a11emative ID I.be 
MNRRA plall 1111d EAW be: adopted by I.be Natiou.l Pad< Service aa I.be poiiq 
dlze:tioll for pla.nalni for lbl, Mlaialppi Nlllioul ~ 111d Rcc:rea1ioa Ama. 

3. 'Ibat Ille MellopOllwi O>,mdi ~ Iba! wilbJn Ille ClOllla1 cl the prel'errod 
allemati>e, lhc Natillul Pm Saw:e: 

a. Add.tea &be Clplllllioll cl cmllng bullilllJla witbill Ille corridor Jn more dctall. 

b. Addrcaa trauparcalian isa11C1 n:latMI 10 the rclaliomhJp between the l\mctiom, of 
lhc desigoaled river a:itridor llld I.be ftlgi,:m'I lralllportatioa -,.tem II defined in 
the Mettopolilaa Cowx:il'a Trampot1ation Guidc/Policy PlllD 1111d the A'Yiadoa 
Dewclopm,:,,1 0... Cbapler. 

3 l-----c.--Addreu------an;-ect1nJ __ 111re_r~_·_·_ot_a_Metropoljjaa ___ • _Airpo_· _ri_s,.tem ___ _. _ clelincd in lhe Aviation Oevelopme.111 Ouido Cbapm. 
11 

~ Recycled Paper 

l. 

2. 

3. 

G-24 

RESPONSES • 
The final document now more clearly defines the 
application of the plan to expansion proposals. In general, 
expansion is acceptable as long as it does not create or 
increase a nonconformity with the MNRRA plan. 
Additional development should attempt to meet the goals 
of the plan. In cases where the use is nonconforming, 
expansion should attempt to substantially conform. In all 
cases the expansion should meet visual screening and 
shoreline setback guidelines contained in approved critical 
area plans. The expansion policy can also be tailored by 
communities to meet local needs. 

See response to comment G-15-2. Stronger references to 
regional plans are made in the final MNRRA plan. 

See response to comment G-15-2. 
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4 =======d.==Mclrala==lbe=flliun:!==-==°'=U::::pper=:=lllld=1-er==Orey::::::Clo=ud=lllandl.====::7=: 

5 
e. Addrca Ille lll1ique D11ure and palclllial pniblc:us cl the Miaiaippi RMI' 0a:l 

81 Coon llapids in IDDle delaiL _j 

6 
f. F.l1cDd the COllllllelll paiod 30 dayl to allow oilier ....,ic. lbc opportllllity "] 

comment m Meuopolilaa C.OUIICil 1111d Depltlment cl Natunl Raource&' 
ClOllllllCllll. 

1- Designale a lead agmcy 1o JlRWDliDC the ieplatloa .,._ wilbla the mer J 
7 ===========corridor=·=·========================= 

h. Delipatc Ille Meuopolilaa Council u a lead partner la addn,img lbc -] 
quality problems in lbe Mlsalaippi RMI'. 8 

• 

The MelropOlltan G:iundl hlll ......W w,,y hlld wilb Ille Naliaml Parka SerYice aod the 
MillDclota Dept. ol Natural 1taourcm lo dc-vdop ID Implementation program. Eat.:11 of the 
apdel II bdliDs oa ill llrlmgtlla. The Council• lhe ONnll regional plarmm,s aim:y for th~ 
Metrop,liwa Area ia uaiquely IUitod to nmew local piam lO 11A1re CIOlllplia!Ke wilb the 
Miaaiaippi Nllloaal lUYer and a-timl Area plan. Furllicmlorc, llmli the aidlDg plan ,m,w 
ltrucllR 'IIOllld IMJid Ille need lo dlwe.lpp a IIClW IINl:&I.IIC Oi" bureaucracy. 111c Counc:il llnluglr 
lllppartl the joint implementatiall pqnm pul lbrth la the pn:{eac,d llllemaiM: aod 1DJ ctfonl. la 
ltcumliDe Ille permit and plan --- pRlCllll wilhill Ille corridor. 

DR:lv 
AUal:llmeait 

cc: R.icllanl Tbompioa, Mcliopolitan Couudl Slaff 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

RESPONSES 

The plan is not site specific. See response to comment 
G-22-1. • 

See response to comment G-22-1. 

This was done. 

The Department of Natural Resources was designated as 
the lead agency for streamlining in the final plan. 

The plan was clarified to explain that existing roles in 
water quality would not change under the plan, including 
the Metropolitan Council's role in water quality planning 
for the Twin Cities area. The Metropolitan Council does 
not possess regulatory authority, so a partnership 
approach is needed. A comprehensive water quality policy 
should be completed by the Metropolitan Council in 
cooperation with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 
Department of Natural Resources, National Park Service, 
and other interested parties. The Partner Roles section 
was amended to reflect these cooperative efforts. 

• 
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DATE: 

TO: 

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
:n..,,, Sdt,;/,,l Ma,o, 

Sept. 10, 11193 

JoAnn Kyra.I. Superinlelldent 

Dil'triofl of Plt111ning 
2J Wr..t1 Founlt Stn>tt 
s.,., Pu.I, MN ,,1/ll 

Mississippi National River and Reaeation Area 

T,1,ri,,,.,: 612-Ufi.J2/JiJ 
Fucsiftfilr: 6l2*22S..J110 

FROM: Julie Famh11111, Planner \, t:::-
Ci!y of Saint Paul. PE&-) \ • 

RE: City of Saint Paul's response to MNRRA Draft Comprehensive Plan/EIS 

Enclosed please find a letter from Mayor Sdteibel, a City Council resolution, and a list of 
specif'.:: commenlll on the drut plan. Th..., documenlll comprise the City of Saint Paul's 
respon,e to the draft MNRII.A Comprebmsive flan/EIS. At lhe.ir meetillg las! eveaing, the 
City Council unanimously passed a reoalution aupportillg the propooed plan with the suggeoled 
refinements included in the list of specific comments. Because this was just acted on yestA!!rday, 
the endooed reoolution does not indude signatures. I will send you the final, sqp,ed copy when 
it is available. 

If you have 811)' questions about our comment.I, please do not !tesitate to give me a call at 228-
332.5 (through Sept. 17). or 26CHU62 (after Sept. 17). I want to thank you again for the 
oppottunity to comment on !his Important plan and hopo our commenu are useful. I look 
forward to worklllg with you in the l'uture to illlplement the plan. 

G-25 

RESPONSES • 
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
Jame:s Schribel. Mayor 

September 10, 1993 

JoAnn Kyra!. Superintendent 
Mississippi National River Recreation Area 
175 Bast Fifth St., Suite 4111, Box 41 
Saint Paul, MN SSlOl 

Dear Ms. Kyra!. 

J!IIJQl)Ha/1 

/.$ ~•,..sr KeUogg Botdewmf 
Sa.UU Pt.Ud. MN $5102 

Taplwn,; 6/1-266-85 IG 
FfK.fimi!,: 6l2~266-8SJJ 

'Thank you for the opportUnlty to review and comment on the Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan for the Missiwwi National RMer Recreation An:a (MNRRA). The 
MNRRA presents Saint Paul with a unique opportunity to realize and enhance the vision for 
our riverfront. The plan also provides a framework to work in a cooperative and coordinated 
manner to enhance one of the most sit!nificant resources in Saint Paul IIJld the meuopolitan 
area. • We appreciate the efforta of the Mississippi River C.OOrdinating Commwlon in 
developing the draft plan and providing opportunitiea for broad public iDput lhrougbout the 
process. 

The City of Saint Paul believea the current draft has 1isnifil:antly impr11Yed upon the preliminary 
draft. We suppon the plan's purpose and vision, and many of the proposed policies and actions. 
We are particularly excited about the location of the Interpretive Center in Saint Paul and the 
opportunity to form strong partnership• with the National Park Service and others to ensure 
protection of natural, recreational, cultural, visual, and economic resources throughout the 
oorridor. 

Our concerns and comments are focused on two major issuo nreas: I) presuvlng a balance 
between protectiOn of natural resources and eoonomic: development within the amtm or the 
"working river•; and 2).retaining local control over land use and development decisions. 

Presemna a Balance 

The Mississippi River corridor in Saint Paul elhibita remarkable diversity. Much of the 
shoreline has retained a nai:ural appearance duo to considerable amounts or recreational land 
and open space located adjacent to the river. Our downtown was founded and flourished on the 
banks or the river which oontlnues to oontnoute to Saint Paul's wltural, histor:u:al, aesthetic, and 
economic vitality. We recognize the river corridor as an amenity that will help the City in ita 
economic development activity as well as provide the resource base for recreational, scientifu:, 
and educational activities. We also recognize the need to prenerve sensitive natural 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

environme,11s. Oood emironmatal qualily of the river and emirons is ane of Saint Paul's most 
v.tluable resources. 

H-,, we are amceraed that som.e of the proposed locational policies and site development 
policies c:ould dis<:ouragc economic development. The City of Saint Paul 111pports and 
encourages high quality, IWlllliruible development. We believe greater emphasis should be 
placed on embracing envirorunentally rompatible. non-polluting development which utilizes 
sensitive landscaping and design. 

Retain Local Control Om: Land Use Decisjons 

We recognize that establishing regulatory continuity is one of the prmwy goals of the plan. 
While some conti.ouity is neoeosa,y. we are cono:eroed Iha! the many layers of review proposed 
in the plan would remove land use decisions trom local CC)fttrol In addition, the language 
deocn'blng the review pr...,.. for land use and dellelopment decisions is vague and lades 
adequate specificity regarding review powen and time limits. Our c:,oncc,111 is that without more 
clarity, the review procez could be subject to a wide range of interpretation. 

The plan needs to clarify: 

What type,i of proposals c,onstitute 'major land use decisions" that merit review by the 
NPS and MNRRA Contmission. 
What 'review" meano - doea it call for an approval J)l'!lCCSS that doesn't currently exist? 
A ddinite structure for the review proces,,, including time frames. 
What DNR 'certification authority over loeal decisions' mean1. 

I hope that our commen11, questions. and sugestions will be uaeful in preparing the final plan. 
We believe that addressing these concerns will result in a stronger plan which will recognize and 
enhance the diversity which characterizes the MNRRA conidor. If you have any questions 

• regiirding our comments please do not hesitate to contact Jillie Farnham of the Deparunent of 
Planning and F.conomic Development (PED) at 228-3325. 

ABain, thank you for the cpportunlcy to comment on !he draft plan. I look forward to working 
with you to enhance the river corridor in Saint Paul and througbout the MNRRA. 

Sincerely, 
1 

.• / 

f/4,Jh/1/ 

James Scheil,el 
Mayor 

• 
1. 

2. 
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RESPONSES • 
The policies were revised to reflect these concerns. 

The MNRRA act does not mandate consistency of local 
plans, but rather lays out a process for evaluating corridor 
plans and addressing inconsistent activities. The revised 
MNRRA plan emphasizes an incentives approach rather 
than an enforcement approach to plan consistency. Major 
land use decisions were defined in the glossary. However, 
additional clarifying language was added to the text in the 
final plan. The review process for local plans, ordinances, 
and actions is also described in the final plan. The goal is 
to use existing review processes in a coordinated way, with 
the agencies reviewing projects concurrently. Under the 
revised plan, the Department of Natural Resources would 
not have certification authority over local decisions, except 
to certify to the National Park Service that revised 
ordinances and implementation programs are consistent 
with the MNRRA plan. 
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
Ja,nr~ Sehtibtl Mqy,or 

September 23, 1993 

COMMENTS 

DBPAR1'Ml?1l'T OF l"LAN'NINQ 
4 ECONOMtC l:>EVELOPMENf 

Ke,u,eth 8. P~Uf'NJfl, /Jttnvwr 

2, Wat f(}flrth Su~n 
Sahtl P'°"I. MN "102 

JoAnn Ky,:al, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and R..,,..,.tion Area 
175 Ea.'lt Fifth SL, Suite 413, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. l(yrnl. 

T11l,tplw,tt: 612,266-tiiOO 
l-'oniMik: 611.-l28-n6t 

Enclosed please find !he algned Cily Council resolution a:mcerning the 
City or St. Paul's ''"'I""""' to the MNRRA draft plan/EIS. 

If you have an que:suons n,prding our response, do not heoiiatc to call 
me at 266-<i562. 

Sincerely, ...,- n 
)::;iilii,~ 
Ye Farnham 

Planner 

RESPONSES 

• 
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WHEREAS, on November 18, 19811 Public Law 100-696 tatablis!;ed the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Aru (MNRRA) u a Unit of the natlonal part system, to include 
72 miles of the Mimss,ppi RM,, four miles of the MinncsDla RJ,,cr and enoompas,cs 54,000 
81!T,. of public and private land and ftler in five Minnesom counri.., 1rretching from Dayton to 
IIOuth ofHutinp. and which is to be administered by the national Parks.,.;,,, (NPS). •• 
agency of the U.S. Department or the IJlterior; and, 

WHEREAS, Saint Paul'• 29 miles of Missislipp.i River ahoreline repn,,ents the i,,.,,e.,, 
streu:b of rive:rfronl or any municipality in the MNRRA, and contain natloaally signilk:ant 
nalW'lll, cultural, naationa~ scenic, ""°"""'ic, and scientific resources;, and, 

WHB'llllAS. Saint Poul's riverfront has a rich heriUlp u • working river and auppons a 
diversity of eronom.i,; residential and recreational actMtieo whidt make important oontributions 
to Saint Paul'• CJUality or life; and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Saint Paul pla""' a high priority on lhe preservation of Olilliug 
parkland and Sl:Jllitlvc natural rcsour,:a, a cons!derab!e am01111t of whlch are loc::ated within the 
riverfront area and provide natural habitat. relio! from lhe buil1 urban eiwitonmenl, and 
contribute to Saint Paul's quality of life; and, 

WHEREAS. Saint Paul completed sevval plans for the river a>ITldor area and invtlled 
cmor Slllfl million in riverfront improvements CYCr the past len years, including mads, paib, 
redevelopment erea site a...,.bly, removal of bUghti:o& influ......, soil and water <OrTection, and 
tlood protection 10 provide a high quality physjcal environment alollg the rlvedronl which will be 
an allraclrvc site for compati'ble development. recreatioa, cntertainmcnl, intcrpretlw program,, 
and lcienlilic ,_arch; and, 

WHEREAS, it is Important to p- Joa! a,ntrol over land use planni:o& and toning. 
limit the lcvds of government. and foster <00perative and coordinated partnenhips to enhance 
the river a,rridor; and, 

WHEREAS, the MNRRA pr...,,,15 a compell.ina opportunily to compleroent Saint Paul'o 
commitment to redevelopment or the riverl'ront area, and protect and p,........ the oa,nomic 
cultural, r=eatlonal, and natural ,,...,u,..,. throughout tho riYor corridor, aad greatly enhanc,, 
interpretive e1Ions; and, 

NOW n!EREFORE BB IT RESOLVED, by the Saint Paul City Council WI the 
Mississippi River CoordinatinJ Commission place speciaJ crnpl,asis in its Comprehensive 
Management Piao/Environmental Impact Statement for the MNRRA on "working n'ver' as a 

Ptp 1af2Pqa: 

• RESPONSES • 
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means of encouraging hish quality development, wllh emphasis placed on embracing 
environmentally compatible, non-pollutin& busin ..... which ulill:u _,,live landscapin& and 
design, provide phy,ieal and visual ..,,,.. to the rivff, and pn,vide river related amenili .. ; and, 

BE IT FURTRER RESOLVED, nfAT: control o,er land use decisions within the MNRRA be 
applied lhtough an established and agreed upon siructure and process. and U12r the inlegrity of 
local zoning authority be preserved in the MNRRA; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, TIIAT: the Cicy of Saint Paul supports the clrorts of the 
Minneso!a Departmenl of NalUral Resources (DNR,) and National Park Service (NPS) 10 
preserve and enhance elis,lAg parkland and nalural resources within the MNRRA. and 
welcomes NPS .assistance in developing a natiou.t tourism program. including estabus~fng a 
MNRRA intemrc1ive c:nter on the rh:crfront: and. 

BE IT FURiRER RESOLVED, 11fA T, th• Cicy of Saint Paul support, ,trcng working 
partner>hip, between local, state, and federal agencies. in roped to management of the natural, 
C\111ural, r=eational and economic resources In lhe MNRRA; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT, the current dra/1 pl.tn/EJS ha, JiB,,ilicanlly improv,,.J 
upon the prollminary proposal and the Cicy of Saint Paul .IUpports the current plan proposal, 
with refmcment• such •• those noted in the MNRRA Plan Spedlil: Review Comments, over 
al1ernativ<s A. B, and C. 

Rcquc.1ed by Department of: 

Planmng and Ecoaomic Developmem 

By:'-----------

Parb and Recreation 

By: _________ _ 

Public Works 

By: _________ _ 

Form Appr,m,d by City Attorney 

By: _________ _ 

Appnw,,d by Mayo, for S..bmiulon lo 
Council By: _________ _ 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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- nf encavnging high q11alil)' dc:rvo:Jopmet11. with csmphaals plaoed on err,bracirtg 
envi{onmenlillly compw1lle. non-pollutills busitaei.ics which utilize seru,ifi.,.. lrmdseapin& and 
desig11,, pro,,ide ph)3i~I and ~isua.l access 10 the river, and proYide tiller rel111ed a-ities; end, 

BE rr PU.8.1HER Rl:!SOLVBD, THAT: control im:r bmd UR dacil!ons within the MNRRA l,c, 
applit:d lh.-ough an e•h1bliwd &nd agreed upon tttuel!Jre ud pr~ aod thU the inHgii~ of 
lDc:al llDlWlS authority be ~ in the MNRRA; and, 

BE rr FUR'IH.ER. RESOLVI!O, 1'HA1: th& City of Saint Paul ,upports the efforts or the 
M"~ Dq,arll'n,ml of N'atlll'll! li.e~un,ao (ONR) and Natia11•I Pm: Ser,,i.,. (NP$) io 
pr-.mo am! enhance parkland and .natural l'e6DUr,:es within the MNRRA. and welcoma NI'S 
WWllxn ill de'lcloping a 11.11tiooal lilurism pr0gn1m, md!lding establishing .a MNRAA 
in~c oen~r on me m>el'front; and, 

BE U Ft.JB.nfER JU;SOL Vl::D. TUAT: th• City ol. Saini Paul supp<>rl& strong worting 
J)ffl1Denhip, be!Wec:n Jocat rt.ate, and {<>:ler:,J 113"ttdes, in ,eprd to management of tile DlMUntl. 
wltllnl. ,_lion.al. and 1ICIO!lcnnic reamiroes in the MNRRA; and, 

BE tr FUR.niER. rtEsOI..VE!D, TIIAT: thec:ua:im1 drat\ pl;.n/E!JS lw sif,llif"lil8.lllly i,l\pl'OVed 
upon Ille prelimhwy propOIIII and the Cii, of Saint Paul uJ!POfU lhc Cl.\mnt plan proposal, 
wilh ~ rucb as those 1101ed in the MNRRA Plaa Specif'lil Review; Cocnmcn11, Oller 
allfflllltivea A, .B, and C. . 

All,ip1ed by Cou.ocU: Dato __ _ 

Adoptim Certified by Council ~ 

a,, ___________ _ 

A:pproved IIJ Mayor: Date ___ _ 
.By: _________ _ 

lleqllHl.ed by Department of: 

PlalllJllll and llcooomjc Devdopm.ent 

By:. ________ _ 

By; _______ _ 

Pub& Workll 
By: _________ _ 

Porm Ap_prmoed by City AtlO""f 

By: _________ _ 

Approved by Mayor for Sublnis.don ID 
Qiuncl1 
By: _______ _ 

• RESPONSES • 
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Mississippi National River and Recreation Area {MNRRA) Pla11 
Specifi~ Rerlew Comments 

The City of SaiAl PMul believts the curreal draft plan ptOJ)ullll ma signi/ica11dy improve.I llj:>On 
the preliminary propmaL The pmp011ed plan pr=11t1 a more balanced approach 10 :Dllturat 
resouroe prolectiol\ and """nomic development "" the rM, and""" support it awr all of lhe 
11temali-. We 11.l'l(I reoognizc the MNRRA •• aa nppor:tunily w !'mm struug wvrt.ing 
p,ortn..rM",ips wiih the N11tional Parle Set'Y~ (NPS) and others to ensure protection of narural 
reaeatianal, C'Ulturu). •rnw. 1tml eoonumic re.~ lhrougho111 Imo entire ~orridor. 

The Chy of Saini Paul wt:icome,; the &upp<in and :mis1'aru:e ll!lhe. NPS in oor elions to protect 
~ing parl:h111cl resourc111. We a-re partkularl)' elcllld about the lol:alion of u..; lnte.rprlllwe 
Center and MNR.RA adm.inistrarive headquarter~ UI\ ff&trlel Jllland. Wr, &tnmgJy SUPl'<'ft Nl'S 
$.Sllistan~ wlch inlc:rpretive ,~ and would app.nic:iare 11ddi1iona! lanpage on pp. 76,, 71 
regarding the NPS role in oelll:loping a 'national touriam program•. We are abo wry ir1tere.ned 
in wha1 1111:i.istami.: mipl bo BYB.ilublc 10 b."ILI eommunitm 10 fund _riverfront im1'r'1'"eme11t. $1.lCh 
u 1ral11, ovm1oob, lighting. park main1enancie, and inlerim,11...e .rirngra ms and ougge,,t 11dclinJ 
more .specl&: lang~!iiE in l!iis rtprd to th,c Fllllding llfflion on p. l!7. 

Whil" we ~ mall}' of propoNd policies: alk! 11C1lcm1 In tho dr,111ft pie n, wi:: rtill b11ve llOllle 
co~os, paniw!atly in rep.Id to preservl"II a billl!110:: within the context of the "working river"; 
aml re1a.iains J=I cnptrcl o--cr laml oe aod development da:isions. 

F41lowina: I.e. Ill.ting of <lclailed comment& and ~ ref"memems regarding speclf'ic seedom 
of!hoplan. 

PltOPOSEP PLAN • GENERAL CONCEl:'T 

p, 17, bt pi:h, uncle, Concept; •AddLlional open space ond trout, wo.,ld be aequlred and 
devdoped by )ll<:11\ J<>Vemmentll where wmlfflmt wjth ml 011mnreltensjvq plans Yd!i..11 
have been adQ~ted or ,plC04 • 

rivetftont Ctdt rruty DOI be feasible ut all hldltian._ St. J>aui has de.in~m1traleil i~ 
"'°"'1Mlfmmt to fhl• s,,e.! in ~in11 ,on e.nc:m..-e ayMem nf u-aiJ., r:xlstlns 1tnd 
propoled, within our parh along the river. 

LAND AND WATQ USE 

The Kil)' .ilsues lo,: St. Paul in tms rep.rd are Ullll Iha r.lver blll ~ a, s "working tM!f" and 
lhal there ls a klall!lc betv,ecn rcaource pr-.tkm and ecanomi,o ~mel!L A pnm.tlr)I 
CQllCll!l"O is tll:lt proposed~ atat'ldard$ a.re oot t.pproprill,e to ail segmcr,11 of ihe 
c:urridur •nd Cl!lO!d discourage i::,1er, llOlllp,alible de'i'f:Joplt!Cal. 'fhe Plan rflOOgnizcs lhc dlvewcy 
of U!ies and cha.ra~tt'I" •ith.in rhe eorrldur and :,tat& that demi?!" ...,.,1.,rfront deo.·~t ls 
appropriate in dqwnt(l'lm areas. This llDMept &bo11ld be C<ln5islently reflected in tbe ~le 
prllpmcd polMe11 l\lld atiiDn•, 

• 

RESPONSES 
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In addition. development controls such as landscaping and design guidelines may do more to 
ensure compatible and a11r11e1ive development than limiting the types of uses allowed ill the 
riverfront area. 

Pllooina Am!mptjons 

2. p. 18, bullet 2' Plan rei,ognizcs need to 'rank protection needs based on area 
characteris1ics•. The Plan also stat,.. (p. 19, second 10 last PS)!.}: 'Except in existing 
"?mmercial and indusrrial developme,,u, downrown areas, and h!5'otic d~lricis. the 

area.,,• The Plan needs to derlfy bow !Ills amnpl, or tallorlng regulatlou to spedlk 
&fflls, Will l>e tarrled through In the IDOdel ordlnantt, 

Jdod Use and frotegjon Policies pg. 20:24: 

3. p. 20. pgh. 1: Add ·Except lo exislioc commercial and ittdustrial dersIQpmeng. 
dgwntqwn areas, and historic dlstticts, currently undeveloped land areas in the curridor 
would continue to appear open from the river . .' . This addition rellec1s the statement 

. . . 
It also suggests that ex.isting Rl\-er Corrldo.r zoning regulations should apply in downtown 
areas. 

4. p. 23, (I}: The Plan states: "The most signifkanl scenic. cultural, or natural resources, 
including scenic and trail euements, would be acquired by local governments! Clarify 
the lftllablllty or funding to luell go.i. for aajulsltlon. 

s. The Plan states that DNR and the Met. Council will n,ceh,e supplemental funding to 
accomplish their responaibilities to review plans and ordinances. Local pemlllfflts 
1hould also l'fftl.., supplemenlal l\mdlog IO 11CCOmpllsll 8nJ' new rnponslbllltlH 
l'efllllm to lmple111ent the p1-. 

6. p. 24, PS)!. I: Clarify· •As Icing as the plan's visions are echieYed and resources identified 
ill the act ace protected, communities could tailor polici"5 10 the specif,c resources in 
their section of the river'. Plan should fflSIJre local govemments llave ~ ac:tlw 111le In 
the ffl!lltlon, mfew, and adojUlon of flat model ordlna- ta ensatt lhat sp«.llk 
llefflopment ngul11tloll$ rtf'lect !heir unl.-e clftllmSlana!t, 

Location Policies Pl!· 24;26 

7. 

8. 

9/9/9'!, 

p. 24 (!): Add• •u.,.. aro encouraged that demonstrate that they would enhallCIO the 
r.iverfront ... restoration of a utural shoreline appearance. clean up polluted soils. remove 
hlidni11c inQycnccs. sustain economjc viability of rjyem:pnt jmprovemem and providing 
physical and visual aa:ess. .. ! 

p. 24, (I}: Plan stales: •Areas behind existing levees would be an exception to this 300-
foot riverfront use policy because they are normally physically and aesthetically cut olT 
from the river and usually already heavily commiued to industrial uses! Pniposed site 

2 

• 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

RESPONSES • 
The riverfront policy was substantially revised and 
simplified to respond to these comments. See responses to 
comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

Text was added to clarify this. Follow-up efforts with the 
Metropolitan Council would further clarify this. 

This was added. 

The National Park Service would encourage local 
governments to implement the plan through the grant 
program and other means. There is a list of criteria for 
land acquisition in the plan that would guide this process. 

The final plan was clarified to explain that funds would ,be 
requested to update local plans, which would be a high 
priority for implementation. 

The Department of Natural Resources would prepare the 
draft model ordinance with input from the Metropolitan 
Council and National Park Service. Local governments , 
would also have an active role in its preparation, and they 
would have the lead in preparation of their own plans and 
ordinances. The model ordinance would be provided as a 
sample of how an ordinance may be revised for substantial 
conformance with the MNRRA plan but would not be 
mandatory. 

These ideas were incorporated into the desired qualities of 
development in the riverfront area with greater emphasis 
on how uses are developed, not on what they are. See 
responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

11. See response to comment G-8-2. 

G-25 



12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

COMMENTS 

dm,lopmmt polk'los 1'1mCrfflfng bulldln& 1edwlr:U end lttlp.t sbi.uJII nvt 1tpply lo ereu 
loehllld wsilng kn-ees fur Ole sa- .... suna. The c.ti:sti!lg Ri"'1 Corridor roniflg 
requirement fur .a SO' se1baclt from the shuuline and $ilt plan re-view would coP•inut!. ID 
be applied. 

9, p. 24, (I): 0.rlfy • How lo<!il.CCon polici~ in 1he N'/fflt'OIM are1 apply 10 apa,uion of 
eldtlng ~elopmetit th.at ~ not m,ed a rlvcr loc.akion. Ezpa11sloo or t11l1Kl■11 
llllts/ffl'udunw that would 1,c Q)llllldend "llpn-«'flnformblrt wider proposed new 
npltllJAIIS sl,iy,>ld - &\land pnwldell tlle ,,rpn$1Mi '- ,iof l~e the: flmt-
confurmlt,' 0~. muld ma.lllfabi I.lie-.t.11111r UR,~ llffll lll,/3h( ■I edits). 

10. p. 24, bullet 4; Add • •off.I.Ce building, IIQII pon;POlMJn I lirui1 illdumial facllj(je1, Iha( 

blend w,tlt surrounding. .. .' 

·II. p. 15, bt pgh.: Cbunge • •Ex.istin11 us1;13 lh~t d$ Ml 111!la1111e o,a Fil'eic, ~ 
!t!1xi•ot1111$a!;il 1le11ml111'5111 !l{ r.111: mer, do not nred to be loc~ted near me river, ... • 

12. p. 25.(di.eourase,d UIIC•} buP<:1 1: Ch:a.ns~ •..-- llllm industry .and wJ1reh0usmg,..• 

ll. l.", lS. (dl:11.-...11raFll \!'Sa) b'llllel l,; Ad4 • ·~ne~l ~mmctc:i.al a"'1 """'ices ~ 
IncomatlbJc wjtb il!l!:i:aaal!k: rj-tron1 mes.• 

14. p. 25, lasi pg!,.; Add • "(2) ei,l:,on;;-e reso1m:.es. •. , dean up pglk,ted m '14 ©1111>:C 
blightjrl& jn1luences, and'; '(l) g,:11CraUy imprave Land U!IC i,o\ the rl~erfmrll urea ... viwal 
•=u r,am adj.cent areas, 1!!9W e. eunliMI<>•• pllhlu, 1rnU alcmg. thr river ... ' 

J 
J 

1S, p. 26 (2): Add - "Develop lfl<:vnli~a to em:ooraJll nQIU i1JCl1.1•tricJ lha1 no lM$U tely J 
17 on the river for 1ran,p0rlatian or ,;idler i;ic,cd,. to reloc:au out of (he riv~rfr01J\t 1tre,i.• 

l...---,,-im:lmniff-tlnlt-,lhnnlil""la.1mb::llltt,-rt,qtdn!Tml'rt11mlmlr,1mt"ll!lrllu"mrrhl1'111"111r--• 

18 

mtr Dr pollute ti!~ OPYlnm.ii.nt sboul. DOI ~ mnsldt~ hl('ll,lllflllllllle, llffll 1lltnfare 
not M Cllereed lllt11 Nloc!atln• ff-t, fedmll lntmllves (r11nllln11l should be 
amlah~ ta ftlllblt mmmunldn fD res(IOll41& apportualUes ro ,..,.,Jla !he 'l'islon 1111d 
pll 11 a.OOjlltd plalis ,mkb •nt mJwu:e mt ri'lel'frual. 

Site ~ms:nt Po!iclesl112-26 -22 

16. p. 26, (1 ); Qualify • 'proetvc a natural klot ri-om the river alld CPflC!Bitc sbon:. .. .' 
rtc11P,llll' 111&1 It la 11pproprllte f&r deftlopmdt to ~ ~Ille along &he rl~rt'rnat la 
clmmtvllla .._ as mentioned in BIS (p. IS I "Signlfk:11111 vttual fe.at11re:s ilv.,lude .. St. Pao.I 
~ky.liae-. •) 

fJ/9/'JJ 

12. 

13. 

RESPONSES 

This idea was added to the expansion policy. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

14. See responses to comments G-25-11 and 13. 

15. See responses to comments G-25-11 and 13. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

This policy was revised, and the term "polluting" was used 
instead of noxious. 

The exception language for downtowns was inadvertently 
deleted from one place in the text. The major downtowns 
would be excepted, and these areas would be specified in 
local plans. This is clarified in the final MNRRA plan. The 
intent is for downtown areas to be treated differently, and 
it is recognized that they would be visible from the river 
and opposite shore. 

The policy excepts downtown areas, the 25-foot dimension 
was changed to 30 feet, and the text further emphasizes 

, that this is a recommendation that can be adjusted up or 
, down according to local character. 

• • • 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

COMMENTS 

~n lo 1tt41 Rockj'Nnrth, SW Site!, 

IB. p. 29, {!4}: Add- "Arn!b' seth@cl< and helldu rn:;trisfign• to maintain the ability to view 
the riv,,r fn,m c,11t.i11g ope,, opACe al1d devclllped uaes by not Big,,it'icantly obstructing 
view, with proposed developmen1. • 

19, p. 29: Plan states variance p~ would be i11 aa:ard with state 1ta1111m and abo !hat 
varuN:cm 'W~ld b<I handled lhro11.gh lb~ alllblim,;d k,i;al Yariance r,roced- St. Paul:'$ 
~ prncedUN Ill In -rd ll'.llll SIBie-Sllltlllfll 1111111 wll] mntinue to be la 8(1Wl1 

witb. slat• stables. 

PLAN IMPLEM£NTATIOl'l 

The tey i-.. f(lr St. Paul in lllis reprd i> re:tumlng IOcal "10ntrvl lJl/t:r lam.I 11~ and <1ev~0pmenl 
dee.wons within thee MNRRA corridor. We r.icognize that establishing regufatory contirwlty is 
one of the aims nf th1:: Plan and ~uppcrt mdvkm of the NPS and DNR at the table to comment 
on ·d.,,...iopment proposel, with.ill thee coa.1m of oUt established develaptneftt review ptoee:H. 
Our primary roacems are lengthening the ""1iew prooeM and r<:m<Wing land u • ., d<:ci'skm• f"•m 
!Oi!Bl rontmL 

Pi!rtns;r RWP llP 76-79 

20. pp. 76-78: Clllrlfy 'ffi'W .1114 llt'llnt tlmt t.U l'or ~ • 1be Plan propom, NPS 
and MNRRA c:omllliuion 'review of mJm' land 1111e decisiana• and D~R "review nf 
df!'1!1ap.ment pl'<lpocaJs•. Ir> effect the Plan f!NpO.cs tu mo:l~uc three addilionaL oon• 
loca~ agencie, in lhe ...,..ii,w proc,,.s. o..,. COIWml is that their rmew ~apacil:y is 001 

what 1tffecl thuir involvement would have an 1he length (Ir che t<:vi~ ptOCOIIS. 

'R...W ehoald l>e llmltA>d 111 "'"ls"'1' m-1.!w -~"'- but cle~ slop ,ihort at 
approml aufhnrliy, 1bt rewtew pcr!lld Ullllld not lmgdtea mt cxl$lillfl Tmew p_.,,s_ 
Time llmlfl ror m,lew should lie deliud, We ma,,,n: mal.ntabilns the current miett· 
ptrll:111 ..tildt Is 10 • 30 dlQ'I pdilr 1a • fu'bllc liearlng. We alllo suggen Jndul11ng an 
nampll GI' tile n1vinr 1»•••- •lhl 11- frame In 1be Plan. 

21. p.n: The Plan ••~ies that the Met. CoWICil would "llc,ck commenl!I from the commission 
and the Parle Se!Wle$1, 11nd the DNR" ht l\llVteWUIJ draft pllll! 11m<:ndments. Deftlli! time 
frame tor M.nupolllan c-11 tt>ltw vi lurlll t:1111111relleml.11e pllla a~menls. 

22. p. 77! Cl11nfy DNR 'ttnlllmtloll autlM>nt) Offl' meal dedJllnns'. 01'1:t a commUIIIIJ,'J 
ordinance b 'certified• It•- ~, t,,,r DNR 1D .... 1ew all dewelopme•t 
proposal~. The klelll l!(M!rnment is capable of J!l'Plllmg the Cl)!lliJiehenl.ise pl!l.11 :and· 
:roni"g rtg11!at.tons lo development pn.lp<,,lltJr;. DN N. niview of proposal• mee1io11 all 
mllll'l! requ.ittmeitu. wowd odd an unnecessary additional layer of review. 

9/9/93 

The «>dsting proc""" r"'fl'irco DNR be notifted (If au set.JP or variance requests in the 
River Coniilor Di11rkt 11 least IO rJ&)'II prim tD th<, plllili,t, hearing. DNR also has 
review and arrr<w•l Ruthorily ave, II.Cl)' amendmenrs to the Rivet Corridor District 

4 

• 
20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

G-25 

RESPONSES • 
This was added. 

The term was clarified; time frames would be concurrent to 
the maximum extent practical. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan, but would be 
developed in follow-up work. 

Existing state authorities would not be changed. The 
critical area program would be transferred to the 
Department of Natural Resources. The plan text was 
revised to remove the implication that Department of 
Natural Resources would have a veto authority. The 
review process was clarified in the final plan, but details 
would be worked out in follow-up agreements. However, 
the MNRRA legislation directs that a broad array of 
development actions be reviewed, so the extent of review 
would probably be somewhat greater than envisioned by 
the commenter. 



24 

25 

26 

COMMENTS 

(rezoning>, text amendmcnm). We flllli!l'W malnlll1 the wstJng process with regard to J 
the DNR role once our ordinance bas hell "certified". 

23. pp. 77-78, 83: Clarify· the Plan says that after consistent local ordinances are adopled. 
the Critical Area ordinance for that community would be nullified. On page 83 the plan 
says that "after the comprehensive management plan is complete<!, local governments . . ~ . . 
statemenls are amtradlrtory. The City does no1 support null.ll'ying ils existing fow 
River Corridor 0nria1 mnlng distrlcts. We prefer to amend tbe histing River 
Corrloor district regulations to mill'onD with lht MNRRA Plan. 

In addition, lhe transition rr- the nlsll.ng critical area ordinances to the new 
ordlnanoes should be tlarltled. Tile Plan should clarify that ex.1stln11 comprehensive 
plans and ordinances remain ID dl'ett until they are updated to conform with the 
MNRRA Plan. Adoption ol lbe MNRRA Plan should nol lrlgtr a moratorium on 
ch!nlopment In the Interim prior to 11pdatln1 txlstlng plans or ordlnanteS. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The key issue for St. Paul in this regard is maintaining a balance between protection of natural 
resource, and uti!Qation of C<:OJ1omic resources. Oood environmental quality is one of the 
Oty's moo valuable resources • from lhe standpoint of both environmental protection and 
economic development. We support the Plan's proposed policies to prevent pollution, dean up 
poUuted sites, and pr01ect our natural, recreational, cultural. and economic resources. Our 
primary coru:em is duplicating or lengthening existing governmental regulatory processes. 

Resource Manasement • lll'·39-48 

24. There are many aisting permitting and regulatory agencies currently involved in various 
f environmental review 

DEFINmONS 

It is important that all meaningful terms be defined and that definitions are specific enough to 
provide sufficient clarity. 

Glouary of Terms • PR, 237-242 

2S. p. 239 'Location pollcies' • misleading term; these really refer to pennltted ( encouraged) J 
and discouraged lllrul..uSI within the riverfront area. Suggest renaming riverfront land 
PR pg!icies. 

:26. p. 239 'Major land use' • too general; suggest only uses requ~ing variances or EIS be 
27L ____ m_n_s_~_er_~_"m_a~jo_r_la_n_d_u_ses_•_. ___________________ ~ 

9/9/93 

• 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

RESPONSES 

The plan now explains that local plans and ordinances can 
be amended to substantially conform to the MNRRA plan 
and need not be replaced entirely. The plan does not 
propose a moratorium on development while local plans 
and ordinances are updated. 

It would not be consistent with the MNRRA legislation to 
wait. 

The plan was clarified to explain which policies would 
apply to the riverfront and which would apply to the entire 
corridor (also see responses to comments G-8-7 and 
G-10~1). 

The threshold for review of projects not requiring a federal 
action was clarified in the partner roles section of the final 
plan. It states that nonfederal actions that require a state 
environmental worksheet would be reviewed by the 
National Park Service. Additional projects might be 
reviewed by the National Park Service if there is a request 
from another agency or the project applicant. 

• 
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• COMMENTS • 
28. 

28 27. p. 240 •Rt,,erfront area• • Add 'a 300.rnot wide area adjacent 10 tbe shoreUne whore 

~=======in;typ~es=or=•=an;d:::u.se,==:::orc;;;enc:o~u=r•~t;cd=il~D~d=su=b~joct~ro=s~jt~e=dey~e~lo~p~m~en~1~po1~ic~jes~•==::! 

29 

30 

28. p. 241, "Site development pollcles': Change• •those f!<JUdes lhar affect e ea elapmalll 
after ii ii•• bee11 leooled in \he la11.daeape site specific deye!Qpment wiJhin the rjv,:rfronl 
area and bjuff preseo,atjon area. These ar+11.eRMll-1111a.., Ele1eileEI then laee1ie11 
peliel...., eeel.lftg llllil :with specific issues such as setbacks and height, and provide a basis 
for even more specific design guidelines. 

29. p. 241 'Variance': Suggest including state statute deflllitlon rather than simply 
referencing it .. 

9/9/93 6 

29. 

30. 

G-25 

• RESPONSES 

The site development policies are intended to apply to the 
entire corridor unless otherwise specified, such as those 
addressing only the shoreline. 

The plan was clarified to explain the relationship of 
location policies to site development policies. 

It is not necessary to include the state statute definition as 
that information is readily available to most plan users . 
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COMMENTS 

1191111 CHAMPLIN DR!'/£ CIW,lf'UN, MN 553H1·231l9 (fl12l ~21-8100 

Septellll>er 6, 1993 

Attn: Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
8ox 41 
Saint Paul, Kinneaota 55101 

Dear Superintendent: 

'l'he City ot Champlin hes revielled th« drett Mississippi River and 
Recreation Ares Plan to detemine vhat, ii' any, affect the proposed 
plan would have on the City. overall the plan is considered a . 
positive step in preserving the natural integrity of the River 
l>ank. The City haa long been a proponent of colid natural 
resources management and river bank prasorvatioll. There are, 
however, a few issues that need to be addressed that concern the 
City Of Champlin. 

l) 

2) 

In the Swnmary section of the report there is a statement that 
&llovs for the "retention of flexibility to respond to unusual 
situations in special ways providing that the resource 
identified in the IINRIUI act are. protected". Although 
flexibility is necessary, vhat agency vill be given the 
authority to oversee the flexibility iaaue? It' it is the 
local govermaents, then vho will over see that random 
variances are not issued creating a plan that cannot be 
--•--- .A 11"1""' •-----· j ,1 - • 

Champlin is not proposing that 80148 other agency'be created 
that would oversea all of the improvements along ~e river, 
however, a variance process that requireo approval of a 
separate government agency would be appropriate. 

The Plan et:ates that each local government will be required: to 
update their land uaa plans (comprehensive Plans) for the 
corridor to conform to this IOIRRA Plan. Although, the City of 
Champlin is not adverse to such a reqi,irement, the concern is 

amendment. Will the local goVerNDenta be given a deadline of 
vhen·the plan amendment must be made or will the amendment be 
required to be made prior to the approval of any other local 
government requested land use amendment 7 The reason that th is 

" 0 better utilJze stat'f tlme rather than to be required to 
complete an anenctment every time a nev policy is adopted by 
another government agency . 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The plan stresses coordination, incentives, and monitoring. 
The Department of Natural Resources would monitor 
community actions in the corridor for consistency with the 
MNRRA plan and revised critical area plans. 

No time frames are set in the plan, and no moratoriums 
are proposed. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

3 

4 

5 

6 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

Page 18 of the draft states that the improvements will be 

developments. Although this makes some sense, there is a 
concern that the new regulations could prevent new and old 
developments from being compatible. There needs to be some 
flexibility with desi~ to allow compatibility of new and old 
developments. The plan does state that "compatible 

For a plan to be effective and enforced on a consistent basis 
there needs to be a governing body to oversee how each local 
government is adn,inistering the plan. The Plan states that 
there will be involvement by the Metropolitan council, 
Department of Natural Resources and the Park Service. Because 
of the number of agencies there is the potential that the 
local government planning process could become very 
cumbersome. 

Periodically throughout the draft flan, there is mention that 
the local governments will acqu re "the most significant 
scenic, cultural, or natural resources, including scenic and 
trail easements". Although the protection of the resources 
are important, who will decide which areas are important and 
hOlof will the acquisitions be funded? 

'l'here is mention that the DNR would put together a draft 
ordinance for local governments to use as a model when 
drafting their ordinances. The hope is that the DNR will be 
allowed to participate in the ordinance preparation process in 
a similar manner as they have been with the MNRRA Plan. 

overall the plan is a good start towards protecting the Mississippi 
River and it's natural resources. However, there needs to be some 
further thought on how the plan will be consistently administered 
without increasing the cost to local governments and the property 
owners along the River. 

I hope the above information will assist you in the completion of 
a draft plan. If you have any questions or need any further 
information, please contact me at 421-3055, 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Steven P, Juetten 
Community Development Director 

cc :Kurt Ulrich, City Administrator 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

G-26 

RESPONSES • 
The plan allows for special situations and blending new 
development with existing development. 

The MNRRA act requires the National Park Service to 
contract with state or local agencies for this function. In 
addition, concern over local control and potential 
duplication has led the commission to prefer the proposed 
process, which takes advantage of the existing state 
authorities and roles and of the Metropolitan Council and 
the Department of Natural Resources in the area. 
Whenever practical, the proposed review process would be 
concurrent with other reviews. The final plan was revised 
to clarify roles and to stress the need to build on the 
existing review process and avoid another layer of 
government. 

The National Park Service would encourage local 
governments to implement the plan though the grant 
program and other means. There is a list of criteria for 
land acquisition in the plan that would guide this process. 

The Department of Natural Resources would have the lead • 
and would work with local governments, the Metropolitan 
Council, and the National Park Service to develop the 
model ordinance. 
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--''-----------~----------A Parks and Recreation Commission 
300 CilyHaU Annu, 2.5 W. 4th St=~ Saint Paul, MN 55102 • 6JU292-7400 

Sep!Cmber 10, 1993 

PeteTOovc,Olaimian 
Mississippi River Coordinating Coll:uniasian 
175 &st Fdlh St=t, Suire 418 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear a.alnnan <Jove: 

The Saint Pav.I Pa.tics lllld Rcc:,wion c-mission has r,:vu:w,,4 1l1t> Mlsaisllipp.i NaliOlllll River 111d 
Rcm,ation An>a (MNRRA) Comprehensive Management Plan prepared by the Naliollal Pm Sen1ce 
(NPSJ, The Commissioo ~ unanimously 10 approve lhe allllched resolution ar its Sepu:mbcr 8 
meeting. 

In es,cnoe, the Commission pl...,. die bi.abcst priority on preservalion of parldand and aawral lffOW:'CeJ 

and encourages NI'S anislAl'loo In developing a narional 1DUrilm program, loduding catablishidg 1111 

NPS Hcadqumers and MNQRA inu::lpn:tlve c.,,w on the ri...rront at Hatrie1 Island. 

We appr,:ciatc the apporuinliy 10 """""""ton this hnponant docwru:nt and look fCIIWlll'd 10 the 
continotd development of the MNRRA Plan. 

Jill Danner, Clwr 

cc: Michael Madell, MNlt.R.A Acting Supcridtel!dcnt 
Senator Sandy Pappas 
Mayor lame, Scheibtl 
City Councilmembers 
Robert Piram 
Pma and Recreation Comntiasionen 

Saint l'aal ...... ind R ..... atloa Coto-
Jltt Danncr. Chavperson: T__, Hlmtrnds,F',m V~M.a,yl"arliu, Sr<:miJ V~ 

Ricllanl Arey, Am, Cieslak, Da>id Ooodlow, llartiam-. Bait>anl Rese, Kiki Soonen 

RESPONSES 

1. These items are a priority for plan implementation. 

• • 



• COMMENTS 

Saint Paul Parks and Recreation Commission 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, on November 18, 1988, Public Law 100-696 established the Mismsippi National 
River and Reacadon Aiea (MNRRA) as a unit of the nadoaal park rysa:m, to include 12. miles oflhe 
Mississippi river, four miles of !he MJMesor;a River and encompass 54,000 acres of public and privaic 
land and water in five Minne= coimtic,, 11re11:bing from Oayum tO soudt of Hastings, and wllicb is tO 

be administered by the National Parle Service (NI'S), an agency of the U.S. Department of the Jnrcrior; 
and • 

WHEREAS, Saint Paul's 29 miles of Mississippi River shorelitlo represents the longe.t streteh 
of riverfront of ""Y municipality in the MNRRA and is endowed with di•trse n1UUJ1ll tes=s of 
national significance. including fossil bt:<ls. nawral caves, bluffs and shoreline. lakes and wetlands in the 
~n Fall!/Crosby Farm. Lilydale/HaJriet Island and Battle Creek Regional Parle$; and 

WHEREAS, !he Saint Paw PmtJr and R=-caaon Commission places the highest priority on tit• 
preservation of the par1'land and natural rcsoun:es loca!Cd within the rivemont area, wbid> pn:wide 
natural habitat, contribute to improved water quality, provide relief liom !he built urban environment. 
and enhance Saint Palll' s quality of life; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission believes it is imponant to fo:mr cooperative and c:oordinaled 
pannerst;ips tO enhance therivercomdor; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission bcl.icva the MNRRA prc,e,,rs an unparalleled opponunity to 
complement Saint Paul's commitment 10 the rivc:mont area, and protect and preserve historic3I. cuhm'al, 
recrearional, and naturlll resoun:es throughout the rivercomdor, and greatly eohance interpn:<ivc 
eft'oru. 

RESOLVED. that the Saint Pa11I P'1lrb and Rea-eadon Commission recommmds Iha! the 
Saini Paul City Council support the MNRRA Comprdlensi-.e Management PIM, and the effona 
or the Minnesota Department or Nalllrsl RISOIIIUS (DNR) and the National Park Serrice (NPS) 
to preserve and enltam:e parkland and natural nosoon:es ,.;thin the MNRRA. 11114 encourage NPS 
assistance in developing a nadonal tourism program, Including establishing an NPS Headquarters 
and MNRRA IDtft'l'rellve cenler on the rlnrfroc,I at Harriet Island. 

BE IT FUII.THER RESOLVED, THAT: Ille Commllsion recommends support for 111:ronll 
""""1ng partnerships betlnen local, slale, and rec1en1 a11t11-. ln regard to lllllhagelllent ol the 
natural, cultural, recreational, and economk: resourees ln the MNRRA.. 

Adopted by Saint Paul Paro and Recrcalion Commission: I>a1e q ~ g-q.3 
ARlli:lmd: Ycu 

0 

• RESPONSES • 
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II 
MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

Sopnmber 10, 1993 

Ms. Jo.Ann l!. Kyral 
Mbsisslppi National River and Recreation Area 
l7S E.a&t. f'i:fc:b St:re:et Suite 418 
St. Paul, Kinnes:ota 55101 

O.ar Ms. Kyral: 

Re: Draft Comprehensive M.anagei,ent Plnn 
tUasiss1pp1 National iUver and Racre•t1on Aree 
Anoka, R.aasey, Washington. Dakota, and Hennepin Counties 
Kl!S RA,ferrel File Number: 93-0350 

'lbanlt you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Drttft Comprehensive. 
Manageunt Plan for MNRP.A. lt has been revieYed purswmt to the Tesponslbilities 
given the State Historic Preservation Officer by the NB-tional Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Procedures of the Advh:acy Council on Hiatoric 
Preservation (36CFR800), and to the reaponaibiltties given the Kinnasota 
lUstorieal Society by the Minnesota. HiBtoric Sites Act •nd the Minnesota Field 
Archaeology Act, 

Ve have appreciated previous opportunities to reviev -and colllHnt on alements of 
thh plan, a.nd are pleased to see that many of oux· recommendations have been 
incorporated into the current draft. 

Ve have the following comoents on the report: 

1. Tha section on Cultural Resources Kanagement includes some 
appropriate policy l«ngu.ag.:' regarding preservation and use of 
historic properties. However. outside of direct -acquisition of a 
handful of historic propert1e$ by NPS and pouibly by local 
go'ltenw.t1ents1 it 11 somewhat difficult to grasp how these policies 
will be: concretely realized as the plan is implesriented. 

The plan puts a good deal of emphasis on the i.r:aplementation of land 
uH pl.111,nning at the local level. Inaamuch as theae decisiona are 

Along the lines of this approach. we would recommend that the plan 
include a much 1tronger emphAaia on the impleu:ntatlon of historic 
resource rotection at the local le.vet. 

our office currently administers a progra which could help fulfill 
this need. • The Certified Local Oovernment (CLG) program, 
eatabllshed pursuant to the National Historic Priu1arvation Act, 
promotes the enactment of local historic preaervation o:rdiruince1 to: 
establlsh programs to designate and protect, historic properties 
within the local Jurisdiction. 'n\ose programs meeting certain 

Service, work closely with our office in program developaent, and 
are eligible to apply through our office for federal grants for 
survey and planning work, 

1. 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The text states that there should be a strong emphasis on 
historic resource protection at the local level. To further 
emphasize this, additional detail on the certified local 
government program was added to the Cultural Resources 
Management section of the plan. 

This was added to the plan. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

September 10, 1993 
Joann N:. K_yral 
IIHS '#93-350 
Page ewe 

Under these ordinances, the local government• survey and designate 
hbtoric properties, review building: arul demolition pern:it:e for 
designated propertiea., and conduct other preaerva.tion planning 
activities. lf coarprehansive and effective protection of historic 
resourcea in the MNR.RA corridor 1B to be achieved, programs of local 
d.esigNttion and protection au vitally important. Currently, only 
five of the local governae,nts in the KNP.RA area have local 
preservation ordtrumc.as. 

One way to integrate the CLG progr411 into the MNRAA plan would, be to 
include the State Historic ?reservation Office in the list of 
"partners• (page 76 of t:he draft plan). Our role!J could include: 

'i'promote tlle. ana.ctaent of new local hist:oric 
pres-ervation ordinances 

1t"of£er technical aH.btance to comrnmi.ties in 
establ i.ahing local preservation programs 

-Work wich local preaervation Com!Jiina1ona to integrate 
MNRM policies and objective• inco local preservation 
plaru1 

•help fund local historic preeervation survey and. 
planning effort• through the CLC grants program 

(Of course, our office also play• otlk!ir roles relaced to Section 106 
review that also could be included in this list.} 

2. To a large extent, the activities 'Which have occurred in the 
corridor have strong ties to the enthe region and represent a focal 
point £or the hiato:dul story of the Upper Kidwest. Iba 
f'liasissippi Rivet overview on pages 123-127 might be expeilded so 
that the context of the corridor's history is better f.ntsrpl'ete-d. 

3. lie recognize thac the list of historic properties included on 
pages 128~131 ia tNant to be illustr.ative. However, we have aomo 
eot'lcern that tha ind!vldwill rasoureaa significant at the state and 
local level are omitted from the list and that this omission m4Y 
imply that their pre&ervation and treat:1:11ent 1• less uq>Ortant. 
Further, we also recogn.be, realis:ti~ally. that cha clael!lification 
of •local I ntat.e, or national significance" has not always been 

-- ..... .4t~.,.,. • 

the past 25 years. 8eeauae of these reasons, and beeeune the 
National Regbter reeogni::u properties of nat:icNLl, state* and 
local eignific.ance as all being worthy of preservation, we would 
v:rge that propeTtiea aignif1cant at t:ha local or state level are 
fully integrated into the plan. 

4, The discWfsion of compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Hietoric Preservation Act (pages 181-182 of t:ha draft: plan) 
acknowledges that additional consultation on compliance Will take 
place before the final plan is issued. A.s part of that d1$euaaion, 
we would like to clarify same items on the tentative list of actions 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

G-28 

RESPONSES • 
The State Historic Preservation Office was incorporated 
into the Partner Roles section. 

This is not critical to a comprehensive plan and can be 
developed in follow-up history research. 

This information is too lengthy and detailed for this plan. 
The text does state that all national register properties are 
important, but, due to space limitations, they are not all 
included. 
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Jo.Ann M. Kyral 
Ml!S •93• 350 
Page. •three 

COMMENTS 

on page 181.. W• 'W'OU:ld alao like to dhcuss hoV 106 c•vl•w tatight 
apply to actiona um\4rtakan by non-federal agencies opc,r.atlng un.der 
th• MNRR,\ plan, givon th• re'Vi.ud definition of '"undert.aklng" 1n t:he 
National lliat:oric Pr•s•,:vatiou Act as maerul•d in 1992. 

ld .. storie prop:ertlea. Other sections of the plan could t'tfarence the 
Secretary of thl lut•rlor' a sunUrd• for Archaeology and Bia tor le 
Pra1errat:1ou, M appropriate, 

5. Th.a design guidelina,a (.Ap~ndix C) should incorporate rofeTene• J 
to th• Seeret.ar, of die Interior'• Sc.UUS.rdt for kehaDUiucion for 

--------

7 

• 

6. We reaffirm the: ~il!ld for a coap:rehenalve hla:torlc propertle• 
r.urvey, inelud.lng consideration of hbt.ork landseap•• in the 
corridor, 

7. Th• report indicates clutt t::he propoeed Karri.el: lslacd 
Interpretive, faciHty contains no known 'hiatodc propert'le11. 
... ,._1,..., ~ ~- ..••• ,,,, _. .. L--

1a 1:10 mention of a survey for history/arebt tf,lct\tre rea•ources. In 
fact:. the Harriet Island Pavilion ie listed on the National 
a·egister. The effect of the propoaed project on t.hh building. ~ •n.d 
on any s1.gn1f1cant asaocl•ted landaeape element:,. w:lU need ~o be 
evaluated. 

\le look forward to further conversatlort5 wlt.h you wich Tep.rd to this pl.aaning 
effort. If you have qu•ation.s or concorne in regard to O\tr co••nts, plaa,ae 
contact Dennis Gimme.at.ad et 296-5462. 

Sincer•ly 1 

~~ fio0.r~~~ 
Deputy St.11.te Hbtct1c Preserva~ion Officer 

BLB:dab 

cc: ftatthd Frey, MinneapoU.s Heritage Preaexvatian Coal1••1on 
S.th krtJ!., St. Paul Heritage .Presetvf'i.tion Comisaion 
Sheron Marko, trewport Heritage PreHrYation COll!llisdon. 
Bob Vos:el, Cottage Crove Advisory C~i•alon on Hhtoric Preaervation 
John Cro•ama:n. Hasting• Heritage Proeervation Coaniaafon 
Bet•Y Ooermann, St. Anthony Falb Heritag,e .Board 

6. 

7. 

RESPONSES 

This was added. 

This was added to the plan and potential impacts analyzed 
in the environmental consequences section. 

• 
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JGathryn F, Thwtw-r 

COMMENTS 

September 10, 1993 

JoAmt lCJyal, Superintendent 
Mississippi Natiorutl River and Recreation Area 
175 Eal! Fifth Slreet, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Pau~ Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. lCJyal: 

Thant you for attcndina our July Boa.rd mcetin& and pr-nting !he Dnift 
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Mississippi National River and R=eation Area. We recognize the 1remendous 
amount of time and energy expended by the Coordinating Commission and National 
Park Service in preparing Ibis extremely imponam and comprehensive docwnent. 
We truly appreciate Ille Park Service's efforts. 

Eru:loscd is the MilllleapOlis Park and Recreation Board's response to the Draft Plan. 
If you have any questiom, pl•- oontact me at (612) 661-4800. 

Sr'\'rely, • . 

~ 
SUpcrintendem 

=~:kcr DU/di. 
Tomb.iiter 

~~~~~r .. Gifhon Endmure 
=l!::Y" 
Anzue 'l'cung 

S,q1e1'flllffldriilt· 
D1Vidl.F~htt 

;....,....r.,Jnf«h~ 
400 South tth. Strttt 
Mut.T1"1lp<,!il, MN 5.."'41>1i00 

Phnl'lt J..£12{:i6t-t600 
Fnl-612-66J.47'n' 

• RESPONSES • 
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THE MINNEAPOUS PARK 
AND 

RECREATION BOARD 

Response to the 

Draft Comprehensi.ve Management Plan 

Environmental Impact Statement 

for the 

Mississippi National River and 

Recreation Area 

September 10, 1993 

RESPONSES 

' • • 
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RESPONSE TO DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR nm 

MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 

The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board bas historically viewed the Mississippi River 

as a world dass resource to be treasured, protected and enjoyed by residents and visitors 

alike. From its veiy beginning. the Pad'. Board bas endeavored to acquire and develop 

public open space on the River. Form North Mississippi Regional Park, Boom Island Park, 

Nicollet Island Park, the Central Riverfront, Ea.st and West River Parkway, Minnehaha Park 

and smaller parcels, the Board now OW1I$ over 62% of an estimated 21.25 miles of river 

shoreline within the Oty limits of Minneapolis. In the put twenty years alone, nearly SO 

million public dollars have been spent on shoreline acquisition and development. These 

efforts have stimulated an estimated $500 million in private development along or near the 

River. Perhaps more Importantly, increasing public ownership bas fostered greater 

stewardship of the River and associated natural resources. 

MNRJlA. • a Great Opportunity 

With the passage and implementation of the legislation for MNRRA, there bas been a real 

opportunity for the Coordination Commission and the National Park Service to de"8lop a 

plan which transcends all our boundaries and individual enterprises and creates a grand, 

inspiring, and well deserved vision for the River and all of the Metropolitan region. 

Draft Plu Lacks Inspiration 

Unfortunately, we believe that the Draft Comprehensive Mllffll8ement Plan Enviroruncntal 

Impact Statement bas fallen well short of that goal. To its aedil, the document is a 

wonderful compendium of information about the river, the corridor and the multitude of 

historical, cultural, economic, environmental. recreational ·- • • . HMU•-· 

However, an effon to satisfy all of the special interests, the draft plan lacks the clarity, 

scope, inspiration and strategies to move the Mississippi River and Corridor from its current 

state to a desired condition. 

Mrru:, Response to MNRRA Plan 

• 
1. 

G-29 

RESPONSES • 
The plan includes far-reaching visions for the corridor and 
builds on existing plans to achieve those visions. 
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MPRB Response to MNRRA Plan 

"BAL,\NCE" Avoids lmies 

A significant portion of the plan describes the wide variety of land uses, activities, etc. along 

the entire corridor. In this context, the word "balance" is used throughout the document. 

This concept is open to a wide degree of interpretation and thus provides inadequate 

guidance for future development. We advocate the deletion of the word "balance" J 
altogether (pages 19, 30, 37, SS, 59, etc.). We are most concerned that the plan does more 

to avoid the issues than providing direction with which to address them. 

No Change • Not a Plan 

This problem of issue avoidance is most evident in the proposed plan which includes no 
change to existing development within 300 feet of the shoreline. If status quo for something 

as significant as moreline development is a basic tenet of the plan, we really question the 

vision, or a lack of. in this plan. 

Dlm!lop Plan Based on the Unlque.nesa or Dllrerent Segments 

While we strongly advocate Altemathe B with regard to R.lverlront Land Use, we orooose 

substituting portions of Alternatives A. B snd/or C within the proposed plan. We fully 

concur on the need to create a vision and conceptual master plan for the entire corridor, 

4 but it has to be fkXlble enough to address the unique issues and accommodate a wide ra.nge 

of activities. In our past experience, we have approached sections of !he river much 

differently depending upon its prevailing use. Our plans for the very natural river gorge 

between Franklin Avenue and Lake Street are much different than the more industrial 

section between l..owiy and Broadway or !he develop1ru1nt area between Hennepin Avenue 

and Central Avenue. As such, the design criteria must reflect and respect th~e many facets 

and dimensions for the plan to succeed. 

• Bue Plan on lnterpretlw, Themes 

We would also encourage you to (l()nsider 11$ing the interpretive themes outlined on pages 

53 - 56 as an outstanding framework from which to organize, present and sell the plan. 

Theae themes captUre the real spirit and importance of the proposed area and this plan. 

?. 

• 

2. 

3. 

4. 

RESPONSES 

The word "integrate" has been added in an attempt to 
satisfy this concern. 

It is not technically correct to say the plan includes no · 
change to existing development within 300 feet of the 
shoreline (or the riverfront area). It encourages some 
relocation of inconsistent uses and it encourages shoreline 
cleanup and restoration. It advocates more shoreline trails 
and open space, floodplain and wetland restoration, and 
finally, as areas are redeveloped over the long-tenn, it is 
hoped that further improvements can be made. The plan 
was revised to clarify that it encourages some 
improvement over the long-term and promotes sensitivity 
in design in existing developed areas. 

1 Text was added to further recognize that there are 
different segments of the corridor that would be managed 

' differently. 
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SI. .btllo■y Falls • A World Class I■terpndve Opportulllty 

In view of the importance of interpretation to the River we want to reiterate our belief that 

an outstanding opportunity exists to create a world dass interpretive center in c:onjulll:tion 

with the St. Anthony Falls Historic Preservation Area. Instead of a traditional center which 

largely begim and ends in the building. the center would enable the visitor to experience, 

undemand and appreciate the tremendous number of amenities found nearby. The qullty 

1111d q■allty ol these amellltles wanam a larger laterpntlvt l'aclllty than recommended 

(20,000+ square feet versus 12,000) Such a facility would create not only greater critical 

mass for the area in an interpretive sense, it would provide greater impetus for ~nomic 

development nearby. Once again. Minneapolis would be physically connected to the River. 

11le potential for riverfront development has not been fully studied or documented, but we 

believe the additional potential far exceeds the long-term capacity. 

Open Space Opport■nltles Require a Stmegy 

The draft plan map on page 145 identifies the tremendous opportunities for public open 

space within the corridor. These are especially prevalent at both the upper and lower end& 

of the 72 mile stretch. However, the plan does not present a forceful strategy to take 

advantage of these opportunities. The Park Board views such a strategy 115 a aitkal 

element of this Ian and one which the National P 

By virtue of the inclusion of the River in the National Park System, private contributions 

may be easier tn solicit for land acquisition or development. A trust fund eould be 
established. These opportunities must not be ·105t. 

Dyaamles of the Metro Utan Area Are Not Coosl 

From a broader perspective, the draft plan does not appear to oonsider one of the most 

7 significant issues facing the Metropolitan Region. The possible relocation of the 'Iwin Qties 

International Airport The preferred site within the searcb area is ve close to 

portion of lhe conidor and if chosen, would have a substantial impact on MNRRA. Yet, 

it is not discussed or analyzed in the plan. It should be since the dynamics o! this and other 

river-related development have tremendous impacts upon the region's and Minnesota's 
overall economy. 

3 

• 
5. 

6. 

7. 

G-29 

RESPONSES • 
While these estimates are preliminary and subject to 
refinement during project design, this facility should 
provide orientation needs and emphasize getting visitors 
out to see the significant cultural resources in the historic 
district. Extensive river-oriented exhibits or other media 
are not envisioned for the building. Other partners could 
exceed the estimated space if the need is established. The 
plan was revised to emphasize that the total size of the 
facility is approximate and subject to change based on 
further discussions by the involved partners and the final 
mix of activities. The NPS portion of the partnership is 
currently estimated to be about 6,000 square feet, but this 
estimate would be reconsidered during additional planning. 

This idea was added along with the possibility of a land 
trust for the corridor. 

See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1. 
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Pruenatloa aad Eceaomlc Dewlopment are Compatlble 

Durin,g the past twenty years, the Minneapolis Park Board has bad substanlial experiel'..ce 

in the development dynamics within the river corridor. The results have been quite positive 

far recreation, preservation and economic development to be collSidered simultaneously 

rather than separately. They are not mutually exclusive. Preserving and developing the 

IQVCr bas, in fact, been a significant economic development tool in Minneapolis. 

SUllllllal)' 

In short, we believe the draft plan has failed to synthesize the multitude of viewpoints ir1to 

a long range, visionary plan for the Mississippi National River and Rea-cation • Ama. 

Further, it has not provided a dear and forceful strategy to achieve the visions described in 

the current plan. 

Our sincere desire is to aeate an exemplary plan which will move us away from the age c,ld 

argument of economic: development versus envlronmental protectlon. A great plan will :fo 

both and we would like to sec such a plan for this great river and tbe people who use and 

enjoy it. 

4 

RESPONSES 

8. This idea was added. 

• I 
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DAKOTA COUNTY 
HIGHWAY _..ENT 
I <1955 <iALAXft: A~WE. 3R:) f!tOOR 

JOAnn Jtyral 
SUperint.ndent 
Klaaiuippl National River and Recreation Area 
175 Eaat Fifth 
suite 418, Box u 
St. Paul, MIi 55101 

DAVID L EVD0t. P.E. 
COUN't't EMGINU" 

(612)391•7100 
F~{612}001·703-1 

APPLE lfALU:Y, MINNESOTA 5512.--8579 

lile.: Draft Kiaaiaaippi 11ationa1 River and 1!.Bcreation Area 
(IIIIRRA) COIDprehensive 11.anagemant Plan an<l Environ11antal 
IIIP"ct State!Mlltt 

Dear Ka. Xyral: 

The Dakota county Board or Colll:miasioners on July 27, 1993 
peaaed a resolution regarding c0111Umta on the Draft llllllRA 
coaprahenaive llanagenent Plan and BnvirOllllental I.pact 
Stat-t. At that tt.e they directed ate.ff to suba1t 
COllllents to the COIDliaeion regarding tranaportation, 
econmaic, and recreational iasuaa. The Dakota County 
Highway Depart:aent and Office of Planning have reviewed the 
Draft JOIRRA Plan and Dakota county'■ COllllllenta pertaining to 
transportation are enclosed. 

The County underatan4a tbe need to protect the river 
corridor and appreciates the effort• of the National Par!< 
service in the dewllopment of thia plan. However, the 
transportation needs, to provide a quality of life d-..ded 
in thia region, auat be incorporated into the plan. 

'!'be Ki .. iaeippi and Minnesota Rivera for11 the boundariee 
separating Dakota COllnty fr01t Kinneapolia and St. Paul. 
Dakota COIU'lty with an, increase in populatiOll fraa 1980 to 
1990, is the fastest growing.county in the saven county 
netropolitan area.. In the nert 30 years, the Metropolitan 
COw,cil project.a Dakota County will bave 26' of the grovtb 
in the entire 11etrapolitan region. Therefore, this plan baa 
tar reaching i111pacta on the de,relopaent of the county. 

• RESPONSES • 
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We are concerned with the plans lack of interJ11odalis11. 
Dakota County has several modes of traneportation and 
bridgee that are impacted by this plan. Examples include 
Dakots County aa the·potential site of a new international 
airport, the seven river terminals located in the County, 
and roads within the park corridor that ere integral to the 
eeon011ic viability of the region. 

'l'he plan also has a lack of specificity in providing 
guidance for future project designs. Specific guidelines 

open tor various interpretations. ror examp.i.e, are all 
highways contained within the corridor governed by parlcway 
design standards or just roads within 300 feet of the river? 

standa~s tor a ~;_:.kvay? 

Thenfore, the transportation impacts of this plan are 
critical to the County. In response, county atatt have made 
both general and specific ccnu,ants to the plan which are 
attached. 

we appreciate the opportunity to COllllllent on the Dratt Master 
Plan and l!IS. By incorporating comments freill the -tro and 
local planning agencies, we trust the COllm.iaaion will 
produce a plan providing for the economic and recreational 
resources ot the metro area. 

Very Truly Yours, 

David L. Bverda, PE 
Dakota County Engineer 

cc: Dakota County Board of Co111J11issionera 
The Honorable Bruce Vento 
The Honorable James P. Netzen 
The Honorable Thomas Pugh 
The Honorable Robert Kilbert Jr. 
Commissioner James Denn 
Brandt Richardson 
Louis Breimburat 
Jack Ditmore 

Q11111RRA2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

• 

RESPONSES 

See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1. This is 
beyond the scope of the plan. 

See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1. 

This was clarified. The policy covers all roads in the 
corridor, with an emphasis on the riverfront area. The 
term "parkway" was dropped. 

• 
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. 111'1 DaJt0'1'll. OOllftY PKTS:tCI.L Dll'ftLOIKlln D:rn:a:i:o• 
OJ'J'ICII OJ' PLIIIOIIIIGI I B:tcm&Y DBP&a'111Dl'l' 

081 lallBJ:88:tl'P:r ClOlOlllllllBIIJ:VII DBIQlllllllft' ~ 
llln"J:llOlillllllll'2'AL DIP.ICI' 8D!'IIIIJDr.l' 

Dll.'l'll 81ft!IIIIBIIK 9, 1913 

Daltota County understands the uniqua opportunity to protact 
and provide tor tbe deve1Qpll!8nt ot the Mississippi Kational 
River and Recreation Area (KHIUUI) aa outlil\Ald in the 
Management Plan and the Draft BnviroJ'lllantal In,:,act 
Statement. While the plan covers many areas thoroughly, we 
have conoerna regarding transportation issues. Dakota 
County has multiple lllOdas of transportation impacted by the 
plan, yet the only modes coverad apacifically are cOllllMlrcial 
navigation and bicycle/pedestrian. 

Dakota county has seven river terminals located on the 
rivers in the «rea epecified in the plan. The surface 
transportation necessary to this activity utilizes the 
county road network. Aecording to the lllatropolitan council 
in 118C there was a direct economic i111p40t of ,,s ai11ioa 
11114 1,000 joDa related to couercial navigation in Dakota 
County. These terminals handled 16' of tbe region's river 
bar<Je activity. A recant study indicates that shifting less 
than one million tons of cargo from water routes to trucking 
routes could result in 141 accidents per year and ""uld add 
241 trucks a day, six days a week to the region highways. 
The plan doe& not address the relatioruibip between 
roads/trucks and barges. The economic social and 
enyirpnmental impacts of elialnatinq trucl<& on parlcvays need 
to be addressed 

Dakota County is tbe site of a potential new airport for the 
region. Construction of this potential new airport: will 
require additional or upgraded bridge crossings ot the 
Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers. Su.ch construction will 
also require upgradi119 or additional roac!vays which may be 
in the river corridors. The plan does not address such 
poeaibilities. 

Dakota County believes the plan neada to specitically 
address the followin,;, 

•The Metropolitan Council and the Traneport:ation 
Advisory Board completed a Major River croseing Study in 
1989 which shows a high priority to reconstruct many 
Mississippi River croslling points. This study should be 
addressed in the plan. 

• RESPONSES • 
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In Dakota county this specU'ic;:ally impacts the TH 61 
Bridge at Haatings; the WAICO'l'A Bridge at lfe"l'Ort and south 
St. Paul, the I-35E Bridger the 'l'H 52/55 Study, the CSAH 24 
toll :bridge; and. the Etter Bridge at CR 66 into Goad.hue 
County, 

*2'.here are no maps included Jn thi• dOCWNnt ot thAI 
111etropolttan highway system vhic,,h cross both the Minnesota 
and Xiastssippi Rivers in IIIIU>Y places throughout the region. 

functional classification should :be included in the plan. 

•The netropolitan council is in the process of revising ] 
the region's Transportation Plan to bring 1t into 
conforma1>ee with the federal Interaod.al Surface 

'-----,T:sirnanarrnpourtr,11!Rtffilro'llnillEll'f-ifii:iric:i:illlencylt'""ffl1AcMt'mJ01'fllll1'1'9'191"'1"1:'l'(ll:IS111TEAQ51!11"1!•:'1!:'ffllfil'Illi!r"'lli"-
thB federal transportation act. 

•'l'he Metropolitan Council ia alao currently revisi119 
the lletropolitan Devel-t Inveat.ent Pramavork which 
should also :t,e reviewed for eolllPfttibility on developn,ent and 
investlleJJt issues. 

'l'he folloving specific coamants in tbe plan are of concern: 

Page 29: 
•(11) Increase the Cl.lpacity of existing bridges in 

prefarance to constructi"',I additional bridges except where 
new :bridges are includad. in approvecl •tropolitan area 
plans. llevelop parallel aretiitecturally COJ11P4tilole l>rid(Jes 
next to existing l>ridg'N! to increase capacity inatead of new 
separate !>ridge crossings in the - traffic corridor.• 

This statement appears to preclude naw rivers crossings J 
L..---iregllt";.a .. r"'d't-le_et:1s:-.o"'f,....n~eed~.P"!ldThi-t:emlro"1ng:neill:vll'it-iyin-'olf!tllth1tir:r.s~pr:l~anlJ'.ltts,hmouml~dRJ'"not __ _ 

transportation dee sio11s for the area the ability to do so. 
The plan should l>e corusiste11t vith the Ka.jor River Crossing 
study and the Transportation Policy Plan which is loei119 
revised 1n accordance with the Interiaoclal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act (IS'l'BA) 1991. 

Por exu,ple, the plan should not be able to preclude the 
construction of a futun river crossing l>etween Washington 
and Dal<ota Counties. Based on Metropolitan council growth 
projections for Dakota and Wallh:lngt011 Counties, there will 
eventually be the neecl for a future corridor crossing. 
Dalcota County agrees that transportation planning needs to 
talce into account both economic and enviroimental concerns. 
However, this draft· plan prevents local agencies from 
working With 1111/DOT and the Metropolitan Council to provide 
the -•t effective systu :by eli■il'.lating options that would 

.otherwise Joe availule to the transportation system . 

• 

4. 

5. 

6. 

RESPONSES 

The base maps show major roads. Additional information 
is not critical to finalizing the comprehensive plan, but 
much is included in the geographic information system 
database at MNRRA headquarters. Some tabular data was 
added to the appendix. 

A reference was added to regional transportation planning 
and the Intermodal Surface Transportation Act. 

The subject policy was revised to reflect this comment (see 
response to comment G-15-12). 

• 



• 
7 

8 

COMMENTS 

Page 29: 
"(17) lncorporate scenic perltway road design standards 

and architectural treai:-nts into road reconstruction, or 
illlprovement projects in the corridor, with primary emphasis 
on parallel roads in the riverfront area and bridges over 
the river.• 

A definition of •parltway road design standard• is 
needed. The definition should not preclude truck traffic in 
all areaa of the corridor. The river is a transportation 

network of roads that accouodates truck traffic is 
required, For exu,pla, the border of th• corridor in a 
portion of Dakota County is TH 55 and TH 56. These highway 
aegments directly serve ltOch Refining and the barge 
termirulla at Pine Bend and South St. Paul. The plan states 
in Appendix c that "Roads within 300 feet of the river 
should be limited to acenic drives and l)«rlcways providing 
recreational access to the river ... • . The plan fails to 
specifi<:ally address the roada that do not strictly llleet the 
guidelines as outlined. The plan needs to inventory and 
address each r°"dvay in the corridor. 

The illlpact of lillliting truck traffic in thie corridor 
has not been evaluated in this DEIS fr011 the regional 
economic perspective or the additional duiand that would be 
placed on other roadways. 

Based on these concerns, we suggest a revised or 
Supplemental DEIS be completed evaluating the social, 
econoaic, and envirormental illlpact of decreasing vehicle 
capacity and rerouting truck movements along and accessing 
the corridor. The analysis should include: 

*Inventory of all roads within the corridor and their 
functional classification, 

•Determination of which roads ~ould be designated as 
•parJtways• inclUding a definition of •parkway•; 

•Determination of the feasibility of roads losing truck 
cap,1city; 

•Determination of alternative truck routes; 

•Determination of additional roadvay,1 needed to be 
constructed for these routes to function at an 
appropriate level of service; 

•Evaluation of tbe social, economic, and environaental 
impact of lost roadway capacity and from rerouting 
trualc movements including increased noise, air 

• 
7. 

8. 

G-30 

RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised to state that scenic road design 
concepts are encouraged, which would include many ideas 
from parkway design, but the plan drops the term 
"parkway" from the policy, which implied to several 
reviewers that it would have precluded truck trl:!,ffic. 

The revised policy makes this analysis unnecessary. Some 
transportation data were added as an appendix. 
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COMMENTS 

.,.iBBions, snergy use, neighborhood dlsruption and cost 
to consumers I and 

•The plan needs to include the TrllNJPOrtation Policy 
Plll!), the Metropolitan Development Investllent 
Framework, the Major River Crossing study and the Dual-
Track Airport Study. • 

Dakota County support• the MinneeotA Department of 
Transportation's Detailed COllllll8nts of the Draft 
COlllpreheneive Manageaent Plan of the Environmental Impact 
Statelllent Miaaiaaippi National River and Recreation Area, 
dated August 19, 1993 including C0111Dissioner Ja11ea H. Dann'a 
cover letter. 

PIMlt'RRA 

RESPONSES 

, References were added to the Land Use section of the plan 
for these studies. 

• I 
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1. 

DIVIIIION OI' PHYSICAL DEYE!.DPIIIINT 
-1~ fo!:At.AX•F A\lfNU( Af'l>LE v.-.UEV; t/U.INESOT/\ ss,a.,e.5,79 • 

l)Ul,ur"""Ct+f'!tOf'-
♦ l:N'll~Jl,l,W~fll!N• 
I ~'ATS. . ,.,,., . . '"""" • un1ct(,/H'\AHftlJIIO, 

September 10, 1993 

Ms. Jol\nn M. Kyrttl 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
National Parlcs Service 
175 5th Street East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, JolN 55101-:iJIOl 

Dear Ms . }Cyrill, 

Dakota County appreciated the opportunity to address the 
Mississippi kiver coordinating C01lllllission at the pw:,lic hearing 
on the Comprehensive Management Plan that was held on July 28. 
Thie letter c,mstitutea the page-by-page commenury on the Plan 
tl:.at wae requested by Commissi~er Oove at the public hearing. 

ln her :remarks on JUly 28, Commiuioner Richards noted the 
concern of the Board of Co1111Tlieaioners that the Plan, in ef feet, 
adds another layer of land management authority in the region. 
':'heee cc,mmenta were focused on the role usigned to the 
Metropoiitan Council, Examples of these concerns and the need 
for further o-larifl.c:ation include: 

Page: 20. The: Plan states, •Metropolitan Council ataff 
~ould provide assistance to local governments on plan 
development and revision to achieve conformanco with thil 
w.;m.. • Th<: latter phrase (i.e., the underlL"tad phrasel 
appears to add a regulatory authority to the Council and a 
mandate for looal governments. 

Page 77. Trull Plan calls for state legiBlat ion ~hat would 
"X",equire chat. all local plans and actions be consistent with 
the corridor plan," It goes on to ,i,tate: 'The Metropolitan 
Council would implement the state leg1alati01'\, conducting a 
review of local ~omprehensive plans for consistency with the 
corridor plan." These provisions reinforce the idea of a 
... ..,...,, ............ ..._ .... ....-u----- _,... .......... ·reg·ion .a.n..,1; 1.ut;: oroa on OL an 
unfunded mandate for local government&, 

2. 

G-31 

RESPONSES • 
The plan has been revised to clarify that the Metropolitan 
Council would have no more authority then under existing 
state law. 

The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the 
plan . 
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COMMENTS 

Page 2 

The Commission should address the dichotomy it appears to have 
created in the role of the Council \i.e., assistarice versus 
regulation), As noted in Commissioner Richards' remarks, Dakota 
County opposes the addition another level of land management 
in the county and questions resources of the Council to car:ry 
out the new responsibilities the Plan appears to assign~ 

FUrther, as part of our comments on July 28, Commissioner 
Richards told the Commission that: 9 ~~-we are concerned that the 
proposed management plan lacks many specifics that will define 
ho~ many compromiaes in conflicting corridor uses will be 
reached .. • Our written comments attempt to further focus these 
concerns. The comments below are listed in order by page. They 
a:re: 

Page 29. •(11) Increase the capacity of existing bridges in ] 
preference to constructing additional bridges except where 
new bridgee are incluQed in approved metropolitan area 
plans. Develop parallel architecturally compatible bridges 

separate bridges crossing in the same traffic corridor.ft 

This statement appears to preclude new river crossings 
regardless of need. The longevity of this plan should not 
prevent those assigned the tasks of plannin9 and malting 
decisions for the transportation needs of the area the 
ability to make those decisions, when they need to be made. 

"{17) Incorporate scenic parkway road design standards and 
architectural treatments into road reconstruction, or 
improveme~t projects in the corridor, with primary emphasis 
on parallel roads in the riverfront area and bridg"es over 
the river." 

The type of roadway design referred to in this statement 
precludes truck traffic in many areas of the corridor~ The 
river is a transportation corridor, as well as a 
recreational and environmental asset. In order to move 
goods to and from the river requires a network of roads that 
accommodaees truck traffic. The balance of this need with 
recreational and environmental protection initiatives should 
be clearly dealt with in the Plan. 

Page 49, fifth paragraph. The reference to •lampreys" in ] 
the /,!ississippi should be deleted. As far as we know, 
lampreys of the Agnatha form are not a problem in this 
stretch of the Mississippi River . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

The policy was revised to address this and related 
comments. See response to G-15-16. 

The policy was revised to address this and related 
. comments. See response to G-30-7. 

This reference was deleted. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

Page 3 

Page 55, third paragraph. The reference -to the Mississippi 
River providing •waste dilution and dispersal• 11hould be 
r8worded or qualified so that this •usett cannot be 
misinterpreted as desirable or legitimate. 

Pages 85 and 86. In our view, the text ie not clear on 
whether the Harriet Island facility would be financed by 50% 
matching grants, or by some other costing formula. The plan 
should be clarified. 

Pages 64, 65, and 86. The text reference to the 
interpretative site in Hastings should perhaps be changed to 
an interpretive center in the Hastings •area•, in light of 
the apparent unavailability of the Old courthouse as a site. 

Page 117, first paragraph. The discussion on bald eagles 
should reference that not only do eagles winter heref but 
that a pair of these raptors established a nest inside the 
boundary of Spring Lake Park Reserve this summer. 

Page 120, fourth paragraph. The Mississippi River is llSll. 
the primary source of drinking water for the Metro area. As 
described in paragraph five, the suburbs all make use of 
groundwater. 

More broadly, while the plan covers many areas thoroughly, we 
have concerns in the absence of references to 
transportation. The only 

specific 
transportation 

ground 
areas mentioned are 

• --- . . . .... u ... e p.1.an aoes n01.. 
address the relationship between roads/trucks and barges. 

Dakota County has seven river terminals located on the rivers in 
the area specified in the Plan. These terminals handled 16 
perce.nt of the region 1 s river barge activity. A recent study 
indicates that shifting less than one million tons of cargo from 
water routes to trucking routes would add 241 trucks a day, six 
days a week to the region's highways. 

Further, Dakota County is the site of a potential new airport for 
the region. If a new international airport is located in Dakota 
County, it would require additional or upgraded bridge crossings 
of the Mi~sissippi and Minnesota Rivers. Such construction will 

river COrridOre. The Plan does not "a11ow"'o;oJ'fo7 Ja~h;:: 
possibilities, should the decision be made to build a new 
airport. 

• 
6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

G-31 

RESPONSES • 
This is one function of a "working river," but the statement 
is not intended to imply that the river should be degraded 
from this use. 

This was clarified to state that funding would be requested 
through the federal appropriation process to build the NPS 
interpretive center. However, private donations might also 
be used. 

The text was revised accordingly. 

Specific geographic references to eagle nests are not 
included in the final plan ( which will receive wide public 
distribution) to help protect the nest sites and prevent 
disturbance during the nesting season. 

This sentence was revised to address the comment. 

See responses to comments G-15-2. This is beyond the 
scope of the MNRRA plan. 

See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1. Except for 
NPS facilities, the plan is not site specific. Also see G-15-16 
concerning bridge crossings. 
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Page 4 

Por these reasons...., believe that the Plan needs to specifically 
address the foll0>11ng: 

Maior River Crossinas- Metropolitan Council and the 
Transportation Advisory Board completed a Major River 
Crossing Study in 1989 which shows a high priority to 
reconstruct many Mississippi River crossing points. 

highway' system which crosses both the Minnesota and 
Miuissippi Rivera in many places throughout the region. 
Such maps should J:,e added, 

Regional Transportation Plana The Mecropolitan council is ] 
in the process of revising the region's Transportation Plan 
to bring • it into conformance with the federal Intermodal 
SUrface Transportation Act 1991 (ISTBA). The Plan does not 
address either the region's transportation plan or the 
federal transportation act. 

We hope that these comments will oo useful to you in making the 
Plan more accurate and comprehensive. Please call our office if 
further explanation is needed in regard to these Plan comments. 
In addition, you will be receiving comments from the Dakota 
COunty Engineer which relate specifically to highway and bridge 
issues; the comments are consistent with this letter. 

Dakota County understands the unique potential to preserve and 
enhance the development of the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area as outlined in the management plan, and looks 
forward to meeting with the Natonal Parks Service and the 
Coordinating Commission on improved management of the Mississippi 
River Corridor. 

Sincerely, 

<;l-D4;_ 
Jack Ditmore, Deputy Director 
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMli:NT DIVISION 

cc, Dakota County Board of Commissioners 
The Honorable Bruce Vento 
The Honorable James P. Metzen 
The Honoral:>le Thomas Pugh 
The Honorable Robert Milbert Jr. 
Commissioner James Denn 
Brandt Richardson, County Administrator 
Louis J. Breimhurst, Physical Development Director 

13. 

14. 

RESPONSES 

A reference to this study was added to the Land Use 
section of the final plan. 

A reference to this plan was added. 

• 
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6ll 222-8423 

September 10, 1993 

National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street/Suite 418 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Attention: Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
Superintendent 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

On behalf of the Metropolitan Waste control Commission, I would 
like to present our comments on the Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement on the Minnesota 
National River and Recreation•Area. 

ln general, we support the effort being made to improve the 
overall management of this vital resource. Our comments focus 
mostly on a handful of environmental compliance and environmental 
protection issues. 

As yo~ are aware, the Metropolitan Waste Control Commission 
(MWCC) was created by the Legislature in 1969 to collect and 
treat wastewater for the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area. 
OUr service area encompasses most of the seven county 
metropolitan area, serving 105 municipalities of various sizes 
and a popu,lation in excess of two million residents. 

The MWCC works under the policy direction of the Metropolitan 
Council and is accountable to a number of regulatory agencies for 
compliance with environmental laws and regulations, in particular 
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the U.S. Envirorunental 
Protection Agency. 

If you have any questions or feel we can be of further service, 
please give me a call. 

zlr!JL_ 
Louis R. Clark 
Chair 

G-32 

RESPONSES 
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Metropolitan Wiste Control Commlssi<tn 
Mean Park Ccnmo, 2.lO East f'ui.h Street, SI. Paul, Minnesota 53101-H,ll 

lllt!'ll.0POLI'l.'.lll'I lfASTa COHTROL CONMISSIOH COMMENTS 0V 
'!.'II& DRU"!' COMPRBll!CBSIV.1. ~ PI.ul 

lmVIRONMSlll'l'AL IIII/AC'l' S'tM'BMlm'l' 

SaptUllMir 10, 1PP3 

612 222-11<123 

are all owned and operated by the Metropolitan Waste Control 
Commission {MWCC}. In fact, the MWCC owns and operates only 

The Draft Comprehensive Management Plan (Draft) on page 228 ] 
states that •waste treatment systems in the metropolitan area• 

the major municipal wastewater treatment plants and 
approximately 470 miles of the sew.age collection system in the 
corridor. The municipalities own their local wastewater 

, g o e co ec on sys ems 
responsible for combined sewer overflow impacts on the river, 
and some industrial facilities have their own treatment 
facilities or pre-treatment facilities. 

Rao-.ndation: Re-write the language to clarify existing 
jurisdictions. 

'1111/l?BR 0'(1ALIT1' :ISSOES 

l. The EIS does not address the various number and 
characteristics of NPDES permittees in the corridor, despite 
the statement on Page 96 that the NPS would set up "its own 
supplemental ·air and water quality monitoring program to 
identify noncompliance and pursue corrective action.• 

On what authority does NPS pursue environmental monitoring 
which is currently the responsibility of the HPCA (as well as 
the MWCC, pursuant. to its environmental permits) in the 
rivers? What evidence exists that any supplemental monitoring 
is required? 

a.commendation: Authority for environmental monitoring needs 
clarification. 

2. The Draft language seems to focus on the MWCC's Metropolitan 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Other types of discharges, 
including treated cooling water and industrial wastewater, are 
apparently ignored. It seems that a reasonable expectation 
would be the total number of 'Nl?DES permit tees discharging into 

l.. 

RESPONSES 

This was corrected. 

The alternative referenced by the commenter on p. 96 of 
the draft environmental impact statement was not selected 
for the final proposed plan. This detail on permittees is not 

1 essential for a comprehensive management plan. 

• 
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MMCC CONIIIDTS Olf Kll1UUI. DRAl'T IILIU!I 
Pa,;re. two 

3. 

the river within the corridor {which, of course, may be 
physically located outside of the actual corridor) be listed, 
and a brief characterization of the types of discharges, with 
their potential impacts on the river. • 

:Rac0111111e11dation: The EIS needs to more clearly describe the 
administrative role of the NPS in environmental regulation and 
its integration into existing environmental regulatory 
p':o?rams. AJ:Y environmental. mon~toring needs to be coordinated 

On page 120 under the Water Quality section, there are several 
references to "contaminated sediments", "exceedances of 
discharge standards", "considerable pollutant load", •heavy 
metals", etc. The comments appear to be general with no 
statistical evidence or clarification as to references. 

:Recommendation: Clarify information sources and clarify 
statements. 

HON-POIN'l' S01;1RCB CONTROL STRATli:GIIS 

4. The corridor includes the Minnesota River from river mile 4.0 
to its confluence with the Mississippi. All indications are 
that the Minnesota is a major contributor to the water quality 
problems on the Mississippi. The Oraft Plan does not describe 
the involvement of the NPS in water quality planning and 
permitting on the Minnesota, despite the statement that the 
nonpoint pollution would continue to be a major problem "it: 
managed under existing programs without the extra emphasis 
that a MNRRA plan and program would provide." 

Page 97 also includes the statement that the NPS "would work 
more extensively with other agencies to speed the cleanup of 
the Minnesota River." It remains unclear how the NFS has 
influence upstream and outside of the corridor on the 
Minnesota or the Mississippi. The number and diversity of 
governmental agencies involved in nonpoint source assessment 
and planning is already cumbersome. How MNRRA plans contribute 
to stream improvement are unclear. 

The report does not discuss the impacts of storm water on the 
MNRRA plan. Storm water has a significant impact on the 
remaining water quality impairments. What does HNRRA propose 
for storm water management? The plan needs to recognize the 
significant public costs of further storm water management and 
nonpoint source pollution minimization. 

• 
3. 

4. 

G-32 

• RESPONSES 

The NPS role in environmental regulation was clarified in 
the Plan Implementation section. 

References were added. 
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MKCC CONMBN'rS ON NNlU\A Dll.11!"1' PLAN 
Pa9e three 

Rao(>llllll8ndation: The NPS needs to clarify its authority 
regarding water quality planning and nonpoint source control 
strategies to assure integration with the existing programs. 

n on, e 
delineated. 

IIAZAl!DOns BS'l'lil s:i:ns 

s. Page 113 includes a heading "Ha:eardous Waste Sites." But the 
heading does not indicate that the 114 sites apparently 
include permitted facil.ities as well as the Superfund sites. 
In addition, the NFS indicates that any cleanup costs will be 
borne by the city. According to Superfund, municipalities have 
limited liability in any cleanup activities. The assumption 
that the city would be willing to assume unlimited liability 
and clean up any hazardous waste contamination may be 
premature. 

Recommendation: The EIS should list lls!J. of the Superfund] 
sites, and possibly include their impacts on the corridor. 
There may be circumstances where a trail use may not be 
possible due to an identified closed and sealed Superfund 
site. 

AJ:l!. Q!JALI\t'lt'. ISSUES 

11. The Draft document does not mention or address the 
identification of the MNRRA corridor as a federal non
attainrnent. area for small particulate matter (known as PM-10). 

:iteoommendat.l.on: tn the final EIS report, the Nl?S shoulc 
include the PM-10 non-attainment area in its evaluation of air 
quality impacts. 

7, Page 162 of the Draft Plan states: •continued NP~, 
participation _in reviewing federal regional air qualitr 
permits would assist in preventing deterioration of the, 
corridor's air quality from pollution sources outside the, 
MNRRA boundary.• 

The plan is unclear to what regulatory authority the NP/, 
has in review of quality permits (including indirect. 
source permits). The EPA has delegated the operation of the 
Clean Air Act requirements to the MPCA; therefore the MPCA i11 

7. 

RESPONSES 

The Natural Resources Management and Plan 
Implementation sections of the final plan were revised to 
clearly state that the Environmental Protection Agency 
and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency have the 
primary regulatory authority for pollution control in the 
corridor. The National Park Service would work closely 
with existing programs to complement the activities of 
those agencies with lead roles in water quality issues. 

' Generally speaking the NPS role would be primarily in 
education and in review of water quality plans and projects 
requiring federal permits. NPS review of permit 
applications would be concurrent with other reviews and 
would not add another layer of review. A subsection was 
added to the Partner Roles section of the plan for the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. It emphasizes their 

, critical lead role in implementing pollution prevention and 
control policies in the MNRRA plan. 

This information is not essential for a comprehensive 
management plan/environmental impact statement but is 
available in the geographic information system database 
and is on file at MNRRA headquarters. 

This was added to the Description of the Environment 
section of the FEIS. 

• I 
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NMCC <XliHMBll'l'S OIi KN1UtA DIUU''.I.' PJ:JUI 
Pa9• tour 

the operator of the federal and state air permitting programs. 

Racommandation: The NPS could review and comment on air 
permits as does any other governmental body impacted by the 
issuance of a permit. Additionally, the air quality current 
condition and impacts of MNRRA need more thorough analysis 
than appears in the current document. 

COS'.1'S AHD PRIORI'.l.'II.S (l'ID!llCIAL PJ:JUI) 

8. On Page 85, under the category of ucosts and Priorities 
(Financial Plan)• the NPS estimates that the development costs 
for an interpretive facility at St. Paul/Harriet Island would 
total about se, 347,000 for about 19,000 square feet. With 
about $1.6 million added for site surveys and design costs, 
the total cost of the facility proposed is estimated at about 
$9. 95 million. 

As an agency that has been involved with considerable 
construction projects over the past several decades, including 
many large projects currer:,tly underway, the ~cc believes that 
the Draft cost figure presented on Page 85 is higher than we 
would anticipate for the project described. 

ll.aCQllllllendatio.n: The NFS should revisit the cost estimates 
presented for the St. Faul/Harriet Island facility, in 
particular, and the other facilities described in the Draft.· 

End of MWCC comments 

8. 

9. 

G-32 

RESPONSES • 
The NPS role was clarified in the final plan. 

Additional explanations for the cost estimates were added. 
The details of the estimates were moved to the appendix to 
emphasize their preliminary nature. 
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ConlJftS.f of tbt ltnittb 6tatt.s 
Jlo~t of ._tprtllmtatibtll 
■d!,ln_aton. H 20515-2306 

September 10, 1993 

NB. Joann Kyral 
Superintendent 
MN1U!A 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418 
St Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

00,Slttw:,, 

Dl$TIICT 01 ACE· 

I wish to express my appreciation for the effort. already invested 
in the formulation of the current Draft Plan proposed by the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA}. We are 
truly fortunate to have such a valuable resource as the 
Mississippi River in our region al:ld I know we all want to see it 
managed wisely, using its full potential for both commercial and 
recreational use, while protecting the environment. 

The purpose of the Draft Plan was to fulfill the mandate of the 
public law (PLl00-696) that originally established MNRRA. 
Specifically, the law was written to recognize the historical, 
re~reational, scenic, cultural, natural, econoJllic and scienti~ic 
resources derived frOlll activities along the river. While • 
extensively detailing most of these areas, the inventory of 
economic activities is noticeably absent frOIII the Plan. The 
economic benefits of this working river, and the effect the plan 
will have on economic activity, should be more fully developed. 

LOClll government authorities have a proven traek record of 
integrating the unique impact of the river into their local plans 
and ordinances. Yet, while etating that local control is 
integral to fulfilling the objectives of the law, the Plan also 
indicates that •state legislation should be sought to require 
community plans to be updated to conform to this planQ . 24 

, o e en o 
DNR and the Metropolitan Council in the review of variance 
requests, suggests that local authority 111ay indeed be reduced. 

• 

1. 

RESPONSES 

The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the 
proposed action. 

• t 
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September 10, 1993 
Page Two 

COMMENTS 

The importance of the river as it relates to transportation 
highlights the need to specifically define and catalogue each 
road, railway and bridge within this corridor. Attention to 
details relating to current use and projected future needs are 
critical since the plan will be in place for decades after the 
ori inal authors have moved on. Lack of s eeificit in this area 

a ow an un 'l:1 en e nterpretat on and u t 111ate y n er 
necessary development. It could also result in increased costs 
of shipping, and cost thousands of current and future jobs. 

constituents of mine Who own homes along the Mississippi River 
are also concerned with the potential negative impact of this 
Plan. It is difficult to determine the criteria that will be 
used in developing the extensive bike/walltways along this 
corridor. llhile we understand that it is not the intent of the 

local governments should pursue the d;velopment of easements 
along the river for public u■e. There is no disputing the fact 
that. the river is a C01lllunity resource, but the potential for 
riverfront property owners to be unfairly burdened is a real 
concern. Property rights should not be tra:mpled and safety and 
security for residents should not be ignored. 

It is apparent that there is still much that needs to be 
discussed in creating a final Plan. I hope that proper ti111e is 
given to consider these critical issues. I appreciate the 
opportunity to participate in this process. 

z·~ 
Rod Grams 
Member of Congress 

RG:tpe 
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RESPONSES • 
See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1. 

A sketch was added to show how the trail could be routed 
around single-family neighborhoods. 
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I n:;1 City ol! 
••••• _____ M_e_n_d_o_t_a_H_e_i_g_h_t_s 

MS. JOAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent 
National Park Service 

September 10, 1993 

TRANSMI'I'l'ED VIA FACSIMILB 
ORIGINAL 'I'O FOLLOW 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 Pifth Street East, Suite 418 Box 41 
St. ·Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit to the National Par·1t 
Service our comments related to the Draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement related to the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). OVer the past weeks, 
the Mendota Heights City Council has discussed the elements of the 
draft Plan and on September 7, 1993 the Council adopted the 
attached Resolution No. 93·46 and authorized its transmittal to·the 
National Park Service by the September 10, 1993 dead1ine for 
receipt of public COlllll\ents. 

In the Resolution, the Council acknowledges the time and 
effort the National Park Service and the Mississippi River 
Coordinating commission have put forth in preparing the draft Plan. 
In addition, the Council goes on record in support of the goals set 
!::->?'th :!.n th"' federal legislation wh:!.-::h ~ri9:!.~au:r estar.U.sh•d 
MNRRA, and in favor of a balanced approach to the use and 
development of the Mississippi River co=idor, recognizing the 
importance of the economic as well as recreational and 
enviromnental attributes of the river. 

Nonetheless, the Council has deep concerns with a number of 
provisions contained within the draft Plan. As a result, a number 
of specific changes are requested to the document. Please refer to 
the attached Resoluti'on • Items 1 through 4 for futther details . 

. AB further noted.in the Resolution, the Council has asked for 
a written response by the Nat.ional Park Service to. the connents and 
concerns raised in the Resolution. I am hopeful such a response 
can be received within 30 days. Should this expectation be 
unrealistic, please advise me of a more realistic time frame. 

1101 Victoria Curve •Mendota Heights, MN ·55118 452·1850 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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COMMENTS 

Tha::ik ti:r.1 &!i•1n lo::: -z.bs oppo.:tt.wlity tu pL'wi<l9 t119 11.ttllcl.ed 
c011r11enca. SbOUld you h~va ~~Y ~Jcattcma rcgard.ing our rcap::i:1ee, 
please feel ~rec t.o ca..11 me at ,-cur c:onYef'.ie:i.ce. 

Sincerely, 

C1'l"l OP MlsNOOTA JlEIGII.TS 

~ 
Tn:11 rev~ ll 
c~~y .1t.:;llllinia~ra~or 

• • RESPONSES. 
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COMMENTS 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
COUNTY OP DAKOTA ) S.S. 
CITY OF MENDOTA HEIGHTS) 

I, Kathleen M. Swanson, duly appointed and acting City Clerk 

of the city of Mendota Heights, Minnesota, do hereby certify 

that the attached Resolution No. 93-46, "A RESOLUTION 

COMMENTING ON THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION 

AREA DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MAMAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT,n is a true and correct copy of said 

resolution on file in my office. 

Signed and sealed by my hand this Tenth day of September, 
1993 • 

(SEAL) 

RESPONSES 

• 



• COMMENTS 

CI'!'!' OP JmlilDO'l'A mu:GB.'1's 
l>.U::OTA COlJlffr, MDDl'BSOTA 

:U:SOL'IJ'!'IOH' RO. 93·46 

A U:SOLU'l'IQII COIIMBJll'.rD1G OJf TBB lllSSISSIPPI HA'!IOIOL 
JUVBll AHO RBCRDTIOH Al!tBA IIRAJ/'L' CQIG':REHDSIVB 
~ l'Llm All1D DVIlil.OliDml'ITAL Dll'ACT STA'l'lill!lm'r 

WB!DIBU, the National Park Service and the Miesissippi River 
Coordinating C0111111ission are currently in the process of preparing 
a CQlllPrehe11Sive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
(•the Plan•) for the Mississippi Nationa.l River and Recreational. 
Area (MNRRA), and 

WIIBJIBAS, the boundaries of the Ml'lRRA include ?2 m:iles of t:he 
Mississippi River, approximately 2 1/2 of which are adjacent to the 
City of Mendota Heights, and four miles of the Minnesota River, all 
of whic:b is adjacent to the City of Mendota Heights, and 

WBBRDS, the provisions of the Plan may serve to directly 
iuq;>a.ct land uses. public infra.structure improvements, and public 
and private expenditures within our community, and 

WSBDAS, the National Park Service has requested pul)l.ic 
comments on the Plan from all affected units of local govermnent 
and other interested parties. 

wmatKAS, the Plan focu.ees primarily on a •Proposed Plan• and, 
in less detail, discusses three alternatives, identified as 
Alternatives A, B and C. Consistent with the focus of the 
document, the City's connents will deal exclusively with the 
Proposed Flan. 

BOW 'mDBPOlB D 1'1' USOLVBI> by the City of Mendota.Heights, 
Dakota County, Mi.nneiaota, that the City supports the goals set 
forth in the Pede:ra.l legislation which original.ly established the 
MNRRA and is supportive of a balanced approach to the use and 
development of the Mississippi River corridor, recognizing the 
importance of the economic, as well as recreational and environ
mental attributes of the corridor. 

11B J'J' J'll'lil.'l'KU JtBSor.VD that the City appreciates and 
recog11izes the efforts of the Mississippi River Coordinating 
Commission and the National Park Service in preparing the Flan 
which is currently before the public for c01111Mnt. In response to 
this request for COlffllent, the City believes changes in the Plan are 
necessary in the following areas, 

• RESPONSES • 

G-34 
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COMMENTS 

1) I~ gene~al, many_ aec~i~s or the Pl;;..a arP. v~itten {~ a 
very non•specit:,._c a;a,d vague llliiDller i,rh.1.ch ,llilke11 Mn 
accurate dct~tiou ot tlle true .imp;:u:t-" of the 1'1.;ui o.n 
~ Hei~ts eztrE!DISly 4lffJ.cu.lt. '11lcee c,oc,.~ni~ 

~... ·--- '"J - ...... ~ ~ '" 

prol~ctio12 !llamli>tei. 

21 'l'M Pl.an l!nc011~ C01.1.abo-re.t1on. and eoc,po:ca.t1.()t"L amc.:iget. 
va.id.at1111 ~it.Iii 0f gQVe:t"nl!lem;, y,it baJ!ltOw:i upmt tbe 
MGt:copo.1:1.t-llll. cawic::1.1 a.114 the De_partlMD-t ce Natural 
11e11en:r II a~ t to int. t Gd enfo:roe U>e 

Past expM'ieDCe ia4!cat6U local electea otficialu IJIJYe 
dOOI!!' a ,:011111endable job protectiog tbe ,,u,11si111111ppi lllver 
.,...r the ye~ ant\ QQ need ror ildd.J.tluna.1 unit11 of 
goyemnie.n~ tQ beQOll!e :1.m'Clved iO t:he land ~e ~ 
proc:e1111 t.m:Cllgl:I tllDl2ll i8 quaatianahl.e. ~ role, cit tlleae 
tlOO ag.,,12c:l~s !. c;oo •era.e1Y stated tbx-Qug)'!Otlt tl,;e l'lu • 
tbeiJ: :lnvol.~t. ~ 111ml u.ae .lllllCtomri., 111bol.lld ;oot b• a.a & 
•veto 11.111:hOrii;y •, l:N.t. racber u a wa0l.Ul)or.a.t!vc pa:i-1:Der~ 
iCllplhle of pn:n,icling tedmic:al. asllla~ce ta ult.a of 
loca1 gQ\lernmei:it- WJtnln the guic!~1~s of t:be Plan, 
lam UfJC i:cmt:rcl-11 S?l0ll1'1 ult.tute1y ;reir,a.ln wttb lcc:a.l 
srov-e:m,ns units. 

3) JIO tl.e111cr1De4 .abDvQ, the I'lan conta:11,Pla.tca apec:ial 
legia~tiori be.1.dg paase~ h:r" tlle Miun .. 11ota t.egielat-ore 
..tlich WQ\1-ld n,;i,ure clt.il!,lll to u.lda-te tbei~ Camp~ive 
Jalld Q"110 ll'l.&nil i:o %V.l:l.ec:t c:h .. d:!c:t.at:ee 0£ the ~ Pl.;u,. 

loag11r.an~ OQIDlaln:lty sc:mlng ei-i,:~1.ea.tio:IS aDCl 
c:~dve pl11m1ing affo1:1:s ovar ~:lme. Despite 
3lillwi::an.ceE! rive.ii :l..q 1:he. 1:l.an. to pz:apert.1 QO!nenJ, mlllldat.ed 
~siolll' to l=9Bt:llffdins' c0111111111z,ity land use pl.ans mar 
e:icpoee twits of gave~Qll18i:lt to tut.Lare liallllity iUld damage 
claime. UD:it:11 Qt local ~rn&!Pt Bllmll.d n0t lie f0~ 
into aeammigg tl:lis l:l.ahil;lCT, and ahou.Ld :receive f= the 
JQ;lt.lcoal Park Servic@ 11. guarlilntee tJi.a.t cil:ie.<J and 
eount:l.&e vill be bel.6 M..nnleae PJ4 no;:. reBp;inel.'bl.~ £:qr 
agy dc.fetase coets aD.d j1ldgemeota 0riilUl!J fran. euch 
,::lain1s . 

:L. 

a. 

RESPONSES 

The comprehensive management plan is a conceptual 
policy plan, providing a framework for more detailed 
planning and decision making. 

The proposal for state legislation to mandate consistency 
was deleted from the proposed plan. 

The proposal for state legislation was deleted. 

• 



• 
4 

COMMENTS • 
4) 4. As required by the Le!Jielation which established MNRRA 

a fill&Jlcial plan to •pro:ll'ide and support the publi~ • 
'""'5 -·--.,. ---··-· •••• -- .,-.;; .. i...- ,.. ... ___ ·- --

important element of the document. The current section 
cm .finatlcing doeS 110t adequately ic1entify the lllllllY costs 
which will be incurred by local. governments in complying 
with the provisiODS ot' the Plan. Nor does the Plan 
a.ddreas the oagoing mainte:DaDce and public safety issues 
associated with De'lf trail construction within the 
corridor. This section of the Plan needs to l)e expanded 
to more t'ully a.ad accurately identify and describe the 
true public costs associated with its implamentation, and 
clearly in4ica.te the sources and methods by which tllese 
costs will be finan~. • 

BB ff l'UJlT.mlll. USOLVBD, staff is directed to .forward this 
resoluti011 to the Jlfatiooal Park Service aJld the Mississippi lli~r 
Coordinating Commi11111ion requesting a written response to the 
concerns aDd ol)jectiOlla raiaed in this R.esolutiou. 

Adopted by t.Jle City council of the City of Mendota Heighta 
thia 7th day of September, 1993. 

thleen M. Swanson 
City Clerk 

cm: COOHCII, 
CI.'l'Y OP NBRDOTA BBIGJl'l"S 

By .f?L..4.. ~ M~ 
Cbarles B. Mertensotto 
Mayor 

G-34 

RESPONSES • 
Costs of compliance are difficult to predict. Communities 
would implement those sections of the plan that go beyond 
existing state and regional requirements on a voluntary 
basis. The costs would depend on the amount of compliance 
and the degree of nonconformity. The Economic Impacts 
section was amended to identify (in a nonquantified way) 
that there would be additional costs to local governments 
for plan implementation, including trail construction and 
maintenance. 
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COMMENTS 

$TAU OF 

IJ::!l[il:i]U:$©1f'~ 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

5001.AFAYmE ROAD, ST. PAUL MINNESOTA 55155-4037 
oFAc:£ oF TH£ QNR tNFOWATQ,I 
COMMlSStONER {6121 296•6tH 

September 9, 1993 

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi Nalional River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth St., Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

~ SuperinlCtldent Kyra!: 

The Minnesota l)epar1.mcnt of Narural Resow-ccs (DNR) is pleased to provide comments o, 
the Draft Comprehensive Mllnllgement Plan and Environmental lmpact Statement for tlu 
Mississippi National River and R<:creation Area (MNRRA), DNR has a long history of 
involvement wilh MNRRA :md the organizations that helped create it; Deputy Commissioru:: 
Ron Nargang is currently our voting member on MNRRA's Mississippi ru- Coordinali1111 
Commission. 

While we have a number of comments, DNR is generally supportive of the draft plan and th: 
direction in which it proposes lo lake management of I.his important Mississippi River resource. 
We are fully supponive of plans to provide fedcnll funds to DNR to develop land use n1le1 
consistent with Ille plan and to assist local 11ov=ments in adopting consistent ordinances an,J 
in administering the program. We also stronSly support the proposal for a significant National 
Parle Service role in interpretation, including visitor facilities at Coon Rapids, St. Anthon;, 
Palls, Harriet Island and Hastings. Interpretation is an octivity that the National Park Servic~ 
does extremely well, and we look forward to a broadened NPS role in the metropolitan ar~. 

the balanced approach the plan tries to strike in this urban area. 1here are three changes o]. 
page vii, for example, !hat we would suggest: first, under "Land Use/Londscape Chamct,:r 
Concept", add to the proposed plan "wildlife habitat preservation"; second, under "Open 
Space", add to the proposed plan "prole(:1 sensitive areas 1111d emphasize resource proteetion•; 
dlin:I, under "Resource Manaj;emcnt", add to 1he proposed plan "extensive research efforts". 

Following are specific commcms 011 the plan. 

The DNR bas significant concems lhat the fOCWI of the draft plan with respect to natunl 
ffl!OUl'CCS is to preserve their appearance, bl.II is silent on the significance of the biologiC11l 
diversity, biological processes or functions, species or coll!l1lunity composition; the plan does 
not adequalely fOCIIS on the biological values of I.he river corridor and on methods lo prote<t 
those values. The plan needs n greater emphasis on proteetill@ fish and wildlife resource,, 
including bottomland forests. b!uf!land and riverine habitats. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

• 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

This was added to the plan as suggested. 

Biological diversity and habitat protection concepts and 
policies were added to the plan in several places. 

• J 
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyra) 
Sept. 9, 1993 
Page 2 

COMMENTS 

The plan fails to acknowledge the national significance of this corridor for migratory birds and 
other wildlife resources. The corridor ls extremely significant for migrating birds (both 
waterfowl and upland species), as well as other wildlife. A propcsed 40-100-foot vegetative 

er ong e s ore me 1s no eq as a veg I or l?llgra r 1 
or other wildlife. While NPS is to be co111111ended for calling for the use of native vegetation 
in the corridor, the plan should clarify that the use of native vegetation does not mean it's 
alright to plBllt 1hree oak trees in a parking lot and consider that equivalent to a native woodlot. 
Nor is native vegetation limited to tree species---in utility rights of way, for example, it would 
be inappropriate to plant trees. 

The plan's persistent and implicit assumptions that open space is equivalent to wildlife habitat 
suggests a lack of uriderstanding of wildlife rcsom=, ecological theory Bild the bask biology 
of natural resources. "Open ~• in an urban setting often means mowed lawns, trimmed . . . ' . 
The plan should acknowledge when there is intent to provide a mowed-lawn kind of open 
space versus open space that bas wildlife habitat values or malntairu, native plant communities. 

Small smp corridors along the riverbank do not provide all of the kinds of habitat needed, of 
course; there needs to be some large blocks of undisturbed land in order to provide adequate 
habi~. F _our of the large traas. of_land in the corridor that are currently und:""loped and 

or other: Lilydale, Battle Creek, Grey Cloud and Spring Lake. While the draft plan's focus 
on recreation is understandable, it is critical that fish and wildlife values and native plant 
communities also receive attention when lannin for these 1 e areas is Wldertaken. 

currently owned by NPS. If these islands are to be transferred to other land managers, it 
should be done in a way lhat ensures maintenance of the natuml cover and establishment of 
these lands as 'sanctuary areas" to ensure they will continue to SCTVe as valuable wildlife 
habitat. It is exactly these islands and forested bottomlands where there is enough habitat left 

sus am es a are re mg 
islands net become boater picnic areas or campsites. The decision on transfer of these lands 
should be made only after the detailed resources management plan called for on page 39 has 
been completed and the habitat value of these islands assessed. 

On the first page of the plan's summary the assertion is made that "the people of the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul metro area have ml!Daged the resow-<:es of the Mississippi River 
corridor ... (and that) this management has preserved the river in good rondition ... " While this 
may be true in some areas, it is less accurate in others. It might be wise to reword this passage 
to more accurately reflect the present-day rondition of the riverine environment, and perhaps 
to distill some of the lessons learned from this "management" approach. Later in lhe same 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

G-35 

RESPONSES • 
Statements on the national significance of the corridor for 
migratory birds were incorporated into the document in 
several places. An appendix listing wildlife in the corridor 
was also added. 

This has been clarified in the final plan. 

This concept was added to the plan. 

The plan was revised to clarify that the islands would be 
managed as natural areas regardless of who manages 
them. 
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyra! 
Sept. 9, 1993 
Page 3 

COMMENTS 

section (page v), it is suggested that decisions about commercial navigation uses should be 
based on "re.source values, emphasizing minimal impact on aqw,tic life.• This is a [audible 
goal, so long as recreational river uses are considered "resource values•, and with 1.be 
understaruling that visual and aesthetic impacts must also be monitored and evaluated along 
with aquatic impacts. 

The DNR applauds the plan's balance between passive and more aaive visitor uses and 
recreational activities. A brood, balanced mix of visitor uses, in areas most suitable for these 
activities, is preferable tc a strict emphasis on particular lll!CS. 

We welcome the plan's emphasis on ttail and publfu water ace= development. Th.is fOCllS 
will complement the ongoing effort., of DNR and the Metropolitan Council, particularly in the 
centtal metropoliw, area (between 1-694 and 1-494). 

DNR reviewers suggest that specific eumples be used and case studies cited whenever 
possible to illustmll: recommended actions. 

The draft plan makes a number of references to increased enforcement oflloodplain, wetland, 
pollution control and other state laws and regulations (see pp. 40-41, for example) that suggest 
signilil:allt increases in workload for DNR's Conservation Officers. With additional visitor use 
of the corridor, there are likely to be significant ·additional demands on Conservation Officers 
for recreational enforcement, as well. While lhe draft plan suggests DNR will be provided 
with funds to cover its costs in developing and administering land use regulations, the 
increased costs of providing the services of Conservation Officers has been overlooked in the 
plan. 

While the plan does clarify that NPS will not actively manage land or water or their use, the 
plan doe• not make clear who will provide that management. It seoms appropriate there be a 
statement that the corridor's land, water and 1heir "!SC$ will be managed by state and local 
governments as they a,e elsewhere in the stale, but also consistent with this plan. 

J 

The discussion at the bottom of page 20 leaves the mistaken impn:ssion that standard J 
floodplain rules requiring damaged structures be removed from lhe floodplain would somehow 
not apply here. That is incorrect; floodplain zoning requirements would nol change in the 
corridor. The text should be rewritten to clarify that, outside the floodplain, the intent of lhill 

am 1s reservauon 01 emtln ~- , ~cs. --- an .... ,u.,nu.• 5 y progr p g 
structure that is destroyed could be rebuilt on the same footprint. 

'Office buildings" should not be included wilh the list of river-rela1ed land uses that are 
permissible within 300 feet of the water (page 24). We are not convinced !here is any location 

7. 

8. 

10. 

RESPONSES 

Scenic and recreational resources are included in the list of 
resources cited in the MNRRA act and as such would be 
factored into the decision process. The legislation 
stipulates that the area is intended to protect resources 
and provide for their use and enjoyment by the public. 
Under this mandate recreational use would be given due 
consideration. The subject sentence was revised as stated 
in the response above to reflect this and related comments. 

This is not feasible with local control and the many specific 
situations in the corridor. This is not a site-specific plan. 

The MNRRA plan stresses a partnership approach. The 
final plan more thoroughly acknowledges that there would 

, be costs for all partners in the corridor to implement the 
plan. Funding would be sought by the partners for 
cooperative activities. 

Clarification of this type was added throughout the 
document. 

11. The text was clarified and the subject sentence was 
. , removed. The final plan more clearly states that existing 

floodplain management regulations would continue to 
apply. 

12. See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

• 
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyra! 
Sept. 9, 1993 
Page 4 

COMMENTS 

along the river where there would be economic hardship created if an office buildmg Were to 
meet a 300.foot relback. 

We have a relaled concern with respect to housing and retail, entertainment and conunereisl 
uses, There are areas ( Coon Rapids, for example) where there is a consistent pattern or 
development of housing within 300 feet of !he river; additional housing there would not be 
objectionable, but there are other arellS where development is currently sparse and housing 
within 300 feet of the water would seem inappropriate. The same is true of retail/commercial 
uses: om sense of what l$ acceptable would be much different in downtown Minneapolis as 
compared lo Grey Cloud Island These concerns underscore the diversity of this 72-mile reach 
of river corridor and the need for plans and subsequent land use regulations to be flexible. 
Within that envelope of flexibility, however, should be the primary emphasis that land uses 
within the JOO-foot corridor should be river-related. 

DNR in July published a draft Metro Region Fon:st Rt.sources Management Piao. Several 
elements of lhe draft MNRRA plan are related lo this new DNR draft plan. The statement 
about preserving natural shoreline areas at the bottom of page 26 is consistent with the draft 
M ' sou s Pl ' • 
feet wide would not be consistent). The same is true of item 6 on page 40 (dealing with use 
of chemicllls) and item 14 on page 41, which encourages altemalives IO grass lawns. The draft 
forest plan and the draft MNRRA plan should be reviewed for consistency (page 83), 

Table l on page 27 appears to contain two errors. The top center box, which says "Critical 
Area • NIA, DNR Shorehmd Rules • 300 feet" should iostead just say 'None". The existing 
critical area and shoreland program do not have any riverfront location criteria that can in any 
way be compared to that found in the proposed plan. In the right column, fourth box down, 
it states the structure height requirement is "25 feet high for Slruciures 100-200 feet from the 
river.' Shouldn't that actually say 0-200 feet? 

There is a recommendation on page 29 (item 12) to "establish a floodplain encroaclunent 
ceilin,g". DNR bas already done so, and in filct floodplain encroachment (including some 
projects that have been approved but not yet constructed) in Pool 2 has already reached the 
limit. For additional information, contact John Stine in the DNR's Division of Waters, at (612) 
296-()440, 

The variance policy discussion on page 29 foils to reiterate one important criteria from state 
statutes: the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances wtlque to the propeny, not creamd 
by the landowner. 

We have some concern "ith item 3 at the bottom of page 37. We have noticed the plan's 
writers go through several generations of confused writing that evolved into this statement. 

• 
13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

G-35 

RESPONSES • 
See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

The DNR metro region forest plan is a draft and therefore 
was not included in the consistency list. No inconsistencies 
are known to exist. 

The table was causing confusion for several reviewers and 
was deleted from the plan. 

The revised policy says "enforce" the encroachment ceiling. 

The variance criteria would conform to state statutes. The 
text was simplified to reflect this and to eliminate the list 
of criteria. 
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyral 
Sept. 9, 1993 
Page 5 

COMMENTS 

In an earlier draft, the authors had mingled two unrelated issues---boat wake damage and siting 
of barge fleeting areas. Boat wake damage concerns center on recreational craft; towboats 
cn:atc a slightly different kind o~ wake (and there "': fewer towboats than recreational craft) 

had a concern with towboat wakes as they relate to location of barge fleeting areas. Towboat 
activities at barge fleeting areas have potential for environmental impact a=ciated with 
propwash, but that involves bottom disturbance and sediment resuspension, not shoreline 
erosion. 

The discussion in the second paragraph on page 39 should go further to clarify !hat the 
National Park Service will fund scientific research on natural resource issues in the corridor. 

We remain concerned that there is not enough information available about the proposed 
"detailed resources management plan" discussed on page 39. This plan should do more !ban 
j~ identify research needs; it should identify significant natural re.sources in the corridor and 
should set out a strategy to sustain these resources (such as waler quality, rare species and their 
habitats, or significant habitat for commonly occurring species and significant ex11mples of 
natural communities like mixed oak forest or bluff prairies). We would like lo see a timeline 
on when the National Part< Service • • 
plan and wbo you intend to have participate in its development. No major decisions on J 
allocation of resources, divestiture of land, land acquisition, or development of trails, parks or 
other lilcilities should go forward until such an inventory of natural resources and a plan for 
their mana ernent has been com leted. How can the National Park Service make land use 

ruons based on resource protection (see page 20, paragraph 3, line 4) when you have yet 
to define which resources arc most important and which lands or waters harbor these 
resources? 

The list of visitor use activities on page 49 should illclude hunting, trapping and clamming. 
Subsistence living through angling is another activity that is eommon in the corridor. 

The assessment of fish and wildlife resources on pages 114-l lS is quite perfuncto,y. It should 
be expanded upon. especially with respect lo the national importance of the corridor to 
migrating birds and other wildlife, as noted above. The assessment 'of the corridor's value for 
bald eagles (pp. 116-117) Jails to acknowledge the presence of breeding birds and the 
importance of the bollomland forested islands and wooded bluffs as breeding habitat. 

In preparing the final plan, NPS should remove the references to the locations of the !reronries J 
in the second to last paragraph on page 115 of the draft plan. There i,; no need IO identify 
these colony sites so exactly in a public document. Any document that gets broad ublic 

100 u no con m s, e-spec c re nces to ocat,ons o nat resources 
need protection fmm human disturbance . 

18. 

19. 

122. 

RESPONSES 

This policy was revised to include "bottom disturbance and 
sediment resuspension." 

The National Park Service would work with corridor 
partners to facilitate funding for needed research. This 
would not be a major role for National Park Service 
funding, however. 

Additional resources management planning and inventory 
work would be done as soon as the resources can be 
mustered to accomplish them. A prohibition on all these 
activities is not within the authority of the National Park 
Service, and it is unlikely that the corridor partners would 
agree to such a freeze on these activities. 

Hunting was added to the list of encouraged activities. 

This was added to the Description of the Environment 
section. 

The specific references to these sites were removed. 

• 
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Superintendent JoAml Kyra! 
Sept. 9, 1993 
Page 6 

COMMENTS 

Table 10 on page 152 describes land uses in seveml categories. Is the area of floodplain and 
bluf!lnnd forest buried in that infamous category called "vacant"? 

While the plan puts great emphasis on the retention of woody vegetation, it does not quantify 
the species composition, location or area involved except in landscape terms. It is difficult to 

The discussion of vegetation on page I 72 could lead the reader to conclude 1he entire river 
shoreline is devoid of vegetation. Then, are long stretches of shoreline that are completely 
wooded and in a relatively undisturbed stale. 

The same section discusses the importance of tcstoring native vegetlltion. While lhat is 
exccUent much of the time, it should be noted that it may be impossible in some areas. 
Comtnwtion of the loclc and dam system greatly altered both the surface and IJfOWldwtiter 
~i~ .. This change ?"' rendered it impossible for some tree species originally present to 

The vegetative management guidelines in Appendix C need to provide some flexibility to allow 
the nmioval of trees (or groups of trees) with deadly infectious diseases (such as oak wilt, 
dutch elm disease) to prevent the further spread of lhese diseases, or to remove "ba2ard trees" 
that pose a threat to ublic safety (this is iall im rt.Im! in heavil used recreation areas, 

While it is an imponant feature of the plan to protect visual and aesthetic resources lhrough 
vegetative management, the plan should contain adequale flexibility to allow appropria!e forest 
management practices. 

The plan focuses extensively on the Harriet Island visitor center proposal, along with partner 
facilities at St. Anthony Falls, Coon Rapids and Hastings. The natural and cultural resources 
of Fort Snelling State Park, coupled with the Historic Fort, Mendota Historic DistricL 
Minnehaha Falls area and the Minnesota Valley Trail are so outstanding and obvious at the 
very oenter of this river corridor. They are identified briefly in the Existing Visitor 
Use/Interpretive Programs section (page 133), and on the Selected Existing and Proposed 
Interpretive and Educational Facilities Map (page 63), blll are not adequately described in the 
plan considering their current importance. Fort Snelling State Parle alone has 700,000 annual 
visitors and the historic fort another 250,000. The description in the plan of creating •critical 
mass" at Harriet Island seems to already exist in the Fort Snelling area. A more 
comprehensive discussion of the park and lhe resources there should he incorporated into 
several sections of the draft plan. 

The draft plan states that ~PS plans to "take the lead" in interpretation for 1he river corridor. 
What does this mean, and how does it follow from a charge to "coordinate• efforts along 1he 

• 
24, 

25, 

26, 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

G-35 

RESPONSES • 
Yes. This was clarified in the document. 

This is beyond the scope of this plan. It was added as a 
subject for potential research to be identified in the 
resources management plan. 

This was clarified in the subject section of the final 
environmental impact statement. 

This was acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

The guideline was revised to address this concern. 

The proposed Fort Snelling interpretive center was added 
as a cooperative interpretation facility in the final plan. 

During public review of earlier project newsletters there 
was very strong support for the National Park Service 
having a lead role in interpretation. This should in no way 
imply that the National Park Service would do it all. The 
text was revised to state that the National Park Service 
would have the lead in coordinating interpretive planning 
and services in the corridor. 
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyral 
Sept.· 9, 1993 
Page 7 

COMMENTS 

river? We welcome cooperation and coordination, but the plan leaves us with the impression 
that NPS is proposing only a bigger and better interpretive facility. As you may be aware, a 
new interpretive center is proposed for Fort Soelling. We arc very close to obtaining funds for 
this much-needed facility, and are concerned about lhc impact the Harriet Island proposal 
would have on our facility. 

11ulnk you for this oppommity to comment on lhis draft plan. The Mississippi River is clearly 
one of Minnesota's most important natural resoUICCS, and we look forward to continuing 
involvement with lhe National Park Service as we cooperatively manage the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area. 

Yours truly, 

&~ 
Commissioner 

cc: Ron Nargang 
Steve Johnson 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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September 10, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn Xyral 
National Park Service 

WASHl~GTON, De 2051().2303 

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street, Suite 418 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. ·xyral and the MRCC, 

--

I want to commend you on the fine work that your office and the 
MRCC have done in preparing the •Draft comprehensive Management 
Plan Enviro~ntal Impact Statement• for the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area (MIIRRA), I understand there have been 
a series of public meetings on the draft and that the co111111Snt 
period ends September 10. It is reassuring to know that public 
comments have been solicited on the draft management plan. 

I want to begin my c0111111ents on the plan by referring to Congress• 
intent in establishing MNNRA. The findings of congress in Sec. 
701 (Al of the act state that the "Mississippi River Corridor 
within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan Area represents 11 
nationally significant historical, recreational, scenic, 
cultural, natU.t"al, economic, and scientific resource.• Congress 
also found that it is in the national interest to preserve, 
protect and enhance these resources and that state and local 
planning efforts along the corridor •provide a unique foundation 
for coordinating federal, state, and local planning and 
management processes.· 

According to the act, existing federal agencies had been unable 
to coordinate activities with local and state offices to •provide 
for adequate and comprehensive resource management and economic 
development consistent with the protection of the Mississippi 
.River Corridor"s nationally significant resources, and the public 
use and enjoyment of the area." 

congress established MNRRA to protect, preserve and enhance this 
nationally significant resource. The draft management plan is 
not simply another layer of bureaucracy which obstructs state and 
local agencies from doing their jobs. MJIRRA was established so 
that all interests and resources could be integrated through 
cO!llprehensive planning by local, state and federal agencies. 
only by integrating our historical, recreational, scenic, 
cultural, natural, economic and scientific resources can we 
preserve the integrity of the 72 miles of the Mississippi that 
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RESPONSES • 
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COMMENTS 

flow through the Twin Cities area. 

'rile flood of the century has turned our attention to the aweeOll!e 
power behind a usually tranquil and predictable river. The value 
and importance of this river resource is often unappreciated 
because the public lacks access and a.n historical understanding 
of the river. I believe that a fully integrated management plan, 
relying on the vision and coordinating abilities of the National 
Park Service and the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission, 
can fully address the different needs of those using the river's 
resource. 

'l'he Mississippi is indeed a working river. The flood brought a 
halt to the barge industry and crop failures may further hurt the 
industry due to the lack of grain to ship. I believe that MNRRA 
can indeed impress upon our community the importance of the 
energy efficient barge industry to our economy. With bike and 

i,1ver, we c;n only i~.;rease.L;u;•apP;ecia"ti~n and ·th; 
environmental quality of the MississiPPi, 

The draft plan integrates the needs of the barge industry with a 
greater vision of the river. Fleeting activities will continue 
and are proposed to be located •preferably next to commercial or 
industrial areas.• I understand there ia some controversy 
involving proposed policy f25 on page 41 which states •Address 
the issue of contlllllinated river bottom sediments in the resources 

contain contatninated sediment. 

in river traffic.• Barge traffic needs sufficient dredging of J 
channels and there are areas of the river being dredged that 

.____ ____ _ 

3 

• 

IINRRA provides an opportunity to plan with the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency how to dredge contatninated sediJ!lent in 
an environmentally sound manner. While this type of dredging lUflY 
cost more money, it is important that we as a society accept 
responsibility for the pollutants in the sediment as a result of 
the dWllping practices of the l960's and 1970'•· The barge 
indastry should not have to bear the full burden of the 
additional co_sta for environmentally sound dredging. 

Another opportunity that~ allows for is a comprehensive 
approach that relies on state and local government.a to reduce the 
&11ount of toxins entering the river. Proposal f22 on page 41 has 
also generated some controversy. It states •support existing 
programs to prevent, better manage, and decrease the volume of 
toxic wastes and toxic materials existing in the river corridor. 
support additional efforts that would prevent the creation of new 
sources of toxic 811\issiona to the air and water in the corridor.• 

Proposal t22 gives environmentalists· and industry a common ground 
from which to work with state and local agencies to meet the 
proposal's goals. Both groups con.agree that it pays to reduce 
the amount of toxic waste generated in industry. Industry has 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

The plan was further clarified to show all areas of 
importance. 

Dredging would continue under the lead management of 
the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the interagency 
Mississippi River Resources Forum. This issue would also 
be addressed in the proposed surface water use 
management plan. 

The subject policy was revised to address the concerns of 
several commenters, including business and environmental 
groups. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

consistently found financial incentives to reduce the lllllOunt of 
toxins used at the front end to avert the high costs of disposal 
at the back end. 

The Community Right-to-Know legislation has provided .l.m.portant 
information on the emissions of toxic waste to community and 
environmental groups. 'I'hese groupa have been able to use this 
infoi:mation to educate our community and to encourage industry to 
use less toxins in their business. 

I am encouraged by the steps the Metropolitan Council is taking 
to protect the river from non-point-source pollution and to 
protect wetlands that are vital to the health of the river and a 
much larger ecosystem. The draft also proposes both with i21 on 
page 41• •Increase enforcement of federal, state, and local 
flOOdplain and wetland protection policies and restore degraded 

,.__ --~ r- ~ . .;, - __ ., ____ , ,. --

abilities and protect water quality in the corridor.• Ona of the 
recux-ring lessons we are learning from this yea.r,s flood ia that 
wetlands play a very important role, both within MNRRA and 
throughout the entire Mississippi drainage basin, in mitigating 
flOQding. 

The river was a very special place to the indigenous people of 
the area. The settlements along the river and the burial mounds 

physical significance of this river. l encourage MNRRA to assist 
Native Americans in establishing a spiritual cultural center in 
the corridor. 

'I'he proposed plan is an ambitious one aimed at preserving, 
protecting and enhancing a nationally significant resource. The 
draft has 111Sde important steps toward integrating not only the 
many different uses of the river but also the various federal, 
state and local governmental units to work together to accomplish 
the goals of MNRRA. I applaud the efforts of everyone involved 
and l especially appreciate the effort to include everyone in the 
comment process. 

I pledge my support for federal funding to assist communities 
with the modification plans and to help the Metropolitan Council 
and the Department of Natural Resources in implementing their 
proposed responsibilities. 

Since.rely, 

P~ \JA..V.-z:~ 
Paul l)avid wellstone 
United States Senator 

PDW:eba 

• 
4. 

5. 

G-36 

RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised to stress wetland protection more. 
The draft plan did have several strong policies on 
floodplain and wetland protection and restoration. 
Additional discussion on the relatively new state law 
addressing wetlands is provided. A statement was added 
that these issues would be an important part of the critical 
area planning program. A separate section on floodplains 
and wetlands was added to the Resources Management 
section to emphasize their importance. 

The second interpretive theme was expanded to discuss 
more about the Native American culture and relationship 
to the river to emphasize the NPS commitment to the 
interpretation of this aspect of history. The proposed 
visitor center at Fort Snelling State Park was designated 
in the final plan as a cooperative center, with special 
emphasis on this theme. 
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

••~ J'oAnn S.yral, superintendent 
Jl1•si111pp1 ltational River and Recreation Ar•• 
National Park S•rvlc• 
175 Bast Fifth St.rfft, Sult:• 418, Box 41 
st. P&\ll, K1nnel~t• 55101 

Dau 118. ltyrall 

The draft COl!lprehansiv• Kana-t Plan and llnvi,:o-ntol Impact Stat-nt (BISI 
for the M111i1aipp1 National Rlver al\d Recreation Area (MHRJtA} ha• bean reviewed 
by lUnneaota Pollution control AcJency (IU"CA) Haff.. In r•c•nt correepondenc• 
with Secretary llabbitt, 1 hA'ft identified conc•rn• regardin9 the interpnttation 
and l.cplementation of section 704(bl(l} of th• - l99ialatlon which p,:o..J.das 
for th• review by the S.crtttary of fac:ilitl•• or undertak11191 that are faderallt 
permitted or funded.. COn•equently,. I have ~••ted an authoritative reaponM 
that will addr••• than concern•• While awaiting thil response, 1 wiah to 
provide ti>• following c-nts from atsff. 

In addition to tha concern ■tated above, we beli•ve that d1•cu••1on of pollut.icn 
control in the d.r•ft: plan and KlS ehould be ba•ed on a clear explan•tion of t.he 

and the r99ulat:ory aut:hOritl•• and act:1v1t:1ae of the KPCA.. However, th• j 
da■cription• of tM polici•• and action•, and th• environment.al conllaquence• of 
tM proposed plan and t:he alternatives, er■ ambigu;01.1• and give rid to d1:ff■ricq 
interpretation• •• to how the RPS and the MKRAA Coani■aion would interact wlth 

within the corridor. •• 
al•o believ• that implementation of th• proposed plan ahould not in any way add 
to th• e.w:i1t.ing layer• of authority in parmittin9 and anforc:eawtnt 1n t:he area r:f 
pollution eont,rol. W■ bell■v• that t:h• followi.ng concam■ ahould be add.r••■ed 
in tba ravi••d comprahuna1ve plan and, ••pao.i.a11y, dur1n<a th• preparation of tt.a 
forthC0111,ing natU:ral raeource• management plan. 

l.l.a.....U.i Within th• Cc::la:mercial Havig&t.ion 1ection, a greater acJmowled91»nt of] 
environmental conc=-rna ahould be inclu4-d~ Spec:ifically, Items l and l of t.h• 
p,:opoud polic!.1ta a.nd actione ehould include -hael• .on monitoring the 
d!.aturbanc• and raaHpension of contominated eadimenta from .,_cl.al river 
traffic: Additionally,, no iftdicat:ion is giv•n •• to who WC>uld carry out theae 

Army Co~ of Sngin .. r• (COB), the XPCA1 the HPS, or another agency? 

lAIIJI..U• Within """"""rcial navi9&tion policy and action Ho. 7, it l.• at.Ated ~ 
that. mos,t. dredge u.terial plac:81Mnt ereaa have· adequ•t• capacity to maintain tba 
nl.n■-foOt channel in the rivar corridor during th• 10-15 yaa.r life of the plan. 
Howav•r, raeent propcsale \IPder the MPCA dredge di■poaal ravi.aw reapon•ibilitioe 
relat.H to the S•ction 401 Wat•r Quality cartifieat.1on and State Disposal Sy1tum 
parmito indic:at• that. rww dredge diaposal 1it•• ua actively being ■ought vithi.n 

,.__.,,D,ol(l1JIJ), (612)297-,llSJ 
,,,,...,,.rw,,,tW,...~• ,_. ,,,..,._.,_.,,.,,,.,,nyol«l.,.~ 

520 Lalayell>t Ad,; $1. Pavl, Mt-I 561-194; (612) 296-6300, Regional Oflicaa: Oululh• Brainerd• Oe!rOlt l.akea •Marshall• Roel-er 

Eq,.ml ~"IY ~" Pnrnd 11"1 R~ Ptlplr 

• 

l. 

RESPONSES 

A Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) paragraph 
was added to the Partner Roles section. 

~:. These concerns were incorporated into the policies. 

While the draft plan states that most areas have adequate 
capacity to accommodate needs, it goes on to mention the 
need for additional areas and briefly explains the process 
for identifying new areas. 

• 
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tl>a IIIUIRA """ridor. tn addition, Appendix B •u;g,,ota that th• C0II Ila• a 
l0119-tC111 permit with the IIPCI\ to op•~•te dredge dhpooal facilitiH. Koff 
COU'ltctly, the COB po•ee-e:88111 a State r>iepoaal Sy•t• p1-:.rmlt, which le ■ubj•ct to 
reviw and reie■uanc• every five years. 

PIClttlt 99-41• !'he natural reffOurce maoagement pollciea and action• r•l•ted to 
pollution control under the proposed. plan enaphaal&• preventin; air and wat•r 
pollution, and inereasing efforts to control and clean. up uiatlr.9 pollution 
probl.... Thia, it 1• indioated, would be accomplished by lnc:po.E1ed monitoring 
and eaforca111ant. Generally, these po11c:i•• and actiona refl•ct and are 
con•i•tent wlth the exiatin; policiea and progru.a of the NPC.A. However, while 
r•f•rencee ara made to atrict enforceinant, en■urin; CQQ1Pl1ance, evaluating 
ata.ndard■, etc., there are no apecif.ic: activlti1a or meehaniama identified in 
which the IPS or the MNRRA Commi••ion would eragage in order to achieve t.h• 
pollu.tion control goal• of the plan. 'rhu.1, it ii implied that exi•tin9 polic:iee 
or progr&U will be unable to achieve the air and water quality !Jriprovamaat • 
gc,al ■ of th• plan unl••• auomented er impacted in aome way u.nd1r the plan (*" 
also Table 14 on ........... 158\. Such im:olication• ere not a13croar1at• wile•• 
accc:.pan.ied by analy.eie and di■cuaaion ot the exiating pollution control 
prog_r.,.. affectin; the eorridorf and a clear explanetion of the 1pecific mean• 
by which th• intended •nvironm1ntal ifflProvamente would 1'e AAli&ed undar tff 
plan. Xn1teadf the plan and the alternati.vee resort to broad concl1'•ion• &bout 

W. bali•ve t.he plan 1bould provide • meanln9ful and more complete di1c:u.•1lon of 
uiating pollution control progreu, and activ itie• in the corridor. Such 

rma on neceaaa..ry or co era n y e r.y 
Interior in the future review of the plan to dete.rmine th• ad~acy of 
regulatory tools that •r• 1n pla09 to implem.nt the plan • 

PIAA 40, ItM 1t Thia ittll'll raiae• the queation &■ to how the NP$ ■nd the HPCA 
VO\lld 1nterect with respect to pemitting and enforcaNnt of new point •ource 
di■chargea within the corridor.. The MPCA rules prohibit new w••tc,water 
dlaeharge• to the Miaaisaippi River within that portion of the MNRRA corridor 
frc. tbe mouth of the Jtwn River in Anoka to the upp,r 1ock and dMI at St~ 
Anthony l'alle. However, within the rBi:Mlinin9 portion of the corridor, the 
di1poea.l of pr~rly treated wa■tewat•r ia a legit.lmatef permitted u•• of tba 
river.. While the MPCA doe• not prohibit new wa■t-,atetr diec::harge• below st.. 
Anthony fe.ll•, any new or expanded. discharge• in thi• •e;ment would be 1'8gdl&ted 
•• nece•••l'Y to prevent •1gn1f1cant water quality degradation or violation• of 
water quality etandard•. lt is eugg•tJted that thJ..1111 itera be reworded e.• follow.~ 

l) l:ncourag:e COB\plianca wLth exietin; eir and water quality standard• and 
provide in09ntiv1■ for reducing pollut•nt 11111miaeione and loadings beyond 
required le-vela. Potential new sources of polld:tion would be rlgo.roualy 
reviewed to 111aximlE• pollution prevention opportunlti.aa and to further 
reduce pollutant loadings~ effect on the quality of th• flahery in the 
ccrridor or th• quality of drinking water supplies~ 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

G-37 

RESPONSES • 
This correction was made. 

The text was revised to state that existing programs are 
adequate to accomplish pollution control. The approach 
would be to improve existing programs. 

This was added. 

This comment was incorporated to the referenced air and 
water pollution control policy 1. 
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COMMENTS 

By wha.t proc••• or mechanilllQ would developnent ■tandard■ be 
updated to reduce n:inoff? How WO\lld thia complement and be coordina.ted with th• 
e11i■ting educat.ional, plann1.n9, anc1 ragulatory effort11 of the KPCA, the 
Metropolitan coua,cil, and citie■ within the corridor? I ■ anything: implied which 
would be unique to the MHRRA plan? 

Poae 40, ;u:m 4= It ia stated that ■trict enforcement of exi11tim;ii pollution ] cont.rel regulation■ will be en■urad. By what me!ln■ will thl.■ occur and how 
would thi■ action interface with HPCA enforcement pro9r&1DS that are guided by 
■tat■ ■tandarde, other ■tat• rul•• and etatute■, and federal r■gulatione7 A 
partnerehip approach with indu■try may be hi9hl)' deeirable in thie area given 
the lci.r9e number of indu■trial facilities. 

Page 40, Item 71 This item discu ■■•• the need to • ••• ■eek cleanup of corridor ] 
land■ that are adver■ely affecting or may adv•r11ely affect the river 
environment .•. • Khat type■ ot land would be defined as needing cleanup? In 
tel'IDII of aolid waste, meaaur•• are already in place to addreso known problema 
bein9 caused by abandoned dumps and landfill ■• It i■ unclear what type■ of 
activitiea would be undertaken to id■ntity and initiate cleanup of lande withir. 
the corridor. 

raaa to, I$& 81 The MPCA noi■• rule provide& ■pacific etandarde to prevent 
adver11e impact■ on park area■. Bow mi9ht thie policy/action affect th••• 
■tandard■ or • their enforcement '2' 

Page 40, It& 12• A hi9her priorit)' rating for corridor ■tate and fllderal 
Superfu.nd ■ ite■ i■ propoeed to cc:aplete cleanup of contaminated site■ more 
quickly. The current priority rank1.n9 eyetem con■idera a number of factors when 
aeaes■inq a eite•s •ffect on hwqn health and th• environment. Thus, it may b<· 
inappropri■te to bypa■■ cleanup of a1.te■ which tna)' be out ■1.de of the corridor J n 
favor of one within the corridor. Ch■n9in9 the exieting ranking ■y■tem would k• 
necee■ary to acccancdate 11ite■ within the corridor, if ■pecial priority ware tc 
be 91 van to them. 

page 40, ::tta lJi What actions could be taken under the plan to increa■e 
effort• to achieve ■wiJml&bl• and ti■habl• water quality standards? 

Poae 41. ?tam 171 'l'?e followin; wordim;i ia eugg■ated. 

p4qa 41, Item 18a Who would implement th• policy of requiring marin■■ to have 
dwnpin9 ■tat.lone? 

17) Cooperate with the MPCA in e■tabli11hing on9oing water quality monitorir~g 
pro9ram■ to determine the type■, loadinqe, and ■ourcea of pollutant■ 

diacharged to tribu.tariee of the Mi■■iaaippi River wt.thin the corridor, and 
work with waterahed manaqement organiz■tion■ to incorporate monitorin; 
result■ during periodic reviaion■ of local watar plan■• 

8. 

H . 

JlO. 

u. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

RESPONSES 

Text was added under Natural Resources Management to 
clarify the approach advocated in the MNRRA plan. 

Text was added to show support for ongoing MPCA 
programs. 

Text was added expressing support for existing pollution 
programs. 

This would be determined during the evaluation process 
proposed in policy number 8 under Natural Resources 
Management. Noise standards would continue to be 
enforced under existing authorities. 

The intent of this policy is to recognize that the cleanup 
sites are now in a congressionally established unit.of the 
national park system and therefore deserve updated 
consideration in regard to impacts on the environment. 
Care would be taken to ensure that sites outside the 
corridor that pose a significant risk to human health are 
not diminished in priority relative to sites of lower risk 
inside the corridor. This means that, other things being 

, equal, preference would be given to a site in the corridor. 
The policy was revised to reflect this. 

This is a comprehensive policy plan that supports efforts to 
achieve water quality standards, but it is not a detailed 
action plan for reducing pollution in the corridor. 

The statement was revised to reflect this comment. 

15. The policy was changed to support the establishment of a 
program to require dumping stations for new marinas and 
encourage adding dumping stations to existing marinas. 
The Department of Natural Resources would have the lead 
in implementing this policy . 

• 
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COMMENTS • RESPONSES • 
x... JoAbA Xyral 
Pa;• 4 

bU jl ... Silm 2:ih What •xpert1•• would the NPS offer with reepeot to the nviev 
of air emission•, pan.it• ia■ued undsr the federal Prevention of Si9nifie.ant 
-•rl.or"ton tKI>) rulu, What woul4 be the fr&lh$W(lr'k, cont•nt, an4 ti.alng of 
wch review? Would thi■ extend ,;a PSD ptnaita for faciliti•• located outaid• 
the lllllU\A oorrJ.dor? Th nature of thi■ or other r"'i~ act1vit.iee mt.Ult be fully 
delineated to eneure that the 1"99Ulatory activitie■ of the KPCA are not iapeded 
in any W&ya 

bsim SJ.1 Jtmn Zl: It i■ ~•t-4 that the word •Incre.-se• in the firet 
-ntence be reple.c(ld with "Bnecnu:a9e." 

i:1a jl, :E:.U 22• lxisting tu.lea and r~lation■ are prot.ctiva with :r:•■ptct. to 
new c,r •p.andinlJ eourc-.■ of pollut-.nt.• with t,od.o •ff•cta. 'nMt to1low1.n9 
wordin9 ia aw;9eated .. 

22 J Support effort■ to reduce or pNVent adv•r•• impaet■ tram to,ric 
lllli.•■ion■ to the air or water■ within the corridor thl'OU9h effective 
rti9Ulation and th• implet'Mntat1on of poll11tiOD prevention progrUI& at 
in"'1•trl.al facill.tiH vithin thll corridor. 

p -Ml ' 11m I 0 ow nQ wor 41 n 23 The f 11 1 di I. °'ii • t d 8 BUffN 9 • 

23t WOrk with the MPCA and the Klnn••ota JU.var Cltl~en• Advi•ory ec.,nitt.ee 
to identify vaye to •u.pport. and 8\.IP,Pl91M1nt effortu to pre~nt and coa:trol 
pollution.,. ••peclally phosphorua load1n9, to the: Ninneeota R.1'9ar which 
directly affect• the quality of the IOOUIII oorrl.dor, 

EAQt tl., :tta za• The is•u• o~ contaminateQ. riflr sediment• wi.t.hin the corridor 
1• import.ant with reapect to the attainment of water quality goal•• tt ia 
wggeated that the Jte•ource Management Plan develop •trategia11 to addn,•• thia 
ieaue. 2h••• ■trategiea might include reatrictiona placed on dredging, t.he 
••tahli•hmant of • coordinated toxic• monitoring PrOl!r&lll, ..,nltorinc;i of the 
-1!'.ect ot river traffic on the reauapren•lo.n ot sediment, tha ftVelopmsnt ot 
biological crite:ria to 1110"9 effectively uaesa the biological integrity of the 
corridor, and the review of l.oadi.nga. and •tandard• am>lied to toxic oollut&nt•• 

UIIL..U• The int.ant of the plan ls tc,. develop coc,.rdination ahd oonai•t•nc:r 
among a9anciea having jurludictic,.n w1.th1n the corridorl' particulu:ly local unite 
of g:overrinent. It ia noted that the trPS and th.9 MNRRA. coami■•ion may ravi1'V and 
comment on fec:Serally funded c,r permitted activit.1•• within th• MJUUtA corridor aa 
di•cu1u11e<t in the l>artnar Rolea on pegea 76-79. However, t.he nature and tialt,..i)g 
of •uch ~•viw La not ••plained nor ta Lt. clear by what mean• the HPB Qr th• 
- Coromiasion 1110Uld aeek to impact the permittin9 deciolcne of atate or local 
jurladJ.ctione. Clarity i■ particularly lacking with reapect to the KP<::A, wb:01• 
role •• • pe.rtner in t.ha 11:npl ... nt.atlon of the comprahena.1 ve 111anagamilnt plan 1• 
not di•cua,ed. A related a.epect that is not defined 1• the role vhioh t:he SI'S 
and ~ COmml•• lon. would seek to play ln att.aS.nlng 11.S.r quality, water qua.U.ty, 
er other pollutioo control improvemcmta,.. We (\c,. not believ• it would be 
productive for the BPS to 11.aaWM1 a lead coordina.ti119 rol• in an envitonmantal 

16. 

17. 

18. 

NPS review of federal permits was clarified in the Natural 
Resources Management and Partner Roles sections of the 
final plan. 

"Encourage rigorous" was substituted in place of "increase." 

Policy 22 was revised to accommodate the comments of 
businesses in the corridor, environmental groups, and this 
commenter. 

19. The policy was revised to reflect this comment. 

20. These ideas were added to the subject section of the plan. 

21. 

G-37 

The plan was revised to reflect these statements. See 
responses to G-37-1 and G-37-16. The NPS role would be 
limited to review, and these reviews would be concurrent 
and within existing time frames to the maximum extent 
practical. 
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COMMENTS 

r411<JUlatory aren■ in which it hU U . .mited e•pertl.ae. ln addition, tbft auqgeet~~on 
that tba RPS wo\lld &ct to 1trea:nline tM regul•tory proe••• t;0Uld actually 
l.ncrHff tha 11r-r• ot 90Varnmant and the complexity of the proceee. Th• IIH 
rol• .Ln thia are• •hould ba limited to that of providinq ~vlev and adv1C:e frua:i 
tl\ei perspective of an agency aeelr:ing to balance cc:upeting 1.l■•• of the corrido,: 
und•r tiw guideline■ et the proposed plan. Tha plan should elearly recognise the 
&\lthoriti•• of th• kPCA or othei- ag-enclaa in ••tabliahing and i.mpletl:Nlnting 
pol.l.'-ltion control. 9oala within 't.ba coi:rl.dor. "fbia.wculd: nO't conflict. with tho 
enviroDIM'ntal goal■ of the MlfflAA plan sinca th• pollution control polictae and 
p.c'09:r&111 ot the !U'CA conform with all appl.lcabl• federal legislation and 
r....,.lation•. 

bU..Jllt COnc:erning th• ccmpatlbiU.ty of th• plan vith other wat•r ~ality p:.ane 
AM prograru, it 1• atated that thtt HNRRA Conai••ion would have over•ight w1th 
rHpact to tu 1'11pl-11tatl.on of the prevision• of federal lG19islation l>y 
federal, etate., and local ag•nt:iee to ensure that water quality atandarda are miet 
and 1aaprov.,.nt in overall vat•r quality in th• co:-ridor 1• acbieved. What iu 
-ant loy t.l>b ovaroight l.a not e.xplalned in thU Hction or 1n th• foregoing 
e.ation in which the pr1;1poa:ed pclici•• and action• on pollution control were 
prHented (pagea 1io-4l). Thi9 could imply t.hat approval authority over tadar"llY 
funded or permitted aetivitie& v.111 reside. with the MNRRA CoamJ.•eJ.on, aoanathit19 
which ie clearly not marulated by fader•l le91•l•t1on. 'The degr .. of ovat:fl1ght', 
and authority o! the MNlUU\ Co#niaaJ.on must be clearly afJ.ned with r•ape,ct tO it• 
interacHon with th• Ml'C'A. 

ba...11.t With r••l"fct to N•tural Reaour-ce Management '-lnd&r 1'.lternativ. A (Mo 

Action), the fl.r&t two para;rapha in the "Pollution• aaction ahould be d.elat,ac .. 
Tbau para9rapha ovaratat• the potential conaequancea d~ to the abaanca of the 
pcopo .. d llllRllA plan by implying that tha policJ.a• and act1.ona on pollution 
control •et torth earlier (pag•• 40-41) would not be carried out or would in 
"'"- wsy be dimJ.oiahed. In thh aection it lo indicated that without thB plar, 
there would be no additional empha•is on pollution prevention, no increa•ed 
a,onl.toring or anforc-nt, no nav leqialatl.c:m to control p<>llutl.on WO'llld be 
eou9ht, additional inc•nt.J.v•• for pollution reduct.ion would not ba liUlly, 
t'e.rtllia.er and pest control chemicala vould oontinu• to be UIJed in reeid•ntlal 
and &9',J"iCUltvral ar•ae 1:>ae:ed on exietinv 9uJ.daU.n•• and re9lll•tlone, ti.re WD11ld 
be no overall policy di11coura91»g th• uee of •alt on icy roads, etc.. Bowvver, 
no explanation 1• given •• to how these goal• would be acc,Olllpliahed due to thct 
exiatenc• of the plan, it ia eimply assumed that they would occur.. 1'heaa 
aut.ematnta u. faulty a1nce they do not. recogni-.e the dynamic natuu of exist,tng 
J:e9Ulatory prograis and th•ir ability to adapt to chan9ln9 pollution control 
nM4I! .mt prioritiee. The effectiveneas of theoe pro9rama and .th•ir 
eampatibility vith the X1fflRA plan have not b .. n addreaaad or eval1.1atad,1 yet, th• 
implication aeen.e to be that exietin9 pollution control proc;,rame are 1.nadequatil 
it\ te.fll\l! ot. 11DNtin9 the nev goal& or- prioritiea that might bo brought abO\at by 
the plan.. ;ct ia suggested that theaa paragraphu W replaced with a inere 
balanced d1•cuasLon of the ne.tur• of ax.1.&tlt\g t;irogram• • 

22. 

23. 

RESPONSES 

The text was revised to clarify the commission's role in 
pollution control and plan implementation. The National 
Park Service and the commission do not have approval 
authority over the referenced permits. 

These concerns were addressed in the subject section. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

bllll....2§• Under Alt•rnatlve B (;reatar r••ouree protection and enhancement) tM 
lQtS \fOUld take a.veral actian1, lnclud.ing mcmitoring end enforcement, which are 
a1.relldy ,-:rforNd by t.h• K1'<'!A p.1rauant. t.o federal and atat• maru!at.••· 'tht> 
degree ot improv.cnellt poa■J.ble with this. initiative i& not cleaa:., Thia 
altern.atlv• sugg•R• that duplication of govaicnmenf: activitiea will improv• 
•nvirofiJNl').tal qvality. 

~· 'fbe author1.t1.ea which would be gr-antri to tha MN1U\A Cc:::caia■ion un4ar 
Alternative B clearly exceed it• legislative mandate. 

~· The description at pollution control under Alternative c, natural 
reeourc:e management, i• overll' peeaJ.mietlc .. For example, a principal concern 
•--- to be that ...... no partlcular efforts wou).4 be coor01.nated to reduce th.It 
u .. of •alt or o~ t'ertJ.lJ.sar• and peiatlc:idee ....... and that •.Rttai.n1ng ewi.rra:nM:lle 
and fi•ha:t>le vater quality alon9 the entire corridor would not be • high 
priority ..... • Th• accompo.nying di•~••ion provid•• no support for a1,1,eh 
••Nrtion•~ Zn reality, the .KPCA does and will continue to puraue the program• 
llnd polioiee necaeea.ry for tbe attairunant of theu and other pollution eontrol 
110&1&. The tvo taauea oited u• &lea quit• proDlematic, ••pec1ally when vi...-.d 
tram the parepectiv• of a narrow, 72-aiile .-gm&Rt ct lar11• river syat«o .. The 
General Concept Plan gJ.vea no epecif1c• on the action• that would be taken to 
•ff"•ct tb• ~11ei•• and nnal• for thefff'I or other iaaUM. 

:eaa lil2 ltARl1U• Sere it i• •tated that, under the prcpoffd plan, •ttort• to 
r.csuce pollution will inerean~ Thio W011lcl imply that the .. eftorta vill go 
~ond exi•ting pro;rama. BO'WIJver, tha plan 9ives virtually no indication how 
estating program• would be affected, what changes wou).d oc:OU:r, or hCN they would 
c:mae aJ:>out ~ tt al•o cast• exi•tin9 programs in a n~ative light aa if they wen 
et.atic antiti•• 1nftead ot program• which are r•gulacly monitorM end adjusted 
to re■pond to ch-.ngea in the environment or the requlatad coaaunity~ 

f.ll>lll...1..l• The paragraph entitled •sa11rdoua \fafte Sit.ea,• state• that there are 
114 ■ites within or n•ar the corridor, It i ■ unclear what type■ of ■itaa thn• 
are and what criteria -were used to catec,orice tn• a■ har.ardoU• va•t• ■1t»a. lt 
1■ •tated that 19 0-t th• sites arw on the Superfund Permanent Li■t of Priori.ti•• 
and 6 are Qn the national Superfund list. It ... a likely that t- aitas eo 
identified may compri■• all MPC1hk.nown aitea within tbe corridor and that oth•:t• 
!My not. n•c••••rily be- in the haurdoua waat• site domain. 

fAllll...lll• in tha: Affaot.fld Environment aection, it is indicated that th• State 
of Minnesota does not conaidar fi■h eoneumption adviaorias when datemining 
fiahabl• u■e ■upport~ Thia is incorrect. J'i•h adv1sorie• an: u•ed to astabli•h 
UN aupport •• fiahabl• water ■• 

Ela:I Ji.§1-l§' i tn the diacu•oion of ttw wat•r guality lmpacta cf the propoHcl 
plan, a tendenoy to overstate the po•ltive impact of the plan is displayed. at 
the top of page 162 1r1hare it i• atated that, '"Under the pro-po.alt point source 
regulatory requlremehts would be attain..S and nonpoint pollution and rutaotf 
would be r«tucad, re•ultin; in improved water qiiallty, a healthier ti■Mry, and 

• 
24. 

25. 

RESPONSES • 
This was clarified in the subject section. 

This was clarified in the description of alternative B. 
Additional authorities would be needed if this alternative 
was selected. 

26. This is clarified in the subject section. 

27. The subject table was revised to address this concern. 

28. This was clarified in the subject paragraph. 

29. The subject statement was deleted. 

30. The document was revised to clarify that the plan supports 
and encourages ongoing efforts by the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency. 

G-37 
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COMMENTS 

iaprcwed fishing and swimming conditions.• Thi• ie not ceally an assessment of 
th• plan'• impact, nor is it •upported by an analyeie of tangible program 
eltDe'l'rt,..■.. Aather, it la a ■tatwment.. of goal■ tbat S.t i■ hoped will be ach1.r,e4 
throuc;,h pol1c1•• and action• that have not been clearly defined or evaluat.S. 
Thl• h•e created th• impreasion that some form ot direct or indir•ct 
intervention in HPCA regulatory programs ia intended1 aom.athing that 1• not 
mandat-4 by th■ federal legi■ latlon. Note that Sec. 705. (A) ■tatea, • .... land• 
and water■ v1th1n the Area ■hall be admin1.111tered under State and local law■.• 

~· How would the NPS and/or the MNRRA coaaia■ ioA participate in 
reviewing federal regional air quality pumite (Air QUality Section, la■t 

■entence)2' Row vould thi■ compare with current practicea relative to other 
unit• ot the Parle. By•tan? What aeeuraneea vould be provided to prevent e'\lch 
review f.-om being unneee•••rily bu,rdenaome or to pr•v•nt it from being uelld to 
o!Jatruet permit or enforcement proceel!IN7 

b!l!!...ll2• The impact of th• no action alternative concerning water and air 
quality 1.a de•cr.lbed aa ra•ulting in continued major and 1ncreaaing problem.a 
unle•• the extra emphaeitt ti::om ttw H.NRRA plan 1• provided. What i• the bas1.e 
~or such •eeertiona? 

t&!I.IL..lll • The water quality impact ot Alternative a i• presented as a 
conclualon withovt supporting analy•i.•t •The atrict•r pollution prevention 
Ma•urea (what mNSl.lree?J under thie alternati.vtJ would reeltlt in greater 
att&lNl'IBnt (how?] of J..mproved water quality and fiehable and evl.nu:bl• watera 
( ae ""'"sured by >1hat? J • What i• the meaning and juetiflcation for the next 
••ntanoet •gffoi:t• would also be und1rtaken to maintain a more conaiatent watar 
q\l&lity etandsrd at all points .i.n the corridor.• The following paraCJraph on the 
air quality impac:ts of Alternative B le praterUl• in that i.t acknowledge■ that 
improvement■ cannot ha- quantified in the document, an acknowledgment wblch i• 
aeldom a1&de~ 

bsLlll• Th• water and air impact• aaaociated with Alternative C ar:• d••cril:>tKI 
in a. ll!Dre appropriate manner. l'or •xample, with Lmplementation of thie 
alternative, it le ■tated that adverse water qu•lity effects from IJreater 
dav•J.opnent and re•ourc•-u•e ac:tlvlt.t.ea •c:culd r••u1t." a departur• from t.he 
prevloua pattern of unaupportad concluelona. It also recogniz•• that lmpact• 
•could be mitigated.• The eucc:Nding alr/no1N •ection al ■o conveys an 
underetanding: ot the inability of the doCNma.nt to accurately estimate lllpact• in 
theee area.a~ 

bllL.nl• The rasponall:>Ulty of tl\e l!PCA should w clarl.!led to atata that th> 
agency iaauea permits for the storage, treatment, and dlJtpoea1 of ha&ardoue 
•wa■te, • not "matari&l ■." The k!JCA also regulates the man~mant of ha&a.rdoue 
waste from the point of generation through gene£ator lie.rt••• aa do the 
metropolitan count.i.••• 

:n. 

:32. 

RESPONSES 

Clarifying text was added to the Plan Implementation 
section to address this comment. NPS review would occur 
within existing review processes and would be concurrent 
with other reviews to the maximum extent practical. 

The document was revised to address this concern and 
clarify the impacts of the no-action alternative. 

The subject portion of the document was revised to address 
this comment. 

:34. The comment is noted. 

B5. This change was made. 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

Thl:nk you for th• opportunity to re,qUn, and ~nt on t.hJ.a document. We look 
foNerd to .,,_loping an effective working: relationship dedicated to the 
~~t. and _,-.ect.l.01\ of t.lle t1nvlr0Nmmt. "'!.thin \".he IOl1IIIA eorrldor. 

~ a-tU'-
ltllll-

CCaaJ.a• ner 

cw, ... 

cc 1: Ntar L.. Gove~ Chair, kRllRA coordlffllti~ carm.1.&■lon 
Rod Sando, coasnl••loner, klnneeota Department of lilatur-1tl Re•oure.• 
J--• Denn, CClnlnl••ioner, Minneeota Deparumnt of Tranaportation 

• RESPONSES • 

G-37 
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Minnesota Department of Health 
Oivision of Environmental Health 
925 Delaware Street Southeast 
P.O. Box 59040 
Minneapolis, MN 55459-0040 
(612) 627-5100 

September 10, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyra!, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418 
Box4l 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

Thank you for lhe opponunity to conunen.L on the draft comprehensive management plan/environmental 
irnpact suuemem for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. 

The Minnesota Department of Health is committed to informing users of the Mississippi River about 
health concerns associated with the river. It is apparent from the management plan that you rccogniw 
potential health risks and have made provisiom under the proposed plan and alternative B 10 prevent 
further degradation of water quality that leads to health concerns. In particular, we noted that the plan 
suppons regulations that protect drinking water supplies and reduce contaminants that lead 10 fist. 
consumption advisories. The plan also includes specific ideas to reduce the runoff and improper sewag,, 
disposal that lead to bacterial contamioalion. 

While these are a laudable goals, they are long term solutions to a current problem. In the interim, thi, 
plan should include provisiom to advise or warn anglers of current health concerns. The Department of 
Health supports local units of government in making decisions to post health warnings. We urge you 
to consider posting health advisories concerning fishing and swimming at access poi.nl!I under you, 
jurisdiction. 

In addition, we also urge you 10 focus special environmental health education effons on usen of the river 
for whom English is a second language. We believe this group, which includes Southeast Asian anc. 
Russian immigrants, faces significanl language and cultural barriers in using advisories. 

Of course, the long term solution to the need to educate anglers about contaminants in lish is to reduc.: 
contaminants. Your plan correctly targets pollu1ion prevention as an impolW!t management goal. 

Sincerely, 

4-nr.,;!tl. Jk.1x..r 
Pamela Shubat, Ph.D. 
Section of Health Risk Aasessment 

PJS:rlk 

An Equal Oppor1unlty &nploye( 

l. 

RESPONSES 

Health and safety warnings would be addressed in 
follow-up interpretive and educational plans and actions. 

• 
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RESOLUTION 93-1 

A RESOLUTION BY THE Ll:LYDALE 
CI'.1'1' COUNCIL OP TH£ CITY OF LILYDALE, lltllNSSOTA 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE DRAFT OP THE PROPOSED 
COMPREH&NSIW MANAGEllEN'l' PLA!I ENVIRON!l.ENTAL IMPACT STATEICBNT 

FOR 'l'H1! MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 

WHBRBAS, the City Council of the City of Lilydale, in re11pon11e 
to the request for comments to the proposed Comprehensive 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement of the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, Minnesota, does 
hereby adopt this resolution as its formal response, 

Bl!: IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Lilydale, 
acting on the 30th day of August, 1993, states in the strongest 
possible te:r.,as its opposition to the draft Comprehensive ltanageaient 
Plan Environment Impact Statement presented to it and dated June, 
1993, by the Mississippi Coordinating COlllll11ss1on and National Park 
Service. 

BB IT l'UJlTHER RBSOLVED, thllt the City Council of the City of 
Lilydale, does further state and resolve thllt it will remain in 
opposition to any purported plan for the ltissiesippi River corridor 
that does not allow the City full discretion through its :oning 
code to protect the rights and interests of its residential 
neighborhoods and citizens living on or near the Mississippi River 
(which, in the case of Lilydale, Minnesota, is virtually All of its 
residents) . 

BB I'l' FUR'l!IBR RESOLVED, that the City Clerk-Treasurer is 
directed to forward this resolution to all appropriate authorities 
involved with the review of this plan, as well as llllY and all other 
affected municipalities and elected officials. 

Passed unanimously by the City Council this 30th day of 
August, 1993. 

A'?TBST1 

• RESPONSES • 
1. The final plan emphasizes incentives and drops the 

proposal for state legislation. • 
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COMMENTS 

WASHING TON COUNTY 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

PLANNING AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS DIVISION 
GOVERNfllElfT CBITiiR 

~-l~&JRUTNQATM. P.O. aQXI •STUWA11ffl,YINNl$0TA~ 
Ol'c:ir 112H)Or,,.6CJ3! fl'AX O":ir';o«tt7 

Ms. Jollnl'l K. Kryal, superintendent. 
Ki•sisaippi National River Recreat.ion Area· 
175 Bast Fifth street, Suite 418 
st. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear 1111. Xryal: 

~J.loek,._ ---· --t.mY•b~ 
""'111Al~ 

Enclo&ed are the C0111Mnte cf the liaobington County Soard of 
commissioners on the lCissiaaippi National River Racraation Area 
Plan. 

In aonvareation with you.r office, I ""s informed that the deadline 
was loose and that coQtants slll>mitted after the deadline would be 
accepted. Pleaee accept these ccllllllBllta as constructive 11uggestions 
that will maka the plan more acceptable to local communities an~ 
will ultimately aid in successful imple111Bntation. 

tf you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact 
me 1:1t 430-6011. 

Si cerely, 

&... II ""'fl"-1 
e Harper 

Physical Development Planner 

Bneloeure 

c:c: Bob Looleyear, Planni119 an<l PubJ.ic Affairs Director 
Myra Peterac.n, C01111isaioner Diatrict 4 
Chuck. iwanson, County J\dministrator 
l:)on Wisniewski, l'W>lic liorks Director 
Denni& O'Donnell, senior Land uae specialist 

EOlJAL iMPLOYJ/IENT OPPORTUNITY/ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

RESPONSES 

• I 
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COMMENTS 

DRAP'1' C'O'MPIIBBIDIB:tVB IIAHAGIIIIBlil' PLAN 
l!RVI~ DIP.'\CT STA'1'1!111111T 

Jll'OJI 'l'HB 
IUSSISSIPPI IIA'l'IOD.L ltIVBI\ AKD RBCIIBATIOH AR.BA 

Prepared by 
Kiaaiaaipp1 atvar Coordinating C~iaaion 11114 

Rational Parle Service 

CCIIOIB!n'S S!IBIIITTBD BY 
WASRill'G'l'Oll Cotlli'1'Y BOA1U> OF callllISSION'IUUI 

SIIP'rlDIBBlt ? , 1993 

The Washington County Board of Commissioners is pleased for the 
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). 
Washington county has monitored the process of developing the 
MNRRA plan and has carefully reviewed the documentation provided. 
We would like to offer com:nents about the plan in general and 
about Washington County specifically. 

In previous correspondence, the County stated its position that 
the plan, 

Provide for a balance of interests and retain the multiple 
use nature of the corridor. 

Recognize existing land uses and allow the existing property 
owners the right to maintain, replace, and enhance existing 
structures and facilities within the framework of city, 
township, county and state regulations. 

Thoroughly examine the impacts of the proposed management 
plan on the local econOO!!/. 

Propose a management framework that streamlines the 
bureaucratic process by building on existing governmental 
responsibilities, not enlarging it by creating a new 
management entity. 

By in large, the proposed plan did not satisfactorily address 
these concerns, The plan is deficient in specifying exactly how 
it will provide for continued economic activity and development. 

• 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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RESPONSES • 
The plan calls for balance and recognizes the multiple use 
nature of the corridor. 

A statement on expansion was added (see response to 
comment G-24-2). 

The analysis was done by a University of Minnesota 
professor and the NPS planning team at a level sufficient 
for a comprehensive management plan. Additional 
analyses would be done for community plans and on a 
project-specific basis as appropriate. 

The proposed plan builds on existing agency 
responsibilities and processes; the final plan was revised to 
emphasize this. 
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COMMENTS 

The plan is very ambiguous in specifying what restrictions would 
be placed on expansion of existing structures. The river 

to the local economies. Faced with uncertainty about how they 
could expand in· the future these businesses will be reluctant to 
invest more in this area and might even consider relocating. 
Although the plan recognizes the river as a mworking• river, it 
does not provide policies and progralllS for the commercial use of 
the area. Existing commercial and industrial land uses must be 
recognized for their contributions to the local, regional, and 
state economies and must be allowed to expand and flourish. As 
well, residents must be allowed to reside in their homes with 
complete assurance that they may maintain, improve, and replace 
their homes to meet changing circumstances. 

The most significant part of the plan in achieving the desired 
vision for the corridor is the zoning/land use guidelines. The 
plan has made a good attempt to identify the types of land uses 
that should be allowed in the corridor. It is incumbent upon 
the local units of government to incorporate these into their 
comprehensive plans and zoning codes to the degree practical. 
The plan guidelines, along with the Critical River Corridor plans 
recently adopted bY all communities, should provide adequate 

rotection o inti the a ac • n 

river. The uniqueness of each community reflected in the current ] 
development in the river corridor creates the river's charm. 
Uniformity in appearance is not the goal that should be strived 
for. Therefore, a flexible variance procedure must be provided 
to local units that ensures sensible planning and development. 

Parks and Open Spaces 
The Open Space and Trails ·Concept has insufficient detail to 
respond to. This part of the plan encourages development of a 
continuous trail system along the entire length of the river 
corridor. The plan does not delineate the actual location of the 
system segments; instead it relies on local governments to update 
their plans adding the trail segments and to acquire and develop 
the open space and trails. Under its responsibility laid out on 

' . . . 
prepared" We suggest that, before this plan is approved, the ] 
Commission direct the NPS to prepare a detailed master plan for 
open space and trails along the corridor in concert with local 
units of government. Without this detail it is difficult to know 
what we are being asked to support. 

The National Park Service needs to continue to have a presence in 
the corridor, but its presence should offer something unique. We 
submit that working with local units of government to develop a 
master plan for continuous open space and trail segments along 
the corridor and assisting in the plan implementation is that 
unique role. 

2 

RESPONSES 

The expansion issue was clarified in the final document. 
Individual communities would determine the details in 
their plans and ordinances. 

The plan recognizes this need and seeks a balance between 
uniqueness and some level of consistency in resource 
protection, land use management, and design quality. 

NPS staff met with the various communities to attempt to 
more specifically identify additional land with open space 
and development potential. This attempt was not totally 
successful, so it would not be possible to prepare an open 
space and trails plan within the time frame for completing 
the comprehensive management plan. The MNRRA plan 
gives high priority to the implementation of such a plan, 
and the document was revised to stress its importance. The 
more detailed analysis would be started immediately 
following approval of the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area plan. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

Offering federal matching grant money to encourage local actions 
is an action that would greatly facilitate the implementation of 
the vision laid out in this plan. Encouraging local action with 
funding is especially important in developing areas where the 
cost of facilities is low but the potential to fund through tax 
dollars is lower than in more heavily developed areas. 

The plan should recognize that both the Federal Government and 
the State of Minnesota are trying to reduce expenditures. Local 
u~its of government in Minnesot~ have been under strict levy 

spending. Without outside funding, this plan for parks and 
trails cannot be implemented. , 

Much of the text discusses interpretation, preservation, and 
recreation within the corridor, therefore, it was very 
disappointing to see no mention of the Grey Cloud Study area 
located on the lower part of the river in Washington County. The 
Grey Cloud Study Area meets and exceeds nearly all the above 
objectives and embodies the concept of a natural and scenic 
corridor.' 

This area has tremendous benefit for wildlife habitat and wetland 
interpretation; is extremely scenic; and has some of the most 
important Indian burial mounds in the Twin Cities that are 
available for interpretation. The Metropolitan council has 
designated this area as an excellent example of Mississippi Flood, 
Plain, one of ten regionally significant land types. 

As the plan pertains to the conservation, protection, and 
in~erp~e~ation of scenic, his~orical, c~ltural, nat~ral, and 

excluded from the discussion. We ask that reference to the Grey 
Cloud Study Area be added to the text. 

Also, we would offer that Grey Cloud, if developed as a regional 
park, would be a much more suitable location for the interpretive 
center on the south end of the corridor. 

on page 30 the plan states •on the left-descending side of the 
river there are currently no local government plans to provide a 
trail along or near the river.• While that is true, the County 
is currently revising its comprehensive plan which includes a 
master plan for linear trails. This plan should be completed by 
December 1994 and may include trail segments in che corridor. 

• 
8. 

9. 
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RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised to state that seeking grant funds is a 
high priority. 

The draft plan did include maps showing Lower Grey 
Cloud Island for park status as proposed in local plans for 
land acquisition. However, the Open Space and Trails 
section was revised to also 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 that 
would potentially be eligible for the NPS grant program. 
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COMMENTS 

The plan is also unclear about whether or not new or expanded 
bridge crossings and associated approaches would be allowed in 

corridor. Prevent new a • ' 
e a 1gni 1can a verse a e 

plan does not address this issue. New bridges or expansions of 
existing bridges should be allowed if they are consistent with 
local and regional land use plans and policies. 

The County will be addressing three bridge issues in its 1994 
Comprehensive Plan, 

1. I-494 bridge improvements in Newport. 
2. Need for an additional bridge between r-494 and 'l'li 61. 
3. Role of the CSAH 22 toll bridge. 

rail line abutting or near the shoreline. It is a ""'.'jor overs~te] 
that no mention of rail transportation or ita economic impact 1s 
made in the plan. 

CONCLll'SIQII 
While not reaching a supportable plan yet, we do commend the 
National Park Service for beginning the development of a 
management framework based upon the concept of partnerships. 
Allowing local goverrunQnts, i.e. counties, cities and townships, 
to implement the MNRRA plan is an appropriate strategy. Strong 
leadership and active participation by an oversight agency may be 
needed. The Metropolitan Council, an existing entity that has 
been given the authority to provide regional oversight, could 
play that role. The plan should be specific as to what that 
oversite entails. We encourage the National Park Service to 
pursue its goals through existing governmental entities, not by 
creating an additional layer of bureaucracy. We would encourage 
a variance procedure with a good dispute resolution process 
(possible through the DNR). 

We strongly support the concerns of the communities and 
businesses in the county that fall within the corridor. We 
encourage you to take their concerns seriously to work with 
them to resolve those concerns before you approve the plan. 

Thank you for the cpportunity to ccnranent on the plan. 

4 

10. 

11. 
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RESPONSES 

The policy was clarified (see responses to comments 
G-15-12 and G-15-16). 

A reference to rail transportation was added, but detailed 
analysis is beyond the scope of the plan. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 6061l4-3590 

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
suite 418 
Box 41 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. Kryal: 

AEPI.YT0'11£ ATIUll1CIN OF: 

In accordance with Section 309 of the clean Air Act and tile 
National Environmental Policy Act, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft 
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the Mississippi River and Recreation Area, Minnesota. 
The purpose of the DEIS is to assist in the fulfillment of the 
three goals of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
(MNRRA). These goals are to l.) protect, preserve, and enhance 
the significant values of the Mississippi River corridor through 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area, 2.) encourage coordination 
with federal, state, and local programs, and 3.) to provide a 
framework to assist the state of Minnesota, and local government. 
in the development and implementation of resource management • 
programs. 

The DEIS discussed and evaluated four alternatives. The no 
action (alternative A) would consist of the continuation of land 
use trends, no new policy or management actions for river related 
uses, no National Park Service facilities, and no monitoring 
programs. Alternative B would emphasize more resource 
preservation, protection, control river related uses, have 
significant NPS land ownership, management actions, and NPS/local 
partnerships. Alternative C would emphasize tourism, 
development, encourage river use·development, no NPS facilities 
or additional lands, and local council responsible for all 
monitoring services. The Proposed alternative would emphasize 
balance between use and preservation/protection of river related 
uses, monitoring plans, minimal NPS lands, additional local park 
lands, and extensive partnerships. 

The DEIS proposal to have a recycling program at the various 
facilities through out the MNRRA is encouraging. We offer the 
following recomruondations to further promote pollution prevention 
in the HNRRA. These recollllftendationa are in accordance with our 
agnecy's pollution prevention policy. 

• 

_.., __ ,,_, 
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RESPONSES 
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COMMENTS 

The NPS should consider the. energy and water conservation 
measures in the construction of the various support structures. 

, 
installation of sky lights, energy efficient electrical fixtures, 
automatic light timers, occupancy sensors, and smart windows. 
Water conservation devices consist of toilet dams, low volume or 
waterless toilets, and faucet aerators. We also recommend that 

local governments consider Changing municipal codes to promote 
sustainable silviculture. If possible, we also recommend that ] 

such pracitices to be used in new construction and renovation 
projects. 

Based on our review, we have rated the DEIS an LO. This rating 
indicates that we have a lack of object·ion regarding this 
project. This rating will be published in the Federal Register. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS for the M!IRRA. 
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Al Fenedick 
of my staff at 312/886-6872. 

Sincerely yours, 

4-)~J) ~~--·-··· 
William D. Franz, Acting Bran ef 
Planning and Assessment Br ch 
Planning and Management Di 

• 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The NPS interpretive centers would be developed using the 
latest concepts in sustainable design. This would be 
complicated at the Wash burn/Crosby complex, because it is 
in a historic structure. These ideas are further emphasized 
in the plan in the Proposed Development section in the 

' discussion of the Harriet Island and St. Anthony Falls 
facilities. 

The suggested policy was added. 

• 
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October 8, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent 
National Park Service 

COMMENTS 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Sutte 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Mississippi National River and Recreation 
Alea Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and for aUowing an addllional 30 days to 
make comments. This letter represents the comments of both the City of Minneapolis 
end the MCDA Board of Commissioners and supplants the MCDA staff comments 
submitted earlier. 

In general, we feel that the draft plan is significantly Improved and addresses many of 
the comments which had been raised In relation to earlier documents. We thoroughly 
agroo with much of the plan, Including the purpose and vision statemenls and proposed 
Interpretive themes. 

Toe MCDA and City of Minneapolis have seven major areas of comments, questions, 
and concerns: 1} the definition of 'balance,• 2) the location pollcles, 3) the slte 
development policies, especially the setback and height restrictions, 4) the 
implementation process, 5) the variance poUcy, 6) the size of the interpretive center at 
St. Anthony Falls, and 7) funding for plan implementation. We also have a number of 
smaller questions, comments, and suggestions. 

We do not Intend to Imply whh any of our comments that we are not willing to support 
reasonable and appropriate restrictions to development, nor that we favor economic 
development over environmental concerns. We believe that responsible development 
can occur while still preserving our environment. We recognize the importance of the 
Mississippi River and want to preserve it as a treasure for future generations. We do 
ask, however, that the proposed restrictions be clear and practical and that they clearly 
achieve some generaRy accepted benefit. We ask that the restrictions recognize the 
Mississippi as a largely urban river which has generated substantlal human activity and 
which has many different characters throughout its length. Finally, we recommend that 
the plan Implementation process be clear and workable, so that It does not 
unnecessarily complicate the implementation of desirable activities. 

CrOlitf! ADIW IU, S...t .i:00!105 /WI •••«hi$ SOlilrlfMtnrwtC')(llls UN $6401•253<1 
~-l t,f(IHl''l~11611) OJ•~ 
T..-copiertct;)613·5JOO 

• RESPONSES • 
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October 8, 1993 
Page Two 

~ 

COMMENTS 

A great deal of discussion has centered around the use of the word "balance' n 
numerous places in the plan. We are comfortable with this word as defined in the plan 
glossary. 'Balance" as defined this way would not necessarily mean an even sp it 
between the various types of resources. Rather, this definition of "balance• implies that 
a costJbenefil approach would be used in evaluating proposed activities. For examplo, 
ii. after a thorough review of all of the costs and benefits, ii is determined that a smi.11 
economic cost would preserve a large and important natural benefit, a "balanced' 
approach would then give greater weight to the natural resource. Conversely, if t w:11 
cause a large financial hardship to preserve a minor natural resource, greater weight 
would be given to the economic resource. This balanced, cost/benefit approach to plan 
implementation is an important factor in our acceptance of the proposed plan. 

In order for thls balanced approach to be successfully implemented, all parties must be 
reasonably comfortable that lhe potentlal costs and benelits of an action can and will be 
taken Into consideration. The assessment cannot rely only on those !actors which can 
be easily quantified. An effort must be made to also identify and assess those lacto,s 
which may not be quantifiable, but which are neveilheless real, e.g., the 90onomic 
benefit of parks and a clean environment and the future costs of cleaning up pollution, 

As part ol the debate about the use of the word balance, various other words were 
suggested as alternatives. In many of the cases, we do not feel that a choice must be 
made, because often the altemate word is complementary. not inconsistent. Fc,r 
example, we should not need to choose between a "balanced plan• and an "integrated 
plan," when in reality we should be seeking a "balanced llru!. integrated plan.• 

Location Poficjes & Land Uses 

The primary objective in selectlng which land uses are appropriate within the 300' 
riverfront area (Location pollcles, pp. 24-25) Is unclear to us. The characteristics of a 
use should be more Important than wllillb land use use it Is •· is it well-designed, Is it an 
appropriate use for the area In question, is II non-po!uting, does it allow for physlcui 
andfor visual open space along the shoreline? For example, the MCOA has been 
actively seeking development In various light Industrial and/or research and 
development parks which are within the corridor. These uses can be as non•pollutlng 
and attractive as any 'consistent• offloe, retail or resldentlal development and are often 
planned for areas where the consistent uses would not, In lact, be appropriate . 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

"Integrate" was added in most places where the term 
balance is used. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

• 
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Ms. JoAnn Kyra! 
October .a, 1993 
Page Three 

COMMENTS 

We also do not see why Inconsistent uses should always be encouraged to move 
(Porq (2), p. 26) or to change if the owners move away (Policy (3), p. 26). ff the uses 
are not causing a problem and ii jobs and tams would be lost u a result, it may be 
more productive to work with those uses to achieve the visions of the plan without 
displacement. 

The language at the bottom of p. 25 allows for some exceptions to allow "inconsistent 
uses,• but it Is unclear who would grant these exceptions, how long it would take, and at 
what step In the process II would be decided (also see comments on the process and 
variance policy). 

We he.vu a number of sites which are located partiany within the 300 foot riverfront area 
and partially outside that area. We recommend that the plan clarify that the proposed 
land uae policies relate only to the actual structures related to a uae, not to other facets 
of the use. For example, if a general industrial building Is located on the portion of a sfte • 
which Is outside of the 300 feet, the parking related to that use could be located within 
tile 300feet. 

Site Pevelomleot Policies - Setbacks aoa Height Restrict;ons. Sc[ffl)lng 

Toe setbacks and height rest(rctiOns proposed on p. 27 are new whh this draft and need 
, substantial revision. First. Ille propoaed setbacks and height restrictions are far too 
restrictive In an urban area such as Minne Is. For exam le man river dent 
uses mu ave ru ures ser t an rom t e nver ,n o er to un I0n an e 
heights of those structures would often exceed the limits. Even townhomes or single 
family homes might easily exceed 25' at the top of a gabled roof. The proposed 
setbacks and height limits are out of character with a densely developed area and will 
substantially reduce the development potential of a number of sites. without any clear 
benefit being achieved. While we do not oppose the general concept ol setbacks and 
height 6mits, we feel they should be tailored to Iii the character of each particular portion 
of the River. For example, activity nodes tend to occur where major bridges cross the 
River. These may be areas where larger-scale development would be more 
appropriate. Also, a development such as a marina may need a structure within 100 
feet ol the River, which should be allowed if public access to the River can be retained. 
The proposed setback would more than double the current critical area setback. Even 
assuming modest development densities, tor every 100 feet of shoreline affected, there 
is the potential for losing 6,000 square feet of land which would have been avallable for 
development, employment for2-3 people and over $5,000 rn annual real estate taxes. 

• 
3. 

4. 
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• RESPONSES 

This was clarified in the revised riverfront policy under 
land use and protection policies. 

The final plan was revised to state that 100 feet is 
preferred, but this policy may be increased or reduced in 
areas where necessary due to the existing character of the 
riverfront. This determination would be made in locally 
revised critical area plans. The draft MNRRA plan did say 
that downtown areas would be visible from the river (p. 
19). However, the final plan was revised to clearly state 
that downtown areas are excluded from the height limits 
recommended in the plan. The final text states that it is 
understood that height limits would be set by local 
governments in their critical area plans and ordinances, 
and they would be different in downtown areas. 
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October B, 1993 
Page Four 

COMMENTS 

Secondly, there are many ambiguities relative to setbacks and heights. It Is unclear J 
where and how the allowed buiklng heights will be measured -- will ~ be from the water 
level, the ground level at the riverbank, the ground level at the river side of the use In 
question, or the average ground level for the depth of the use in uestlon? And will 

o e g e pom on e ru ure or average e t o the 
structure? II is also unclear what constitute& a •bluff.• Is it assumed that there Is a 
'bluff everywhere along both sides of the river, or are only certain land forms 
considered a "bluff?" Mlnn&apolis has many areas where the grade is relatively flat and 
there Is no apparent bluff, or where the natural bluff has long since been altered. The 
existing Minneapolis Crltklal Area Plan ldenllfles certain areas which are considered 
'bluffs' and which lhus are subject to restrictions, Will a similar approach continue Into 
the implementation of the MNRRA plan? II the bluff is close to the shoreline, which 
setback prevails? 

The firs! full paragraph on p. iv of the Summary notes that •except In existing J 
commercial and Industrial developments. downtown areas, and historic districts. the 

6 riverfront and bluff area would appear mostly natural from the river and its shoreline 
areas (as observed from the oppaslte bank). In downtown areas and historic districts 

"----l:1mJ!tJP"lffl!ffl'"',lJl!f1ffl'1Tlt:~anriln!mrp1'1!1'11ttffl~~vi7'-v 
corridor ... • This language Is Inconsistent with some of the Stte Development Policies on 

7 

8 

pp. 26- 29, e.g., (1) and (15). The lang11age from the Summary should be repeated In 
the Site Development Policies to reinforce the concept that certain types of areas will 
have a different character. 

Given the vastly different natures of the various segments of the corridor, we see no ] 
reason why the same site development guldellnes should apply everywhere. We 
recommend Iha! the MNRRA plan deal only with the general goals to be achieved by 
the policies and that the setting of specific guldelfnes (such as setbacks and height 
restrictiOns) for various segments be handled as part of the updattng of local plans . 

fi. 

8. 
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RESPONSES 

This would he subject to local definition and based on state 
guidelines in critical area programs. Metropolitan area 
practices would prevail and local ordinances would define 
specifics. 

The text in later sections was clarified to make it 
consistent with this statement. 

This was clarified. The final plan acknowledges that 
setbacks would be less in downtown areas. Downtowns are 
also excepted from the specified height limit guidelines in 
the plan. 

The final plan stresses that the document provides a 
framework of visions, concepts, and policies to guide use 
and development in the corridor. Local governments can 
tailor their plans and ordinances to the local situation 
within this larger vision. Specific dimensions are provided 
to give the policies better definition. Many comments 
requested more specificity in the plan. 

• 



• 

9 

11 

12 

COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October e. 1993 
Page Ave 

The proposed process for plan Implementation must be given much more consideration · 
and clarification. In lhe development industry, time Is monay and a complicated, 
unclear, time-consuming, potentially controversial process can easily discourage 
deslrable activities from being proposed, even if in the long run they may be approved. 
The first full paragraph on p. 76 downplays the potential impact of the proposed 
process. Depending on how the process actually is Implemented, it could be as 
inoffensive as p. 76 Implies, or it could be horrendously worse than the current situation. 

The plan needs to be expanded and clarl!ied to answer the following questions: 
• Which 1)/pes of proposals go to which bodies for review, e.g., how •major" 

must a proposal be before ii musl be reviewed by the Commission Itself, 
and will ONR review all proposals wtthin the corridor, only those within the 
300' riverfront area, or only those within the 300' riverfront area which do 
not comply with the amended local plan? We recommend that the ONR 
review only those proposals which do not comply with the local plan or 
which require a variance, conditional use permit. or exception (whieh is lhe 
current Minneapolis procedure under our Critical Area Plan) and that the 
Commission review only projects which are large enough to require an 

• Environmental Impact Statement or which require state or federal pennits. . What does 'review" mean •· the ability to provide comments to be 
considered by the local authorities or the ability to veto? 

. How quickly must the proposed reviews by the Commlss!on, Metropolltan 
Council, and/or DNA be completed? Will the reviews be concur,ent with 
the local reviews or subsequent? . W~t doe_~ It mean that ONA will have •certification authority over local 

. J,J, what point will the new guidelines be applied? In particular, if a project 
begins planning under the current guldellnes, but the guidelines change In 
the midst of the project formulation and approval, which guidelines will be 

. Will the model ordinances to be proposed by DNA be fairly specific, thus 
depriving the local governments of their decision-making authority, or will 
'""model-MU., ,,;;k, !ha ,.,,.,..,,n, ''"""''In"" ui,Arl? 

- ONA obviously has significant expertise in dealing with natural resource 
Issues. Will they have sufficient expertise in Olher areas, e.g., the impacts 
on economic or cultural resources, to adequately assess the relative 
weights of those costs and benefits to achieve the desired "balance?' 

• 
9. 
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11. 

RESPONSES • 
See response to comment G-25-7. 

"Review" means an opportunity to comment on actions or 
proposals before a decision is made. By deleting the 
proposal for state legislation to mandate consistency, the 
plan does not add any more authority than currently exists. 

Reviews would use existing processes and be concurrent to 
the maximum extent practical. 

Under the revised plan, the Department of Natural 
Resources would have no more authority than currently 
available under state law. The critical area program would 
be transferred from the Environmental Quality Board to 
the Department of Natural Resources to increase 
coordination between the shorelands program and critical 
area program and facilitate implementation of the MNRRA 
plan. 

The policies would be applied after the plan is approved. 
They should not change frequently. Corridor communities 
might tailor the policies in their revised critical area plans 
and ordinances, but they can also determine the effect of 
this tailoring on specific projects. 

It should be somewhat specific to provide adequate 
guidance, but it would not be mandatory. The model 
ordinance would be provided as an example of plan 
consistency. Communities could tailor it to the conditions 
in their section of the corridor. 

12. They would build on existing capabilities, and the 
Metropolitan Council would be a partner in the planning 
process. 

G-43 
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COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October 8, 1993 
Page Six 

In addressing these questions, we recommend that the plan err on the side of keeping J 
the review process as locally-based, timely, simple, and clear-cut as possible. 

The plan proposes a variance policy which would be used for specific developments 
which do not comply with the plan, and the first full paragraph on p. 24 refers to the 
ability of !ocal communities to 'tailor polic(es \o the specific resources in their sec!ion of 

and carried into the section on the roles of the partners in implementation. In particular, 
we recommend that the plan provide that the local plan amendments which are to be 
proposed by local communities may include provlsions that ere generally consistent with 
the MNRRA plan's visions, but which are not in strict compliance with specific policies of 
the plan, including the reasoning therefor. These inconsistencies would be considered 
by the Metropolitan Council in reviewing the proposed plan amendment and, if the 
reasoning Is persuasive, would become part of the approved local plan. The local 
government and DNR would then be reviewing specific proposals for compliance with 
the local plan, not with the MNRRA comprehensive plan. Specific developments which 

I I , I U r U 
the need for variances, would expedite the process for individual developments, and 
would allow local governments to comprehensively tailor the local plan to fit the 
particular circumstances, rather than waiting for Individual variances. If such a process 
step Is Included, the criteria for reviewing the local plan amendments must be 
established. 

This recommendation could be achieved by making the following text changes 
(additions are shown In underline): 

P. 77 -Tha Metropolitan Councll, seventh line: 

•governments. lo pregarjng draft local plan amendments communities may propose 
ponc;es and proy;s;ons that are generaUy consistent with the MNRRA plan but which 
tailor the pjan to fit the specific resources io their section of the river and which thus may 
not be in strict compliance with specmc policies of the plan, The local community must 
state the reasoning for the proposed Jocal policies These inconsJstent poI;c;es and 
orovlskms would be.consjdered by the Metropolitan Council io reviewing the pmposed 
local plan amendment and II it is detennined that the plan's visions are echieved and 
resources ere omtected in a balanced manner the provisions wouid become pert of the 
approyed local Piao In reviewing draft plan amendments ... • 

• 

13. 

14. 

15. 

RESPONSES 

Text was added to clarify the review process and 
emphasize these concepts. 

Once the local plan was determined to be substantially in 
conformance, it would take precedence. 

This comment was incorporated. 

• 
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Ms. JoAnn Kyra! 
October 8, 1993 
Page Seven 

COMMENTS 

P. 78 • The Department of Natural Aeaourcea, second through fourth buHets: 

review development proposals Within the riverfront area f8I which a@ not Jn 
confonnance to the ml plan amendment or which require a variance BXCf!PUoO 
or cond1tjona1 use perrot 
monitor overall progress toward plan implementation 
review variances for conformance to the lal<a1 plan amendment' 

The MNRRA legislation states that the plan shall include a 'program for the coordination 
and consolidation, to the extent feasible, of permits that may be required by Federal, 
State, and local agencies having jurisdiction 0\/8r !an_d an~ waters within the Area.• The 

The plan should Include more substantive recommendations on how the permit process 
Is proposed to be revised In order to •coordinate and consolidate." At minimum. we 
recommend that the plan desoribe how the proposed plan implementation process will 
be Integrated wl1h the existing permit process and/or the consolidated, coordinated 
process. II is difficult for us to assess the viability of the total process without this 
comprehensive discussion. The goal In Integrating these processes should be to have 
the various reviews proceed conourrenlly, not sequentially, so that the total process can 
be accomplished In no more time than Is currently required. 

variance Polley 

We are glad to see the inclusion of a proposed variance policy, but are concerned that 
the proposed criteria are unclear ln their Interpretation and may, therefore, be applied In 
ways which are too restrictive. Also, if all variances are granted toca11 , but then must 

, ow ong es or e review omes a 
factor. We recommend that the concept of cost/benefit and balance be incorporated In 
this section. For example, a variance request may relate solely to economic 
considerations, but if the cost of complying with the plan is significant and the adverse 
Impact would be minimal, the variance should not be denied solely because economics 
Is the only factor at issue. 

• 
16. 

17. 

18. 

G-43 

• RESPONSES 

Section 705 (d) of the MNRRA act does not appear to give 
the authority to limit DNR review (acting under contract 
with the National Park Service) this restrictively. There 
may be a threshold of projects in the corridor, such as some 
building permits, that could be excluded without violating 
the intent of Congress to have comprehensive monitoring 
of development actions in the corridor. 

Some additional text was added to address this comment. 
The reviews would be concurrent. 

The text was simplified to say that it would conform to 
state law and local ordinances. The criteria were deleted 
from the plan. 
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20 

21 

22 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October 8, 1993 . 
Page Eight 

COMMENTS 

At minimum, we are recommending a change in the fourth bullet under the variance 
policy language on p. 29 to make it more consistent with current state law (proposed 
addition Is underlined): 

The variance Is not based solely on economic considerations If reasonable 
use for the land ex;sts. 

loterprat;ve Center at St. Anthony Faus 

lhe proposed size of the interpretive center vastly underestimates the interpretive ] 
potential at this location. For example, the orientation center for the St. Anthony Falls 
Heritage Trail alone Is anticipated to require 20,000 sq. ft. An aclditional 6,000 sq. ft. to 
tell the ·man stories related to this portion of the MNRRA corridor will not be sufficient. 

e ee a an mves men s1m1 ar o propose or . au ts warran . 
Minneapolis staff will continue to work with NP$ staff to further refine a proposal for the 
St. Anthony Falls area. We hope that, In the meantime, the size and costs estimates in 
the plan wfl! be considered guesstimates and not llmlts. 

nor e avema eaoy a pa I u roerea o e 
interpretive center, although we are certainly willing to consider a role. Finally, 
Minneapolis also has a tour boat as one of the •Nearby amenities.• 

E.wldirul 
The plan contains an extensive amount of detail when it comes to specifying what 
should and shouldn1 be done by local authorities and private parties, yet it has only the 
most minimal amount of information on what It might cost to implement the plan and 
what the liketihood of funding for plan Implementation Is . 

• 

19. 

RESPONSES 

The subject list was deleted. 

See response to comment G-29-5. 

It is unlikely that Northern States Power would be the 
lead agency in rehabilitating the structure and operating 
the interpretive center, even if located at the Main Street 
Station. The plan allows for flexibility in designating 
another lead agency if an alternate site is chosen. 
However, with the preferred alternative being the 
Washburn/Crosby complex, the city or state historical 
society would be the most appropriate lead agency. 

Implementation costs are very difficult to predict at this 
time. Additional work would be done to estimate local 
government land acquisition and development costs 
following plan approval. This would be used to estimate 
the potential funding needs for the authorized NPS grant 
program. 

• 
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27 

COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October 8. 1993 
Page Nine 

While lhe visions of the plan are highly desirable, the costs of achieving those visions 
wHI be substantial - both In terms of direct expenditures by govemmental authorities 
and private entities and in terms of Indirect costs resuHing from restrictions on 
development or from delays due to additional reviews. It is always dangerous to create 
expectations of what ~ happen without having a clear sense of how it .!lllQ and will 
happen. Either the plan should further Identify lhe costs of implementation so that 1he 
feasibility of funding those costs can be better assessed m the plan should specify what 
will be expected if the necessary funds are not available to implement the plan, 

Other 0uastions and Comments . 

. 

. 

. 

The draft plan, particularly the proposed interpretive themes and the Inventory of 
cultural resources, should be reviewed by representatives of the Native American 
community to assure that their community's perspective on. and connection to, 
1he River is aoorom!atelv lncoroorated. 

P. 23, Policy {1) -· Why should significant resources always be acquired by local 
govemments if there are situations where another responsible party is WIiiing and 
able to orotect that rGSouroe? 

P. 27 •· Will the third bullet preclude trails and parkways within 1he 40' setback 
from the bluffline? This would be inconsistent with some of the Minneapolis Parle 
and Recreation Boards current plans. 

Map, p. 31 - The amount of open space in the central Minneapolis area seems 
under-represented. Also, there is a proposed trail between Cedar Lake and the 
River which is an important link and which should be shown. Why are the trails 
along the River through south Minneapolis shown es •proposed" rather than 
•existing?• How were the 'trail needs* and •open space opportunities• 
determined? 

P. 37, Polley (2) - This policy restricts the locations of fleeting areas, but not 
marinas. Perhaps marinas should be prohibited near existing or potential fleeting 
areas. 

Pp. 39 • 41 -· The MCDA Is very familiar with the costs of cleaning up pollutlon 
after it has occurred. We strongly support the policies to prevent pollution and to 
clean up polluted sites. 

• 
23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

• RESPONSES 

Representatives of the Native American community were 
asked to review the document, including the interpretive 
themes. 

The subject list was deleted. 

No, it would not. 

Some revisions to the map were made. The information is 
included in the MNRRA GIS database and additional 
corrections could be made if specific information is 
provided. Also, the maps are at a scale where not all small 
parcels are displayed. 

27. This would be addressed in follow-up planning. 

G-43 
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COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
October 8, 1993 
Page Ten 

. P. 42, Polley (1) - What If the existing use in an historic structure Is inconsistent J 
with both the MNRRA plan and local plans'? 

. P. 49, fourth paragraph. and p. 144, fourth paragraph •· These paragraphs refer 
to Industrial and warehouse use and commercial navigation below the 1·694 
bridge. These river crossing references should be changed to the Camden 
Bridge in M\nneepolis, which is essentially the head of navigation and the related 
b!Jslness development . The Minneapolis Community Development Agency is not listed as a participant In J 
Appendix O, and the name of the agency should be corrected on p. 66. 

. P. 86 - The third paragraph should note that there also will be operational costs 
associated with the Minneapolis center, whether these are direct NPS costs or 
paid in the form of rent. 

. Pp. 86 & 87 •· We hope that the 50% matching grants will not be limited to open 
space acquisition and land development, but wlll also be available for any costs 
associated with plan Implementation, e.g., historic preservation, development of 
facllltles such as marinas, pollution prevention and clean up. and the provision of 
Incentives to encourage inconsistent uses to relocate. 

. Pp. 128 • 131 -The Stone Arch Bridge Is a National Engineering Landmark and 
should be listed. . Map, p. 147 - The locations of •urban waterfronts• are somewhat ha«:I to read, 
but are obVlously much more nmlted In scope than the Glossary definition of 
•urban uses• would Imply. We propose that in Minneapolis both sides of the 
River from the Camden Bridge to the 1-94 Bridge be considered the "urban• area 
where a different character would be consistent. . 11'18 Environmental Impact Statement does not discuss any potential measures to 
mitigate the Impacts of Implementing the proposed plan. 

28. 

29 . 

RESPONSES 

These situations would be addressed in community plans 
or on a case-by-case basis. 

This was revised to say Camden Bridge. 

30. This was corrected per the comment. 

31. A statement was added to that effect. 

32 . 

33. 

34. 

According to the legislation, grants would not be limited to 
open space, but are limited to the acquisition and 
development ofland or waters (or interests) in the corridor . 

This was added to the St. Anthony Falls Historic District 
description. 

This map is for general use only. Downtown areas within 
the corridor boundaries would be designated in community 
plans. Other areas (such as urban areas) might be 
designated in community plans but that is not necessary 
for compliance with the MNRRA plan. 

35. Mitigation measures are included in the Proposed Plan, 
1 Alternatives, and Environmental Consequences sections as 

allowed under NPS environmental compliance guidelines . 
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• COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyra! 
October 8, 1993 
Page Eleven 

We hope that our comments, questions, and suggestions will prove useful as you 
prepare the final draft of the plan. We are confident lhat these Hems can be addressed 
and that a flnal document can be produced lhal will set the framawOlk for a program of 
development and activities that wlll enrich our use and appreciation of the River and 
enhance the quality and attraction of this area. Please contact Ann Calvert of the 
MCOA stall If you have any questions about any of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ 
~a:.~yor 

City of Minneapolis 

~Sa~;!~ 
Mtnneapolls City Counctl 

oc: Minneapolis City CouncU Members 

AC328 

;:)~.;~~ 
Walter Dziedzf. g;;;; tf 
MCDA Board of Commissioners 

• RESPONSES • 

G-43 
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COMMENTS 

Office of the City Manager 
■ Jlb;;n.tt:6h~4li4·4!0C'O ■ Fl'l':!!:(,l~'\~l~!-9l 

'fl.'IL'\ 0tll 4i,.I:•· ~-"Ml 

Craig It. Rapp 
City Mimager 

Ms. JoAlln K)'Tlll, Supcrlnu;,rukl\1 
Kational Parl Service - Miw1Wppi ~ati<mal River and Rec;ll!ali(ffl Affi! 
175 EIISI Fillh Slreet. Sui1e 418 
Box 41 
St Paul MN 5'101 

RE; Comme•t1 on ~view of Mls.siwppi Nalior1al River and Re<:reillIDn Area (MNRRA) 
Draft Comprehcll.1i~ Plllll/Drafl &lvlmnraental Impaa Slioll:mCfll 

Dear 'M•. K;-ul: 

Om Ciiy CuUIICil \V<luld Uk-e to !hank you. SUSIIII CM:t10n aad :Barb Iollnson for pn:se,,ting tl\e 
dmft M:-IRR A Pion -t an•weting queotianl at our !lcptc111ber 7. 1993. City Co1111eil Comminee-of-tbe
Whole meeting. Al Illa meelillg aeveral diffm:m pcrgpccli.es reJlllllWIJ! !lie Ph111 w~ offered. Some 
Cc,1.lt\Cilmember!o expre,sed thcir :ruppon. i11 general, fur a Feder.ii Plan whia:h will ali&isL in llllllancillg 
a,,d pre.wving Ille rivcreooioor. Ho"""""· oth.-r Coum:ilmcmbu, expn:$$.C.11 oppi,,,loon m the increas<rl 
level of gov;;rnm1,"lll approvols and lnvolvemc;nt in l(lClll govemmeni actions. Regardless oi die M4;l'.ing 
op;n;,,.,,, Me want to rukc sure f!ia, the National hrt Scrvi<c (NI'S) md tlle Mlssl&Sippl River 
Coordinaling COJ!lmis&ioa (MIi.CC) k:nuw what is,- are irnJ)l)!'lilnt «> cm omnmunity. Tuollc is3ul!s 
are u follo'W.;, 

• 

' t. 11'1¢ lmpmta:n.c:e of prcoc,-vml! lb<, i.ruejlril}' of exiolmi' land 11110• whicb. muc up mx 
JW1.ion cf the M""RRA. 

:z. The Cnuncl.l dcoin:• 110 additional n;gulatn,y COlllJWI at lhc R,,,-gimlal, Stale flt Federal 
lcYcl and w~ Ill maintain all zoning and other land use conuol& at !he loc:at level. 

3. The Cll;' Council ge.n,,n}ly sapporls Ille concepi of a pcjlellll'lan and bicycle llllll a.kmg 
West River R,,ad bu1 ii was sl!'Ongly ~tatal that de.<igr, oonsidcrati.cm• uro of paramount 
ilnpc:tal,w. 

Our mcmorllldum of S~mber 7, 1993, which we fOl'W2ll'llcJ to you prior 10 the City Cooncil 
lllCClnlj!. IWtd for cllll'lflca~on on a nlll'llln!r of itcnu. Yoat preselll.llion W;iS very lnfolmativc 1111d 

• 

RESPONSES 

• l 
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COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAan Kyra!. SUperintendcat 
Septem~ 10, 1993 
Page 2 

cuablod us to better comprehend the inrent of 1be PIJIII. Aflet n::viewing your input, we haw, come to 
lhe following unclerstanding of the NPS' s position on our quesiioos: 

l. There will be no view easements acquinld in die Corridor. 

2. The City of Broot.lyn Park will be respoasible for constmction and mamtenance of arry 
f"'deSlriaD and bicycle 1l'Bils bllilt .iD our City. Mau:bJn& granis may be available tllrou&h 
the NPS or otll.er state agencies w implement this portion of 1be Plan. 

3. It was Slated by the NPS that no addilional regulalory aulhority is being proposed io the 
Plan t!w is not already in pla.ce through die &vimnmental Qw,lity Board. As a result. 
die NPS will not be -1cing jurisdiction over any 181111 are&$ in the City of Brooklyn Park. 
lt is our undt:rstandi.ns that the NPS, worlcing in conjuMion wilb the DI-IR and 
Mwopoliwi Council, will be wodcil,g Vlilh the City in the future to illco,por,w, lbe Plan's 
proposed land - comrolll ,md design guidelines inlO our local ordinaaa:s llO that coatrol 
will remain at lhe locai level 

4. llle NPS acknowledges that while existing lalld u&es are non--coafonning »nd therefore 
have • gnmdfalbered lllatllS", the provisio1111 for new in•flll development will be flexible 
in nar.ure due to lhe divergent 1UU ~ found through the 72 mile Conidor. 

5. The MNRRA Plan does not define additional wcdaod, flood plain, wildlife habitat and 
bi.s1oric district requirements Iha! are to be incorpohlA!d into local ordinance£. Tbe NPS 
aupports Ille use of local wk for= to determine whu !hose requireme11ts should be. 

Fillally, thank you for your presentation and !he efforts you h,ave made to solicit our comntunity' • 
input on die Plan. As a result of lhia information, the City will <:0ntact !he Mim>e.fflta State His1oric 
Preservation Ofiicll to inves:it,aie die process of dc:siJJW1lll West River Road as an !_lis!Oric roadway. 

~~ 
Cily Manage, 

cc; Cily Coonci1 Membcn 
Dennis Palm, Director of Parks and Recreation 
Scott M. Clllllt, Planning Director 

• 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

G-44 

RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service does not plan to acquire view 
easements, but local governments might. 

This is correct. 

This is correct per the final plan. 

This is correct. 

The plan does not require new regulations but does 
encourage better enforcement of existing regulations and 
updating of some land use codes to conform to the MNRRA 
plan. 
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.1711] Ci~ of 

~--IN_V_E_R_G_R:_O_V_E_H_E_IG_HT~ 
8150 BARBARA AVENUE • INVER GROVE HEIGHTS, MN 55077 • TELEPHONI □ Q 

(612) 450-2500 

September 29, 1993 

JoAnne Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. 5th st., suite 418, Box 41 
st. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

Enclosed is a copy of Resolution No. 5858, which was unanimously 
adopted by the Inver Grove Heights City counci 1, on Monday, 
September 27, 1993. The Resolution outlines the Inver Grove 
Heights City Council position regarding the draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact statement for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation area. 

The City Council's major concern centers around local government 
control, It is the position of the City of Inver Grove Heights 
that greater' control should continue to be placed at the local 
level rather than at the Metropolitan County, State or Federal 
levels. 

On behalf of the City Council, I want to thank you for providing 
our City an opportunity to respond to the final draft document, as 
well as for your attendance at the City Planning commission on 
August 17th. 

Should you have any questions regarding the Inver Grove Heights 
position, contact myself directly at 450-2587. 

ec or 

cc: Grov eights City Council 
G illis, City Administrator 

KNRRA Task Force Members 
Tom Link, Director Planning 

BKA:nv 

• 

RESPONSES • 

1. The plan was revised to further stress local control. 

• • 
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snn OJ' KIDUO'B 
l>UO'l'l CODll'!Y, IIDllll80'fA 

RIIISOLll'f:IOII Oln.'LIIIIW '.l'IIB :nrnm Gl,\OVB BBIGB'r& CI'fY eol:IJICIL 
1I081:'tl0lt REGUI>:t>IG RB DRAJ"l' eONPJIJIBBlfBl:VB XlUIAGEIIJDff 1'LU AIID 

JIIIV:taO~ IXPACT Sft'n:IU!ft l'OJI ftJI 
Kl:88188:IPPI D~IODL Rl'ID Ul) IU!CJUIATIOW .1.1U1A 

Rnolution wo.~ 

!IJIDIDUI, on Hovember 19, 19118, Public Law 100-696 established 
the Mississippi Rational River and Recreation Al:'ea as a unit of the 
National Park System, and 

lflU!lllllUI, the Mississippi National River and Recreation area 
includes 72 1111les of the Mississippi River and 4 miles of the 
Minnesota River encompassing 54,000 acres of public and private 
land in water in five counties stretching from Dayton to just south 
of Hastings, and 

IIIIDBU, the Inver Grove Hei;hts City council formally 
established the Kissieeippi River Task Poree, and 

11B111lBAB, the City PlaMing commission scheduled a formal 
presentation by the Executive Director of MIIIIRA, and 

WHUBU, llN:RRA will be accepting open colll!llents until October 
11, 1993. 

11101', 'l'IIDBJ'OIUI, BB :tr U:SOLV!m TOT '1'1111 IllVl!lt. GOVE Uilll!'r8 
CITY C01J'lfC:tL, hereby Sllbmits the following comments and critique of 
the proposed draft plan for National Park Service consideration: 

l. Greater emphasis should be placed on increasing pollution 
reduction efforts. 

2. A reeze sou d be placed on add tonal barge moor ngs w thin 
the ~ity of Inver Grove Heights, until additional research on 

3. Monetary sources should be defined and identified for the. open 
space development and acquisition projects as outlined 1n tbe 
plan. 

• 
2. 

3. 

4. 

G-45 

RESPONSES • 
The plan places a greater emphasis on pollution reduction 
efforts for the corridor using existing state and federal 
authorities and regulatory standards and pollution 
prevention programs. 

It is the understanding of NPS staff that cities have the 
authority to place a freeze on barge fleeting sites within 
city limits. It would be inappropriate in this plan for the 
MNRRA corridor to single out one community for a freeze 
on new fleeting sites. The plan states that local 
governments would continue to designate suitable fleeting 
sites in their corridor plans. The final comprehensive 
management plan was revised to clearly state that local 
governments can regulate the establishment of new 
fleeting sites through their land use control powers. The 
final plan also calls for a surf ace water use management 
plan that would identify existing and potential future 
fleeting sites. Local governments would be invited to 
participate in this planning effort. 

The plan indicates that congressional funding would be 
sought for the grant program. This was further clarified in 
the final document. 
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4. Local 

COMMENTS 

should continue to have jurisdietion and goverrnu,nt 
control over the riverfront within each of their respective 

·•e ... 
5. The Metropolitan counc::11 enould not be grante<2 a<1<2l.t1ona1 

~~gielative authority to review local plans regarding 

6. Greater clarification needs to be made regard1ng defin1ttons 
of regulated areas, particularly as they relate to bluff 
lines. 

H01f, DBllllJ'OllB, BB :C'f llBIIIOt.Vlll>, that staff will be directed to 
forward e copy of this Resolution to JoAnne !Cyral, EXecutive 
Director, Mll1UlA. 

AY&S: 4 

!IAYS: 0 

A'!TES'1'• £, ~ 
~uty Sheriff 

G. 

• 

RESPONSES 

Local governments would have jurisdiction and control as 
further clarified in final plan. 

The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the 
plan. Metropolitan Council reviews would occur under 
existing authorities with the review of corridor plans for 
consistency with the MNRRA plan provided under contract 
with the National Park Service. 

The Metropolitan Council and Department of Natural 
Resources would provide more guidance in follow-up work. 

• 
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Nininger Township 

OfffCf ot Town Cl•rk 

Superintendent JoAnn Kyral 
National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth st. suite 418 Box 41 
St.Paul Mn. 55101-2901 

Dear Superintendent Kyral; 

Nininger Township would like to commend the efforts of the 
National Park service and the commission members, in their 
attempts to develop a proposed plan for the MNRRA corridor, 
The township has only briefly reviewed portions of the proposed 
plan and would like to submit the following comments for 
eonsideration: 

A. The township is pleased that multiple plans were available 
for choiee, however, there is insufficient information covering 
plans A,B, and C to support a conclusion. 

B. The plan pre-empts decisions _normally made by the township 
board of supervisors and requires that local plans be modified 
to conform to the proposed plan. Many areas of the proposal 
are vague, making it difficult to determine what are its goals 
and objectives. Because of the many vague areas throughout the 

and it appears that the NPS is attempting to usurp all control 
from the local elected officials, who are held accountable by 
the people they represent. The township recommends that the 
proposed plan clearly define goals and Objectives and that 
control and responsibility for township matters remain with 
local elected representatives of the people, 

c. For the township to accurately assess the total impact of 
the proposed plan, it is imperative that a thorough environmental 
impact study be completed to consider the existing status, what 
needs to be done and to permit the establislllnent of a workable 
time table ot complete the goals and objectives of a vell defined 
plan, Having this information available will permit the township 
to properly prepare and assist in the appropriate management 
of the river area. 

D. The proposed plan lacks a comprehensive economic impact 
study. The only economics discussed in the plan dealt with NPS 
salaries and the cost of the interpretive center to be located 
on Harriet Island, at what appears to be an unrealistic cost 
of $427.?4/sq. ft. A comprehensive economic study should do 
the following, 

• 
1. 

2. 

3. 

G-46 

RESPONSES • 
The final plan reemphasizes local control and was changed 
to emphasize an incentives approach. 

This analysis is included to the extent possible within the 
scope of the plan and its environmental impact statement. 

An economic impact analysis was developed by a 
University of Minnesota professor and the NPS planning 
team and is incorporated in the environmental impact 
statement. This analysis concludes that there would not be 
significant economic impacts on the region. Some changes 
in the plan were made to address specific economic impact 
concerns. 
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Nininger Township 
Off1ff of Town Clm 

COMMENTS 

A. Determine the costs to implement the plan 
B. Determine the costs to accomplish the goals and 

objectives of the plan 
C. Determine what the costs vill be to the local 

communities 
o. Determine what the costs Will be to business and 

industies to comply to the changes outlined in the plan. 

E. The goals and objetives of the proposed plan are based 
on the availability of millions of federal and local dollars. 
The tight economic conditions indicate monies may not be 

The plan does not address vhat happens when monies are not 
available. Are the local communities, business and industries 
e~pected to place everything on hold until monies become 
available? This should be addressed in the plan. 

F. The proposed plan mentions a •Resource Management Plan• 
t 
plan. The proposed plan on page 240 defines resources as l 
historical, recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic 

5 and scientific. This ocvers every aspect on the MNRRA corridor 

6 

.l,__ .. a,.n"d""'a"'s..,..o ... u_t91£-in➔edi..,.i..,nn..to,h.-e..,,.,~Hlt-lae-n-i,,,w,...o"ITumlcnd,mb'l!'edm_atrn.-a4g~e~d!l"'"lb!l1y,mNrlP~st-."!!l"l:Hreorcw!ttt'th'C'ea'.t'!"r 
be dealt with in the plan prior to approval. 

The township representatives want to be able to define their l 
role in local control where federal authorities desire to tak@ 
over private lands. Land owners vill also need input into those 
decisions and when nec@ssary be assured of proper compensation 
without the necessity of a lengthy legal process. 

Finally, we want you to understand that it has been and continue,, 
to be a goal and objective of this local government to maintain 
a strong commitment to the presentation of this valuable 
natural resource. 

Thankyou for the opportunity to comment on the plan. The 
township appreciates the serious consideration that we expect 
will be given to the comments submitted. 

Respectfully, 

Nininger Township Board Members 

• 

4. 

5. 

6. 

RESPONSES 

• The plan would be implemented to the extent possible 
within fiscal constraints. The plan does not propose 
moratoriums. 

: The final plan reemphasizes partnership management. No 
resources in the corridor would be directly managed by the 
National Park Service. 

Local control would be retained. NPS land acquisition 
would be minimal. Additional local park land would be 
encouraged though a grant program. The National Park 
Service would encourage communities to regulate lands 
within their authority. Regulations would not be so 
extreme as to require compensation. 

• 
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9301 Grey Cloud Island Drive 
St. Paul Park, MN 55071 

September 27, 1993 

JoAnn t<yral, Superintendent 
US De!)llrtment of the Interior 
National Park Service 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101·2901 

Oear Ms. Kvral: 

Thank you for a~anding our board meeting at our township. I wish to advise you of 

been in contact with that you stick with alternate A • no action as: 11 we do not feel 

• 
1. 

2. 

3. 

1 that another la er of overnmt'll\t i n ed ba nd e existin met-council. We feel 
'----,=,,.,,.,,,...,,""=",..,,.:,..,.,.,..,.,,.;;,,,,,.,..,..,,.,,..,,....,,.,..,,,=--=,,.,,.~=,....,,,th .... 11..,.t ... n-ea"'d""s""t"'"o"'b-e-.d'"o°'"ne"',""·n·vo1v+,-in;;.;......, 

2 

3 

excellent stewards of the land 
and that there will be less Impact to the envirnment and the wildlife if it remains as 
is under our current programs than if yours are implemented involving trails end 

current t1g t 
economic time to consider &pending any mota tax payers dollars for any additional 
projects • It's difficult to fund those already in use • some should be disbanded and 
those tax dollars a lied to the <.leficit. 

Dannis L Henna 
Town Boetd Chair 
Grey Cloud Island Township 

DH/cp 
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• RESPONSES 

No new layer would be added. Existing review systems 
would be used to the maximum extent practical. 

The MNRRA plan would reward programs that show good 
stewardship through, among other things, the grant 
program. 

Federal funds would be sought to implement several 
portions of the MNRRA plan, but they may not be provided 
during tight economic times. Other sources, such as 
donations, might be needed, or implementation may be 
deferred. 
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A RESOLUTION BY GREY CLOUD ISLA.ND TOWNSHIP, MINNESOTA 
IN OPPOSITION TO THE DRAFf OF THE PROPOSED 

COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT Pl.AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR 'IHE MlSSJSSIPPl NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 

WHEREAS, Orey Cloud Island Township, Washington County, Minnesota, by and through 

its Town Board, in response to the request for comments to the proposed Comprehensive 

Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement of the .Mjssjssjppi National River and 

Recrcaiional Area, Minnesota. does hereby adopt this resolution :as its formal response and finds; 

• 

Orey Cloud Island TOWll5hip, Minnesota, (hereinafter "Township") is an 
illoorporatcd township in continuous existence at its current location on the 
Mississippi River for over 100 years. 

Located within the Twin City metropolitan area of Minnesota, tbc Township is a 
Wlique community of fewer than 500 residents with a unique variety of urban and 
rural bousillg and lifestyles. 

The presence o.f the Mississippi River bordering tbe Township is, from the 
perspective of the Township, a precious resoura, critical to the quality of life of iis 
citizens. 

Tbc Township has a very long history and a well-developed historical SCllSC of itself 
and tbc need to prescJVC its character as a unique rural-type 10Wl1Ship in tbe 
intcrestS o.f hs citizens. 

Tbe Township has gone through great lengths through the years by way of its 
zoning laws and ordinances to preserve the unique character of its residential and 
rural neighborhoods located immediately along the Mississippi River. 

The experience of the Township over the yCli.111 bas been that outside agencies have 
generally been willing to overlook the community needs of a small township like 
Grey Ooud IslanQ flid pave bc1;J1 prepared to advance the inter~ of commercial 
enteiprises and groups wishing to use the waterway in a manner detrimental to the 
TOWl'lShip. 

The Township, through its Town Board and PIILl!ll.ing Commission, have been very 
carefully scrutinizing both the legislation crcaling (and implementation of) the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Arca. 

In particular, when Representative Vento first proposed the legislation, the 
Township studied the proposed legislation and its possible impact on the Township . 

RESPONSES 

• 
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At that lime, The Township raised a number of oonccrns regarding the underlying 
proposed legislation that would have permitted the managing authority IO 
supersede zonillg of 1111.1nicipalities on the river, and potentially and effectively 
negating a century of efforts by the Township to preseive its riverfront cha.TllCler. 

Notwichsta.oding the express language of the underlyi11& implementing legislation, 
Township officials were assured that it W11$ not intended to create 11 •super-agency" 
that could adopt its own zoning rode and force its provisions upon municipalities 
and citizens living on the river 11nd would not weaken municipal zoning code 
proteetions c:urrently in place. 

When, therefore, the Township was given the opportunity to review the draft of the 
Co111pfehell5ive Management Plan Environmenial Impact Statement provided and 
make comment regarding the same. with shock and anger the Town Board 
determined that ve,y little protection is afforded to cities and townships when they 
choose through zooins codes, to provide for provisions unique to its riverfront area 
if those provisions in any way conflicted with the overall plan. 

Moreover, to add insult to injury, a review of the plan shows that expenditures in 
implementing the plan's pl'OYisions. including land purchase provisions. are to be 
made by munic:ipalitia and not by any federal authority or other state authority. 

In partiadar, the Township notes thal an apparent bi\ceway or p11thway through the 
Township. The mere provision of such a bikeway on private land creates an 
immediate potential for inverse condemnation litigation and, given the provisions 
of the law and proposed plan, the fuU responsibility for any diminution of property 
value as a result of the implememation of the overall plan would be borne by the 
participating municipality. 

No municipality can afford to acquiesce 10 !he imposition of any requirement that 
it purchase corridors within its boundaries. 

Mol'COffr, tbe provisions of the plan clearly provide for implementation of an 
overall zoning plan by the Metropolitan Council and other authorities and does not 
permit a municipality witb unique needs to override any such plan with, if 
lleCCli$aly, more stringent provisions to protect the unique qualities of the 
community on the ri,ver.. 

Indeed, the plan requires consideration of commercial intorests in utilization of the 
river corridor, but nowhere indicates that residential or rural usage is in any way 
different from or superior to any such other "i.nteres15• on 1he riverway. The 
Township takes the strongest posslble exception to what ii views as a fundamenially 
&wed failure of both policy and perception in the plan. 

~ile th~ T~p ,is ~WD.f.e ~~t- rn.e p~ pu~r~ ~t t_o arr~. the~ and 

• RESPONSES • 

G-47 
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Metropolitan Council and DNR zoning regulations concerning the plan upon the 
Township and the plan expre!ISly states an intention to provide for state legislation 
that would force municipalities within the corridor to conform their zoning codes 
to the plan. potentially in a manner adverse to the interest of the Township and 
its citizens. 

Tbe provisions in the plan that would require cities not to permit reconstruction 
of residences or structures other than on an existing footprint would be an 
additional restriction on the use of the land located on the riverfront that would 
have an immediate negative impact on property v-.tlues facing the river and would 
once again. expose the Township to potential inverse COJJdemnation liability. 

Careful, thorough review of the proposed plan clearly indicates that Its adoption 
would have a significant, negative impact on the Township and its ability to protect 
both that character developed through its history, as well as the interests of its 
citizens living on or near the Mississippi River. 

Upon very careful review and thorough analysis, the Township is not merely 
opposed, but iWllllh opposed to the implementation of the plan and believes that 
any effort in defense of the plan to portray It as being a tool to assist the Township 
in its efforts to maintain its character and interests of its citizens is inaccurate, false 
and a sham. 

NOW, rnEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Grey Cloud Island Township, Minnesota, 

through its Town Board, acting on the 18th day of October, 1993, states in the strongest possible 

terms its opposition to the draft Comprehensive Management Plan Environment Impact 

Statement presented to it by the Mississippi Coordinating Commission and National Park Service. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Grey Cloud Isl11nd Towmllip, acting through its 

Town Board, does further state and resolve that it will remain in opposition to any purponed 

plan for the Miwssippi River corridor that does not allow tl!e City full discretion lhtollfh its 

zoning code to protect the rights and interests of its residential neighborhoods and citizens living 

oo or near the Missis&ippi River (which, in the case of the Township is virtually all of its 

n:sidems). 

BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVED that the Town Qerk is direcled to fotward this resolution 

to all appropriate authorities involved with the review of this plan, as well as any and all other 

• 

RESPONSES 

4. Local governments will continue to control zoning decisions. 

• • 
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affected municipalities and elected officials. 

Adopted this 18th day of October, 1993. 

(ATTEST) 

OREY CLOUD ISLAND TOWNSHIP 

~~ Dennisanna.Town BoardChair 

0 • ·e· l ByJ(/4rµ 
Richard Mullen, Town Cle 

• RESPONSES • 
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Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

October B, 1993 

Hs. Joann Kyral, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
Hfsslsslppl National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P.O. Box 41 
Saint Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

HAND--PELIVERED 

The draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Envfronmental !mpact Statement 
(EIS) for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRAl has been 
reviewed by Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) staff. This is our 
first opportunity to comment because we have not prev1ously been Included as a 
part of the Plan's review process. He are surprised by this omission given 
the vltal Importance of the Mississippi River to agriculture. 

First, please be advised the Minnesota Department of Agriculture strongly 
supports protecting the environment within the MNRRA corridor. 

However, we agree wlth the Minnesota Department of Transportation that 1t is 
critical that the Comprehensive Management Plan not only preserve and enhance 
natural and recreational resources within the river corridor, but that It is 
a 1 so necessary to keep the rl ver as a vlta 1 corridor of conrnerce because 1ts 
use ensures the economic vitality of the Twin Cities, the state·of Minnesota, 
and the Upper Midwest. 

Minnesota agriculture 1s our state's main Industry. In 1992, farm receipts 
tota 11 ed more than $7 81111 on. Furthermore, more than half of Minnesota's 
exports are farm and food products worth more than $2. 14 81111 on. 

The barge Industry on the Mississippi is one of the main transportation modes 
•for our agrl cultura 1 production. Barges are an efficient and cost-effective 
way to transport much of our region's corn, syobeans, 11heat, oats, and barley 
roduc t 

th S V 
severely harmed because other transportation methods are more expensive and 
less efficient. 

The Mississippi Is also a vital shipping corridor for agricultural pesticides, 
herbicides and fertilizer. These products are manufactured to a large degree 
in Louisiana and Texas. Given the very large volume of these products 
required by Minnesota agriculture, Mississippi river shipping is the most 
cost-effective means for shipping the products to Minnesota. 

• Commissioner's Office• 90 w.est Plato Boulevard• St f:'ouL Minnesoti 5510'1~20~ • (612) 297'..J21q • F.u: (612) 2974 5522 

Ml(Jaloppt111,1nlty~ 

• 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

.The importancelofthe corridor for economic uses was 
farther stressed in the General Concept, Commercial 
Navigation, and Economic Resource Management sections 
of the final plan. 

,The final comprehensive management plan/environmental 
impact statement recognizes this and includes a 
description (which was provided by the Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture) on the importance of the river 
to agriculture and Minnesota's economy. 

• 
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Letter to Ms. JoAnn Krya 1 
October 8, 1993 
Page Two 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture speclftca.lly joins the recommendation 
made by the Minnesota. Department of Transportation In Its August 19, 1993 
letter to revise pages 34 to 38 of the draft Plan. This rerDlllllended language 
more accurately describes the commercial navigation occurring on the 
Niss! sslppl. 

Furthermore, we request the final Plan Include a detailed study of the 
substantial economic benefits we obtain from the Mississippi River through Its 
use as a major transportation corridor. He do not see an analysis of this 

Natfonal Park Service Intends to Implement the final Plan. The Department ls 
concerned that adoption of the Plan as currently drafted wll 1 be 1nterpreted 
as a mandate for the National Park Service to expand Its regulation beyond the 
nation's national parks. Please be advised the Minnesota Department of 
Agriculture supports local ad111lnhtratlon of any land use regulations adopted 
ursuant to the Plan. The Department also supports local and state 

amnsra ono anyenvronme a 

Once again, the Minnesota Department of .Agriculture agrees wlth the need to 
protect the environment of the Nlss!sslpp! River. However, we also believe 
strong consideration must be given to the vital role of the river In the 
economy of the Twin Cities. the state of Minnesota, and the Upper Midwest. 

I would appreciate your adding us to the malling list for any correspondence 
from the National Park Servlce on the draft Plan. Our Department contact w111 
bl! Assistant Comhsloner H1l1i11.111 L. Oemlchen. Hls telephone number Is (612) 
H~a1ro. • 

Thank you very much for providing us wlth the opportunity to comment on the 
draft Plan. 

~ .. ~~ 
Commissioner 

cc: Assistant Connlssloner H1111am L. Oemichen 

• 
3. 

4. 
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The economic benefits of commercial navigation are more 
thoroughly recognized and described in the final document. 
Additional analysis would be done in follow-up work, 
probably by other partners in the MNRRA project. 

The final plan emphasizes local administration and the use 
of incentives. 



COMMENTS 

METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS COMMISSION 

• ! 

c.±.: 

Minneapolis-Saint Paul International Airport 
6040 - 28th Avenue South• Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Phone (612) 726-8100 • Fax (612} 726--5296 

• 

October 8, 1993 

Mr. R. Michael Madell 
Chief, Division of Planning & Resource Management 
United States Depanment of the Interior 
Nalional Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 Fifth Stteet East Suite 418, Box 41 
SL Paul, MN 55101-2901 

RE: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Draft E.I.S. 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Arca (MNRRA) 

Dear Mr. Madell: 

Thank you for providing the Metropolitan Ai,ports Commission (MAC) with the opportunity IC 
comment on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statemen1 
(EIS) for !he Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). 

As you may know, MAC owns and operates two airports in the Twin Ci1ics Metropolitan Arei. 
that are affected by the draft plan and alternatives •• Minneapolis-SL Paul International Airpon. 
(MSP), and SL Paul Downtown Ai,port. Also, MAC is conducting the legislature-mandated Dual 
Track Ai,port Planning Process, which will develop major airport alternatives 10 accommodam 
the long-term air transportation needs of the Twin Cities region. Specifically, this Dual Traci. 
Process is comparing and contrasting the impacts of an expansion to existing MSP, versus the 
construction of a new replacemenl airport in eastern Dakoia County. In either case, minimizin~ 
environmental impacts will be a major concern of MAC. 

In 1992, MAC adopted the master plan for SL Paul Downlown Ai,port. which includes additional 
approaches, sophislicated lighting, and expansion of the building area. A copy of the proposed 
development is enclosed. 

MAC recently completed a Draft Alternative Environme.ntal Document (AED) for the New 
Airport Site Selection Study (copy enclosed) of the Dual Track Airport Planning Process. .IJi 
this document. MAC has identified environmental impacts associated with the alternative sitel; 
considered, including impacts on the adjacent Mississippi River corridor. 

The Melt0poliln11 AirpDn.1 Cumm!u!on 11 an afflnn•Uva actlm1 111Dplo'1yflr • 

RESPONSES 

• • J 



..... 
tO 
CJ1 

• 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

COMMENTS 

Mr. ll. Michael Madell 
10/08/93 
Page 2, 

However, in reviewing the MNRRA Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and EIS, impacts 
to MAC airports and a new major airport site am not identified. This is despite the fact !hat 
all of lhe St Paul Downtown Airport and a portion of e;usting MSP lie within the corridor 
boundary. Spe.;irlcally, a portion of the approach to MSP Runway 29L extends across T.H. 5 
an yon rnneso 1ver ,no oun y. tS ru way area, 1c y, 
encompasses a sophisticated landing light system for approaching aircraft According to the 
MNRRA plan, this MSP property lies within lhe four-mile slretch of the Minnesota Riverfront 
which will be incorporated into the MNRRA corridor. 

Similarly, the proposed site for the new airport lies in Dakota County a few miles south and west 
of the corridor -~ wblCh may ere.ale irnpacu. 10 1he MNRR.A project. Nevertheless, no mention 
is made of airport•rclaled issues which might be impacted at either site should the MNRRA 
proposed plan, or any of the allematives also described, be ratified. 

MAC is concerned that these Cllistinll and polenlial airports are not identified as part of the 
MNRRA's "Affected Environment• There !lffl several issues concerning the MNRRA proposed 
plan and alternatives which could impact Ille operation and safety of air travel over the MNRRA 
corridor at each of these existing and potential airports, including the following: 

. 

. 

. 

Bird Striu• • MAC is concerned with the implications of increased habitat for 
birds in the areas near runways. Increases in bird habitat may increase the 
pro uyo ir aon ra ap . • 
the impacts of greater bird populations affecting air traffic safety should be 
addressed by the MNRRA Draft EIS. This includes the implications of nesting 
areas for bsld eagle, peregrine falcon, and other threatened or endangered species, 
as well as all migratory water birds which inhabit the overflight areas. 

Noise The MNRRA Draft proposes to "Improve (noise) standards, education. 
mitigation, and enforcement if they are de1ennined inadequate." MAC is 
conceme-0 with any proposed noise mitiga1ion measores which might affect 
aireraft openuions (such as. lime of day resuicli<lll.<, etc.). 

Vis1111l Impacts • The MNRRA Draft EIS describes lhe Purpose and Visions for 
lhe area. One vision Slatement promotes. "Additional opportunities for 
recreational and educational experiences, including scenic enjoyment and quiet 
contemplation, are provided throughout Ille MNRRA corridor." MAC is 
concerned with potential conflicts between this MNRRA goal and aircraft 
overflights along the corridor. 

Air Qu.ality • As with noise and visual impacts, !he MNRRA Draft EIS >hould 
address the implications of the river corridor plans on the airport sites in terms of 

• 
L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

RESPONSES • 
Other than NPS interpretive centers,. site-specific issues 
were not addressed in the MNRRA plan. The final plan 
recognizes the important role of the transportation system 
(including airports) in the metropolitan economy. 
Transportation is necessary to preserve economic resources 
in the corridor. 

This was added to the Environmental Consequences 
section in the FEIS. 

This was addressed in the environmental impact 
statement. Noise would be assessed in follow-up work. The 
final plan does not propose any specific noise mitigation 
measures. The final plan proposes an evaluation of noise 
issues to improve standards, education, mitigation, and 
enforcement if they are determined inadequate, 

Airports were identified as a traditional use in the plan. It 
is recognized that a portion of the corridor is in the flight 
path of existing and potential new airports. This might 
affect the biological resources and public enjoyment of the 
area, but research has not been completed to assess these 
effects. Also see response to G-49-3. 

5. The plan is not site specific. See responses to comments 
G-49-3 and G-49-4 . 

G-49 
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Mr. R. Michael Madel! 
Hl/08193 
Page 3. 

the effects of potential air quality mitigation on aircraft operation. 

Aircraft Landing Sy.r,m - As stated previously, a sophisticated aircraft landing 
system, consisting of arrays of landing lights, extends from MSP out over the 
riverfront area of the Minnesota River and across into Dakota County. What 
unpacts wou e ave on 1s an mg sys m, an wou e propose 
plan or any alternatives conflict with aircraft operations using the landing system? 

Expansion Plan, for Sr. Paul Downzown Airport - The Draft EIS should address J 
the impacts of the river corridor plans on the proposed expansion of the airpon. 

11,e Draft for the MNRRA describes a proposed comprehensive management plan that focuses 
on a balance of use and preservation needs. This is compared 10 three other alternatives: . . . . . . . 
preservation; and Alternate C, which emphasiz.es visitor use and development In each case, ] 
the environmental consequences of each plan on the operations of the existing and new airports 
should be identified. In the Draft EIS, impacts to the economic environment are also identified. 

Cost of Complying with Land Use and Environmental Protection Policies (Existing 
or Proposed) 

Lost Opponunities for Expansion Due 10 Land Acquisition for Parlcs and Open 
Space 

Regarding the MAC strategies for the Dual Track Airpon Planning Analysis, it is apparent that 
the MNRRA Alternative B would increase restrictions to development and would restrict the 
overflight capacity of air traffic above the river corridor. while Alternatives A and C would 
maintain or reduce existing resource management. respectively. Even under the proposed 

protected. However, in the current draft. it is difficult to gauge what effect the MNRRA plan 
would have on the operations of air traffic al the airport sites. 

Therefore, while MAC recognizes its role as a steward to the environment, we likewise are 
concerned with the impacts that the MNRRA would have on the operation and safety of the 
existing MAC airport facilities as well as the potential new airport sites in Dakota County. As 
staled in the Draft Plan. "All living things (including humans) in the MNRRA co"idor are 
inr,rdependent." To this end, MAC requests an assessment of the impacts of the MNRRA plan 
alternatives on the issues identified in this letter . 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

RESPONSES 

This plan would not substantially affect existing 
development. While improvement along the riverfront is 
desired, the plan concentrates on new development in the 
corridor. 

This plan is not intended to address site-specific issues 
since it is a conceptual policy-level document for the entire 
corridor. Certain site-specific issues and proposals would 
be reviewed by the National Park Service as described in 
the Partner Roles section of the plan. Because airport 
improvements would probably require a federal permit, the 
National Park Service would review any such proposals as 
mandated by the MNRRA legislation. 

This plan does not address site-specific issues. See 
response to comment G-49-7. 

' This is beyond the scope of the plan. These are site-specific 
projects that would be reviewed through established 

: review processes at the appropriate time. 

: Alternative B was not selected as the proposed plan. 

• 
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Thank )IOU again for this opportunity IO respond. ct there are questions regarding lhese 
comments, please conlllet me. 

Sincerely. 

l½if-0-r? 
Nigel D. Finney 
Deputy Executive Director, PlaMing and Environment 

Enclosures: Draft AED. New Ai,port Site Selection Study 
St. Paul Downtown Airport, Long-'fenn Comprehensive Plan. Proposed 
Development 

• RESPONSES • 
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Parks and Becreation Depll1aent 
Oregory A. Maek, Direclor 

20I~ N. Van Dyke Street 
Maplewood, MN 56100.3796 

Tol:612-7'11 
Fu: 612·'i'1', 

October 8, 1993 

Ms. Joanne Kyral 
Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
115 Bast Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Joanne: 

Enclosed is a resolution adopted by the Ramsey County Soard of' 
Commissioners on October 5, 1993, regarding the Draft 
Comprehensive Management Plan/Bnvironmental Impact Statement 
for the Mississippi National RiveT and Recreation Area. The 
resolution reflects Ramsey County's interests and concerns as a 
general purpose governmental entity providing a broad spectrua, 
of public services. 

Ramsey county appreciates the opportunity to review and cominent 
on the proposed plan and looks for•ard to being a full partne1 
in its future implementation. 

GAM/clm 
Enclosure 
cc: Sonnie Jackelen 

~ .. Plrlll&. llllle c-tr 
,,....~,..,-·-----~ ..... -lat -
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Resolution 

Board ol 

!Ramsey Goun(y Commissioners 

vresented By CommilJRiPP@t D4ell 
Attention: 

Date October 5 1993 ~o._ ...... n,;-:.:5~7:..:,0:,.__ 

Budgeting and Accounting 
Greg Mack, Director¥ Parks and Recreation 

Pagel of 4 

WHERE:AS, The 72-mile river corridor within the St. Paul/ 
Minneapolis Metropolitan Area has been designated by the United 
states Congress as the l!is.si.s.sippi National River and Recreation 
Area for the following purposes, l) To protect, preserve and 
enhance the significant values of the waters and land of the 
Mississippi River corridor within the St. Paul/llinneapolis 
Metropolitan Area; 2) To encoura11e adequate coordination of all 
governmental programs affecting the land and water resources of the 
Mississippi River corridor; and 3) To provide a management 
framework to assist the state of Minnesota and its units of local 
government in the development and implementation of an inteqrated 
resource management program for the Mississippi River corridor in 
order to assure orderly public and private development of the area; 
and 

WHEREAS, By congressional directive, the secretary of the 
Interior appointed a 22-member commission to assist the National 
Park Service in the develcipment and implementation of a plan to 
quide and coordinate the efforts of local, state and .federal 
aqencies in managing the t'iver and its resoucces; and 

WHERE:AS, The Mississippi River Coordinating commission and the 
National Park Service have prepared a Draft comprehensive 
Management Plat1/Envi ronmental Impact Statement and have presented 
it for public review and commentary; and 

WHEREAS, The Board of l!amsey County Commissioners recognizes 
that the Mississippi River is a valuable community asset that 
should be respected and nurtured; and 

Wl!ERE:AS, Ramsey county owns properties on the Mississippi 
River in downtown Saint Paul that have historically been and are 
currently used as locations for service, commercial and industrial 
uses, and 
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WHER.EAS, The Ramsey county Farks and Recreation commission has 
reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Environment:al 
Impact Statement and found that the proposed plan provides. an 
appropriate framework far the coordination of natural, cultural and 
economic resource protection within the corridor; Now, Tberefoi:e, 
Be It 

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey 'county Board of Commissionf!rs 
indicate its conceptual support for the Draft Comprehens:.ve 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area: and Be It Further 

RESOLVED, The County Board understands that the proposed pl.an 
does not legally restrict the County• s right to use and redevel.op 
these properties and it is the Board's intention to use and develop 
its properties along the Mississippi River in Saint Faul to provi.de 
services to residents: and Be It Further 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Ramsey county Cotllltlissioners wl.ll 
encourage the use of designs and landscaping that will complemunt 
the surrounding environment when it undertakes a project that wl.11 
lead to a major change in the facade of a County facility in the 
corridor: and Be It Further 

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County, as a principal land ownur, 
should be included as one of the local governments in the 
management partnership described in the proposed plan; and Be It 
l"Urther 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Coinm.issioners supports furtt,er 
study of the issues and concerns regarding roads, roadway acce1,s, 
bridge crossings, aviation and rail facilities, barge traffic, ,.nd 
com.mercial navigation in the corridor; ond Be It Further 

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
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All counties are considered as local government partners in 
the project. 

• 
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RESOLVED, That the Board of Comlllissioners, upon 
of its Parks and Recreation commission, offers 
specific co!11l11ents with respect to the nraft 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement: 

recommendation 
the following 
Comprehensive 

l) supports the general concept that the natural appearance 
and functions of the river corridor would be maintained 
and restored while pro'tecting cultural and economic 

2) 

resources~ 

supports policies and 
improvement of water 
pollution. 

actions which will provide 
quality and reduction of 

for 
air 

3l Supports policiel and plans to protect and restore 
wetlands in the corridor. 

4) Supports policies and actions which will ensure that 
recreational, commercial and industrial uses in the river 
corridor can be aceo111l11odated in a safe environment. 

5) Supports the establishment of the National Park Service's 
principal interpretive center for the Kississippi National 
River and Recreation Area within the City of St. Paul. 

6 l Suppocts the concept of restricting new developments in 
the riverfront area C defined as the first 300 feet back 
from the river's ordinary high water level) to. those 
developments that have a relationship to the eiver, a need 
for river location or the capability to enhance the river 
environment. If developments require a river location, 
pu ace s 
a consideration in design and use of the facility. 

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONBRS 
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The revised riverfront policy still reflects these concepts. 
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7) Supports the establishment of a continuous pedestrian ar.d 
bicycle trail as close to the river as practical ard 
provide strategic connections between the river and U.e 
downtowns' neighborhood areas eind nearby parks and open 
space. 

8) Supports the dual col~ of the Metropolitan Council 
coordinating land use planning and the ~innesota 
Department of Natural Resources reviewing local actior: s 
for conformance to the plan. 

9) Supports the proposal to provide up to fifty percent (501) 
matching· grants to stat.e and local governments for the 
acquisition and development of parks, treiils and open 
space within the corridor. 

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Diane Ahrens 
John Finley 
Ruby Bunt 
Hal Norgard 
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Brenda Thomas. 
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YEA NAY OTHER 
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October 8, -1993 

Ms. JoAnn Kyra! 
Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and 

Recmtion Area 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesott SSIOI 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

Thanlc you for the opportunity to comment 011 the Draft Compreheosjye Management 
Plall Bnvjronmenta) lmpact S!atement ("Draft Management PJan•) of the Mississippi Nalional 
River and Recreation Area dat.ecl June I, 1993. 

The Bank has little c:q:,ertise reganllng much of the technical 11.Dd public policy issuea 
addn:ssed in lhe document and llence can offer few comments on what appean to me to be 
an ertensive 11.Dd well thought out product. We do, however, want to call your attention to 
the sel•back and height gui.deli.riei specified OIi page 27 of the document. 

As your smff may already have informed you, the new Fedenl Rese.rve Bank building 
scheduled fur construetion on the Bridgehead site in downloWll Minneapolis does not comply 
with !he proposed height guidelines. I am assuming this will not prove to be a problem. We 
have worked inta1sively with your staff as well as mff from the City of Minneapolis and the 
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Slaff over the past eighteen months or more to assure 
that our design will make a strong positive contribution to both the downtown urban 
landscape and to the Mississippi River and immediately surrounding areas. In these 
discussions building height bas not been raise,:! Ill a potentlal problem. 

Many of the existing buildings in downtown M"inneapolis also do not conform with 
the Draft Management Plan. I suggest the Mlssinippi River Coordinating Commission adopt 
different height guidelines for major built up wban amis so that these exi.sting bulldiaga as 
well as the new Bank building are not in conlTu::t. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Management Plan. If 
you would like to have further discussion on any of the general is.sues they raise, or on 
matters peculiar to the new Federal Reserve Banlc building, please call me at 340-2260. 

Sincerely, 

~l~ 
Stttior Vice President 

G-51 

RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised to clearly except downtown areas 
from the specific height limits recommended in the plan. 
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PATRICIA PARISEAU 
Assistant Minority U!ader 
Senator 37th Djstrict 

COMMENTS 

Senate 
State or Minnesota 

October ll, 1993 

Ms. J<>Ann Kyral, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
MJ.ssissippi National River, Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St, Paul, Minnesota SSl0l 

Dear Superintendent Kyral1 

After apending aome time reviewing the draft camprehenaive 
managelll8nt plan, P,L 101398 (establishing the CORE Study 
Collllllission) and P.L.100-696 (Mississippi National River & 
Recreation Area) I'd like to COllllllent on several points on the 
plan. I'll not cover every point which I question, but only 
those of highest concern to me, 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

The law establishing MNIIRA, a multiple use concept, requires 
that coordination and consolidation of permitting take place, 
and that state and local efforts will provide the foundation 
for that coordination. Circumvention of this concept should 
not be attempted, 

Usurpation of state and local control by federal agencies is 
clearly outside the intent and the letter of the law, and 
amounts to an attempt to expand on the law without authority 
to do so. 

The draft plan indicates no economic impact study was done· 
even though the plan would have potentially great effects 
on the economic vitality of the region. Little mention is 
made of industry other tban a reference to barge shipping. 
Such oversight must be remedied before the final draft. 

Economic impact of such a far reaching plan is egually import-
ant as environmental, cultural, scientific, recreational and 
other concerrui . 

In direct contrast, mention is made of: natural and cultural 
interests gaining preference over economic interests in case 
of dispute. is also not. TO ignore the area's economic value, 
within the intent of the law. 

109 Siate Ol!ice Buil4ing Saini Paul, Mioncsola SS\55 (612) 2'16·~2$2 
P\eu!.C Recycle 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

. The plan states that the National Park Service would 
support the current efforts of the state to address 
coordination and consolidation of the permitting process. 

The plan was revised to further stress local control. Local 
government would retain control of land use decisions in 
the corridor, consistent with applicable state and regional 
land use management programs. The plan is not a 
regulatory document and does not mandate actions by 
non-NPS entities. 

An economic impact analysis was carried out by a 
University of Minnesota professor and the NPS planning 
team for the study, which concluded that there would not 
be significant economic impacts on the region. Some 
changes in the plan would be made to address specific 
economic impact concerns. Commercial navigation receives 
relatively greater emphasis in the plan because it is 
specifically referenced in the MNRRA legislation and was 
the subject of greater public interest during scoping efforts 
for the draft plan/environmental impact statement. 

4,. All impact categories were considered as equally important 
in the environmental impact statement. 

Economic "resources" have equal protection in the MNRRA 
1 legislation and in the comprehensive management plan, 

but economic activities and new development are treated 
differently under the law and the plan. The MNRRA plan 

: recognizes these activities and development and proposes 
to manage them in a way that is consistent with resource 
protection . 

• 
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October 11, 1993 
J<>Ann Kyral 
Page 2 

■ 'l'be draft plan appears to set up the NPS as the lead agency, 
mentions NPS's own monitoring system . .NPS reviewal of all 
permit applications, extensive land acquisition plans, but 
lQAkes no mention of fair c0111penaation to the land owner. 

Add to this the very legitimate concern of private land owners 
that NPS will be able to interrupt plans for economic uses or 
expansions of businesses and direct that land to open use l:)y 
administrative caveat. In reality, the Study Commission 
rec-nded that the legislation provide no new authorization for 
land acquisition for land along the Mississippi River. 

■ If MPS has administrative power ln the plan, another layer 
of bureaucracy will have been added to the process that you 
charged with streamlining. This move would in effect add 
extensive powers to government agencies and would cause the 
plan to supersede all programs operating in the region. Even - - ·-----intent. 

■ Questionable also is the intent to have the draft plan be in 
effect before the adoption of the final plan. 

Clln.issions from the plan noted are, 
■ alack of data to support the plans 111anagement points 
■ lack of details where needed 
■ and no analysis is provided to support what appears to be 

staff opinion in much of the plan 

I've reviewed some of the comments provided by private conce:rna, 
some MiMesota agencies and elected officials, and agree with 
many suggestions that were made. There are a few I would lilte to 
stress as well. Reeommendations to cooperatively accomplish the 
goals for multiple use in the MNRRA Plant 

l) NPS should stay within the bounds of the current laws. The 
commission stated that •the national government should assist 
in coordinating •..... • not co-opt the process. Expansion 
that would force state and local law changes to comply with 
the proposal are not within NPS's authority, nor should NPS 
be seeking congressional changes of that scope. 

2a) An economic impact study and thorough analysis of its 
findings should be done before including it in a final 
draft of the plan. 

lb) Assuxe that economic i11terests have equal stature with other 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

11. 

12. 

G-53 

RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service has the lead only in 
coordinating interpretive activities, developing an 
interpretive center, issuing implementation grants, and 
developing certain follow-up plans. Some text was added to 
say that existing laws providing compensation for land 
acquisition would be followed. Local government 
regulations to implement the plan should not be so severe 
as to require compensation. The National Park Service 
intends to acquire only about 5 acres. Additional land 
acquisition would be the responsibility oflocal government 
and would be done according to their plans and following 
existing regulations. 

As the final plan clarifies, the National Park Service would 
not have administrative power, and there would not be 
another layer of government. 

The final plan would be implemented after it is approved. 

The document was based on extensive data, some of which 
is reproduced in the plan. Also see response to comment 
G-2-2. 

The proposal for new state legislation was dropped. Local 
governments would not b"e forced to make changes in their 
laws to implement the MNRRA plan. The MNRRA plan 
adopts and incorporates the existing land use management 
system for the corridor with voluntary efforts to go beyond 
that system through an incentives approach. 

See response to comment G-46-3. 

The plan was clarified to state that economic resources are 
equal to other resources stated in the law. Economic 
activities and new development are to be managed to 
preserve corridor resources, including economic resources 
that existed when the MNRRA legislation was enacted in 
1988. 
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october 11, 1993 
JoAnn Xyral 
Page 3 

interests stated in the law and the plan. 

2c) Updated information should be sought on the barge industry 
since that which was used in creating the draft plan is out-
dated. 

2d) Include industry throughout preparation of the plan for mucb 
data can be found there and better analysis obtained. 

3a) Retain state and local control in the permitting process. J 
MPCA and DNR are monitoring, prioritizing, and permitting ir., 
a rational tilnelv manner nov. 

3b) Do not empower NPS to administratively mandate compliance, c,j 
to co-opt with their own monitoring, reviewal, and permittii,g 
process. 

3c) Ro land acquisitions 
■ without all the above bavi.ng been accomplished 
■ before adoption of a final draft 

• without public hearing and comment 

• without just compensation to the landowner 

4) RO points of the plan should be in effect before adoption of 
the final draft. 

S) RPS should support all conclusions with substantiated data and 
analyses. 

I apPreciate the opportunity to COJBent on the draft plan and 
expect to work cooperatively with all who have an interest in 
maintaining the region in a manner sensitive to all its 
constituents. 

Sincerely, 

@~nt)· 
PATRICIA PARISEAU ~ 
State Senator 

• 

13. 

14. 

RESPONSES 

The final plan supports this claim and includes new text 
recommended by representatives of the commercial 
navigation industry. 

Industry representatives were heavily involved in planning 
process. See response to comment G-53-13. 

15. The plan does this. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

The National Park Service would not mandate but would 
encourage compliance with the MNRRA plan. 

The National Park Service does not intend to acquire land, 
other than the proposed donation of about 5 acres from the 
city of St. Paul for an interpretive center. State and local 
land acquisition would take place under existing state and 
local authorities and procedures. 

This is the procedure that the National Park Service is 
following. However, the MNRRA legislation does grant the 
National Park Service some monitory responsibilities prior 
to plan approval. 

19. This has been accomplished during the planning process. 
The analyses are the work of the NPS planning team and a 
commission that has representation from several state and 

' local agencies with extensive expertise with MNRRA 
corridor issues. 
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.£ District Energy ST, PAUi., INC, 

Hans 0. Nyman Enerl!Y Center 
76 West Kellogg 8-0IJlcvard 
St. Paul, MN 55102-1611 
(612) 297-8955 
FAX (612) 221-0353 

National Park Service 
Ms. JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent 

• Mississiwi National River and Recre.ation Area 
175 B. Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P.O. Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

September 9, 1993 

District Energy St. Paul, Inc. (District Energy) is a nonprofit, 50l(c)(3), operating utility and 
a occupant of the Mississippi River Corridor that is lhe subject of the Draft Comprehensive 
Manaaeroem Plan. Environmental Impact Statement on the Mississip,gi NatjonaJ River and 
Recreation Area (the •draft Plan"). District Energy was founded as a demonstration program 
and, indeed. it is lhe most unique utility in America. Toe l!Ollprofit corporation was rounded 
to demonstrate the reliability and desind>Uity of providing a district-wide service of heating 
energy and, as of April this year, cooling enei:gy; District Energy is an environmenlally 
desirable, fuel efficient program that serves 74 percent of the heating needs in downtown St. 
Paul and is currently, rapidly, demonstrating the desirability of district-wide cooling. 

District Energy respectful! y requests Cllemplion from the application of any and all rules, 
regulations, compliance and permit requirements the may result from the implemenlalion of the 
draft Plan. 

The assumptions underlying the creation of this corporation and its approval at the local, state 
and federal levels adequately pmtcct environmental concerns by vigorous regulation and high 
engineering standanls. Downtown St. Paul ill an economically distressed an:a. Our customer 
base consists of many non-profn organi.mtions, hospilab, local units of government and 
substantial low income housing. All of our customers made a considerable commitment to a 30-
year dernonstn<tion program that has a remaining 19-year term. The fmancial structure of lhis 
corporation are sensitive to and will not tolerate imposition of another layer of regulation. 

We would be delighted to meei with you or your staff to provide you with all the additional 
reasons, together with amplification on what has been presented above. 

1 Again, we respectfully request an exemption from any resulting program for this Corridor. 

• 
1. 

B-1 

RESPONSES • 
The MNRRA legislation does not provide the legal 
authority to grant exemptions to specific businesses for 
programs implementing the plan. However, it does 
concentrate primarily on new uses rather that existing 
uses. The final MNRRA plan adopts existing state and 
regional land use management programs affecting the 
corridor. 
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COMMENTS 

District Energy joins with the Stakeholders' Coalition. All members of the Stakeholders' 
Coalition believe in the continued enjoyment, protection, and multiple use of the Mississippi 
River. The SIICCCSS of this iegion in protecting the river and i:esponding to new opportunities 
to improve the Mississippi River speaks volumes to the care and concern ex1ended by 
Minnesotans. 

The Slllkeholders' Coalition further supportr the mque# !hat went to Cong~ in 1986 from Ille 
Mississippi River Corridor Study Commission (MRCSC). That study recommended a national 
deslgnation for the corridor, federal maix:hlng funds for complelion of the wsting tilil plan, and 
toordination and (:Onsolidation of governmental regulations in the area. 

Significant amounts of time have been elltended to date, and all members of the Mississippi 
River Coontinating Commission (MRCC) an: applauded for their time spent reviewing many 
pages of materials. As stated in previous draft plans, Minnesotans have done an outstanding job 
of caring for the Mississippi for more than 140 years. The MRCC is a continuing demonstration 
of that commitment. 

Nonetheless, this plall requires slplllcant additional definition and ref"mement betore being 
approved and rorwarded. 

The Stalceholders' Coalition presents the following three (3) major points as the foundation of 
our nisponse to the draft Plan. These points are supported, and recommendations for corrective 
action are taken, in the attached documenL 

Arlt, the draft Piao does not meet all of the requlmnents of the law. 

The draft Plan does not adequately meet signlficanl iequirerne.nts of the fedenll law (P.L. 100-
696). The people of Minnesota iequested, and lhe United States Congress directlld the 
development of a program to : 

coordinate and consolidate the "permitting" processes. J 
3 

* use federal matching funds (primarily) IO complete the walking/biking/skiing trail 

=======sy:::::ste=m=as=al=read=y=planned==al=on::::::g=th=e=com=·dor=,::::and=========~ 

4 

• 

create 'policies and programs for the romme:rclal. ulililation of the Area and its 
related natural resources, consistent with the protection of the values for which 
the Area is established as the MNRRA. • 

This draft Plan may have a serious negtlllvt: effect on jobs and economic growth in Minnesota. 
The draft Plan's unnecessary vagueness about new regulations and permitting processes leave5 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The plan sets out a program to coordinate and consolidate 
the permitting process. 

The legislation does not limit the grant program to already 
planned components, although they might be a high 
priority for local government and could be funded first. 

This requirement is met in the Land and Water Use 
section of the plan. 

• 
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Superintendent Kyral 
Seplember 51, 19513 
Page 3 

employen and oommunities along the riverway, and those beyond the river (but affected by river 
activities), uncertain about what existing operations, new developments or expansion of existing 
facilities will be permitted. Because of this uncenainty, businesses are less likely to invest in 
this an:a or in Minnc:iota, which means they cannot sustain eidsting jobs or create new jobs. 

The law directs the Plan be built upon existing local plans and programs. Instead, the draft Plan 
is replete with statements that laws be passed, either at the stale or federal level, to force 
compliance. The drall Plan suggests local control may be severely restricted, which would be 
detrimental to effective policy creation and implementation. 

The draft Plan has not adequately recognized transportation issues regarding the relationship 
between the activities within the designamd river corridor and the region's transportation 
syslerns, a., defined by the Metropolitan Council. Furthermore, the draft Plan does not 
acknowledge transportation's inte&ra) role in Minnesota's economic success in the global 
economy. 

• As currently drafted, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the draft Plan does not 
appear IO meet the rf(juirements of the Natimal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Second, tbe draft Plan falls to pmvlde for the pre:senatlon, protection, and eohsnc:ement 
of economic resources. 

The draft Plan does not provide "policies and programs for the commercial utilization of the 
Area and its related natural resources, consistent with the protection of the values for which Ille 
Area ls established as the MNRRA. • For example, an essential inveniory of economic resoun::es 
,s err , w e r resources are ex a ve y ew , , qwmll . n on, 
the draft Plan recommends alternatives that •open space acquisition would place a greater 
emphasis on natural and cullural resource protection.• 

A clear process for fair compensation for the acquisition of land or inlelcst in land ls not 
provided for, when land is acquired under this draft Plan. Landowners (public and privale) fear 
that Ibey may have ID go through a lengthy and costly legal process in order to be fully 
compensated for the value of any MNRRA-,cquired lands. 

The variance definitioo and procedure summarized in the draft Plan are in.onsistent with local 
ordinances which are based on existing slandanlized slate statutes. This inconsistency will likely 
cause confusion and delays in local ordinance administration • negatively impacting reasonable 
economic planning and development in the corridor. 

'I1alrd, the draft Plan goes far beyond the Intent and history of the law. 

'The draft Plan is incoosistent with tile legi.llative history, intent and the "findings• of the law 

B-1 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

RESPONSES • 
The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the 
plan. 

A statement was added to the plan recognizing the 
relationship of transportation to the river corridor and the 
importance of transportation to the area economy. 

The National Park Service believes that the environmental 
impact statement meets the requirements of the National 
Environmental Protection Act. 

These are included in the Land and Water Use section of 
the plan. 

There would be minimal land acquisition by the National 
Park Service, currently anticipated to be only about 5 acres 
through donation from the city of St. Paul. State and local 
land acquisition in the corridor would follow existing laws 
and procedures for fair compensation and property rights 
would be protected. A statement was added to the open 
Space and Trails section of final plan that applicable laws 
would be followed. 

The variance discussion in the text was revised and 
simplified to remove any potential for inconsistency with 
state law. 
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(P.L 100-696). The draft Plan contains programs and policies that go far beyond the request 
from Minnesotans, the original intent of the law and the law itself, by creating additional level:, 
of bureaucracy and attempting to grant powers not authoriud under the law. 

The law defines the requirement that the Plan "recognizes economic activities with the Area and 
provides for the management of such activities, including barge transportation and fleeting and 

Because of the vagueness and ambiguities of the draft Plan, there is a strong concern that the: 
National Park Service's traditional authority to regulate in National Parks will be applied alon1: 
the river corridor and will lead to the imposition of many "administratively inilialcd" sectionn 
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 

Efforts by NPS to review Air Quality permits inside and outside of the corridor, to plan fo,· 
additional authority to become environmenlal regulators in addition to the Minnesota Pollutio11 
Conuol Agency (MPCA) and the federal &vironmental Protection Agency (EPA), and to 
change existing z.oning by mandate, are not specifically authoriud in the law. 

Clearly the draft Plan should more precisely reffed the hlflory, scope, vision and Intent or 
the oripnal law. To do so requires the completion of required components, the ellmlnatlom 
or ambl&Ultles, and the removal or redel'lll Initiatives and assumption or powers nm 
authorized in the law. 

The attached pages detail some of the changes necessary to ensure that economic vilality, as weJ:t 
as important recreational, culrural and environmental resources, are adequately protected. 
Without written assurance of this protection, the draft Plan should not go forward. Wi, 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft Plan. 

Sincerely, 

~-')~ 
Anders J. Ry~ 
President 

Attachment 

l.1. 

l.2. 

l.3. 

l.4. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service and the commission believe 
that the plan is within the letter and intent of the law. The 
final plan was revised to reduce the concern about 
additional levels of bureaucracy and powers not authorized 
under the act. 

The MNRRA plan allows for many uses other than open 
space and relies heavily on existing plans. 

The use of 36 CFR is limited to NPS-owned land in the 
corridor, which is envisioned to be a total ofless than 50 
acres. 

The National Park Service would review air quality 
permits for projects in the corridor as mandated in the 
MNRRA legislation but would not become an 
environmental regulator. The text was revised to remove 
the statement "inside and outside the corridor," with the 
understanding that the National Park Service might 
review permits for activities outside the corridor but is not 
obligated to do so in all cases. 

• 
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Js&JPll WATBK\V4.y .\as 

u,,sit ?,{JSS Clc1.o\'l'lo!ll 
INCORPOIUTm ltJl 

P.0.'80l'7NI, 

!!t.~.-ssm 
'12-'""'-!tot 

~ - urtpdo• ....... _..,. fl!illllW'ft .....,...,ot. 

September 10, 1993 

Hf:h .JoAnn K. Kyral 
Superintendent 
tU.aaieaippi National JUv•r & ltecreation Area 
l ?S Fifth Street East. 
Suite 418 
Bo• 41 
S~ .. 'p:sul, KN 55101-2901 

JJear Mu. Kyralz 

Enclosed ie Upper Miea1.••ippi jfaterway Aaaociat.ion·s (UMWA) ree,ponee to 
Draft Comprelleneive Manageblllnt Plan Envt.rorwental Impact Statement" June 
1993. 

We limited O\u:-0 remarks to five ap.-cifie areas vhich are of immadiate 
concorn to our hN'ftberehl.p1 

L Thie Document does 110t provide a balance between eeonc:cdc, 
anvironment,l and hiatorlcal concerne, 

2.. '?'hie Oocwnent does not ll'IIHtt the requtremente of PL 100-696 and 
insufficiently reeogntzea the tmportance of the Mississippi os a working 
river,. 

3. The MNMA oocument must be implemanted in a way- which will not 
diminish the !ltatua of the Upper Mississippi River among commercial 
tran•portation syatema 111.1pportad by federal axp&nditure$, 

4~ The D:ocuw:mt does not recogni.r.e the "'environmental friendly• 
nature of cotl'l1ftercial ll&vigation, 4nd 

s. Purchase of private land or interest in land i,s not clearly 
provided for. 

While we have approached theae iasuae from a policy perspective, 
recommendations hava been offered as well. 

Other a.re•• of the nocwrent are of concern to us, however they will be 
addressed during future phaaee of the process. 

Members, staff and officers of 'fJMWA thank you and memhore of N'PS ataff 
for the sincere efforts put forth in attempting co comprehend the many 
and varied problems relating to the p.Lac01Ntnt of a recreational area 
onto an already urbanised land•cape. 

Attachmentei Msml:)erahip list 
Reply et.a.teinent 

Thf Mluiulnl at-1..o<k •ad 0.M N.,.lptioc SY$W19-'0Wfll t'OM ttUJfKll'ldetll fM l'jnt•learr 1id lnd•'111~ domeltlc n&l ~ tfadt arwl by 
.... wltb •• , lJppn Mkf"'flt; provfdioa ltlblt ....... ~f for ltlll.laidpal, ~ callllblfftal.. retJUdo•~ wUdllfe, - aqlltldr INntlh: .., ~ 
tlllf IOlhld, a:df-ne""IIII ftO!MHllic rHOIU'a to, 1t. rllf;w aatkl1. 
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Upper Mlsslulppi Waterway Aaaociation 

Rep,e&entatlve Memllef'Shlp llllt 

1992-1993 

Alexander & Alel<ander, Minneapo6s, MN 
American Commercial Barge line, Jeffersonville, IN 
American Iron & Supply, Minneapolis, MN 
American River Transportation, DecalUf, IL 
Bassford, Heel<!, Lockhart & Mullin. Minneapotis, MN 
Bay Wes.1, SI. Paul, MN 
J. F. Brennan Comp811'1, LaCroase, WI 
Cargo Carrlel'S, Inc., Minneapolis, MN 
Cominco Fertifizers, Minneapotis, MN 
Cominemal Gnlin Company, Minneapolis, MN 
Corcomn, Skiver, ZKo, Del«lter & Tnole, Sibley. IA 
Cruise Aweigh, Inc., Minneqpolis, MN 
Dairyland l"oMr Coopenltive, LaCrosse. WI 
Dakota Barga Service. Newport, MN 
DeW!m8.nn Ri-Termirvil, Camache, IA 
Economy Boat Store, Wood River. IL 
Farmland lndl.lslries, Kansas C~y. MO 
Ford Motor Company, SI. Paul, MN 
Jonn w. Gorman, inc., Bloomington, MN 
Great lakes Coal & Dodi, St Paul, MN 
Har,est States Cooperatives, St. Paul, MN 
Hawkins cnemleal, St. Paul, MN 
Ingram Barge Line, Paducah, KY 
Interstate Power, Dubuque, IA 
Johnson & Lindberg, Minneapolis, MN 
Koch Caltlon, SI. Paul, MN 
Koch Refining Company, St Paul, MN 
John W. Lambert, St Paul, MN 
Richard Lambert. Burnsville, MN 
Lamllef1 & Baerder, Wayzata, MN 
Lamelli & Sons, Hugo, MN 
Marquette Tl'l!l'ISP(ll1at Co., Inc., Paducah, KV 
L .. W. Mdsson, Inc., Burlington, IA 
Midland Enterprises, Inc., Cincinnati, OH 
Midwest A{lri Commodities, Minneapo~s. MN 
Minneapoli!I Grain Exehange, Minneapoli&, MN 
City of Minneapolis 
3M, St Paul, MN 
Missouri Sarge Line, cape Girardeau, MO 
NE.WCO Marine, \nC., f>adUC11h, 'f.:f 

RESPONSES 

• • I 
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Newt Marine Service, Dubuque, IA 
Northern States Power Company, Minneapolis, MN 
Prairie Sand & Gravel, Prairie Du Chen, WI 
R.E.D. Manne, Newport, MN 
Red Wing River Towing, Red Wing, MN 
Riveiway Co., Minneapolis, MN 
Robers Dredge, Inc .. LaCrosse, WI 
J.L. Sheily Company, Eagan, MN 
St Paul Port Authority 
Thell Properties, W. St. Paul, MN 
Tow, Inc., St Paul. MN 
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 
Upper River Services, St Paul, MN 
Warehouse Shell Sales, Newport, MN 
The WalalWays Journal, SI. Louis, MO 
Waterways Transp. Management Co., St Paul, MN 
Wes-y Trading CorporaliOn, Minneapolra, MN 
Wiliams Pipe Una Co., SI. Paul, MN 
Wilie's Hidden Haroor Marina, St. Paul Park, MN 
City of Winona Port AuthOlity, Winona, MN 
Winona Marine, Inc., Winona, MN 
Wlsc:onsin Power & Light, Madison, WI 

• RESPONSES • 
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Upper Minisslppi Waterway Association 
(IJMWA) 

Position Paper 
In ,esponse to 

Draft Comprehetlslve Management Plan 
Environmental lmpad Statement 

June 1903 

The Comprehensive Management Plan for the Mississippi Na!ionat River and Recreation 
Area (MNRRA) and tts Environmental Impact Statement ("Document") are seriously 
flawed. The MNRRA Management Plan must be rewritten to !Kklress the following 
iBSues. Where appropriate, suggestions as to deletions to original languege in the 
Document wm be indicated by slrikethroughs and additions wilt be indicated by 
undersconng. 

1. Discussion In tt.. Document regarding the R<!lsoun:e Management Plan (RMP) 
does not provide a balance t,etween economk:, envtronmental and hlStorical 
concema. 

In partlcutar, this OoC1Jment states that there wm be a deferral of an inventory of 
economic resoun:es, while, al the same time, other mources are exhaustively detailed, 
c;harted and quantified. Unless there is dear understanding of the vision for Economic 
resources including an inventory of economic resources, a scope of sustainable 
development aru:i agreed-to-<lefinillans, this dOCument must not~- To defer 
development ol these critical economic delaHs until al'llllr a Comprehensive Management 
Plan is adopted is lo totally over1ook a Cl\lcial, pivotal and decisive element of the Plan 
and lo ignore a fundamental section of the authorizin9 legiSlaliOn. 

Eumples: 
n,e Document speclf1C811y defines and dil'Wsses natural resources including geology, 
pllyslograpt,y (p. 111), mineral resources (p. 112), soils (p. 113), wgetaliOn (p. 113). fish 
and wildlife (p. 114), threat<med and endangered species (p. 116), water resources 
(p, 120), wetiands (p.122) climate (p. 122), air quality (p. 12a), noise poftution (p. 123), 
and cultural resourr.&s (p. 123). In adaruon, the Glossary of Tem1$ contain a litany of 
definition ol tl!llms relating lo the abOVe mentioned subjects. However. 1he oeflnltion of 
'Economic resourcm,• is, in our judgment incomplete, but - is worse, ends with the 
statement "Note: This should be considell!ld en interim definition for compl8hensive 
planning purposes. A mo19 thOrough, updated definilion will be develop¥1 eller the 
comprehensivt/1 plan is comp/8tect during resource management plattnlng'. 

While barge fleeting was addressed as a spedllc issue. other crucial economic 
188ouratS have bean overtooked. We find It more than curious that the Document 
dearly defined the parameters for scenic, historic, natul'lll, recn,ational and scientific 
values of the River which the Act specifies. Only with "oconomic" values is there 
confusiOn whi<;h requires further &tudy to address. We also find It more tnan curious that 
the definition of •economic 111soun:es" is subject to ·a more !horou!lh, updated definition 
atrer the ccmprehen/Jive plan is comp;.t,,d ... • (OUr emphasis). 

UMWA'$ objedion to deferred analysis of economic resoun:es is two-fold: (1) As 
ad'leduled, the Document wilt be approved before a serious eeonomie Inventory or 
analysis Is performed. Sincerity to incoroprate an economic invenmry and analysis after 

l. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The resource management plan will address all resources 
identified in the MNRRA legislation. 

• 



• 
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COMMENTS 

the Document is adopted, could be vetifled and validated by c:onducling these studie$ 
while the findings can sflll be iOCOIJ)Orated in lhe Document {2) I! an e<:on0mic 
inventory is not c::ondueted, and economic l'ffOUl'C8S are not defined until llfter the 
Document is adopted, U~A and other public participation will be excluded. 

Recommendations: 

• 
2. 

. 3. 

1) Do not allow this Document to move forward until !his Document defines Economic Resources as 
·o " • " 

·economic resources• include existing ~faalities. land uses, and activities that 
benefit the local,-ai>a regional, national apd intemational -eeonomi!lb' such es: (1) 
resiclanlial, commercial, aglicultural..!!l!!!i!!lL and industrial property, equipment and 
services, (2) public facilities used for aeonomlc purposes such as, but not l1m1ted to -lod<s 
and dams, roads, bridges. m!Jl'licipal watef svslems waste waler treatment p\ant1, power 
generating and transmission facilities. public and priyate bOat-laynchiog facilities and other 
inttasltvcture!, llAII (4)§1 the value of commodity Shipments into and out of the area, 
including the economic value Of river navigation services to the local, regional,-'llllional and 
intsmational ~..!!!!!i.- (3)ffi job$ and their 8"0ciated payrolls, Note: +his &1!8'ild 
Ille ser,aidered an inleFiFR GefinitieA fer semp,et:len&f;• plaAniA@ Ptdff386e&. ,A, Fl-'!• 
lil&F8WIR, 1111aatea defiAitiGR u411 Ile deHeleped alklr lile GM!PRl~Bnsfta plan i6 GC1mpletad 
duliAg RIIOllrGII AlaAagamant planAIRg. 

(2) Page 48 "Economic RIISOU!tl! Research Needs•. The research needS and data 
collection proposed in !his section should be dOne before this Documenl is adopted by lhe 
CommisSion. 

B-3 

RESPONSES • 
The definition of economic resources in the glossary was 
revised to address this comment. 

Some data was added, but the level of detail requested is 
beyond scope of this document. 



COMMENTS 

2. This Document does not meet the n,quln,ments of PL 10CMl96 and lnsufflclenlly 
4 ,_ ____ ..,_c_o_o_n_iz_es_111_e_,m_1>0_rta_n_ca_or_ttw __ M_••-$_l•_•_IP_P_i _as_a_wo_r1c_1ns_rfwt'. __ • __________ _. 
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• 

Section 703(3)(g) states: 
• ... the SecMBIY, the State of Minnesota and local units of government, endeaVOring to 
use eJtisting Federal, Stat&, n,gional and local plans and programs where consistent with 
the intent and goals of this subli/Je in delleloping lhe following: 

1} Po/leies and progmms for the pmservafion end enhar>ee"'8nl of the 
•mtironmen1al Vflfu6s of the ,11,.,.,, 

2} Polic/N and programs for enhanced pub/le outdoor """"81/0na/ 
opportunities in tha Ataa. 

3} Policies and programs for Iha conse,vation and p,ote,:;tion of the sain/c, 
hi81otical, cultural , natural and scientific values of the Area. 

4} Policies and programs for Ille comme!Cial utilization of the A/88 and Its 18/ated 
natural mscutr:f!S, consistent with the protection of the values for which the AtH is 
established as the Mississippi Nafional River and Rocreation Area.• 

Section 701 (a) Findings -
The Congiess finds that: 

(1) The Mississippi River Corridor within the Seinl Paul-MinnNPOlis Metropolitan 
Area mpmsents a nationally significant histories/, ,ec,ealional, scenic, cultural, nawral, 
~ and s,:;ie,nlific 1'8source. (Our emphasis). 

(2) There is a national intel'8st in the pl'8servation protection and enba/l0>1119(lt of 
these resouroes for Ille benefff of the people of the United Stat&s. (Our emphasis). 

Section 701(b) Purposes -
The purposes of this sublitle ate: 

(1) To o/1;/lect P"'~,w and enhance the sign//fcan1 values of the watl!lm and 
land of the MiSSissippi Riwr Corridor within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan 
At1!111. (Our emphasis). 

The act Charges !he commission with developing 'Policies and J)(O\lratnS lor Iha 
commercial uliliD!tion of Illa comoor conslslanl wilh Iha values for which Ille area 'Wll& 

eslllbNshed.' 

Upper Mississippi WatelWay Association submilll that there are no specifie poUciea or 
progrmrn, detaUed in the Document for economic utillzallon as required by this section or 
lhelaw. 

Upper Mississippi Watetway Association submits that specific policies end programs for 
the enhancement of reereational, hist.one, scenic environmental and olher values are 
amply provided for in the MNRRA plan. The plan (p. 9) wrongly dismisses economic 
utilization by simply slating that 'nationaDy significant economic resourees 111>9/1!1 not 
dsflne<t in Ille legisletion. • 

The Document minimizes 'economic uns• and pushes this portion of ll'le legislative 
requirement into a section of the process which does nD1 allow for adequate input from 
waterway, business or industry interests. 

Congress found that Iha Mississippi River Corli<lor withii\ Iha Saint Pau~Mlnneapolis 
Metropolitan Area represents a nationally signtticent economic J'floun:e. 

3 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

It is the opinion of the National Park Service and the 
commission that the document meets the requirements of 
the MNRRA act. Nowhere in the law does it refer to a 
"working river," but the plan does make several references 
to this concept. 

The Land Use, Commercial Navigation, and Economic 
Resource Management sections of the final plan include 
policies for economic use of the corridor. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

Congiess found that there Is a na~onlll interest in the preservation, protection and 
enhancement of economic resources for the benefit of the people of the United States. 

Congress determined that the purposes o! this subtitle include the protection, 
preservation end enhancement of economic resouroes within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis 
Metropolitan Area. 

~ The Mississippi River is crucial to Minnesota's economic system. The rivw is a 
aitical Hnk between Minn8S0ta end the 'NOrtd economy. Minnesota provides a wide 
diversity of ]obs and a healthy environment ·,n whieh to live and worn; understanding that 
employment is synonymous with concem for the environment A canner in Sleepy E:ye, a 
Rad River wtieal !armer, a Rock County hog farmer and a Northfield cereal manufacturer 
are representative of food end ai;ricultural companies in Minnesota whlCl'I rely upon a 
healthy and vibrant transponation networ1<, of which the Mississippi River is an integral part. 

This OoQimenrs vaguenesi; leaves employers aiong the nver way and those beYQ/ld lhe 
river that are also affected by nvar activtties unurtaln about what new de.,.,lopments or 
e,cpan!liOns <>f exlsli!lg facllitie11 will be pennilled. ilecal.lse of lhi• uncenainty, 11!1 National 
Parn Service meeting transcripts will validate, businesses are less likely to invest in lhis 
area and ro sustain or create r!INI jobs. 

This Document diciates (p. 37) the establishment of monitoring programs lo evaluate 
potential needs and impacts of barg& fleeting areas and to evmuate managerMnt 
llltsmatives to expanding emng fleeting areas, but is vague as to which body will set up 
evaluation pr09rams and evaluate management ellematives. 

Recom111111)dat1gn&; 
m Page 34-37 Comnwrclal Navigll!ion, 
Delete everything after "Commeraal Navigation" an page 34 and going lhrough 2nd 
paragraph on page 37 ending with Ille words "during the life of this plan'', and substitute lhe 
following wording: 

"1n the 1930's the federal government in an ,ttort to open the mjdwest agpquttural 
11S9nomv to international markets ,,mo to create employment and other economic benefits. 
began lhe construction of the Upper Uississippi River navjgation system, Benefits of the 
construction of that Jysjem and ;ts 10<:ks and dams have fPl"&d over many activitiff 
bevond iust commercial navigation. With the constructjon of the locks and dams huge 
pools of water wera formed. Theg pools proyide valuable fish and wildlife habitat and 
vast expanses of water for reqeatipnal use munjcjpaj water supply and water supplies for 
!l number of lndusbilll and agrigyl!W)II uses, 

Commercial navigation provides an economical safe energy efficient and environmentany 
fJiendly loon of transportation tor millions of tons ot f(!lght each year. It provides the Twin 
Cities region and upper Midw!lst with a vl!el link trom the 118tioo's agrjeultural hearlland to 
domestjc and intemationaj markets. The te!J!!i!lals In the region are a focal point Ill[ 
shippers that serve a large part of the upper Midwest. River terminals In the TWin Cities 
region annyallv handle 15 to 20 mi!ljoo tons of commodities. The river sxstem provides 
efficient transportation to and from the region including: 

grain and mm products shipP!ld to processors lbroughout the nation's heartland and 
to export terminals at lhe moi,l\h of !he river near lhe Gutt of Mexico 

• 
6. 

B-3 

RESPONSES • 
This section was revised to address this comment using 
additional text provided by the Corps of Engineers, 
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other major long-haul southbound shipments include coal potassie fertilizer saap 
iron and petroleum coke 

inbound shipments oj coal. phosphatic fertjlizer satt petroleum products 
chemical& cement steel and pjpe 

large local movements of sand and grayel and petroleum products 

Bec:ause of its energy efficiency the towing industry proyides service to the midwest at 
costs far below those of the bulk transportation modes. It aiso helps maintain the 
competitiveneu of rates of competing modes. Beyond the industry's influence in the 
Western DakO!as land transportation rates to export terminals are signfficantly higher. 
Towing induslly energy efficiencies also produce much lower levels of exhaust emissiOns 
and fuel use than do other modes for the same volumes of freight movement. 

Barge traffic levels fiuctuate but maintain an upward trend Based on those fluctuations a 
• study done by Temple Barker and Sloane in 1987 projected a leveling out Of traffic 
through the year 2010. Another study (Fruin 1992) based solely on decreased grain 
movements caused by a loss of the Sqviet market. proi!ged even slower Arowth-

Other studjes have projected continuous growth. They include the GREAT 1 study the 
Mississippi Master Pian and the Mid Amerjca Ports Slydy. The most conservative 
estimates of maritime freight.traffic growth on the Upper Missjssippi River, in those studies, 
anticipa!e a slBady 2% annual growth over 1tJe next 20 years. 'Following a dramatic drpP 
from 23 million tons in 1984 to just over 16.5 milljon in 1985 traffic has grown to 19.5 
million tons in Minnesota in 1991 The hjgh level in 1984 represents the impact of a 
severe drought in the eastern com belt which fort:ad addltlonal grain purchases from the 
Minnesota aglicultural community served by terminals in the Twin Cities' area In 1992 the 
US Army Corps of Engineers recorded the third highest volume of goods movement 
through Lock and Dam 2 in hisfort. 

The increased growth in watert>ome traffic which is greater than projected by the two most 
recent studies of the area"s potential reflects a very small increase in grain but major 
jngeases iQ fertilizer coal aggregate and general cargoes. For the past 25 years grain 
termjnals on Minnesota's part of the nyer have contributed an annual average ol 7% of the 
total national nin export v9lyme". 

(2) With regards to growth or navigation in the MNRRA corrtdor, Change Page 37, 
paragraph 3, '4th sentence as follows: 
Cle6isioR& ab8111 eemmam>ial R8¥igatioR uses ·wulli llo llasali GR re&alll'Ge 11alues, 
empl'tasi2ing miRimal impaet aR aqualie life. b.ilsal geyo1RmoAl6 "Commercial navigation 
growth in the Y,tro area will be based on shippe~s increased cargo transportation needs. 
Fleeting grcwtn will be based on the same inaeased transportation needs. New or 
expanded conynercial navigation facility activity will be balanced with concem for other 
resource values in the corridor using historic environmental assessment procedures.• 

(3) Regarding future decisions and monitoring of commercial navigation, change Page 37, 
h s follows: 

"Continue barge fleeting activities while protecting natural, cunural, and other economic 

I resources. In ooncert with local commercial interests and commercial navigation 
representatives Sset up monitoring programs to evaluate potential needs and impacts 
and allow for adjustments to existing neeting areas or tihe establishment of new areas ii 
needed to accommodate additional growth,..and to E§valuate management alternatives to 
expanding exiaiing areas or creating additional commercial neeting areas" . 

7. 

B. 

• 

RESPONSES 

This statement was revised based on this and other 
comments. Please see the revised language in the 
referenced section. 

The final plan makes additional commitments to public 
involvement in follow-up activities but generally avoids 
references to specific interest groups. 

• 
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(4) To better understanding the Miaainlppi as e "WOl1<lng river", change Page SS, 
paragraph (5) as follows: 
"(S) Ase won<ing n-. Iha Mississippi's Influence extends far from lls shoreline. The 
Minneapclis/St. Paul melropolis is localed where it is today beeau1Se of Iha river. The 

I Mississippi River provides pc,wer, clnnking water, cooling water, waste~ 
~ encl an economical melhOd for transporting many commodities. These benefits 
have affected settlement patterns, industry, and commen:e far from the ri-- The lod< and 
a lam ved em s rtation n the river and the tocl<.9 and darns su 

many use.s, including recreational boatina. lo ad(jjlion the year-around water pools 
established by the loci< and dam •x•tem ,~epon Ille f9Crealional pun1uils or millklns g( 
pegple and suppons a magnificent arrav of fish bin:lj plants and wildfffe habitat" 

lina locations to be subject to local control change Page 37 

·Ag areae al lea•t 200 leet ffom SA)' maRAa, and prefarab~• Aeldle 
eemmettlial er indygmal a1>1as. Fleefing area locations would be based an physical needs 
for effective 2e!l!ati90s subject IO local state. 8!ld federal environmental and $8/etv 
regylations. 

(61 Change jhe definition of "Won<ina rive(' on page 242 of the Documem to incklde 1and 
115fol 

''Working river. a river that includes nllluta and manma features u or uti lillll 
purposes. The MisslSsippi has been extensively used tor over 200 years tor navigation, 

I municipal, and induslrial water supply, hydropowar, - -•te dispogal. commercial and 
indllstriat development. Including intermodal connections. The commercial navfgalion 
indust,y la lhe bast example of an adivity that defines lhe Mississippi as a working river. 

• 
9. 

10. 

11. 

B-3 

RESPONSES 

Recreation and wildlife concerns are covered in 
interpretive themes 3, 6, 7, and 8. 

• 
The proposed change would reduce specificity, which was 
requested by many other reviewers, and therefore was not 
incorporated. 

This was added. 
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3. Th• 111 NRRA Doc.um11nt muct b1> ifl1ll•m•nled in I way Wllidl will not Cllminilh 111• ] 
12 M,IIJll 6t' tlM Upper 1m,s1s1,ippl River • man9 cr:,,mm,.rc:181 tranapan.,iaan &y,,tems 

L----!Rl-'P:.;P_o_r1e_d_..;lXy:.f_a_dem __ 1 a_"P.:....•n_d_il_u_"'_"·-·. ________________ _ 
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This 00Cum1>'11 rct0Qr1izea onlv vaguely o, nM at aff !he tact rnat the lvliS!ISSIPCI-m; a 
PUIMtillly rurnleel o:lm111e1cilll ·1w1tarway, i, IN~r&l>le for• wid~ var•ty <JI elemel'III daltV 
taloen 'or granted. Thaw nd,nle the Uissluip:li a,. • a,urea of domeJtie ,.., 1uppliM, 
as a Ian• ':I 1ntar"!tale commerce. ea. a ai'l.6 at riYeir-n!llated cammerc.isti twaNic:ea 9f\d 
1mpl011mcr.1 o,:1ociw11111as. as (l localbn for 1-ipooncled Docl-rs,aled llsmn11 ollnd 
rvcrealiOnill p..r.l Jill "'"" ,.. • MbNa! for a -ag11 fiCllfll arra~ <If fish, ::iiro:I•, !Diani; ard 
,-jdllft!, 

RIK:DmllJfflda!ion: Ee,c 38 ado a new Mll!WJilph and number it (8} 
''WtJI e ;1g9nw repros!Wllatires wno ·mP. Implcmant m M 'IIRR,\ RilD rw, !ls.agreo amoca 
lharrnielvu .,,,. vccno::: jc inuN end lhe r!tla al whii;h tiarga lr~ff"' wil ...,,.. in thv fJl,11ff 
Jh..., .....,.,L!!!!!l•rn •W'!'lre lhlilt the n:il!.:l!. oi>liw1 ~•lion•I .~ wild ir.. t;tJW,1 Ml~ 
lb• OC1rridar are tile resy11 of !:OndiliPM cresied b.v ~~ d.e!!IS. Jn 1;,1rq..!lm,l!>m111 

• • • :,YIM fdg Of 

:;n,crq 1111 #.anv bonlfk;l,lljes rtt ll'ts 1ransporca110r -~ 1-,ciu;li)g rc,,,..,.:lonill 

gpcq1un~jl!S so;t emi!RDfr::11!Jlal hsbjtal y,.. M~AA Document r......t be impl1111Pmlld in 
~i1111yl.£im!t.~1 If• ~<If,, .. -~' \&~ Ri,,:r _,,Kmg ~l~I~ 
11,n1portafio11 :sm@fflULppo;led bf 1e:le'111 expendibe5". 

• 

12. 

13. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA act states that the plan should "recognize 
existing economic activities within the area and provide for 
the management of such activities, including barge 
transportation and fleeting." The final plan does this and it 
is recognized that there might be some effects on the 
activity, but the plan is not expected to have significant 
adverse effects. 

This is not a policy statement and therefore was not added 
as requested. 

• 



• 
14 

15 

16 

COMMENTS 

4. The Document daea not recognize the •environmental friendly" nature Of 
commercial navlgallon. 

"Environment.al Impacts of a Modal Shift", prapared by the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation's l"ol'IS and Waterways Section, da11!<! January, 1991 discusses Ille 
environmental impact al shifling 10 wcl< or rail, specific commodities a.irrently moving in 
four transportation segments of the MNRRA corridor wi ba,ge. 

Examples. Page 13 of this report arrives at the following conclusion: 
• .. .this sludy's 1&sutts show tllat a modal s/litl in four transportation corridors would 

1&sult In annU/!11 incJMses in: 
i:=uet use of 826% from 455,274 to 4,218,250 gallons, 
'Exhaust emission of 709" from 80.9 tons to 654.8 tons, 
·Probable scciaents of5,967'!r., from .3 to 18.2, 
'Daily tllJck traffic incn,affs of 1,333 vehicles in the oonidors, slid 
'The need to dispose of 2,746 tn,c~ lites eac:h )'ear. 

Two of the movements could poUibly have "!II service. If it....,,., a"8/leb/e t,,..re 
would stilt b6 illCl98ses in fuel use of 3319', in fix/Jaus! emissiOns of 470% and in 
a«idents of 290% e/JCh year.• 

Ut8NA submits that lo enhance the quality of the environment lhroughoul 1he MKRRA 
conidor, ralherlhan simply Sllowing concern for the weterway and adjacent shoreline, tha 
Document would have more credibility tt It gave offldal recognitiOn to environment.al 
studies such as the one referenced abl>ve. 

Recommendation. 
1), This Document must not go forward until ft includes a transportation environmental 
impact study and recognizes the environmental Impacts of modal shifts as delennini,d by 
"envitonmenlal Impacts of A Modal Sh/fl", Minnesota Department of Transpoltalion, Ports 
and Waterways Section, JlltlUllry, 1991. 

2). Under "Seleded References· on pp. 243 and 244 ol the Document, include: 
'Envitonmentel Impacts ot A Model S/litl", Mintlflsola Department of Transportation, Ports 
and Wahlrways Section, January. 1991. 

• 
14. 

15. 

16. 

B-3 

RESPONSES • 
It is generally recognized that commercial navigation has 
less environmental impact than some other fonns of 
transport. However, there are some aspects of the activity, 
such as resuspension of contaminated sediment, the 
potential for spills, dredging to maintain existing activities, 
and the long~tenn need to upgrade the navigation 
infrastructure, that all have impacts on the environment. 
Therefore, "environmentally friendly," is not an 
appropriate phrase to use in such a comprehensive 
management plan, as it implies no adverse impact or even 
mostly beneficial effects. 

The plan does not propose a modal shift. 

This reference was added. 
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17 .._ ____ s_. _P_u_rc_h_ase_of_p_nv_a_te_1_a_nd_or_1_nte_res_t_i_n_1a_n_d_1s_no1 __ c1_ea_r1_v_P_"'_v_1d_ed_fo_r_. _____ ] 

According to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies for 
fede!ll.l and federally Assisted Programs Act, the head or the concerned Federal agency 
shall disregard the impad to valuation caused by the public improvement tor which such 
property is being acquired. Currently, this Plan does not dearly state that these 
pU/Chases will Ile made consistent with the Unitonn Act. 

Without a dear statement lhat purchases must be cansistent with the Federal regulations, 
NPS appraiMtS are free to value latgeled property after the imposition of the "zoning 
guideNnes". The effect ot this would be to reduce appraised property values and NPS 
easement acquisttioo costs. 

Landowners tear and generally cannot afford a lengthy and costly legal process in order to 
be fully compensated fer the value or any NI'S-acquired lands or to prevent NPS from 
acquiring such lands. 

Definition of "shoreline", critical to detannining the starting point of Iha MNRRA carid<>r Is 
not dearly defined. 

Examples: 
I). Page , , ot this Document, last YisiOn, suggests that "Residents and visitors 1119 able to 
llliverse the enllra (our emphasis) lenglll of the corridor by foot and bicyde .' 

2). Page 58 ot this Document, para (8), aec:ond paragraph, states "Although the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area is much dlffe(>!nt than the older and more 
familiar park areas, such as Yellowstone or Gettysbulv, it still has !he NP8 mandate to 
p- -ources and provide forihalr enjoyment by Ille public (emphasis ours). 

3). Page 21 of lllis Document iS a sketdl Of the water-side area of the corridor which 
defines "sharaline" 111 -Ordinary High Water Lever. In Glossary ot Terms, the desaiption 
of 'Ordinary High Wet,,r Leval" is based on seasonal lluc1uations in water level. UMWA 
finds this dalinition of "shoreline' ambiguous, changeable over lime and unacceptable. 

Recommen<laliol\a, 
1 ), To reslrict NPS ability to purcha".8 or otherwise obtain private residential easement$ 

'Residents and visitors are able to traverse the public owned portion emira leAIIII! of the 

18=:====oo~m~do;r~b~y;t~~ta;n~d~b~icy;d~e~wh;;;e;ro~p;ra=ctica=·=1.=·================~ 

.19 

20 

2). Commercial and residential lallllOWners within the MNRRA corridor have a vested 
in!Bnlsl in the natural reSO<Jrces withln their property and. for Iha most part, have dona an 
exemplary jOb ot preserving lhem, not only to protect property valuation, but to pass them 
on to Muni owners. NPS should be allowed (by legislation, it nec:essary) to obtain 

ers semen re res1 en an comm a o owne on 
voluntary consent of such property owners. In the event thl$ Document allows for the J 
ac;quisition O! property, ii should dearly state that such acquisitions are subject to the 
Federal policies of 1h11 Uniform RelocaliOn Assistance and Real Prop111ty AcquiSiUon Act . 

L........----------

17. 

l8. 

19. 

• • 

RESPONSES 

The draft plan discusses this issue. Additional clarifying 
language was added to the final plan. Also see response to 
comment B-1-9. 

The proposed limitation to public land would be too 
restrictive and was not incorporated. Although there are 
some specific references to practicality, a general 
statement that the plan would be implemented in a 
practical manner is included in the beginning of the plan, 
and repeated references to it are not necessary. 

Minimal NPS acquisition is envisioned. 

Statements were added that assert that appropriate 
federal and state laws will apply. 

• 



• 
21 

COMMENTS 

3). "Shoreline· on page 21 Of this aocument ehoulct be <leflnect 1111 "Normal flat poor. 
"Nonnal flat pool elevation is ctefined as that estabUahed elevation which exists when there 
is no free.flowing water into a pool frcm the upsll'eam dam and no '"'•flowing water 
being disehargeCI from the downstream ctam·. 

September 10, 1893 
Upper Mississippi Waterway Association 

• 
21. 
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RESPONSES • 
A statement was added stating that the plan uses the state 
definition for shoreline. 
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311 General Office■ 
3M Center 
St. f'llul, MN 55144-1000 
612/7331110 

September 13, 1993 

National Park Seivice 

COMMENTS 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth Street, Suite 41 B 
P.O. Box41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

3M 

As you are aware, 3M has closely followed the public activities surrounding the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). We applaud the diligent 
work of the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission (MRCC) in their efforts to 
complete the development of a Co~rehensive Management Plan (Plan) tor the 
area Our continuing goal is to provide expertise and Input so as to assist the 
MRCC in achieving a wor1< product that would be reflective of statutory mandates. 

3M commends the MRCC for its labors, both as a group and individually, in 
moving the process to Its current status, i.e. production of the June 1993 draft 
Plan and EIS. There is no question that this draft Plan, In many respeels, Is an 
improved product from the February 1993 preliminary draft Plan. 3M, however, 
continues to have several concerns associated with the draft Plan: 

1) 3M has a strong concem tor the environment. To continue to lead in 
corporate environmental stewardship, 3M must have clear understanding of 
which regulatio.n~ and gover~ment ag~ncies ha~ the requisite authority. 

necessary to carry on vital business decision-making. Thus, instead of 
"coordinating and consolidating• as directed by the law, the draft Plan 
develops the National Park Seivice (NPS) as another layer of bureaucracy In 
a system where streamlining procedures and practices are currently being 
Initiated. Various "PoUcles and Actions· lis1ed on pages 40 and 41 create 
u . 

other agencies, and are unacceptable. 

2) The lack of an appropriate inventory of Economic Resources and the lack of J 
reasonable detall about changes, if any, In the regulatory processes affecting 
investments, jobs and businesses, are substantial deficiencies in the Plan. Sue·., 

Investment in the area. These need to be deV9loped prior to Plan approval . 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan was revised to add some of the detail 
from the law and clarify the process. The final plan makes 
a commitment to use existing review processes, do reviews 
concurrently with others, and expedite the process to the 
maximum extent practical. 

The document does include considerable data and analyses 
on economic resources and impacts. These are pointed out 
in the final environmental impact statement. Some 
additional general economic data were added. A larger 
economic inventory and analysis was beyond the scope of 
the plan and would have added considerable time and costs 
to the project. 

• 
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National Park Service 
Page2 
September 13, 1993 

3) 3M operates a significant multi-product facifrty within the river corridor at 
Cottage Grove. This faclilty has distinguished itself by developing employment 
oppartunltles while simultaneously continuing reductions in environmental 
impacts. These results have been possible because of 3M's ability to 
continually evolve new product formulations as well as environmental 
treatment technologies at this site. For example, one of these on-site 
developments was a replacement product formulation for chloroflurocarbons 
(CFC's). If the NPS includes itself as regulators of materials, these new 
materials will neither be developed nor produced here. 

4) Under the vague wording of the current draft Plan, it appears that 3M's goal 
to achieve 90% reduction ot all was1e generated In our operations by the year 
2000 A.O. could be hampered by new NP&driven and unique permitting 
procedures, environmental regulations, and variance requirements. We are 
concerned that 3M may find it extremely difficult to add on to exiSting faclHties 
or even ch~nge production processes Involving the use of new materials,. 

Unoortainty In the process could be substantially reduced by a clear written 
definition of NPS' role, using real or realistic examples. 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

5) The current draft Plan does not meet the needs of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Alternatives to the proposed plan are not described In 
sufficient detail, nor does the draft EIS Indicate those alternatives that were 
considered but rejected. The description of the affected environment does not 
contain sufficient detail, for example, with respect to socioeconomic resources. .__ _________________________ ___.:) 

6) 3M supparts the issues and background materials submitted by the 
Stakeholders' Coalition. This diverse group, comprised of industry, IOcal 
cities, chambers of commerce, and labor, rai1!41d three main concerns: 

First, the draft Plan does not meet the requirements of Public Law 100-696. 
Second, the dralt Plan fails to provide for the preservation, protection and 

enhancement of economic resources. 
Third, the draft Plan goes far beyond the intent and history of the law. 

We urge the Commission to review the Stakeholders' doeument and to adopt 
the suggestions r9commended by them. 

7) 3M strongly endorses the February 17, 1993 comments and amendments 
submitted by Commissioners Weaver, Nee, Schulstad, Lambert and Toune. 
These need to be included, to the extent not yet incorporated in the Plan. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan and fully intend to 
continue working dillgently with the MRCC in achieving a finai Plan that is 
consistent with the staMory mandates. 

Sincerely, ,/. ...t1,..---, 

~.c~ 
Charles E. Kiester 
Senior Vice President 

B-6 

• RESPONSES 

The National Park Service would not be a new regulator of 
materials in the corridor but rather would support efforts 
by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and others to 
reduce the use of hazardous materials and eliminate the 
adverse impacts of hazardous materials. The National 
Park Service would use its review authority to encourage 
compatibility with the policies in the plan but would not 
have regulatory functions in the corridor (except on land 
owned by NPS.) 

The plan was revised to clarify the NPS role in pollution 
control and other areas. 

The National Park Service believes that the environmental 
impact statement adequately describes the alternatives, 
cumulative impacts, indirect effects, the affected 
environment, and mitigating measures. Department of the 
Interior and NEPA guidelines allow mitigating measures 
to be integrated into 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-lE&G). Alternatives considered but 
rejected were identified on page 10 in the draft plan but 
are highlighted with a separate subheading in the final 
plan. Specific details were added to the document in the 
proposed plan in response to other public review comments. 
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Ms. JoAnn M. Kyra! 
Superintendent 

COMMENTS 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
VS. Natiolllll P!Uk Service 
175 East Pifth Stteet 
Suite418 
Box4l 

PUa.C,,.,.,,. Of'na! 

IOI 11!1!>8l!IEEl', N.W. QJffutro 

WASHNiltlN. oca:aas.mr, 
Clllm::ca)S11•S21t 

FAX•(:202)17'M1• 

St. Paul, MN .SS 101 RE: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Superinumdent Kyra!; 

CF llldustrles, Inc. is pleased to have the oppor1Ullity to share our views on the "Draft C0111prehensive 
Management Plan for the Mississippi National River and Recrealion Area (MNRRA). • 

SUMMA.RV POSMON' 

CF Industries, Inc. is concerned that the proposal does not allow adequate flexibiliiy for increases in 
barge/mil access in the event of greater demand, response to price conditions affecting commodity 
industries or in reaction to natural disasters. We believe that the plo.n, as drafted, would result in 
eKi::essivo restrictions on the use of our private property, including our undeveloped acreage. The Plan 
needa to apecif'Y criieria for determining values of private property acquired for MNRRA projects. 
Fittally, CF believes that the Plan pays inadequate attention to the economic consequences of its 
proposals. The Pllln's economic impact analysis must be streogthened dramatically before the Plan is 
adopled, not after the Plan is finalized, as is currently proposed by the Commission. 

INTtREST OF CF INDUSTRIES. INC. 

CF ladu.slriell, Inc• Nortll America's Leadln1 Producer and Distributor of Agrkult11ral 
Ftrtilizen. 

CF Industries, Inc. (CF) is an intemgional farm BUJlPly cooperalive owned fly 12 regional cooperatives 
in the U.S. and Canada. Through il8 member compllllies, CF's nitrogen, phosphate and potash fertilizer 
products reach over one million farmers and ranclters in 46 swes and twQ Canadian provinces . 

• 

RESPONSES 

• I 



• COMMENTS •· 
CF lllanufacttlii.ng plants have the capacity to produce more tl:w1 8 million mm of nitrogen and 
phosphate fertilizer products annually. The Company's manufacturing plants include nitrogen 
complexes in DonaldsonvJlle, Louisiana., and Medicine Hat, Alberta, Canada as well as extensive 
phosphate minillJ! and manufacturing facilities in Florida. 

CF operllles the most elttensive distribution system for fertiliz.er products in North America, including 
ownership or lease positiom in trucking, shipping, barging and regional termi.nals and warehouses. CF 
owna or leases approximately 60 regional terminals and warehouses. Total storage capacity is in excess 
of 2.4 million tons of product 

CF's Pine Bend Terminal and Warehouse 

CFs Pine Bend tenninal and warehouse in Rosemount, Minnesota, are located iooide the designated 
MNRRA corridor. CP's Pine Bend facility is a critical component of the Company's distribution system. 
In 1992, over 780,000 tons of CF products were shipped through the Pine Bend terminal and warehouse 
for distribution lo CF member companies. The majority of the product, approximately 75 percent or 
585,000 tons, was shipped via barge up the Mississippi River from our Florida and Donaldsonville, 
Louisiana manufacturing facilities. 

The CF Pine Bend warehouse is the largest dry product warehouse .in CF lndustries' dislribution system. 
The warehouse has the capacity to store 200,000 tons of dry fertilizers in four buildings. Two barge 
unloading facilities equipped with mechanical boom Cl1Ules are capable of unloading a tDtal of 800 lolll! 
per hour of dry fertili:zers, Three rail car unloading stations a:re located at the facility, two with a 
capacity of unloading 300 tons per hour and one with a capacity of unloading 200 tons per hour. Five 
outbound stations are located at the warehouse which are capable of loading either trucks or rail cm. 
The five stations have a loading rate of approximately 1,200 tons per hour. During the fertilizer season, 
3SO to 400 trucks are loaded during the day and 30 to 40 rail cars are loaded at night for shipment to CF 
members. In I 992, CF shipped 682,369 tons of product through the Pine Bend warehouse, 

Sitting next to the warehouse, the Pine Bend terminal provides storage for up to 85,000 tons of liquid 
fertilizers. The terminal has two 30,000 ton capacity anhydrous ammonia tanks and one 25,000 ton 
UAN tank. In 1992, 100 percent of the UAN, approximately 24,007 tons, was received at the termilllll 
via barge. Thirty four percent of the ammonia or 2,S,830 tons, was received by barge in 1992, At the 
Pine Bend terminal, there is one barge pier with facilities capable of receiving three barge tows carrying 
8,400 tons in about 18 hours at ll rate of 470 tom per hour. Eight anhydrow ammonia tnJck loading 
stations can be used to load trucks at a rate of6,000 loll.S per day. Two UAN truck loading stations can 
load six trucks per hour. 

Facton Affecting CF Utilization of the Mississippi River 

CF relies heavily on the river •egment which begins around Hastings, Minnesota and exu,nds Northward 
(the "Northern Upper Miss") in supplying its markets. For example, during the twelve month period 
ending June 30, 1993, the Company shipped 16 percent of its 10ta1 sales to its fanner-owners utilizing 
the Northern Upper Miss. The present outlook for Fertili:zer Year 1994 is that appro,<imstely l8 percent 

2 
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RESPONSES 
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of the Company's sales will be shipped using this river segment. CF is forecasting increased throughput 
for the facility over the next several years. Regulatory actions that result in a constraint in the 
utilization of the Northern Upper Miss WIJUld seriously impair CFs abilily to deliver its products to its 
customer-owners in a cost efficient manneL 

An artificial consttaio.t that affect!I river usage, could seriously impair CFs inability to quickly and 
efficiently respond to changes in the volatile fertilizer marketplace. The fertilizer industty is known for 
its unpredictable business cycles. These cycles can be caused by a number of factors, many of which 
are outside CF's control, and which greatly affect demand for the Company's products. For example: 

Weather conditions may affect the ability and economics of fertilizer applications and 
may influence the quantity and form of fertilizer which is applied by the fanner. 

- Global demand for grain, itself a function of economic and political C-O~ditions in the 
world, greatly influences U.S. grain prices and ultimately affects farmers' planting and 
fertilizer decisions . 

• Global a!ld domestic policies in such areas as energy, agriculture. trade and the 
environment exert a strong influence in the grain and fertilizer markets and can sudderly 
affect planting decisions. 

In addition to the volatility inherent in the fertiliur marlretplace, CF must contmd with a number of 
complications, some of which are unique lo this river segment. These include: 

- long transit times lo traveise the river, requiring significant advance planning effort. Fer 
instance, under ideal conditions, the time to deliver phosphates from a Florida 
manufllCtllring facility lo the Pine Bend warehouse is between 30 and 35 d11ys. 

• normal wintertime ice conditions that cause this river segment to be available for only 
eight months Ollt of the year. A great deal of coordination and planning is required to 
maximize utilization of CF assets in the marketplace given this constnint. 

• ""u-eme weather cycles wlticb further reduce the availability of the river to commercial 
navigation. The recent flood is one example. As recently as 1988, droughl e-0nditions 
also severely limited use of the river system. 

Spedlic Comments on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan for the Mississippi National! 
River and Recreation Area 

CF submits the following comments and recommendations on specific provisions in the Draft Plan ar.d 
Altemative B. The comments are listed in order of priority to CF . 

• • 

RESPONSES 
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• COMMENTS 

1. COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION 

• u. M - "BOJ'ge eperations comprise amt 1% ofthe metrgpo/ilt:111 area's econQJII}; • 

CF supports additional study of !he barge industry and its impact on the metropolitan area's 
econ(lllly as proposed in the Plan on p. 47. The Plan relies heavily on infonnation gleaned from 
a study by Temple, Barll:et & Sloane which "used 1984 as the base year for analysis of 
commercial navigation activity.• (p. 137) Wbile the Plan makes two references to more recent 

' . . ' . • . 
outdated information from the Temple, Ba.tter & Sloane study. CF recommends that !he 
proposed study of barge opera1ioos be completed before the plan is finalized. Industry should 

ave op 1 1 

developed. It is clear that the potential impact of the Plan on barge operations bas 1101 been 
adequately swdied. 

- p. 3 7 - "Decisions about f1xnel activity qpqnsion 'WOUid he based on a balance between desired 
area resuurce chgrocteristics g,td river system capacity. " 

CF n:commends that the Commission ide11tify •area Ill\lOllrce characteristics" and define "river 
system capacity." CF believes tbe industry should assist the Commission or, at a minimum, 
provide comments 011 determination of "river system capacity.• 

- p. 37 - "Decision< ghout commercial nayipion uses wouldbe based on resource values emz,bq;rizing 
minimal ilft(J(lCI OIi aquatic Ii&. " 

CF requests that the Commission define "resoun:e values" and "minimal impact on aquatic life.' 
If it is determined that aquatic life is impaired, CF recommends that the Commission specify flu 
actions they plan to take to address the situation. CF is very concerned tha1 the plall will result 
in restrictive use of the river by barges. 

Proposed Policies and Actions: 

- p. 37 - "Evaluate manaeyment alternatives to expanding existinfareas or mrwing additiqnql 
commercial fleeting areas. ,, 

CF requests that industry participate in the identification and evaluation of management 
alternatives and have the opportunity to provide comments to the Commission before final 
decisions are made, 

• p. 37 - "Ewluate t/lf.wtentlal (gr ban'k erosion qmsed by towboat wakes before /ltaklng decisions to 
locate new (or rel()fate aisun,:) barge fleeting areas.• 

CF recogniz.es that towboats as well as recreational boats create wakes. CF recommends that th 
Commission evaluate the potential for bank erosion from wakes created by towboalll and 
recreational boats operating in lhe area. [n addition, CF recommends that industry be given !he . 

• 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

B-7 

RESPONSES 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA comprehensive 
management plan. The fmal plan has been revised to 
include a proposal for a follow-up surface water use 
management plan. 

• 
The sentence was revised per other comments. River 
system capacity would be addressed in the follow-up 
surface water use plan. Public involvement will be part of 
this plan. 

The sentence was reviseft per other comments. Resource 
values are defined in the glossary. Minimal impact on 
aquatic life is no longer specified in the policy because 
impacts were generalized to include consideration of all 
resources listed in the MNRRA act. 

Public participation will continue during preparation of. 
follow-up plans, including the surface water use plan. 

The policy was revised and includes consideration of 
recreational boat wakes. 
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oppol'!Ullity to participate in bank erosion studies and provide comments on potential actions tc, 
resolve the erosion problClllli. 

• p. 38 • "Evalugte potential noise and visual i"!PflCIS before mal<in(l deci;iQl1S to expand qr locale hara, 
QJlf(aJions." • 

CF requests that the Commission identify how !hey will measure the noise and visual impacts of 
barge operations; whll! noise and visual thresholds will be used for making decisions on barge 
locations; and, how these thresholds will be determined. CF recommends that industry have the 

1111 ton an prov1 e commcn ore a 

- p. 38 - "Barges must not present an impediment Ip nqvi-,ation {ttlther commercial or recreaiional/ ar.lf 
must not damage the imegrity ofthe river, " 

CF recommends that tbe Commission clearly identify what measures will be used IO determine if 
the "integrity of the river" bas been damaged and allow for publie ccmment before any final 
decisions are made that would limit barge use of the river. 

2. ENVIRONMENTALCONCERNS-RESOURCESMANAGEMENT 

- p, J9 - "Fol/pwtng completion ofthia comprehensive managememplgn. the NPS Wfl!l/d wm with 
other qqrtnery having a mqior intmst in resourc,, management in the corridor to prepare a 
m<1l'I/ detaikd resources manavement plan /'RMf) for the area. The resaurces /IWICIDmfDI plan 
is qn jmpkmmtation plan prepared to detail research needs andpropgsgi.r for mg,,aging 
re§9111'C§s in the corridor. • 

CF requests that the Commission identify the "other partnas having a major interest in tbe 
resource management of tbe corridor• and recommends that industry representatives be iocludud 
in the group. CF reoommends that the Commission include provisions that require public input 
on the resource management plan WI lt ill being developed and before it is finalized. 

National Resource Management• Pollution: 

- p 39 - "Thi§ plan mcm,rages an ,s,hasis on gir m,d ,mter pollution prevention and incregsg:Jeffo,y_ 
for control and cleanup whue Mcessary to qddass existing probkms .. , • 

CP requeslS additional information on the _specific pollution prevention requirements the 
Commission and NPS envision for the corridor . 

• p. 39 • "Pg/lulion prevention pclit:ies shotJ!d fpcu,, on nonpoinl SQ/lfCY hecous• of the relotivelv 
greater impact it now hqs on the rlyer, " 

5 

• 

6. 

7, 

8. 

9. 

RESPONSES 

This is beyond the scope of the plan and will be addressed 
in follow-up work. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan. The final plan 
emphasizes the need for public involvement in plan 
implementation. • 

Public involvement would continue during CMP 
implementation. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan and will be addressed 
in follow-up work by the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency and others. • 

(/ 

• 
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11 

12 

COMMENTS • 
CF recommends that the Commission and NPS review and monitor existing federal programs 
designed to addr ... nonpoint source pollution. The federal programs are presented on pages 6 
and,7 of this document. 

• p. 39 • "lncn,qsed monitoring qnd emorcement would be provitkd by ai:encies gqrentlv re!IJ)WISible 
(qr managing air and water g;uafity in the C01'1'idor. • 

CF supports the involvement of agencies currently responsible for managing air and water 
quality, 

National Raouru Management• Propoaed Policies and Attiom: 

• fl- 40 • "(l >., .. provide Incentives for reducing air and waler pollution and exceeding federq/ qndstgte 
stqndards, [iffi:,rts would be mqde to prevent new sources ofpollution ... (4) Ensure strict 
enfo,gment of existinrr poll11tion control regulations. Increase cooperative ventures with 
industry to prevent or minimi:e pollution at the smm:e through incentives and voluntary 
standards. f5i Encourage pollution INTT!lnlion and mcreasedpollution control hr selected areas 
to protect sensitive resources in the corridor." 

The CF Pine Bend facility will face significantly increased pressure on the envirorunental 
regulation front, especially since portions of our land are likely to be considered "sensitive 
natural resmm::es.• Efforts to prevent new sources of pollution could seriously limit facility 
modifications, expansions and new development at Pine Bend. Pollution prevention and source 
reduction, while voluntary at this time, could lead to NPS and Commission involvement in CF's 
Pine Bend day-to-day operations with little regard to the potential economic impact of such 
measures. 

- p 40 gnil 41 • "(6) Reduce the use ofchemicq/s for fertilizer w,dpest control in pgricultw:ql and 
mitkntiql areas, which wouldsuppo,1 sustainable lqnd treatment activities qndintegrgted pest 
mqnggement practices. a4/ lj)Jcouragt alternatives to gross lawns in the shoreline area to 
reduce ferti/iztlr and ri,sticitle runpffinto the river.• 

CF recommends that the NPS monitor implementation of existing programs addressing nonpoim 
source pollution before establishing additional programs. Currently, there are a number of 
federal programs in place addressing war.er quality and runoff from agricullW'al practices. For 
ex:ample: 

• Water Quality Incentive Program - Initiated when Congress passed the 1990 Farm Bill, the 
goal of the program is to achieve aource reduction of agricultural pollutants by implementing 
manasement practices in an environmentally and economically sound manner on IO million 
acres off arm land by die end of 1995, 

• Conservation Environmental Eilsement Program • Another program established under the 
1990 F111111 Bill, the CEEP is designed to provide long-term protection of environmentally 
sensitive land or reduction in the degradation of water quality on farms through permanent 
easements. 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service and the commission would 
monitor the effectiveness of existing programs that address 
nonpoint source pollution. 

Efforts to protect sensitive natural resources would be led 
by state and local governments under existing state law 
and existing (or possibly updated) critical area plans and 
ordinances. Where latitude is allowed under state law, the 
plan supports voluntary efforts, and economic effects are 
normally considered in the decision-making process. The 
plan encourages somewhat greater emphasis than may 
have been given before the area was established as a unit 
of the national park system, but it recognizes that many 
factors, including impacts on economic resources, must be 
considered in the process. 

The plan does not advocate the establishment of new 
programs, as envisioned by the comment, but rather the 
effective implementation of existing programs, with some 
added emphasis and coordination to ensure protection of 
resources identified in the MNRRA act. The National Park 
Service and the commission would monitor the 
effectiveness of existing programs that address nonpoint 
source pollution. 



13 

14 

15 

COMMENTS 

• Integrated Farm Management Program Option - As part of the l 990 Farm Bill, Congress 
authorized this program lo add planting flmbility and encourage farmen lo adopt resoum, 
consetVing crop rotations to help prevent soil erosion and protect water quality. The enrollment 
goal is five million acres. 

• Rural Clean Water Pn,gram - Offers financial and technical assistance to farmen in 21 
selected U.S. areas where Best Management Practices are needed that specifically target 
significant agricultural-related water pollution and water quality problems. 

In addition, the U.S. Congress is debating legislation to reauthorize the Clean Water Act whfoh 
includes a number of new provisions intended to address nonpomt source pollution. 

- p. 40 - "(7) Seek cleanup of co"idor lands that are adversely gffectilt~ or mqy adverse Iv affect the 
river errvironment. " • 

Th.is statement is vaguely written and grants the Commission and NPS broad authority to require 
landowners to implement costly measures for 11111d that "may" adversely affect the river 
environment. CF recommends that the Commission clarify the phrases "adversely affecting" or 
•may adversely affect" by referring to existing federal and state standards and regulatiollll for 
water and air quality. 

- p. 41 - "(I 7/ Ask watershed mantJflYl'ffll orgqnizgtions to estgblish ongoing water g;uqijtv mgnitori 'fl. 
programs to determine the (}?!s. logdings gndsources ofpollutants beingdischanr!fdto the 
river from each tributary Oltd develop prom,ms to prevent and comrof these pollutants & IJ<.ITI 
9.ftl,eir revisedplg,,s • 

CF recommends that the watershed organizations review existing programs at the state and 
federal level designed to address point source pollution and runoff from agricultural operations 
before establishing additional programs with similar goals. CF is committed to complying w,th 
all applicable environmental laws, rules and regulations. 

- p 41 - "CW} Review federal regjonal qir quality permits to assist in preventing further deterioratiw!.!!f 
the corridor's air quality from pollution sources inside and outside the MNRRA boundgrles • 

The CF Pine Bend facility bas a permit, required under the Clean Air Act. for emissions from, 
conveyor belts. flares and storage tank healers. CF's permit would be reviewed Wlder this 
proposed policy. 

(!, 43 • Mgp o[Sensitive Natural Areas• "Wetlands flooc!plains or sigpes exceeding 12%. • 

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS clearly identify sensitive natural areas by citing 
the specific locations. Currently, the Piao only provides a map of sensitive natural areas. It is 

CU O I l as Sl V 

natural area CF Pine Bend personnel believe portions of our land may be comidered "sensitive" 
because of wetlands and a bluff slope on CF undeveloped land that exceeds 12% . 

• 

13. 

14. 

15. 

RESPONSES 

This statement is simply a goal to clean up polluted sites. 
It does not grant the National Park Service authority to 
require private landowners to clean up their land. Existing 
federal and state standards and regulations are the 
authorities that would be used to accomplish pollution 
reduction policies identified in the plan. It is hoped that 
additional cleanup could be accomplished through 
incentives and voluntary efforts. 

Only new permit applications and renewals would be 
reviewed, not existing permits. 

This recommendation is not possible at the scale of this 
plan for the entire 72-mile corridor. However, as local 
communities prepare or update their plans, they can 
identify these sensitive areas in their plans. Also, 
developers are typically required to provide this kind of 
site information in their permit applications. 

• 



• COMMENTS • 
Economic Resource Management and 11.eseardl Needl: 

16 

17 

18 

- ll, 47 and 48 - "Existin:: economic respurcy in the corridor shllll(d be more Intensively inventoried 
and evalumed. The NPS wouldencQllrgge and facilitate tm,, research which would be carried 
out primgrily bv others. A moo, thorough inventory Is needed (qi/owing plqn approval to assist 
In pllm implementation, The lnvento,:y should be preced,d bv more qnglvsis (based oa 
IUislatlve hlstgrv). agreement qn the definition ofecqnqmic resource. gndq comprehensive 
/dentiflqgion of what should be included in the ime11toey. .. There 1., a need for new forecast., qnd 
anplvse.s ofbarge traffic trends hy commoditv and by terming/. Along With additional qnqlvses 
and q comparison of barge transl/OT'talion C05ts with competing modes an assessment should be 
made of the lgm:-term rffectiveness qfbarge 1.m11$J?Or1ation and its impact on regional 
commodityproducers qnd consumers. Pmious barce fleetinr reguirements qnq/v,1!1s and 
studies on th( direct indirect and Induced economic i111pq,;ts of commercial nayigption should 
be updated" 

CF supports additional study of the economic resources and questions why such action has not 
been taken to date. CF strongly rctammcnds that the Commission and NPS identify who will b 
~~cling the ~dy and allow public input chro~gho~ the study .. CF is tancerned that potenti 

development will be imposed without a thorough economic study. CF opposes adoption of the 
Plan befoni a full economic analysis is completed. 

Visitor UR Resource Managemeat - Proposed Polities and Actions: 

• p. SJ - "(S) F,n,;m,rage water e,rfqce-uw ,ut{{alkms ,vph m no-wake zones on the mgJn channel qnd 
in backwater areas to protect se/eqed shorekmds from erosion and redyce conflicts among 
recreaJ/onaJ activities on the river while not significantly affecting the existing commerciq/ 
navigation industry " 

CF requests that the Commili&ion clarify the phrase "not significantly affecting the ell.isling 
commercial navi ation indu • and identif the orel • 

w 
traffic dawn and decrease barge tows, resulting in increased transpottation costs for CF and 
ultimately the farmer owner. 

Plan Imple-atatioa - Proposal for Consistency, Coordinalioo lllld StttamJioing: 

- p. 8() - "The following recommendgtfons define responsibilifies for impru,,emell# in coordination and 
con.sistencv: streamlining ofpermits and refiYlalions - a temporary tgsk fimw. 

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS identify membeI11 on the task force and suggests 
that industry be at lt:Mt one of the members. CF also recommends that lhe Commission and 
NPS note that public comments will be sought on die permit streamlining plan development and 
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16. 

17. 

18. 

RESPONSES • 
See response to comment G-46-3. 

It is beyond the scope of the comprehensive management 
plan to identify specific no-wake zones. This issue would be 
addressed in follow-up planning. Legal designation of 
no-wake zones would be done by corridor cities or counties. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan. The final document 
has been revised to emphasize that public involvement 
would continue during plan implementation. 



19 

20 

21 

COMMENTS 

draft before it is finalized. CF suggests !hat the Commission and NPS issue a schedule for 
development of the permit plan that includes a firm deadline for completion. 

3. LAND AND WATER USE 

General Concepts 

- p. 17 • •11,e, most sipificqnt visuglresources would be protectedqndrestgred where praclicql 
including historic structyres qnd landscapes. shorelines. wetlands. steep slopes and other 
sen5itiye resources." 

CF recommends that the Commission and National Parl< Service (NPS) specifically identify all J 
"significant visual resources" in the corridor and clearly specify what actions will be required tu 
"restore" resources. CF changed the landscaping at the Pine Bend facility, so the shoreline and 
s ope g to e uses may e reqmr to e resto 1s may not e a. senous 
problem for CF if NPS does net prescribe the vegetation !hat must be planted. (i.e. p. 9 -
"lndigeno113 vegetation along the shoreline. in wellandll and along tb.e bluffs is important to the 
visual character of the corridor and support of natnral systems. Unrestricted development can 
strip vegetation if established regulations and guidelines are not followed."). The developed 
shoreline at the CF Pine Bend facility has been cleared for the dock, conveyor belts, conveyor 
belt loaders (hoppers) and dock slw::k. The slope leading to the warehouses also bas been 
cleared for the conveyor belts. 

The CF Pine Bend site also includes a wetlands area which will likely be subject to "protection'] 
under lhe MNR.RA plan. CF currently complies with all state and federal regulations pertainin1: 
to wetlands. However, CF has a permit for a dredged material site which is located adjacent IO 

die wetlands area on the shoreline. lt is unclear from tltis provision whether or not this site wiU 
cont.11:iue e a ow to operate. e pernn or e s1 1s issue y nnesota ep e, 

of Natural Resources. The Corps of Engineers placed dredged material at our site many years 
ago. Jn addition, CF rece11tly employed a contractor to dredge the channel in front of our 
unloading doclc and placed the dredged material at the CF site. CF is not required to test the 
sediment for contamination and has not conducted a test. 

Planning Assumptions: 

- p, 18 - "Lqnd qnd Water Use -Deyelopment compqtjble wilh TEsource prorectlon can rah place in rlM 
comdgr using wgetqtlve screenin,g or qcellmce in building tksirm." 

CF requests !hat the Commission ao.d NPS define "vegetative screening" and •excellence in 
building design" in the MNRRA plan. CF is concerned that the provisions could limit 

expansion on currently owned, undeveloped land, or new development on new land in the 
corridor . 

19. 

20. 

.21. 

• • 

RESPONSES 

This is beyond the scope of the comprehensive plan. The 
plan is primarily aimed at new development and 
emphasizes an incentives approach, especially for 
restoration activities. 

This is a site-specific issue. See responses to comments 
G-17-9 and G-22-1. 

This is beyond the scope of the comprehensive 
management plan. More detailed interpretation of 
planning concepts would be developed in follow-up work 
with the Metropolitan Council, Department of Natural 
Resources, and in individual community plans and 
ordinances. 

• 



• 
22 

23 

24 

COMMENTS • 
• P. l 9 • "Eminent domain should onfy be wed as q lqst rem to protect corridor reSQUTCeS as spec,j(/ed 

in the MNRRA legislation after a Secretarial finding qfnoncOl/!/Jliance with the plan qndaJI 
other procedJires ecified in the Act have; been exhausted • 

CF questions how 1he eminent domain authority will be used in c.ases of •open space." Will 
private landownm, who do not allow CWTently undeveloped land to continue as open space, 
f8" eminent domain actions by NPS? The CF Pine Bend facility consists of 369 acres of which 
approximately 22S acres are undeveloped. CF n:commends that the Commission include more 
specific procedures with regard to eminent domain. 

General Land and Water Resource Protection Concept: 

• p. 19 • "Except in eristin~ q:,mmercial and indgstriql developments. down,,,_ pryq.,. qnd hislorlc 
districts. the riverfront and blu(farea wquld appear lllQ$Tfy natural m»n the river and its 
sly,reline areas (as obwved @Ill the QJ!POSite bank} ... Where the ngturol gvpearance J:m been 
qltered i11 other areas. design guidelines qnd rehahilitatiqn programs would be established to 
enq,ura,:e shoreline restoration to a more natural appearance. " 

The two statements appear to be contradictory. CF recommends that the MNRRA Commission 
and the NPS clarify the term *in other areaa. • It is not clear if existing commercial and 
industrial development would be required to resCore their shoreline to a more natural appearance 
In addition, CF believes •a more natural appearance• is vague 11.Dd suggests that the Commiilllion 
identify procedures that would be required. CF may be r;;quired to improve the view from the 

uses 
located beyond the bluff. 

- p . .20 • "Nothing in I his plan woyld deprive corridor (gndowners of all use and eniqyment of their 
l!1l!4:. 

CF does not believe the proposed pllll! will allow the company "all use" of our owned land, 
especially when it comes to potential modification or expansion of existing facilities or 
development of new facilities Oil currently owned land. 

CF is concerned that the flmbility nccessaiy to run our opaalions will be significantly hindertd 
as a result of the proposed development preservation guidelines in the Plan. For example, in the 
'bluff preservation area," CF is CODiidering clearing an area for a rail car cleaning facility, but it 
is unclear if such a facility could be constructed under the proposed Plan. In addition, CF may 
enoounter restrictions on re1;0nfiguring the conveyor belts used to move product up the slope or 
may be required to establish natural la.ndscaping to cover the conveyor belts and warehouses 
when viewed from the river. CF has 225 acres of undeveloped land and is concerned that "all 
use' of this property will not be allowed due to the "open 9J1ace" policies proposed in this plan. 
CF recommends the Plan be specific on the use of und..,·cloped land or "open space.• 
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22. 

23. 

24. 

• RESPONSES 

The policy for NPS land acquisition in the plan states that 
NPS "eminent domain should only be used as a last resort 
to protect corridor resources as specified in the MNRRA 
legislation after a secretarial finding of noncompliance 
with the plan and all other procedures in the act have been 
exhausted." The pertinent language in the legislation 
regarding eminent domain is repeated in the plan. Park 
land acquisition and trail development will be the 
responsibility oflocal government. The National Park 
Service does not intend to use condemnation for these 
purposes. The final plan further clarifies this issue. 

"In other areas" means outside existing downtowns and 
historic districts. The plan was revised to clarify this. The 
MNRRA plan encourages but does not require these 
improvements. 

There was some confusion on the meaning of this 
statement in the draft plan. In fact, some reviewers read 
the opposite of what was intended. State and U.S. 
Supreme Court decisions have generally held that a taking 
occurs only when a parcel of land is regulated to the point 
where there is no reasonable use available to the 
landowner. In other words, the land use regulation does 
not have to permit the highest and best use or the most 
profitable use, but only reasonable use. To have a taking, 
regulation would normally have to be so extreme as to 
allow the landowner absolutely no viable use. The courts 
have held that even uses that generate lower levels of 
income can be legally mandated by an ordinance. The 
MNRRA plan was clarified to include this explanation. 
Also, because the proposal for state legislation mandating 
conformance with the plan was removed, it is highly 
unlikely that this plan could be construed to initiate a 
taking. 



25 

COMMENTS 

Land Use a11d l'rotectioa l'olldes: 

• p. 20 • "A.ltfw!~h economic development activitv (qromotion of new husineg qnd development} (gr th• 
area is qn im,portqnt element of communif)I IUQW(h and deytlopmenl strate,ws it is not a mgig,· 
component of this plgn and would continue to be the function of local plans and programs in th~ 
area. This plan does encmnyge grqwth and redevelopment in the corridor Iha/ protects the 
nqtionq/Jy mmlticgnl reSQ111'CU listed in the MNRRA at;t qnd enhances the appearance gnd 
/lyqbility of the river em,/rons. • 

CF is very concerned that the MNRRA Commission and NPS have not made economic J 
development activity a "major component of this plan.• The Commission proposes to conduct a 

approa an 
recommends tbs.t the Commission lhol'O{lghly study the possible ecooo,nic impact of the plan 
before it is fmalized. 

It is not clear if resources currently owned by CF would be romidered a 'nationally sipificant 
l'OISOurce" under the propoeed plan. The legislation establishing the River Area does not 
specifically list the •nationally significant resources• and CF recommends that the Commission 
and NPS provide such a list before finalization of this plan. 

CF also requests that the Commission and NPS clarify the terms "enhances appearance and 
livability of the river environs.• Specific n:quirements are necessary for industry and business 10 

more fully Ullderstand the potential impact thia plan could have on modification or expansion oi' 
existing facilities or development of new facilities. 

• .P, 20 • "Land US11 /og,tion dg:ldons liJr deyelopment /J('QIJ(lS(IJs WOtlld lJe based on a l>qlqace hetweep 
re:fll!/Tfe protection. vis/tor use, gnddeye{gpme{lt {leeds in the corridor. &source protection 
Onc/uding existing nqt,,cqL cult,gyl and economic resources) would be the primm:;y determlnhlfl 
factor In case llfa conl1ict. Currently undeve[oped lqndareas In the corridor would cgntinye Ip 
appear open from the river and its shgreline areas (as obseryed from the oppqs;te bank/. 
altfw!gh there could be intensive deve{gpment qwv from the shoreline. New developments 
W011ld in most cases be ch,stered near similar deve{gpmenls in the most gpprQJJr:iate p/aus in 1/Y! 
corridor and wquld be cgnsis/en/ with locgl plgns, • 

adequate attention under the proposed plan. CF recommends that the potential economic 
26 benefits be considered as well as resource protection when there are ronflict:s with land use 

1-----:i~eci:!!111:"!':o:':ns::-.-:,;,;or:su=ggests==-t11at==e:-,Coo=:mm:=i:1ss==1r.:o::-n-:::an::r.NP=sr-:i::ear=1y:"!i':l:den=tit'io:.y:-::an::-d:;:pn=-:•o::;ri:;tize:::-:reso::-:ur=ces::-!r:n:-f 
27 die River Corridor subject to protection in case of a conflict. 

~=====::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~ 

28 

• 

CF is concerned with the proposal for "currfllltly undeveloped land areas" to appear open from 
the river. CF may encounter stringent limitations on the future use of our undeveloped land as a 
result of this provision. In addition, the plan allows for new development most likely "clustered 
near similar developments.• CF's undeveloped land is adjacent to a park and !here is a potential 
that lhe provision also will prevent CF from developing this land in the future. 

II 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA legislation directs that the natural, cultural, 
and economic resources be protected and enhanced in the 
corridor. Economic development activity as defined in the 
glossary (to promote new business and job growth), is 
encouraged where it takes advantage of the corridor's 
attributes and does not degrade natural and cultural 
resources. Local governments and private sector business 
development organizations would continue to have the lead 
role in economic development activity. 

See response to comment B-7-25. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan. 

The text was revised to say that an open appearance could 
be maintained through setbacks and screening, which 
would allow new developments in many areas of the 
corridor. 

• 
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29 

30 

31 

COMMENTS • 
-p. 23 - "New/gndgqnddewlgpm•nt in the riyerftom area (the first 300 feet back (ro,n the river/ 

pld include those activities a{aJtng to or rermiring a iocgt(on next to the river. gcm,itie.• 
ureserviae historic st,yctures IDcaled along the river. or activities enhancing; the river {tom. 

This Sflltement reinforc:.es CF's concern that the plan will not allow current landowners "all use• 
of their land as stated on page 20 oftbe Plan. CF may face restrictions if the Company chooses 
to expand on the undeveloped land at Pine Bend. 

-p. 23 - •m &squrce protection qndsite development policies would result in increased protection of 
wetlands. .... • 

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS identify the new requirements that must be 
complied with as a result of their efforts to "increase protection• of wetlands. CF's land parcel at 
Pinc Berul includes an area designated as a wetland. CF complies with al! existing local, state 
and federal regulations govcntlng wetland.,. 

- p. 24 • "New development would occur in accordance with building setbacks and /andscqpi.nz 
guide/Ines qnd would include trail easements and other sile stipu/gtions identified bv /gcgJ 
fPl'!ll'111Mn/s. • 

This statement reinfon:es CF'• concern that existing landowners will not have "all use" of their 
land. CF recommends that the Commission and NI'S identify the "landscaping guidelines,• 
particularly if spe,;ifle vegetation is required, and "other site stipulations" for new developmenlS 
in the plan before it is finalized and allow the public IO comment on the specific requirements. 

Locafioa Policies: 

- p. 24 • ·w All new develqpment in the riverfront area (@fined as /hf first JOO feel bgckftpm the 
river's ordi11gry high-water /eye/) shgu/d have a relationship to the river a need for a river 
lQ£Ylion, or the capabi/in, lo enha11ce the river environment.• 

CF supports this provision, but rec,ognizes that the new development must meet other 
requirements specified in the plan: "landscape design; building setbacks; natural, cultural,. and 
economic resource protection needs" {p. 18); 'vegetative screening or excellence in building 
design" (p. 18); ·traiJ easements and other site stipulations identified by local governments." 
{p. 24), 

-p. 24 - "UI Fo/Jowinf are eJcamples of the IJ!p(s of uses that would be acceptable algng the riverfront: 
' industry thgJ ,eguires //tt river ror its funclion S11Ch @: those with commercial navigation or 
)!$lier appropriation needs.• • 

CF supports this provision. 

12 

29. 

30. 

31. 
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RESPONSES • 
Without details on an expansion proposal it is hard to 
predict what the effect of the MNRRA plan might be. Some 
restrictions could apply but would be subject to local 
control. 

The plan emphasizes better implementation of existing 
requirements, not new requirements. 

This sentence was deleted from the plan. Sample site 
development guidelines are included in appendix C. Local 
governments would develop landscaping guidelines for 
their community. 
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33 

34 

35 

COMMENTS 

• p. 26 - "(3/ and 16) /{the land meets criteria for open space acquisi(ion. encourage owners to lea.e the 
l'JX!Ce epetr otherwise appropr/qle private redevelopment mould occur. ErKfourgge a wratei; 
variew of/and use activities with additi<mal open space in the lower river corridp,: (below 1/Ji.1=. 
494 bridge at the city ofSguth St. Pauli " 

The CF Pine Bend facility is located below the 1-494 bridge. This statement reinforces 
concern about restrictions the plan could place on undeveloped land owned by the company 
Pine Bend. 

Site Defflopment Policies: 

• p. 16 and 27 - Specific site develppnent requirements are presented i11 this section as well as 
4ppendix C. 

This section presents the restrictions on new development in the corridor and modification or 
expansion of eristing facilities. CF recommends that the Commission clearly identify the 
sonsitive resources whlcb will be protected under the plw,. Note that the Pine Bend facility is 
located in the Critical Area Prol!Tam. 

Variance Policies: 

- p. 29 • 'The yqriance procedures would he in accordance with state statutes and wouJdincludf the 
following criterion: the )'Qriance would not advfrse/v affect simifit;,mt resources in the 
corridnr; the property owner would not have reasonal,Je use of land without the variqnq • tft! 
variance request is 119( bgsed sqk/Y on economic considerations· and. the vpnance request 
wgyld not have adverse Impacts to the .!'111'roynd/ng properties. • 

CF supports establishment of variance poli<>ics, but is cooccmed that the measure as cumntly 
drafted is too broad. CF recommends that the Co.!lll11ission and NPS assure opportunity for 
public input on variance proceedings and reque11B. 

Open Spa.., and Tnlls; Land Aequisitloa Concepts: 

• p. 30 • #The (Plan) does not show prqposedlandqcguisjtion but only potential open 81AA' 
Q[IJ)er{Wiities. The actual amoyni of open I/W9f would probably he considerablv less ... " 

CF needs clarification as to whether our undeveloped land is an "open space opportunity" under 
the proposed Plan . 

• p. 33 • "Quen space would include public gndprivaJe lgnds thqt remain primarily 1D1developed. The.~ 
may include lands devoted to active or passive aqeqtiongl use or lands retained for visygl or 
ngturgl resource protectipn purposes A continuOU§ trail svstem using available comdors S11Ch 
1H nearbv streets and utility easements is an i11!])011ant comwnent of this plan. The potential for 

gpen space is greatest in the lower river qna (below the l-494 britfre/ " 

ll 

• • 

83. 

RESPONSES 

Please see the revised concepts and policies. The plan 
encourages more open space in the corridor, especially 
within the floodplain or 300 feet of the river, but does not 
mandate it. 

This is beyond the scope of the plan and will be identified 
in follow-up critical area planning by communities or in 
project-specific site plan applications by developers. 

The text was revised to encourage public input in variance 
proceedings. Variance proceedings will be in accord with 
state law. 

It is a concept map showing potential lands only. Specific 
proposals would be developed in follow-up work, and local 
governments would have th~ lead in acquiring additional 
park land. 

• 



• COMMENTS • 
36 

The CF Pine Bend facility i.s looeted below me l-494 bridge and it ls unclear as 10 whether a 
portion of our undeveloped la.nd is included in the open space plan. In addition, the proposed 
trail ,uns along Highway 55 south of CF property. However, if the trail were moved away from 
the highway for safety reasons, CF is concerned that we might be required to provide an 
easement or a "buffer zone" along the trail. CF needs to be provided with clarification on these 
points. 

ALTERNATIVE B 

Land Resource Protection Concept: 

• p. 94 • "In the event ofcnnf{Jtts between resqurce mqngzr,ment gog1s natwyl and cullural re$QHT£€ 
preserygtlon lflOUld ii( giwn /»'(ferem:e. " 

CF believes the potential economic impact of decisions must be given consideration in cases of 
37 contlicts aod opposes this provision. A4 mentioned previously, we believe a thorough economic 

impact study should be completed before finalization of the Plan. 

• p. 94 • "Fw:ther degrqdation or alteration qfthese (.s,msitiyel fegture;s wquld be strof:!1'0' diSICOIITCWld" 

38 j CP re<iOmmends tltat the Cor:nmi.ssion and NPS identify •sensitive features.• 

39 

40 

Lud Use Protection Policies: 

• p, 94. 99 • "There would he a more extensive lqnd acqµlsilion progmm than in mw plher alter,,atiYf: 
the NPS wculd work with other ggepciq Jo develop a tfelgiled land acgµisition plan. " 

CF questions whether the land acquisition program would include private lands. CF supports 
development of 1. detailed land acquisition plan and requests that we hllve the opportunity to 
panicipau and provide comments on development and finalization of such a plan. 

-e. 95 • "No river depetulenl uses wauld be d,zy,ilopgi in c011iungign with ope,, Ql't!fA' qr in l,sqlaled or 
,mrelgted sites and none would impair rn,bfic agce~ lo or views q_f(he river.• 

CF is CO!leemed this provision could seriously reslI'ict our ability Ill build on currently 
1111developed land at the Pine Bend facility &11d would limit our flexibility to serve our member
ownem. CF recommends this provision be deleted. 

Open Space and Trails Concepts: 

• p. 95 • "Mom exiensive QPfll p,ac, and ,rail dw,lqpment would be w:,ovided in rhl.i altmrgtiw thml in 
the proposgl. The atf/Qllnt of open S[Xl(ie to be acquired in /his altemative cannot be determined 
at this time. " 

14 

B-7 

36. 

RESPONSES • 
This is a concept map only. Details would be developed in 
follow-up work, and local governments would have the lead 
in determining specific proposals, including trail 
alignments. 

37, See response to comment G-46-3. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

See response to comment B-7-33. 

Local governments would develop more detailed land 
acquisition proposals cooperatively with the National Park 
Service after the MNRRA plan is approved. Local 
governments would be encouraged to include appropriate 
public involvement in their planning activities. 

This concept was not adopted as part of the final plan but 
was retained in alternative B. The commenter's objection 
to it is noted. 



41 

42 

44 

45 

COMMENTS 

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS clearly identify the potential open space aoc; trail 
development they envision under this proposal. 

Commercial Navigation: 

p. 96 - "There wauld be a ff:eeze 011 new tleettw siteS, No-wake zones and other surfgce use reiflkltiP.11§. 
would be established and e,,jorced. The NPS would also cooperate with the commercial 
navigation industry and respective permilljng ggencies to ensure thgt natural and cyltwal 
resources are not immyred bv cu"ent aclMtiJ:s. " 

CF opposes the freeze on new fleeting sites and recommends that the Commission and NPS 
conduct a thorough study, using current figutes, on the barge industry and future traffic ttffld& 
before imposing a freeze. CF is concerned that the no-wake zones and other "surface use 
regulations" will restrict current barge use of the river resulting in increased costs and serious 
limits on CF's ability to transport proouct !O our Pine Bend facility and ultimately our memher
owners and lbe farmers they serve. 

Natural Resource Management: 

• 12-96 - "The NPS wouldmqa qctivt:Iy encqurqge strict mfgrcement ofpoint soy,;ce nqlllllign comrol 
regulmions throughout the entire c°"ldor setting 1m its own supplemental air and water m,<llin! 
monitoring program /0 identify nqncompligr,c,, and IJfl1'Sll(/ corrective action. Nonpoinl -~ 
pollution would be reduced tlrtwgh extensive NPSqnd cooperator education programs gm 
promotion oflhe use ofnative /!1)1!des that dg not reqYire fertilizers or pesticides.• 

CF would face significantly increased environmental regulation under this proposal. CF is 
concerned that the NPS would establish its own air and water quality monitoring progranu 
rather than rely on the expertise of local, state and federal agencies cum:ntly respomihle for air 
and water quality monitoring. CF recommends that NPS allow such agencies to take the lead on 
increased monitoring efforts wilb NPS oversight 

Economic Resource Mauagement: 

- p. 91 - "Nelll economic deye(ppment would he enCOIIJ'aged only when co[llpatible with resource 
protection obiectives. • 

CF is concerned lhai new economic development will be significantly limited under this pla~ 
and recommends thlll the Commission and NPS review the potential economic benefits to n,:w 
development as well as resource protection objectives. 

- p. 98 - ''More liberal use ofn<>-wake zones would also be encouraged to 12rovide additional quiet ,:cnes 
ia the corridor gm/protect shorelines.• 

CF questions the oo-wake zone policy and its potential impact on barge use of the river. CF is 
concerned that this provision will severely restrict our ability to move product up the river!<) our 

15 
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41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment B-7-33. 

While a freeze is retained in alternative B, the proposed 
plan does not include a freeze on new fleeting sites. 
However, it now includes a proposal for a surface water use 
management plan that will address these concerns. 

The text for alternative B was revised to say that NPS 
efforts would supplement the efforts of others. This 
alternative was not adopted as the final plan. 

New economic development would be more limited under 
alternative B but not prohibited. 

Impacts on commercial activities would be considered in 
this alternative as well as under the proposed plan. 
Alternative B was not selected as the proposed alternative 
by the commission and the National Park Service. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

46 

47 

Pine 'Bend facility. CF requesli that the Commission and NPS identify the sbo.relines tbat need 
protection as a result of wake damage and provide an opportunity for public comment. 

Coordinadon and ConsilleP.cy: 

- p. 100 - • Additional fetkrai f&~ian to mmt regyla1o,y authority to the NPS or the MNRRA 
Commifflorr, • 

CF agrees that the NPS and Com.mission will be required to obtain addiliooal authority fmm 
Congress to carry out Alternative B. Thill illustrates CF's belief that the NPS is planning to 
implement an alternative that extends beyond the intent of the legislation establishing the 
MNR.R.Acorridor. 

Environmentlll Consequences: 

- p - if# • "Costs of Complying with Lgnd Use and Environmental Prolfl.cuorr Polic/y. • 

CF recommends that the NPS and Commission conduct further analysis of the potential 
economic impacts of the proposed land use and enviro!llllental policies before adopting tile flBIII 
Plan. 

CF appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Plan and looks forward to working 
with the Commission and tho National Park Service on revisiOllS to the Plan. If there are further 
questions, please contact me at (202) 371-9279. 

Sincerely, 

~tc,~ 
Vice President, Public Affaira 
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B-7 

RESPONSES • 
This alternative was not selected as the proposed 
alternative by the commission or the National Park Service. 

Some additional text was included in the economic impacts 
section. The final environmental impact statement is 
sufficient. 
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COMMENTS 

THE RAILROADS SERVJNG MINNESOTA 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

September 10, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
17S E. Fifth St., Suite #418 
Bolf.41 
St. Pau~ MN 5S101 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

1be undersigned railroads and association members serving the state of Minneso
ta are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Compreheosive Manage
ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (tbe Plan) for the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area (the Corridor). We are vitally interested in any activities 
which affect the management of the Corridor. This corridor is important, not only to our 
day-to-day operations, but to the services we provide individually and in cooperation with 
other railroads throughout the entire nation. 

A number of us are signatory to tbe comments filed by The Stakeholders' 
Coalition, and all of us endorse and agree with those romments. Further, we have read 
the comments filed by the Minnesota Department of Transportation and fully support 
Commissioner Denn's statements concerning rail transportation, inter.modalism and river 
crossings. 

Transponation facilities in tbe Corridor cannot be viewed as self-contained, 
independent segments or entities. They must be·Jooked at as integral parts of a trans
ponation network that links the Twin Oties and Minnesota to national and international 
markets. For example, one jointly owned segmenl of railroad track in the Corridor 
handles 95 million gross tons of freight each year. This volume of traffic would equate 
to one loaded 80,000 pound semi-trailer truck passing a point every 13 seconds. 

We believe the Plan is deficient in that there is very little economic analysis in ] 
general, and none at all concerning the railroad industry. It is imperative no final plan 

e a op wi out t e ene o t IS ana ys1s, as 1t may we res t 10 un estr 
consequences, Analysis of the rail industry should focus on its role in a global economy, 
the present rail facilities in the Corridor, the future requirements of the industry it 
serves, both in the region and its obligations as an interstate common carrier . 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. See response to G-46-3. 

• 



• COMMENTS • 
2 

3 

4 

5 

In its present form, the Plan disregards national policy as establl~hed by the 
Intermodal Surface Trans ortation Efficien Act (ISTEA). As embodied in ISTEA, the 
fe e government recognizes t e importance o cons enng transportaaon as an 
integrated network, utilizing the strengths of each mode. The Corridor is an excellent 
example of a multi-modal network combining to serve the commercial needs of the 
region and nation with barges, railroads and trucks working together. 

The Plan treats the barge industry in an incomplete manner, indicating that more 
research should be done. There is not any consideration given to railroads or other 
modes of transportation, let alone a need for any research. The Plan is seriously flawed 
when some of the major activities in the Corridor receive no consideration. 

As irnponant as freight transportation is 10 the economic vitality of the region, the 
movement of people must also be considered. Both lSTEA and the Clean Air Act 
Amendments set requirements and policies which may be impacted by the Plan, or 
impa~ its implem1;mtation: Minn7sota h~ embarked on init~a~ives in several ~reas su_ch 

should be considered in any comprehensive plan affecting the Corridor. Projects such as 
these could require major changes in the configuration of facilities not contemplated by 
the Plan. 

Another deficiency in the Plan is it does not appear to provide a mechanism for 
dmen should the need arise short of continu • variances. 

or is dynamic, an its a I ty to acoommo ate c its rest ents 
and businesses should be considered. 

There are recommendations in the Plan that are in CQnflict with existing federal 
regulation of rail operations and maintenance. The United States Depanment of 
Transportation, through the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), has jurisdiction 
over railroad operations, maintenance and safety practices. The Plan ignores the FRA 
as having any jurisdiction and proposes regulations that would severely conflict with FRA 
rules and standards. 

For example, the Plan would restrict erosion control activities to natural methods 
or native vegetation, not allowing the use of culverts, ditches, walls or rip rap. Yet the 
FRA has in place rules and standards that deal, directly or indirectly, with drainage and 
erosion control which can only be complied with utilizing methods restricted by the Plan. 
The FRA and rail industry recognize that water run off or intrusion is one of the most 
severe problems in maintaining the safety of track used to transport passengers and 
freight. 

The track along the Mississippi River now has rip rap in place to control erosion 
and protect the track and bridge approaches, as well as piling for bridge pier protection. 
The importance of these forms of protection were evident just this summer during the 
flooding that occurred on the Mississippi River and throughout the midwest. Without 
these forms of protection, the lines so vital to the region and the national rail system 
would have been lost. 

B-8 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES • 
A reference to Intennodal Surface Transportation Act was 
added to the Land and Water Use section of the plan. 

This is beyond the scope of the comprehensive 
management plan. 

The MNRRA legislation specifies that the commission may 
modify the plan, subject to review by the governor and 
approval by the secretary, if the commission determines 
that a modification is necessary. This plan is intended to 
be a comprehensive policy framework. With the 
modifications made to address the many comments on the 
draft plan, it is hoped that frequent amendments to the 
final plan will not be needed. Because the plan is not a 
regulatory document and could be tailored by communities 
for their stretch of the river, there would be no 
requirement to apply for variances. The final plan was 
revised to clarify the amendment process. 

The final plan has been revised to state that it is not the 
intent of this plan to impose on any federal- or 
state-regulated industry standards or requirements related 
to construction, operation, and maintenance that conflict 
with those enforced by existing federal or state agencies for 
the safe and environmentally sound conduct of business. It 
is also recognized, however, that additional standards or 
requirements that are necessary to protect the sensitive 
resources of the corridor and that do not conflict with these 
legal mandates may be enacted and enforced by the 
appropriate federaJ, state, or locaJ agency. The National 
Park Service is not a regulatory agency in the corridor but 
would work to coordinate the activities of others to achieve 
the purposes of the MNRRA act and to encourage 
implementation of the comprehensive management plan. 
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COl\'1.MENTS 

The use of vegetation for embankments will simply not provide Ille protection 
required. Not only would there be insufficient protection, but vegetation would actua!.ly 
destabilize the ·roadbed by attracting water and weakening the subgrade. For the safety 
of the traveling public and freight customers, these regulations must conform to existing 
industry safety and engineering practices. 

Another recommendation within the Plan which causes the railroad industry I 
problems is the height limitations placed on structures in the Corridor. Facilities such~ 
s1gna n ges an po e mes are construct m t e manner, an at t e e1g t t ey are,, 
for both safety and operational reasons. They must be high enough to accommodate the 
proper clearance and safe movement of the equipment we operate. The height and 
location of signal bridges is determined by that which is necessary to provide ·sufficiem; 
visibility for safe train operatioru;. The Plan should place no arbitrary· restrictions in 
these areas. 

The Plan does not contain the specificity necessary for the rail industry to 
determine restrictions that may be imposed on it by the Plan. Rail operations, mainte• 
nance, construction an re a 1 tat1on are regu ate t e my orps o 
Engineers and accepted industry practices prescribed by the American Railway Engiru:.er
ing Association. Individual company policies may require a higher standard. The 
federal, association and company standards are designed to assure that rail transporta• 
tion is safe and efficient for customers, the general public, Ille environment and rail 
employees. Hazardous materials transportation is also tightly regulated by the U.S. 
DOT /FRA, with the primary requirement of safe efficient transportation. Conflicting 
regulations could lead to unsafe or dangerous situations, resulting in Plan requiremenls 
being unattainable in light of safety considerations. 

In summary, the problems we have identified with the Plan could be addressed by 
recognizing that railroads must comply with existing or future federal rules, standards 1Jr 
regulations, which may be in conflict with the final adopted plan. Further, the final plan 
should not be approved until the Commission completes its assignment concerning 
economic activities and analysis in the area. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Plan. Minnesota's Railroad!, 
are available and look forward to working with the Commission and staff to produce a 
Plan which will insure the natural and recreational resources of the Corridor are 
enhanced and protected, while not jeopardizing the economic interests we, and those 
who use and benefit from our services, represent. 

/s/ Robert S. Howery 
General Manager, Northern Corridor 
Burlington Norlhern Railroad 

/s/ lerome W. Conlon 
Senior Vice President-Administration 
Chicago & North Western 

Transportation Company 

Sincerely, 
lHE RAILROADS SERVING MINNESOTA 

/s/ Charles N. Wollack 
Director Administration & Claims 
Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Raiiway 

/s/ lohn W. Gohmann 
Chairman & President 
Minnesota Commercial Railway Company 

• 

6. 

7. 

RESPONSES 

The height limits are similar to those of the state critical 
areas program and the shoreland rules. The subject policy 
was revised to say that exceptions to height limits may be 
made where necessary for safety, such as for railroad 
signal masts. Also see response to comment B-8-5. 

This is a conceptual policy plan that does not contain the 
level of detail requested. See response to comment B-8-5. 

• 



• 
/s/ Patrick A. Pender 
Vice President & 

COMMENTS 

.. 
/s/ William F. DlllSCh 
President 

Chief Operating Officer 
CP Rail System'(Soo Llne) 

Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company 

/s/ Lynn A. Anderson 
Vice President-Marketing & 

Public Affairs 

/s/ Janet H. Gilbert 
Assistant General Counsel 
Wisconsin Central Limited 

Dakota, Minnesota & Eastern Railroad 
Corporation 

/s/ Robert T. Bennett 
Administrative Manager 
Duluth, Missabe &: Iron Range Railway Co. 

/s/ John W. Gohmann 
President 
Minnesota Regional Railroad Association: 

Chicago & North Western Transportation Company 
Dakota, Minnesota & Eastern Railroad Corp. 
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Railway Co. 
Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Railway 
International Bridge & Terminal Co. 
Minnesota Commercial Railway Co. 
Minnesota, Dakota & Western Railway Co. 
North Shore Scenic Railway Co. 
Red River Valley & Weestern Railroad Co. 
St. Louis & Lakes Counties Regional Railroad Authority 
Twin Cities & Western Railroad Co. 
Wiscoruin Central Limited 

(JSII\MNRIIA) • 

Contacts: 

Lany E. Long 
AvP-Government Affairs 
Cl' Rail System 
105 S. fifth St. 
P.O. Bot 5.lO 
Minneapolis, MN 55440 
612/347-&71 

John S. Bari 
Direaor•Govcrnment Affairs 
Chicago & North Westen, 

Transportation Co. 
165 N. Canal St, 7-North 
Chlcaso, IL W6IJ6 
312/633-4312 

Brian J. Sweeney· 
Executive Dircaor-

Go\'Crnmeul Affairs 
Burlington Northern Railroad 
200 W. Madison St, Suite !111000 
Chi~ IL 60606 

312/853-2453 

• RESPONSES • 

B-8 
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COMMENTS 

Railroads of 

Minnesota 
~llP" 

More rail-ton,; of ores originate in Mmn,,•ota than 
in an:, otMr state. 

Key 1991 Rallroad Statist,cs and Rank Among the States 

Number of Railroads 
Total Rail Miles 
Rail Carloads Handled 
Total Tom Carried by Rail 
Total Railroad Employment 
Total Wages of Rail Employees 
Average Wages per Rail Employee 
Average Fringe Benefits per Rall Empl0"j9e 
Railroad Retirement Beneficianes 
Payments to Railroad Retirement Beneliciarie& 

17 
4,986 

2,278,004 
165,347,002 

7,616 
$302,044,000 

$39,659 
$15,706 

24,700 
$209,492,400 

20"' 
7"' 

16~ 
13"' 
10"' 
11~ 

10" 
10" 

■ 

1991 Top Commodities - Rail Tonnage Ongmated Within State/ Percent of Tota ■ 

• 

Ores 
Farm Products 
Coal 
Food Products 
Nonmetallic Minerals 

49,063,421 
15,323,231 
4,164,595 
3,978,418 
1,489,808 

61% 
19% 
5% 
5% 
2% 

1991 Top Commodities- Rail Tonnage Terminated Within State I Percent of Tot • Oras 31,759,782 43°.A, 

Coal 20,881,248 28% 
Farm Products 9,430,786 13% 
Chemicals 3,559,583 S°A, 
Glass and Stone 1,581,404 2% 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 



• COMMENTS 

Railroads Operating In Minnesota 
ClaS9 I Railroads 

Bulling1!)n Norttiem, Inc. 
Chicago & Norlh Westen, Tranap. Co. 
soo Une Ranroad Co. 

Loc:al Rallroade 

BullalO Ridge Ranroao ~ 
Cedar River Railroad Company 
Dakota Rall Inc. 
Minnesota Oommerdal Railway 
MNVA Rall,oad, Inc. 
Oller Tall Va/1ey Railroad 
Twin Cffles & Western Railroad Co. 

Regional Rallroada 
Dakota, Min,_ & Eaa!em Railroad 
Duluth, Ml8sabe & Iron Range Rallway 
DulUlh, Winnipeg & Pacific Rallway 
Red River Valley & Western Railroad Co. 
W,s,:xmsln Cenll81 Llcl. 

Swttchlng & Terminal Rallroade 

Oulullt & NOl1heaslam Raflway 
Min"""""1, Dakota & W- Railway 

• RESPONSES • 
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COMMENTS 

+1 ea MM ---RESOLUTION TO MAINTAIN ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL VITALITY IN 
TIIE MISSJSSlPPI RIVER CORRIDOR 1HROUGH BALANCED PUBUC POLICY 

Wlwreu tlle Mwlnlppl River Coordlnadng Commission ls draftlll& a report to evaloate and 
gotde r11tore publk polk:y ill tile Mlulnlppl Corrklor; 

Wlwms tlw report will he submitted to the Secretary or tlle Interior and will dlreetly affect 
tllote who work aod live near the Miulnlppl River; 

~,,, It Is C111dal lhat Ille report maintain the cnrrmt balance or cultural, environmental 
and economic rcsoGr«$; 

m.-, tile draft report dearly states that IGcal manaaement ortlse River Corridor llas 
praerved the river lo good condition ror over 140 yean; 

ll'1laeQs control of tile riwr llloald contln11t to re8l with local units of government with lnpu1: 
and review rrom outside agencies; 

W1i-• thousuds or b111ineaes and owr lOll,000 Jobs depend on the Miulsalppl River; 

,,,._, the Mississippi RI.,.... Corridor can and mo,t maintain economic and enW'Ollmental 
vllallty lllde-by-1lde to thrive; 

homeowaen requests tbat the Milslalppl River Coordlnatma Commission 
continue to balance the needs of tbe commalllty and the eavtroomeot. 
Thne are compallble coall and ID fad one depends upon the other ror 
• productive Mlaialppl River Corridor. 

Therefore; be It resa.lved that a coalltlo11 of ddzeas, bnslneuet and ] 

-------

• 

We 111pport Miaoesotuis for the Mlnlslllppl and a balanced approadl to the MlliSUlippl River 
Corridor. 

Chairman of the Board 

• 

RESPONSES 

L The plan does this. 

• 
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COMMENTS • 
September 7, 1993 

Ms. JOA1m M. Kyra! 
Super\ntelldenl 

Ym.:1l;! Q1>1!}]~11 Buiklin~ 
H ! !)(1,1rt. Nrnrh S11ei:1 
,<;u1k ]OU 

M1n,u·.>pl>lr,-, '.\li•wt,111,t '\HU?•>::? I 
Vh,.nc 6!:!1<;!).\JJll 
f;u: 6!'.Ur 7H9!•J'I-

MissiMippi Natiooal Ri\oer and Rc:aeatioa An:a 
17S East FJflb Strcel 
Sv.i:e 418, Bm; 41 
SI. Pam. MN SS101 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

TIie Greater Minneapolls Oiamber of c.oam.erce &lid its membership have a loag-standing 
inleretll and inwhemeat in !be Mi&sisappi RiYtt Corrido<. The riY1,r bas been and conliDucs 
lo be a most Yitai IIO"""' oC commerce and Clhcr =ioomic activity for our c.nllre region. In 
addition, !he importana, of the IMI' corridor's enYiroamenlal """""""", n:aeallonal patcntlal, 
historical and cultural ~ can Do( be <M:nlaled. 

We are iadeed ronuaate Iha! the contbined dfoiu of citize1111, illcludina bwwlesa and all ......, 
oC g"""'11melll 1urw, obared a loagstaading commilmcat lo llllUIIIF tkis prccioua raomee wll. 
UWj-K>l>llbly, the ~ balaDa,d approach to managing the Mwwippi Riwt, 
recopiziag !be importaa,e ol all ol its rcSOW'ces, has preserved it in elll:dlent conditi"", 111, 

reoogni1.ed by the initial draft"' thi.s plan. 

Howewr, the Chmber is very concemed that the current droll Plan of Ille Misslwppi Rm 
Coordinating Commission does IIOI IIWlllllm a "balance of all resources• approach to managia& 
Ille mc,r a,rridor. Though fodcral law (P .L. 100-6!l6} dlrc,u Iha! the eaDIOmlc ""°""""' cl 
the area are lo be protected, prcscm,d and cnbanced, we arc of the opinioo that this draft plan 
may lul\'C sn advcrse dfcct °" job< and CCODomic g,<l'llllh in Miucsota. 

Specific.ally, "" belle... the draft Plan i& OYCrly V8gllll with reapecl IO "acw" replaliOJIS and 
permitling pn>CC$11C3 thal busi.o....,.and commllllitiea, along the rifftway and tbOiSC beyond Ille 
river but affected by riffi- lld.Mtics, may be sub,jeded to. This csn only serve as a nqatm, 

In """"••• rather than tho consolidation and c:oorduiation of cmling regulatory efforts which 
i& lbc staled goal oC P .1... llJ0.696, VIC ..,. a new federal bureawncy being treated with lhe 
National Part Semce being a ,trong advocat,, for and willing recipient of a new dominio11 over 
~ and !late procei.s lllld illtcrcsu.. _11 i& irollic_lhal the dr!"1 Plait's affected commwutio~ and 

under Gcr,cnior Carlson"s leadershlp, like CORE and~ Mi!IIICSOla S~~DeYelopmem 
lnillative, to !Areamlille the, Slate'• replalory activities. 

1. 

2. 

B-10 

RESPONSES • 
See response to comment G-2-2. 

While Congress directed that the National Park Service be 
involved in managing the Mississippi River corridor, the 
plan emphasizes local control and the use of existing state 
and regional agencies and processes for implementation. 
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J<>IIJm M, Kyra! 
September 7, 199:3 
Pagel 

COMMENTS 

The Chamber wgcs the Coaunimon and the National Pa.rt ScrYicc (NI'S) to~ !be draft 
Plan lo -pond to the clear dire<:tiw: in the law wbicll is lo develop a proivam for 
"""1'dinating aad u.reamlioing the pemul pcoc::eu. The implementatioG al'. ..,., 11CW land ""' 
regulations should be probibited 1111til a coordinalion/eomolidatiolll study d existing 
local/swe/fcdcral rcgulaliom has been mmplctcd and CODSidercd by die Commi.s&ioo. 

Farther, the draft Plan, in out ricw, inadequately addreoscs the CC10Domic beadil& derived fr.,... 
aclMI)' 011 81111 aloog th" Miuissippi River, W" llltougly uri!" the Commissioa and lhe NPS 10 

consid..-.,conomi,.: llll-1A ill the same lll8JUIU .. other wlcl'aU, are C0Dlidcred. Tbc draft 
Plan should be modified to llllder&core the importaao: d a working rilw corridor 011 jobs and 
o=.i.:: ;;r,-Mh in Minn:ooc:i.. We ::m::t ;ct lo::;: ·.::1.i,1 o! th: fa.I th"1 tl.,ro i, a Lxig lw,ta,y, 
11/bcr,:by lhl' environmental, n:crealiOllal, cultural .. well as economic: benefits of tho river haw: 
been compatible and succcssfi1JJy roanaged. 

Tbank yo11 for :,our comidcration. 

ConmeM,Levi 
Pre&idcnt 

cc G"""8ot Arne Carlson 

3. 

4. 

RESPONSES 

The proposal for coordination and consistency in the plan 
was selected because a detailed study was impossible 
within the mandated time frame and available budget, and 
it would duplicate current efforts by the state. The 
legislation does not require that a program be 
implemented. The state, in response to an executive order 
from the governor, has initiated such a study. It seems 
logical to allow the state, which is heavily involved in the 
permitting system, to perform this function. The plan does 
outline a process for streamlining. A moratorium on 
development regulation is not required nor necessary 
under the final plan. Additional MNRRA-initiated efforts 
for coordination and consistency would be a high priority if 
the state effort does not provide sufficient results. 

Economic resource protection and the potential impacts of 
the proposed plan and alternatives on the area economy 
were considered extensively in the planning process. 

• 
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§Shiely -
SNIIJ ...... 

2915Wa!eraRd.,Suile 105 
Eauan, MN 55121 

(612)ea:!-0600 
Fax (612) 683-8108 

1 

2 

3 

September 9, 1993 

Ms, JoAnn K.yral, Superintendent 
Misslssippi National River and 

Recreation Area (MNRRA) 
175 Eut Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P.O. Box41 
Saint Paul, Minaesoca SSIOI 

Dear Supe.rinteudent K.yral; 

The Shiely Company is in general agreemfflt wid, the intent or 11,.e federal Le9islaliolt wllk:11 
cmblished the Mm!SSll'PJ RIVER CORRIDOR STUDY COMMJS.gON. The Mississippi ltiflr is 
at\ imPDrtlnt and beautiful natural resoun:e. It is eo a critkal "°"""""'ial rann:e to the 
Metropolitan area and also to the aari<ultWlll C'COIIC!my for huacln,ds of miles around rlll! Metropolim 
an,a. Both of these resources are illll)Ortant and must be pieservlld. 

~ Shie~ C..mpay'a sreamt contern with the DMfT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEM)!NT 
fl..AH is that the end l'flult the realllatioM and the regulaton who ioterpret w res11lationa, will 
•reate new hurdl .. and additicllal time oonstrainll in the permlttlna p-. The river ICOIIOffiY has 

1 1 rr1 r o u ure. no r 
do ao, industry bas to be able to ASpond quickly to opportunities alld requirements. It is very 
important to tho Shiely Company that lt bit permltlfd to modify 1.11d expa,id ulsliog operatimq alona 
!be river and to open new locations. This is critical to the compay's ability 10 stay profltablo in a 
very coms,etitive industry. 

We specifically urrie you to rewrite lhe sectiol!I of the Plan wbi<b allude to and even prescribe 
additional layen of review and app,oval authority. for example; 011 -• 37, the Plan provide, rat 
the National Parle Service to review all fleeting proposals ror conformance with the MNRRA Plall. 

,nnero mea o a esources are cumn J mPOIISJ 
for revn,wing fleeting pl'Opc)Sll)s. One of lheM taeuciH should men,ly add the MNRRA Plan 
C'Ompliance to its review criteria. 

Ptoposal #I under PROPOSED POLICfE$ AND ACTIONS. on page 37, would establish a monitoring 
prosram Which would determine tbe fflll for new or adjusted noetlns area.s. The need for chanse 
in our industry is identk;al to that in any industry. It is market driven. This ladustry is better able 
to determine tho need for chanse thlm any aa•n<Y would be. We submit that the regalatory a111hori1y 
should remain narrow and focllled only on the suitability ud oomparibility of a use for a pa,tic;ullU: 
area alona the river. Broadening of regulatory authority to izlclw:r,, marut analysis iii clearly beyond 
the expe,me of the blic sector and should not be of a raview for eom ibiti , 

The Shiely company has and will continue to cooperate with !be various regulatory authoritiee in the 
State of Minnesota. The ComJ)lllly is s~p~11i~ o~ the overall intent of _Publl• Law 100-696 to 

Local progr.1ms and to ensure orderly public and private dev~lopment in the area. Our greatest 

2. 

3. 

B-11 

• RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan is built on existing plans and uses 
existing regulatory processes. Permitting reviews would 
use existing time frames to the maximum extent practical. 

If a fleeting proposal requires a federal action, such as a 
permit from the Corps of Engineers, the National Park 
Service is required by law to review it. Reviews would be 
done concurrently and within existing review processes to 
the extent practical. 

To responsibly manage commercial activities that use 
public resources and to adequately perform environmental 
review under the National Environmental Policy Act; a 
basic level of need assessment should be included in the 
program. This does not imply a full-scale market analysis 
by public sector employees, but the plan does propose new 
forecasts and analyses of barge traffic and fleeting needs 
under the section entitled Economic Resource Research 
Needs, which would probably be contracted out to experts 
in the field. 
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Ml. JoAnn Kynl 
licptembe, 9, 1993 
Pqe2 

COMMENTS 

concem about Ibis plallnlng proces, and about Ille regulations which will tventuaily be written;. time 
delays; project tilli111 tin1e dcla)'I in ffuJ penn!Ulng process. II ii imporlut, therefore, that there be 
no new layen of gover11111ent and that the nthority and naPOlllibility for -11latin.s the riv.,,.....,. 
"'1IUln at Ille Loc:al le'YeL 

5 'Ill addition to these apecii'lc com:erDS, we share the CODCCll'llS npressed in lhe le\let f10111, the J 
1...._....::;Sta=k:::e;,;;bo;;.:ld:::on~• ;::;Coal=itiOll:::"::;.i:(COPY=:.;""""=;.;:IMd=):... ________________ _ 

• 

Thank you for lhis opportunity to comment and for your consideration of ow- -,,u ad 

/d4 
AIIIIC!unent 

4,. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The plan calls for the use of existing processes and time 
frames, and primary land use decision-making would 
remain at the local level. 

Attachment: See letter B-12 

• 
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September 10, 1993 

National Park Service 
Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P.O. Box41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

All members of the Stakeholders' Coarllion believe in the continued enjoyment, 
protection, and multiple use of the Mississippi River. The success of this region in 
protecting the river and responding lo new apportunllles to Improve the Mississippi 
River speaks volumes to the care and concem extended by Minnesotans. 

The Stakeholders· Coalition further supports the request that went to Congl9SS in 1986 
from the Metropolitan River Corridors Study Commis$ion (MRCSC). That study 
recommended a national designation for the corridor, federal matching funds for 
complellon ot the existing trail plan, and coordination and consolldallon of govemmental 
ragulatlons in the area. 

Significant amounts of time have been expended to dale, and all members of the 
Mississippi River Coordinating Commission (MRCC} are applauded for their time epent 
reviewing many pages of materials. As stated in previous draft plans, Minnesotans 
have done an outstanding job of caring for the Mississippi tor more than 140 years. The 
MRCC is a continuing demonstratlon of that commitment. 

Nonetheteu, this plan requl1'88 significant additional definition and reflnemant 
befont being approved and forwarded. 

The Stakeholders' Coalition presents the following lhree (3) major pc,lnts as the 
foundation of our response to the 

(herein reterred to as "the draft Plan•). points are supported, and 
f'8COmmendations for comJClive action are taken. in the attached document. 

1 I First, Ille draft Plan does not meet all of the requirements of the law. 

• The draft Plan does not adequately meet significant requirements of the federal law 
(P.L 100-696). The people of Minnesota requested, and the United States Congress 
directed, the development of a program to: 

• coordnate and consolidate the "permitting• processes, 
• use federal matching funds (primarlly) to complete the walklng/blklng/skiing 

trail system as already planned along the corridor, and 
• create "policies and programs !or the commercial utilization of the Area and 

Its related natural resources, consistent with the protection of the values 
mr which the Area is established as the MNRRA.· 

• 
1. 

B-12 

RESPONSES • 
lt is the NPS and commission opinion that the plan does 
meet all the requirements of the law. 
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COMMENTS 

• This draft Plan may have a serious oogatJw,effect on jobs and economic growth in 
Minnesota The draft Plan's unnecessary vagueness about new regulations and 
permitting processH leaves employers and oommunllies along the riverway, and 
those beyond the river but affected by river aetivities, uncertain about what existin11 
operations, new developments or expansions of existing facilities will be permitted .. 
Because of this uncertainty, businesses are less fik&ly to Invest in this area or In 
Minnesota, which means they cannot 11ustaln existing jobs or create new jobs. 

• The law directs the Plan be built upon existing local plans and programs. Instead the 
draft Plan is replete with statements that laws will be passed, e~her at the state or 
federal level, to fores compliance. The draft Plan suggests local control may be 
S8Verely tsstricted, which would be detrimental to effective policy creation and 
implementation. 

• The draft Plan has not adequately recognized transportation issues regarding the 
relationship between the activities within the designated river corridor and the 
region's transportation systems, as defined by the Metropolitan Councll. 
Furthermore, the draft Plan does not acknowledge transportation's Integral role in 
Minnesota's economic success In the global economy. 

• As. currently dratted, the Environmental Impact Stat.ement (EIS) for the dret\ Plan 
.does not appear to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 

second, lhe draft Plan falls to provide for the preservation, protection, and 
enhancement of economic resources. 

• The draft Plan does not provide "polldes and programs for the commercial utilization 
of the Ar8a and its related natural resources, consistent with the protection of the 
values tor which the Area Is established as the MNRRA." For example, an essential 
inventory of economie resources is deferred, while other resources are exhaustively 
detailed, charted, and quanllfied. In addition, the draft Plan recommends 
alternatives that •open spaoe acquisition would place a greater emphasis on natural 
and eul\u\'61 !'9$0Ul'C8 protet:\ion. • 

• A clear process for fair oompensation for the acquisition of land or Interest in land is 
not provided for, when land Is acquired under this draft Plan. Landowners (public 
and private) fear that they may have to go through a lengthy and costly legal process 
In order to be fully compensated for the value of any MN ARA-acquired lands. 

• The valiance definition and procedure summarized In the draft Plan aro lnconslstem 
with local ordinances which are based on existing standardized state statutes. This 
Inconsistency will likely cause confusion and delays In local ordinance administration 
•· negatively Impacting reasonable economic planning and development in the 
corridor. 

2 

2. 

RESPONSES 

In addition to considerable material under Land and Water 
Use, the plan specifically provides for this under Economic 
Resources Management. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

3 I Tl\lnl, the draft Plan goes far blayond ttw lntent and history of the, __ 

• The draft Plan is Inconsistent wl1h the legislative history, intent and the "findings" ol the 
law (P,L 100-696). The draft Plan contains programs and policies that go far beyond 
the requeatlrom Minnesotans, the original Intent of the law and the law ltsell, by 
creating additional levels of bursauaacy and attempting to grant powers not 
authotlzad under the law. 

• The law defines the requirement that the Plan •recognizes ec:cnomic adlllltles wl1hln 
the area and provides for the management of such activities, 1/IClucllng barge 
transportation and fleeting and those indiganou, industries and commercial and 
1'8Sidentlal developments which are consistent with the findings and purpose$ of this 
subtitle.• The draft Plan could convert land to open spaces, tegatdless of the cunent 
owners' use and Intent, or the existing Comprehensive Plan approved by the 
Metropolitan Council. • 

• Becaufl8 of the vagueness and amblguiti&$ of the draft Plan, there is a strong concern 
that the National Park Service's traditional autholity to regulate in National Parks will 
be applied along the river corridor and wia lead to the Imposition of many 
"administratively initiated" sections of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 

• Efforts by NPS to review Air Quality permits inside and outside of the conidor, to plan 
tor additional authority to beeome enVironmental regulators In addtion to the MN 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the federal Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), and to change existing zoning by mandate, ant not specltlcally authorized In 
the law. 

Clearly the draft Plan allould more pNICfsely reflect th• hlatory, ecope, Vision, and 
Intent ot the original law. To do so requires the completlon of required 
components, the ellmlnatlon ot emblgulllea, and tbe removal ot federal lnltlalwe 
and assumption of powers not authorized In the law. 

The attached pages detail some of the changss nec:easary to ensure that economic 
vitality, es wen as Important recreational. <:Ullural and environmenlal resources, are 
adequately protected. Without written assurance of this protection, the draft Plan &hould 
not go forward. 

We appreciate the opponunlty to comment on this draft Plan. 

Slncerely, 

The Stakeholders' Coalition 

101 Norwest Center, 55 Eas1 Fifth Street, Saint Paul, Minnesota. 55101-1713 
(The following page lists the organizations and their representative members signing this 
document) 

Attachments A and B 

3 

• 
3. 

B-12 

• RESPONSES 

The National Park Service and the commission believe 
that the plan meets the requirements of the law and is 
consistent with its legislative intent. The draft MNRRA 
plan was based on local plans and regulations. The Park 
Service would not have had approval authority, but there 
was a proposal for state legislation to mandate consistency 
and have the Department of Natural Resources monitor 
consistency. The final plan deletes the proposal for new 
state legislation in favor of existing state authorities. This 
should reduce the impression that NPS involvement in 
local zoning decisions would be heavy handed. This revised 
approach is explained in several sections of the final plan. 
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SIGtlJ.TORlES TO THE STAKEHOLDERS' RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

Isl Robert S. Howery, General Manager 
Burlington Northern Railroad 

Isl Timothy H. Minor. Ci rector, State 
Government Relations 

CF Industries, Inc. 

Isl P.A. Pender, Vice President and 
Chief Operating Officer 

CP Rail System 

Isl Jerome w. Conlon, Sr. Vice 
President - Administration 

Chicago &. North Western Transportation 
Company 

/9/ John D. Denzer, Mayor 
Clly of Cottage Grove 

Isl Anders J. Rydaker, President 
District Energy 

/s/ Stuart Maitland, Plant Manager 
Twin Cities Assemblies Plant 
Ford Motor Company 

Isl Fred D&reschuk, Business Manager 
International Union of Ope!Bling 

Engineers, local No. 49 

/s/ Pattiek S. Thompson, Regional 
Manager/Public Affairs 

Koch Refining Company 

/SI Thomas o. Cochrane, Executive 
Director 

Minnesota Aglf.Growth Coundl 

/SI David C. Olson, President 
Minnesota Chamber of Commerce 

/SI E. Peter GIiiette, Jr., Commissioner 
Minnesota Department of Trade and 

Economic Development 
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/SI Erin T. Roth, Associate Director 
Minnesota Petroleum Council 

Representing: 
Ashland 011 Company 
Wllllams PipeUne Co. 
Conooolnc. 
Mobil QI Corp. 
Texaco 
Phillips Petroleum 
Fina Oil & Chemical Company 

Isl Char1811 E. Kiester, Sr. Vice President 
3M Corporation 

Isl Clair Murphy, Site Director 
3M Cottage Grove Center 

/SI Douglas J. Welszhaar, P,esldent 
The Minnesota Transportation Alliance 

/SI James D. Schultz, Manager,Recycllng 
Development and Regulatory Affairs 

North Star Steel Company 

/s/ Ross T. Hammond, Director of 
Ell\llronmental and Regulatory Affairs 

Northern States Power Co. 

Is/ Carl A. Kuhrmeyer, Chairman 
St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce 

/SI Jonathan J. Wllmshurst, Vice President 
and General Manager 

Shlely Company 

/SI Jody Hender, President 
SOuth St Paul • Inver Grove Heights 
Chamber of Commerce 

/SI G.K. Shurb, President 
Tow, Inc. • 

Isl James c. Hartman, President 
Upper Missi6Sippl Waterway Association 

/SI WiUie A. Brown, President 
Willie's Hidden Harbor Marina 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

Attachment A 

SUPPORTING EXAMPLES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. The draft Plan does not 111881 tlle raqUlrementa Of the public law (P.L 11J0.686). 

Exanpes: 

• The clear directive In the law Is to develop a program for coordinating and 
consolidating the permit process, essentially streamlining the existing process. The 
draft Plan merely indcates a meeting will be held. The draft Plan strongly lndica.tes 
more regulation and communications wiU be added by the NPS, before suc::h 
coordination is oonsldel9d. Without that program, this draft Plan should not advance as 
it could thwar1 the State's current streamlining activities. 

• With the designation as a National River and Recreation Area, the intent was to secure 
fifty percent (50%) matching funds trom the Federal Government for ccmpletion of thlJ 
"existing, planned recreation system· along the 72 mile corridor. This Is now Shown as 
the lowest pnority tor use ot tederal tunds In the draft Plan. 

Btc;gfflQJIOdaflons: 

• We recommend that the draft Plan be revised to be consistent with the law's original 
intent. Specitically, the law was written to recognize the historical, mcreational, scenic. 
cultural, natural, economic and scientific resources derived lrom activities on and along 

economic activity, should be more fully developed. An economic analysis, suggested in 
the draft Plan, should be perlormed prior to the adoption of a final Plan. 

• The prioritized use of the 50% matching federal funds must be consistent with the law. 

8. TIie draft Plan la lnconalstent with tlle leglalatlve history, Intent and the 
"findings" of the law (P,L. 100-698). 

Exanpes: 

• The MRCSC Final Report {January 1986) sheds llght on the numerous concems 
raiSad in the report that should have been, but were not, addressed and corrected in the 
draft Plan. 

• 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

B-12 

RESPONSES • 
See response to comment B-10-3. The MNRRA legislation 
does not say that a program must be in place when the 
plan is completed but only that one be identified. The 
proposed review process for permits under this plan uses 
existing mechanisms and process. Therefore, the plan 
would not thwart but support streamlining activities by 
others. 

There is a recommendation in the Metropolitan River 
Corridors Study Committee Final Report to provide a 
funding program for completing the existing, planned 
recreation system. While this is an excellent report that 
contains many good recommendations that were carried 
forward to the MNRRA plan, the commission and the 
National Park Service are not restricted to its contents. 
The criteria listed for land acquisition grants in the 
MNRRA plan are not listed in priority order. Completion of 
the existing, planned system is a criterion equal to the 
others in the plan, and local land acquisition would not be 
limited to this. The subject section of the plan was revised 
to explain this. 

The commission and the National Park Service believe 
that plan is consistent with the intent of the law. 

See response to comment G-46-3. 

See response to comment B-12-5 

This is in the plan. See responses to comments B-10-3 and 
B-12-4. 

The commission and the National Park Service believe 
that plan is consistent with the MNRRA act. There is no 
requirement to address concerns raised in the 1986 report. 
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COMMENTS 

First, the law directs the Plan be bullt upon exlaUng local plans and proarams. 
In other words, local control Is Integral lO 1ulflll Ille Objectives 01 the ·-· The 
draft Plan, however, propo888 to give the Natlonal Park Service (NPS) approval 
authority over local zoning decisions. 

In the MACSC guidelines for legislation, the committee states, "Care must be taken 
10 avoid cteatlng a new level of government. A new organization would not have 
veto power over the ac:Uons o1 lls member agencies; II must not meddle in agency 
decisions ... Any selected allemative must not be a new permit agency. Any new 
organization must be convenient and accessible to local governments.· (p. 28). 

The draft Plan, however, fails to acknoWledge these concerns and recommendations 
in numerous areas: 

• The State, through the DNA, rs already Involved in reviewing local plans and 
programs under Shoreland and Floodplain leglslation, yet the draft Plan proposes 
that new approval authority ("certification• in the draft Plan) be provided on t:>ehalt of 
the NPS. This authority essentially creates a new level of bureaucracy. 

• The draft Plan states that "State legislation would be sought to require community 
plans to be updated to eomorm to this plan"(page 24). This statement Indicates that 
the Plan will supersede all other programs, adding not only another layer of 
bureaucracy, but also cmatlng confusion as administrators attempt to discern when 
existing regulations apply and when the draft Plan's regulations apply. 

• The draft Plan sug~ests that the Environmental PrtllaClion Agency may grant a 
permit ·subject to N S concerns.· In other words, the NPS becomes a 
•superagency. • This raises the concern that NPS will have the authority to reject a 
new project or an expansion that would have otherwise been acceptable. This 
action appears contrary lo the Intent of the law. 

• The draft Plan Is defined to be "in effect· until the local plan is approved. This 
leaves local plans in limbo, tor an indefinite time period, while there are no findings 
that any plan violate& the purposes of the law (P .L. 100-696). 

• The draft Plan is unclear on how many decision making bodies would be Involved 
wtth land use Issues. It proposes that an NPS and MNAAA. Commission "review of 
major land use decisions· and a DNA ·revtew of development proposals.• This 
review period would lengthen the existing review process which would negatively 
impact economic development. 

Btcommaoctalloos: 
• The Plan should recognize that the existing local plans and programs are the result 
of significant time and effort and careful study by ofllclals to develop a system which 
meets the needs of the affected communities and the region. These existing policies 
should guide the development of a coordinated system, rather than having new 
policies and programs nullify them. To this end, "certification• should be clearly 
defined. 

2 

u. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment B-12-3. 

The MNRRA plan uses existing agencies and processes and 
does not create a new permit agency. 

The final plan was clarified concerning certification. There 
is no veto authority. 

The pro.posal for state legislation was dropped from the 
plan. 

Under the MNRRA legislation the National Park Service 
does not have authority to reject a permit for a new project 
or expansion. The procedures for reviewing federal permits 
are clearly articulated in the MNNRA legislation. 

16. Local plans would still be in effect regardless of their 
consistency with the MNRRA plan. 

17. 

18. 

The final plan was revised to simplify the process and 
remove any perceived overlap. Reviews would be 
concurrent to the maximum extent practical. 

A statement was added to the opening paragraphs of the 
proposed plan to clearly state that it does recognize that 
existing plans, programs, and systems are the result of 
extensive time and eiffort. The plan was also clarified to 
state that the Department of Natural Resources would not 
have a veto authority. 

• 



• 
19 

COMMENTS 

• Specify that all federal agency permit reviews, including NPS project reviews, will 
be conducted concurrently with the existing timeines provided for by such federal 
and state statutes. Furthermore, any such review authority should be delegated to 

and the coordinating and consolidating mandates of the law. 

• 
20 • NPS' review capacity should be Umiled io adviso,y review comments and should 

1--;C:;;;::::.;z,.,~~~~~~~~!ll...tl=~r.:.. • .,.:,T,!!:hr~esh~:!l:ldi,,::leve~ls~~/.:=IJ~=="'"• ---1 
s o proposals exce 

21 Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and/or EIS requirements. 

22 Second, economic resources are not recognized In a manner consistent Wllh 
leglslatlve lnlent under ltle deflnlUon of a "working river." 

• In the MRCSC study, "the committee's study made it clear that eoonomlc 

23 
development on the Mississippi and Minnesota River needs to be recognized and 
formalized as a legltlmate activity. This needs to be done especially at the state and 
regional levels.• (p. 24). As noted earlier, the economic benefits derived from activity 
on and along the Mississippi River are inadequately addreslled in the draft Plan. 

• The 1986 MRCSC study also noted that •Economic uses of the river and riverfront 
development In Minneapolis and St. Paul have slgnllica1lt Impact on the nat!Onal, 

24 el.ate and regional economy." (p. 35). The draft Plan, haNev&r, mentions the 
economic importance of the corridor In a Hmlted fashion. This action biases actMty 
away from economic Interests which are Yitai tor the continued growth and vitality of 
the sta1e and reglon. 

awrnrntodaJ1001: 

• Them should be written assurance of full consideration among hlstorlcal, 
nicreatlonal, scenic, cultural, natural, economic and scientific resources. Economic 

25 
lnt81'8S'ls must be conalderad In the same manner in which other interests a1& 
considered. In 1986, the Committee commented that "this problem (considering 
economic interests] needs to be addressed In any land use plans and ltlSOUrc& 
management plans prepared lor the corridor.• (p. 30). 

26 
• The Plan should specify the policies and programs for enhancement of nationally 
significant &conomlc values and economic utilization of the river oorridor, as required 
by the law. 

27 
• The Plan should provide more favorable oonslderatlon of residential, light lndustrtal, 
and other related economic land uses as recommended by several local units of 
government at the MNRRA public hearings. 
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19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

RESPONSES 

This concept was incorporated into the Partner Roles 
section of the final plan. 

• 
The NPS role was clarified, and there would be no veto 
power. 

See response to comment G-25-27. 

Even though the tenn "working river" is not used in the 
legislation, the concept is recognized and incorporated in 
the plan. Additional recognition of this concept was 
incorporated into the final plan. 

23. The subject section of the plan was revised to add state and 
regional economic development to local economic 
development activities. 

24. 

25. 

Several statements were added throughout the plan 
stressing the economic importance of the corridor. 

Text was added to stress the importance of economic 
resources and considering the economic impacts of corridor 
decisions. 

26. The plan does this. 

27. See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 



COMMENTS 

C. The draft Plan wlll have a serious negative effect on jobs and economic 
28 growth In Minnesota. 

Ellmaln: 

• The Minneapolis Community Development Agency (MCDA) and the St. Paul Port 
Authority have been seeking development or various light industrial and/or research an,:! 

29 
deVelopment palks loca1ed within the first 300 ieet o1 the river corric!Or. If these projecl:i 
are non-river related, they may not be allowed to proceed under the draft Plan. This 
restriction would essentially negate the positive policies and programs they have 
developed to spur local community development, create jobs and increase the fax base. 

• On page n, the draft Plan states that the NPS wiU •review major land use proposalS J 
and all federal, federally funded, or federally permitted proposals.• Our concern is how 

30 
the NPS defines a •major project• For example. the NPS could determine that a routin& 
plant expansion or change in production process Is a •major project• and step in to 
Influence the project. Be<:ause this ls undefined, businesses wlll be hesitant to invest 
caoital In the corridor when they cannot anticioate and plan for regulatory Impacts. 

• Many potential and proposed commercial, Ught industrial and industrial businesses ] 
along the conidor could be restricted from growth under the draft Plan. For example, 
potential land and construction values along the Mississippi River Corridor in St. Paul 

31 art estimated at $60 million. Additionally, a proposed $200 million c:ogeneratlon plant 
located In the corridor may be adversely affected by the draft Plan, as could more than 
$200 million in other potential commercial, industrial and residential projects currently 
planned for development In Minneapolis. 

t-.:> 
O') • In discussing the Economic Resource Research Needs, the draft Plan concentrates on 
0 barge acttvfly. Barge transport is only one of the several modes of transportation 

32 impacted by the Plan. The draft Plan, however, falls to acknowledge the need to 
develop new forecasts and analyses for trains, trucks and planes economically 
impacted by the designation. 

Recammendatlsma: 

• The draft Plan should be modified to acknowledge the Importance of a working river 
corridor to Minnesota's economic Yltafity. MJnnesota will only continue to enjoy the 

33 recreational and oolturat benefits of the river if lt has a strong economy to support and 
sustain its citizenry. The Plan should be more specific In Its definitions to remove the 
uncertainty in the language which discourages businesses from investing along the river 
corridor. 

• Threshold levels tor •major projects· should be established to Hmlt NPS review to 

34 proposals exceeding the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and/or EIS 
requirements. 

• The Plan should detail what the pR>C8dures and criteria will be ior certification of local 

35 zoning actions, and what the specific qualifying criteria are for determining "substantial 
conformance.• 

4 

• • 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

RESPONSES 

While this opinion is expressed in several of the comment 
letters, it is generally not substantiated by concrete 
e\>idence or examples. Where specific examples of potential 
adverse impacts have been identified (i.e. low height limits 
in downtown areas) the plan was revised to address these 
specific concerns. Based on the available research and 
many years managing NPS areas, the National Park 
Service has found that park plans generally have a neutral 
to positive impact on the local economy. This includes 
additional employment, amenity values, and tourism 
expenditures. These impacts are reflected in the 
Environmental Consequences section of the document. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

See response to comment G-25-27. 

See response to comment B-12-27. 

A statement was added to the plan regarding economic 
research needs for a broader inventory of transportation 
resources, which would be analyzed in the resources 
management plan. 

The working river was recognized in the draft plan, and 
additional recognition was added to the final 
comprehensive management plan. Additional specific 
language was added to the glossary. 

See response to comment B-12-30. 

The plan was revised to explain that these issues would be 
addressed in follow-up work during the initial stages of 
plan implementation. 

• 
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36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

• COMMENTS • RESPONSES 

D. fair compensdon fOC' the purchase ot private end publle lend or lntlM'eat In 
land 19 not clearly provided tor, If that land Is acquired undll!' this draft Plan. 

EJlmDles: 

• On page 33, references are made for land acquisition, which would appear to be 
beyond the plans existing In 1988. An option on page 94 contains the sentence: 
·Currently undeveloped areas, totaftng about 19,000 acres, would be kept open and 
used fof recreation to tllG maximum degree p,.:,gsible." Another option on page 95 
indicates "The NPS would take a much greater role in promoting additional park land 
acquisition In the corridor, Including direct NPS land acquisition.• Because these 
options are still open for approval, we are concerned that NPS could acquire addtlonal 
lands which currently may be considered available for other development plans. 

• On page 8 7, the draft Plan discusses land acquisttlon facilitated by a grant program 
authorized in the MNRRA legislation In coordination with existing state and regional 
funding programs. However, the process Is not as cleai1y defined as necessary tor 
landowners to understand how their property rights will be affected. 

• The draft Plan refers to land acquisition along the corridor, yet in 1986 "The committee 
found there Is no need for any maJor additions to the existing, planned recreation 
system along the three rivers In the Metropolitan area.• (p. 40). The committee also 
Dmlted land acquisition by noting that ihe legislation would~ provide any new 
authorization for land acqlglsitlon alona the MisslssipDI." lo. 121. 

Racomrnanc1auans: 
• The Plan should specify that any local, regional, stale or federal acquisition of lands or 
interests in land under this plan are subject to the Federal Real Property Acquisition Act 
and Uniform Relocatlon Act. And further specify that land valuations for this purp,.:,$8 
shall not consider the impact of the zoning guidelines contained In the MNRRA plan as I 
constitUtes "project Influence· under the meaning of those laws. 

• Conelstent with legislative history, the Plan should prohibit the use of federal funding 
participallon in the acquisition of any park or open space lands until after the completioll 
of the •existing, planned regional park system• and those lands 19eommended to be 
acquired for land acquisition for NPS administrative purposes, 

E. A8 currently dratt.d, the Environmental Impact Slatement (EIS) doea not 
appear to meet the requlremenls of Ille National Environmental Polley Act 
CNEPA). 

Eumplea: 
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36. 

37. 

See response to comment B-1-9. 

The legislation does not limit land acquisition to 1988 
plans. Except for a planned 5-acre donation, the National 
Park Service does not intend to acquire land under the 
proposed plan. The commenter is referring to a statement 
from alternative B, which was not the selected alternative. 

38. This is beyond the scope of the comprehensive 
management plan (see response to comment B-1-9). 

39. See response to comment B-12-37. 

40. See response to comment B-1-9. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

B-12 

See response to comment B-12-5. 

The National Park Service disagrees with this comment. 

Adequate detail on the alternatives has been provided to 
facilitate comparison and decision making. 

Alternatives considered but rejected were listed in the 
draft and are highlighted in the final plan with a 
subheading. 
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45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

i?J 50 

51 

52 

53 

• 

COMMENTS 

• The description of the affected environment does not contain sufficient detail •· for 
example, with respect to SOCioeconomic rasources. The descriptions of environmental 
consequences are olten c:onclusory, and olten prasent no supporting data or citations to 
supporting data. (For examples, see the descriptions of ·cumulative effects" on pagef; 
187,171,175, and 178.) 

• The dralt Plan also does not contain any clear descrtptlon of mitigative measul9s as 
requlrad by the statute and the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality. 

e,comDJIQdatlon1: 

• Revise the draft Plan to supply adequate detail, and then assess the Impacts In a J 
manner cteerly consistent with local, state, and federal standards. 

• The Plan should specify that the Secretary of the Interior will not seek the lmposltlon of 
any stricter stale or tederal air and water quality standanis. 

F. The draft Plan has not edequately eddrell8ed lflln9POrtatlon lauaa regardlngI 
lhe relatlonaJtlp belweet1 the actlVltles wlttlln Ille deelgnated liver corridor and ~l'le 
region's transporlallon systems, as defined by the Metropolltan Council 
Ful'ltlenno,e, the draft Plan doea not aclcnoWledge tranaportatlon's Integral role In 
Minnesota's economic euccus In the alobel economy. 

l;pDJl>JN: 

whim assigns a high priority to reconstruct many Mississippi River crossing points (TU 
• The draft Plan does not acknowledge the Major River Crossing Study updated In 190~9 

169 In Anoka, TH 61 at Hastings, I-494/Wakota and Wabasha Street among others). 

• The policies, parkway, and bridge crossing standards listed on pages 24 and 29 are In 
conflict with the recommenda1lons of the Major River Crossing Study and the 
Metropolitan Highway System Plan classlflcatton of Shepard Road. 

• TIie draft Plan does not c:onslder the directives of the Federal lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Efliciency Act (ISTEA) to Integrate intennodal planning In the 
management of transportation Infrastructure. For Instance, ISTEA promotes greater 
linkage between modal systems at terminal tocalions such as airports, ports, rail 
fadlltles, barge and grain terminals. All these uses have historically occurred in the li•,er 
con1dor and will need to continue to do so. 

• The draft Plan falls to 19eognlza the critical Importance that various modes of 
transportation along the river comdor have upon Minnesota's economy as we compels 
In the world market. For example, Minnesota farmers depend on trucks and rail moving 
In-bound to the river and barge transport on the river for export of their producls throu,~h 
Mississippi River ports. 
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45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service believes that the environmental 
impact statement is sufficient for decision making. 

According to pertinent regulations and guidelines, 
mitigating measures can be described as part of the 
alternatives or the environmental consequences rather 
than in a separate section. 

Adequate detail has been provided for a conceptual 
management plan and the impacts are assessed in a 
manner consistent with applicable standards. 

There is no legal authority to restrict the secretary of the 
interior from seeking the imposition of stricter standards, 
but the final plan builds on existing corridor plans and 
stresses existing standards and processes. 

A statement was added to the Land and Water Use section 
of the plan acknowledging transportation's role in the 
economy. Transportation is necessary to preserve economic 
resources in the area. 

A reference to the subject study was added. 

See response to comment G-15-16. The policy was revised 
to address these and related concerns expressed by other 
comm enters. 

A policy was added supporting regional transportation 
planning, including the concepts embodied in the 
Intennodal Surface Transportation Act. 

53. A statement was added recognizing the importance of the 
various modes of transportation in the corridor. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

BKgmmanc11flsln: 

• The Plan should call for an inventory to be taken ot the CUIT9nt BIid planned 
transportation ·infrastruelure in the river corridor prior to developing a strategy for 
providing adequate transportation access In and through the corridor. This Inventory 
should be developed with the active Involvement ol local communities, private canters 
and tenninals, the Metropolttan Council, Minnesota Departmem of Transportation, and 
the U.S. Department ot Transportation. 

G. Because of lhe vaouenesa of the draft Plan, thera la a concem that NP$ etrorta 
to regulate along the rtver conklor wtll lead to the Imposition of many 
"edmlnlstraUvely lnlUated" 88Cllona of the Code of Federal AegulaUons (CFR). 

examp1es: 

• The review process is not detailed sufficiently to permit validation with existing 
practices and procedu!QS. Furthermore. the NPS has not specllicalfy stated In the draft 
Plan their intention to provide concurrent 19View, In accordance wllh other 19View 
procedul8s already In effed. 

• On page 40, there is language to extend the 'purview' to the "Mississippi Watershed." 
This Implies that iegulations, such as water quality regulations, may be extended 
beyond the l>oundaries of the corridor defined in the lew. We are concerned that this 
action would result In numerous and varied levels of environmental regulations 
depending upon location; this would be extremely difficult lo monttor. 

• There 819 numerous references to new initiatives into the area of environmental 
regulation (page 41 ), Including the statement that "federal regional a1r quality permits" 
will be reviewed "from sources inside and outside of the corridor." This would extend 
the boundaries of NPS authority. 

BM9roJntDdlll9D1; 

• The Plan should provide a model ordinance tor the prop0Sed local land use controls 
detailing the minimum zoning dimensional standards, uses within the river area, and 
procedures for local ordinance administration. 

• Provide a specific exemption from 36 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) for the 
lands, waters and activities under the law (P.L. 100-696) and the Plan. 

• The Plan should state !hat project and permitting reviews will be conducted 
concurrem!y with existing state and federal review processes. 
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• 
54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

RESPONSES • 
A statement was added to the plan identifying the need for 
more transportation infrastructure inventories under the 
economic research needs. Data was added to the appendix. 

Under the MNRRA legislation the National Park Service 
does not have the authority to issue such CFR regulations, 
except for activities on lands directly under NPS control. 
NPS landownership in the corridor would be minimal 
under the proposed plan and would total only about 50 
acres. 

Some detail was added to the plan implementation section 
on the review process; the intent for concurrent reviews 
was stressed, 

The subject policy addresses educational programs, not 
regulatory programs. 

The MNRRA plan does not extend the authority of the 
National Park Service. The subject statement was revised 
to eliminate the phrase referencing sources "outside the 
corridor."' This was done so that the National Park Service 
would not be obligated to review every air quality permit 
outside the corridor, but it would have the discretion to 
choose those outside the corridor that might significantly 
effect the corridor. 

Providing a model ordinance is beyond the scope of the 
MNRRA plan but would be done in the early phases of plan 
implementation. 

60. The National Park Service cannot provide a blanket 
exemption from 36 CFR. However, the MNRRA legislation 
states that 36 CFR applies only to NPS-owned land, which 
would be very limited under the proposed plan. 

61. This has been added. 

B-12 



COI\1MENTS 

Tbs Stakahokjars• CoalttiPP 

The Stakeholders' Coalition was formed in the Spring of 1992 lor the purpose of getting 
communities, businesses, Industry and labor involved in the development process of the 
MNRRA plan. As this group has grown and become more diverse, ils members 
continue to share a common goal: concern for the economic base and a progressively 
cleaner environment along the MN AAA conidor. 

This coalition is dedicated to achlevi ng a balance in the proposed MNRRA plan. 
Coalition members desire to work with the Commission to obtain a fair and balanced 
approach to the many complex economic and environmental issues facing the people of 
Minnesota along the Mississippi River corridor. The stakeholders haV8 also been 
concerned about issues regarding local control and recognition ol the Mississippi River 
as a "working river.• This interest is evident through indillidual stakeholders' activities 
and concerns raised at each stage along the formal MN ARA approval process . 

• 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

September 9,1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
U.S. National Park Service 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul,MN. s,101 Re:Draft Comprehensive Mgmt. Plan 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Cenex/Land 0' Lakes Ag Services,described on the attachment, 
fully supports the Positions taken by CF !ndustries,lnc. 
Salem Lake Drive,Long Grove,Illinois,a Company we have 
approximately $150,000,000.00 Invested In,in their views 
on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan for the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). 

Copies of their proposals are attached to this letter. 

Cenex/Land 0' Lakes Ag Services relies very heavily on 
Low-Cost Barge Movement on the Upper Mississippi River, The 
CF Industrie! Facilit~es located at Pine Bend,Minne~ota 

Products sold in our 15 State Sales Region. It is vital 
that these Low-Cost Barge Economics continue into the 
future. Bein an A ricultural Regional Cooperative,all 
ro 1ts ma e ur1ng c year ar e 

owners,in the form of Patronage. The greater the economics 
the more Patronage Returned. Barge economics are vital to 
continued business prosperity and profitability. The 
Mississippi River Area discussed is a Major Key to this. 

Jf you have any questions concerning this position please 
do not hesitate .o contact us. 

Sincerel1/:>,.,.W... 
#',_£_ if.,;{.t,,._._, --

Paul Patterson,Director 
Fertilizer Supply & Dist. 

P.O. BoM 8r,ill)89, St Peiul, MN 551"'.Q'J81 • (B,12)«t1•G151 • !ZDOCena OfMi, ltmtrG~ H81Qht1. MN S1J 

• 
1. 

B-13 

RESPONSES 

The final plan further emphasizes the importance of 
commercial navigation in the corridor and states that 
barge transportation would continue on the river. 

• 



COMMENTS 

(Please Jnclucle the data contained below 1nm the .record) 

THIS IS CENEX/LAND O'LAKES AG SERVICES 

C.-/Land O'Ltllcll8 Ag SeNlces Is a joint l!l&lkemg -.,. lrMlMng two d the nallcn'1 lamlng agtlculural IUjlply 
coopal'IIIN&e. Wll!momthaJ'I SU blllon ln,mnual sales and 130 l""f1I d comblned-'9nce, the jollll- ....... 
IPl)ICll<lmalely320,000farmllla and ranchln lhroogh neeriy 1,600 local cooperallves In ts 81a!e8 actma the- a,d 
Pde~ Cene•/1.and O'Lakes Ag Servlce$11Uppikls lhooe local cocpen,tlvaa w1lh a wide 1111g11 d pebdaum 
i:,roduCIII; lead; .-1; plant food: crop pralecllon prodUCIS; !arm Jll\')(IIIC;m; IW1VII care produc:Ja: llral; ...... ard 
~ aglcullLl'III ~ llanSpOrlalicfl 118MC89; and la!m and 18ncb mana'1Bfflanl ~ Cenlx/lMd 
O'l.alca CIIIIOfflllf'II can coon! on: 
TINugh c-,ii..nci O'I.Pff Agronomy Compeny -
* an agronomy opnllc,n thel - the la'IIBSI .-O!l< d plant IDod dealft In Nol1h America, becnd b)' C.- •d 

Land O'Lakall combined 38 percenc -• In Cf lnd1181111ls, one olthe l'llllon'a leadfnO plant food ~ .. 

• a mojor """"""'°' crop protection produets lhatdlolribulal rrae l!lan 100 l)fOdudl lhmughZ ~b::lltd 
Exp,8118CIIICllrl. 

• the - ol lmpeflal, Inc., a crop pn,leellon produ,:11 ~ company which produces Cenb/1,and 0'1.alct• 
brandedproduell. 

• a Jll'O"kjer ol a wide 11111111' ol .-1 and agranomytechr1cal ll8l\llce!II Mllable ttvoui;i !he rlllal agn:,r,omy NMO» 
program: Crop PfQductlon SpeclaJista. the Croplan Flllal Tralnbg F'rol,1lffl, Ceretd, A(lriSaurca and AgrlSource Lib. 

1INugh Land O'Lakes -
* Ml d lhe nallon'a leading lead suppllera, wlll1 .--ty 300 lead rnanufacN'lng pla,U In the ayslam. 

. • the runba' one leecl program In the Upper MldMtl lhr0ugh a ~ number ol leecl conullng and e» 
prog,ama. and an _,-.ding~ In the Paclflc N~ lhrDugh w.«n Faed opelllllOlla. 

• one d the nallon'a lead""' In the manui'acbBlng and sale ol amnal dlr IIIPlaeft. w"1 major inlM1allonll ulM. 
• a fflllf« member o1 Coopanitlve R-,ch Fanno, the WDl'ld't largeal 1-o,;k ~ ,__ 
• Iha 9Xl)8rllell ol ""- Farm. a loading anlmal and plant """"""" facllly, and ,_.. lh8n 10.000 ....-di and 

dwalopment plots ac,osa the trade terrloly, supportlng a compete syalAlm ol crcp pnxluc!lon and~ prod111a 
andoavlcea. 

• • ll8alc .- pn,ducer, Wflh 81,ong rasaarch and coodlllonlnQ planb localed throughout the l8ffllory. 

• • 11,ajor marl<lller ol hyblt.l com. soyt,een,,. fcnlga, ou-. end IU!f -

"'-""C---
• a pllmlallm company the! Is the nllllon's 57111 large,11 ol producar and 1W Iha 119111 largaal dot,-., ol -• 
~ the 10p one heW ol one pe,cenl ol lhe nalbl'a ol ~-

• a 1llgnlllcar1I wl'ICIN81ar/l8Nller d Clllfll 1.4 bllllon galona of nftledfuelew"1 ---,lpd a 42.500 biuT8l9 p,Wdiy 
lllllnery al Laurel, Monlana, and a 74.2 per,a,t ~ In the Nali0nal Coopel'IIIMI Rotlnery Assocllltlon, Wllh Ill 
75,000 bem11 per Clay rellner, 81 Mcl"her8on, Kansas. 

• an Cl)8rlll<1t of 918 mies ol clllde and produclB plpellnes and' eic;;,, l8rl'IIIM'e. 
• ona d the nallon'I top four propane IIJPpllera 
• a leadlng opntor d card and key aCIMlled gas dispensing ..,.. IIIIIW10 mere lhlln 500 -
• the.,._ of more than 60 ~ d hlbrlcara, for IWl!lylhlr,g ~ amd lflglneo to atmnObllel to heavy acppRMlff 

alld lnCkltlrial machinery. 
• Iha OMlcpor o1 ~ pelJOleum rolal oullBl8 lndudlng ~ CClfMlnlome stores. wNc:h 11111k number 46111 ol tha 

nallcin'a lop 50 c-ston,s; Cenmi: car and truck stops and ~ Flltll Lube. 
• • 11,ajor c,«111 can:! marl<el8r wllh Ille Ce<.x ~ Can:I. 
• one d the 1111fon's larger prl\/ale truck fieets wllh 811 d the apedall:ted equ!prnenl niqulnld to S8IVI "1e 1nlnllpOll8llon 

needa cl~ and rural America. 
• a camblned c.i- and Land O'Lakn 24.3 pen:ent "'"""19hlp In \11-.1 Coopara1hl91, a farm, ranch. home end 

"8hlcla jllraa, bllllerlu and acc:assorie8) pro:lucla end aq~pment euppller. 
8/93 
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RESPONSES 

• 
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(&12) 646-D<H 
FAX {612) 646-D<lZ 

'f/©W 
INCORPORATED 

Gdgp-11--fflll * 
MARINE SURVEYORS • GENERAL ADJUSTERS • APPRAISERS 

8AIHT PAUL. MINIIESOTA 115104 ----
September 9, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 South Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P. o. Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

I have been following with great interest the MNRRA meetings 
and hearings regarding the future of the Mississippi River in 
the 72 mile designated area. 

There appears to be a very real danger in creating this new 
National Park vithin this large metropolitan area. rt will 

the river should be used, especially between the commercially 
interested users and the National Park •purists• vho appear to 
be fighting to return the river to a "natural" or 
pre-developed condition as far as possible. !twill also 
cause much friction between land owners and the Park service 
on lands to be purchased, used, or possibly even confiscated 
by •eminent domain" laws~ 

The Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area exists because of 
the river, not by happenstance. The river brought the 
CODllllercial interests to the area, they developed the area, and 
continue to use the river for the transportation of 
Minnesota's commercial products. This includes necessary 
terminals, railroads, road and bridges to and from the 
terminals to gain access to the river, which is the most cost 
effective method of transporting agricultural and industrial 
products and materials to and from Minnesota and the rest of 
the world, It also includes facilities to provide barge 
fleeting for staging their use in the metropolitan area. In 
other words, the river is their life line to successfully 
compete in the vorld of collllllerce. Do not designate these 
companies to a back seat place in MNNRA. 

r support wholeheartedly the examples and recommendations of 
the Stakeholders' Group, which I attach for your reference, 

1. 

B-14 

RESPONSES • 
The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area is a 
unit of the national park system but is not a traditional 
national park. Congress recognized this situation and the 
plan reflects the need to consider a wide range of uses 
while protecting important resources. 
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Ms. Jol\nn Kyral 
September 9, 1993 
Page 2 

COMMENTS 

I also support 1ooking into the area of the Mississippi River 
between St. Cloud and Minneapolis for this ~attonal Part. 

co 
designated in that area and undeveloped land be obtained and 
preserved while it is still available as it is this area where 
our future clean water must come from, flowing into our oew 
"Metropolitan National Park 0 ... 

Thank you for allowing me to submit these comments to your 
office. 

sincerely yours, 

President 
Tow, Inc. 

GKS/tt 

Enclosure 

RESPONSES 

:2. This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan. 

• I 
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~ RIVERFRONT REDEVEWPMENT CORPORATION 

September 9, 1993 

Mr. Peter oove 
Chairman 
MISlllsslppl River CoQrdl(lattng eomr,,lssion 
11! East 5111 Street, Suite 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota S!>t0I 

Ms. Joann "4. Kyral 
Supenntendent 
~ppl Na\\onal ~ and 'FleC!ellllon Area 
1715 East 5th Sl!eel, Suite 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota 511101 

DeGt Mr. Qove 811d Ms. l<,J<at 

Aa Ms. Kyrdl knows-· our pn!Yl()Ujl dlscusBlonf, ..... Riverfront Redevel(lpment Corpj)llltlon (ARC) Is 
committed 10 effecting 1119 enllghlened development Ol lhe MISSisslppl River Valley In the context r) a 
Great Rive/ Part. As sueh, RRC IS concem6!<1 wilh balancing ecorl(lfflk: develoon,enl. houslllQ. 
1'9C191dlonal, and QJllur1ll uses With Ille prese,.,atJo,, of natural niaources. Thus, we have t,jl8n 
&lljlpOlters d the effol1s ol lhe MISSlf;Slppi River Conldor StudY Comm!Ss!On (MRCSC), the ~ 
River Coordinating Commission (~). and itie MisslSSIJll)I National Aiver and F1ec111a!lon Area 
(MNRAA) legislation. 

I have acted as repteaetltalive of RFIC Wll!I respllC! to MNRRA, As SUeh, I am spedflcally concer,,ed 
\IAlh MNRRA draltlng 1s5Ues. I have lilt following comments concerning the Oraft ~enslve 
Managemel'II Plan, Environmental Impact Statement on the MlnnG$018 Nslionlll River and ~ 
Area {lhe •Onlft Platlj. I hOQe lh8I. 'ta.I llN:!. ~ lllJ.~ wool\~ ()\ CQI\S\d11!8.lkll\ u 'fQU ffl(l'le 
IONllld completion ol your task. 

1. n.. w,y fomi of Ille Drllfr 1'1#111 t. • ,oim,e of m,my /lfOl)letml and It •hoUIII be rewd 
to,,,.. It l'ffddblit and uuble by menrberit of lhe public 

The 0,a11 Plan ts prolll( to Ille point ol pain. 
The draft plan needs to be organl:ied aro.inct ·l)laCII letl!lf" pr1nelples 1hat can be grasp,d 
'1om an exec:ullve soo·unary so !hat one ooes not haVe ro react over 200 pages to be 
OM\e.\11 ~ ~\I\~\ lit~~--
'the p,esent format favOl'S bUn1auer111s anct prolesslonal lobl,yiSts and (lefe111& lhe ef!(ll1B 
of mere $ens, who !lave other ol)llgmlons l!fld lmlte(I time, to fully urtderiiland II. 
The v•en- of many pat1s wll em:ounige wasteful lillgalion and dlSOOurage umely 
action by persons ~rallnq in the liver valley, 

L 

B-15 

RESPONSES • 
The contents and format of the plan are directed by the 
MNRRA legislation, the NPS General Authorities Act, and 
NPS guidelines for preparing general plans. The 
comprehensive management plan contains a lot of complex 
land use policy material that is not amenable to 
simplification. The plan must also serve to guide agency 
planners and managers, and much detail could be lost in 
trying too hard to make it a document for the general 
public. However, some steps were taken to respond to this 
and related comments on the document. For example, the 
riverfront policy was simplified, some descriptive material 
in the plan portion of the document was moved elsewhere, 
and duplicated policies were eliminated. Final editing 
increased comprehension and improved the plan's 
readability somewhat. These steps at least partially 
addressed this comment. 
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t,,tr.Pe~rGG'I@ 
1,45. Joann Kyral 
September 9, 1993 
Page Two 

COMMENTS 

n.c, effort of Im/: Draft Plan ,r, ••tllbllsh • sing/I, ur of rvletl for 1h11 ent/n, 12 m/111 """'°] 
of u,., tlll'tN I~ lhe dfwrtlli# economlo and naturtll •mlcrocJ/mat.a• that""'-' along 1111 
teng111. A ,,,_ s/ffl llpl/lClflc "PPT<HHlh •r>ould IN usfl/d. 

"sml)le 300 loot HI t>aCll n.ne Is too tight m areas such as dOWnlOwl1 St. 'Paul bul ma!' 
well be Inadequate In rural areas. In Ille WOids OI your prologue, "The Mlse!SSIPPI Is m111111 
l1vel1I as It passes lhlougll lhlll metropolltan comdor." 
Oiscotlfaglng uses ume1atea to tile 11Ver w11111n 300 leet of Ille snore lgnlJfell lhe 8e5th!Jllf! 
qudty Of tM U$M aM tl\elf eootdbutlorl$ or ~ to the aesthelles m 11111 llvef &hon!, 
A more fte,cible rule $11011ld be arllcl.lla!ed !hat encourages all uses to comp!lmenl and 
Improve the aesthetics of Ille snore tine and ltS use by everyone wtthOUI a blanklll 
pn;,hlbltion of U$1lS unrektted to Ille river. 

.,,,_, Dtllfr FfM fell• fo dlHII ,;ltMrly with the ,__ of the tNtpliltflon ol -.tJng ,_ Jl 

cw• poltcy on fh/s lmpottllflt Jpue IIIHWkl be, tfli.t/ ro •VOid /lttgatlon and dtllap. 

Treatlng mll,lor lndustt!al lnS1allallons as non-contorming uses Iha! require a vll/1ano11 
bel<n 8.!tf ~I){~ It. 00\ & good-!. Some \Iv~ QI ~flll'l 
before spec;lal review IS required Shoukl be estatlbhed. 
NPS stall ShQukl meet With mlljor lndUlllrlill staken01aers to <1e1161q, a bellllr 
understandftlg on boll1 $Ides or Ille issues lnYOlved ano a eiear atatemer,I or pmc1pie,, 
should be anJcvlated as pan ot the llnal plan. 

wn11e 111e11e comments are neglltlve regararng Cllltiilfn f0fffl81 aspec!SOl ll'le CIO(:Uffl9nt, It snoukl t>e81ate<i 
c;laar,y lhe FIAC suppons many Olller aspeclS ol Ille MNRRA effons. Fe, Instance, we applaud your 
efforts to complete !he walklnplblklng,'l>kling trail syslem tor Ille entire length of Ille corr!dor. We IIISI> 

4 In the corridor. RAC urges NPS to utilize Its ruources lor lnterpreratton and educalton instead o11an,:1 
1-..;;;,;;,::::::;~,;:::;;;:;;:;:,,;;;,::~;,;;,;..;moi;::;,:,,;l;,o ,._;,m:,;atch;,;;.:,,:_;local;::;;,;:;an;,.d,..:llta,:';;:.1e'-"'!=iun:i=d::s ~to~com::?:E:::i:.:,::;,.i;;;,;.( -I 

represenlallons ~ n seeks ll seat at J 
5 001. e. \,EMIi Qt <evleoN. Ti....., ~ 111(1 clllllr 

..._-;m_,lljlll'!lli'i'PIVlll51xiiielll'wwitrlnimialiiehl"lm;rn;fivlli'ylini"loiii!i!:lipfil:rla1ai'iill5.illii~·-ilivi·•rnnill'll!i!ili@liinr-' 
the aesthatle& of rtvelfront <levelopmeril. 

we tear, h~. ltlat 11111 formal wealUl&sses of tne Draft Plan ano !tie MNRFIA process encourage ;s 
reeung or Clls!NSI for NPS and lhe good goals ol MNRRA. Tlleffltore, we urge a thcrough l'IIWJ!llng (If 

tl'le plan so tl'at 1! wUI be a usable ctocument In the Mu re and not Just a playground for lawyers an~ 
IObbyiSls and 8 lrPp lor the unwa,y. ARC StandS ready 10 further asslSI MRCC and NPS, Y8rlo\l5 
stakeholders, and others tn guiding the enllgt,tened development of lhe MNRRA comdOr, 

Pteose feel tree to call me 11 you have any questions or requestS. 

Yme,y truly, 

A'o~~~t 
Riverfront Redevelopmem Corporadon 
420 Plll$bu,y Center 
r.\lrlneapolls, Minnesota 56402 
612-331-$208 

a. 

4 . 

• • 

RESPONSES 

A visual analysis was conducted along the river. Several 
schemes to recognize the diversity of the 72-mile length 
and segment the corridor were rejected by the commission 
in favor of an overall framework. The revised plan clearly 
gives local governments the flexibility to address the 
unique aspects of various stretches of the river and resolve 
site-specific issues within the overall framework of the 
plan. 

See response to comment G-24-2. 

See response to comment B-1-9. Local government land 
acquisition would be facilitated by the NPS grant program 
if it is funded by Congress. 

This was revised and commits the National Park Service to 
concurrent review to the maximum extent practical. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

11 October 1993 

Ks. JoAnn K. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi Nattonal River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, suite 418, Box 41 
st. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

RE: Minnegasco Camments to Draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area, Minnesota. 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

I am writing on behalf of Minnegaaco to provide co111111ents to the 
above-referenced draft plan (Plan) and Environmental Impact 
state.Jllent (EIS) for the 72-mile Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area (MIIRRA) corridor through the Minneapolis/St. Paul 
metro area. We respond in our capacity as a c0111111ercial property 
owner along the Mississippi River in Minneapolis. I !Ull faxing this 
comment letter to meet the 11 October (holiday} deadline and will 
follow up with a hard copy by courier. Our comments, summarized 
below, are presented as general concerns and recommendations . 

1) 

2) 

Tu ov•r•ll 4r•ft Pl•nfBIB is too g•neral all4 va;u• in its 
findings an4 r•cou•ndationa. The goals and visions of the 

Commission {Commission) and the National Park service (NPS} 
are attempting to undertake too much, and that the specifics 
and the related costs associated with implementing the 
proposed plan have not been adequately considered and 
calculated for public review. We gueation the doCUlllent's 
ability to meet the requirements set forth in the "Plan" 
section ( 703 ( i)) of the MNRRA enabling legislation (Public Law 
100-696 1 11/18/88). The remainder of our comments provide 
more specific exa111J>les of this overriding concern. 

'1'lle coaaisaion did not •4aquat•lY UJldutaka a compr•-auai'Vlt 
•nd d•tai141d ••••• .. ant of ui•ting raqul•tion• and progrua, 
tD•ir •ffeativeneaa, and th• entities a4alniatering t-•• to 
davela • ecific Pl•n rac01111U11detioaa accordingly. The Plan 
commen s s res1 ens an cam:muni so 
the existence of policies, plans, and regulations that protect 
tha Mississippi River (River). It states on page 2 that "the 
river corriaor remains a remarkably natural retreat in the 
midst of a major metropolitan area," due largely to these 
existing efforts, which have resulted in considerable public 
land, impressive existence of native plant species, an 
extensive recreational trail system, etc. The Plan later 

• 
1. 

2. 

B-16 

• RESPONSES 

The plan was revised to add some specifics for the other 
issues discussed in this report. Added text explains that 
this is a comprehensive plan that is not intended to provide 
all the details individuals might like to see. Much of this 
detail would require more work with the partners, and 
elements need updating more frequently than is feasible 
with a comprehensive plan. 

See responses to comments B-10-3 and B-12-4. 
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3) 

COMMENTS 

implies (on page 79) that there hes been little coordination 
or communication in these etforts. 

It appears that the Commission and the NPS are being guick to 
criticize existing state and local efforts, without adequate 
review, in their guest to develop a new management plan for 
the corridor. Minnegasco would like to see the Colllllliesion 
complete a comprehensive review of these existing programs in 
order to meet their obligations under Section 70J(i) of the 
MNRRA enabling legislation (Act). 

8:1.gn:Lficut relata4 past etu4i•• u.s progr... are riot J 
rafarancll4 in the 1'lan. Minnegasco is disappointed to find no 

Council in 1!169 under the direction of land-use guru Ian 
McHarg. This groundbreaking study continues to be touted as 
the first complete ecological survey of a metropolitan area. 
It would seelll that any current Mississippi River corridor 
study or plan could benefit from lt'hat has already been 
invested in this work. 

There is also a lack of references to a variety of past 
efforts by the University of Minnesota, community Park and 
Recreation qroups, th& individual counties in the corridor, 
etc. The Plan does reference the State statute that formally 
radeeignated the Mississippi as a state critical area in 1991 
(page 80), and finds fault with implementation of a related 
program, but doss not provide either an assessment or status 
of such a program. 

4) :i:t ia a 4uplioatioa ot ettort, all4 therefor• a ""•t• ot pllb1ia 
f'11114a, to llave th• Coaai-■ioa aa4 the OS W14ertak• th• taali: 
of atralllll.illirig -isti1119 pa!:aita aa4 ragulatiOlUI, The 

complex and cumbersome task for the past several years. No 
reference is made within the Plan to any of the activities or 
reports of CORE, the Governox-'a commission on Reform and 
Efficiency, which has had a lead role in this endeavor. ~he 
Co111111ission and NPS would no doubt be lllOre than welCOJDe to 
provide input to this existing effort rather than launching a 
new and separate one of their own. 

5) ftat juriadicrtio-1 aathcl.riti•• will preva.U, aDCI m1dar waat 
cirCl'IIIUtuoaa, onoe a final plu ia llraftad an4 illpl•an.ta4? 

a e s prepar e p u 
MNRRA-r<alated efforts of existing state and local governments, 
but in doing so it appears that the NPS reserves the right to 
collllltellt on all undertakings of these governzaent entities under 
the Plan. Will this result in NPS having ultimate 

2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

Additional references were added (such as the River 
Crossing Study). The plan emphasizes corridor-specific 
studies and does not reference the plethora of studies that 
exist for the entire metropolitan area, such as the McHarg 
study. 

This is a major reason why the strategy in the MNRRA 
plan was proposed. This includes using the recently 
initiated state efforts before launching new efforts. 

Existing approval authorities would continue; review 
processes have been clarified in the final plan. 

• I 
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6) 

7) 

COMMENTS 

jurisdiction over the entire J!N1UIA corridor? Jtinnegasco 
recommends that the exact e:ictent of NPS jurisdiction in these 
matters, as well as during general conflict resolution of 
future issues under the Plan, be determined and drafted for 
public co11111ent. 

l!lllvi:rona•ntal oonci11rn• 11.114 pollution p:rolll... a10D9 t:11• 
oorri«or •r• not Uequatt,ly a«uua!Ml. Additionally, tbere 

additional assessment, These items will probably come up 
during the implementation of every aspect of a corridor plan 
such as the one proposed, It raises the question of 
jurisdiction over existing environmental contamination and 
superfund sites identified within the MllRRA corridor. 
Acknowledgement of these issues, as well as a determination of 
the jurisdictional authority over affected properties, needs 
to be included in tha Plan. 

The Minnesota Pollution control Agency {MPCA) is noticeably 
absent from the Plan, except for their "lead role to clear 
away waste and debris along the shoreline" (page 39). 
Unfortunately, the reality that the Commission and the llPS 
need to understand, is that pollution problems along the River 
are literally present to a far greater depth and complexity 
than currently represented in the Plan, 

Th• •nviro-tal i11pt1ot •••••-nt (&181 proo••• hill9•• on 
th• eltility to a4-.:uately o09PU'• altunativ-■ • Kinnegasco is 

Alternativesd {page 97). The reasons given for this 
deficiency on page 97 provide considerable insight into what 
is perhaps the overall deficiency of the Plan: "Due to the 
conceptual nature of the proposal and the extensive reliance 
on cooperation for the MNRRA plan, alternatives cannot be 
developed in great detail at this time." When will detailed 
alternatives be developed? Kinnegasco maintains that this 
will not be possible until existing programs and 
jurisdictional conflicts are addressed and the specifics are 
incorporated throughout the Plan. Until then, the document 
and the MNRRA effort will reJllllin too conceptual for acceptance 
by the River community they are designed to serve. 

BJ Th• DB ahoul4 foou■ their involva•nt with • Ki■-iaaippi 
River corridor proj"t in th• uea of "Viel tor u.. all4 
lnterpr•tation, 11 as detailed on pages 49-74 of the Plan. It 

represents the area of expertise of the NPS, as this is the 
most clearly drafted portion of the Plan. 

3 

• 
6. 

7. 

8. 

B-16 

RESPONSES • 
Additional text was added to the plan to address these 
comments. The National Park Service and the commission 
believe that level of effort documented in the 
environmental impact statement is considered adequate 
for a comprehensive management plan. Additional 
assessments would be carried out in follow-up work. 

The plan did not say that there was an "incomplete 
development of alternatives." It said that the elements in 
common with the proposed action would not be repeated. 
The final plan was clarified to state that due to the 
conceptual/policy plan nature of the document, all 
alternatives, including the proposed action, could not be 
developed in great detail. 

This is a major role of the National Park Service in the 
plan, but it would not meet the letter or intent of the 
MNRRA legislation if the National Park Service restricted 
its involvement to this area. 



• 

COMMENTS 

Minnegasco recognizes the willingness of the commission and the NPS 
to work with existing agencies and businesses as critical to the 
success of the MNRRA effort. We appreciate your serious 
consideration of our comments, and look forward to reviewing the 
next draft of this Plan/EIS document. 

Please direct future correspondence concerning this project 
directly to Janet Rowe, Principal Environmental Specialist, 
Min:negasco, 201 south Seventh Street, Minneapolis, MN 55402, If 
you have questions or wish to discuss Minnegasco's CoJD111ents 
further, don't hesitate to call Janet at (612} 342-513?. 

JMR/ap 
MKRRAEIS. NPS 

specialist 

cc: Xaren Studdere Lampert, Minnegasco 

RESPONSES 

• 
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COMMENTS 

BMD DBLIVBRED 

october 11, 1993 

JoAnn ~yral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and llacreation Area 
175 Bast Piftn Street, Suite 418 
P.O. Box 41 
Saint Paul, K.f.Meaota 551,0,1, , , " 

Rli: I D1W"l' COIIPRlllldll,;,. .....,_ .u.u JlliD 
UV,:I\OIIIIBIIDL ~· S'D.ftllllm 

Dear Superintllndlmt Ji:yrah 

'l'he ~hip of 'fbe·Jl.l.nnellota Tranaportatioa lllianc" 
rep.resents tbOBB intereate<l.and responaJ.ble for tbe·davelopaent 
and maintenance of the transportation lnfra■t:i:ucture ii> Kinrieeota 
and as such )Ula been int:l.m6tall . invohad with the l!liaaieeipPi • 
River ,._., a primary tranapo,:'tat Oil cor.ridor since the fOUl!ding of 
our asaociation in 1893, 

Our lll8Jlll:,jlra support the continue<l enjoyment, prouction and 
.,..ltiple uae of the river and aupported !;he request thllt want to 
CongreBB 1n 1986 fr0111 the HBt,:opolltan al.var Corridors Study 
Commiaaion (Jll!.CSC) • That study :r:eoOIUIBnded a national 
d&eignation for the corridor, fe4aral 11111tching funds for 
completion of the eir.illt.1.ng t..rail plan and coordillAtion alld 
consolidation of IJOVernmental ragulationa in the BHa, 

The draft Plan has not adeq1u1tely rec:ognlced transportation 
issues regarding the ralationehip between the activities within 
the designated ri""r cottidor and the region's transportation 
systems, as defined .by th& JletJ:pPOlit:.an COUii.CU and including 
-t.ervays, railr,:,ada, a~ llll4 Jtt.neu, hl..ghwaya and bridges. 
Furthermore, the cb:aft Plo ,doea' aat, acknowledge tranaportation•a 
integral role in MJ.nneaota'B ecoll0Dilc euoceea in the global 
8CO"""'"'""'• 

Tha draft Plan i• inconaistent with the legialsti"8 hiatoxy, 
intent and thi> •findinga• of the law (f.L.100-696). TIM> draft 
Plan contains progrwoa and policies that go far beyond the 
i:&q\\1'at f.i:cm ,U.nn.&ao't.ana, tll6 c1:iginal :l:nt&nt cf. t.'ha law l>l>d the 
law itself, b)' creating additional levels of bureaucracy and 
attempting to grant powers not authorized under the la•· 

6:}2 Trnrufer ~ood • Soil'l~llevl, MN 55l J.d.ld02 
61 ;/65<1-0804 • ,., 612/659.9009 

• 
1. 

2. 

B-17 

• RESPONSES 

The final plan was revised to acknowledge the importance 
of transportation in the area and the interrelationships 
among vhe various transportation modes. 

The National Park Service and the commission believe 
that the MNRRA plan is consistent with the legislative 
history, intent, and findings in the law. 
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Superintendent Kyral 
October 11, 1993 
Page Two 

COMMENTS 

The IUnneaota Transportation Alliance supports the 
statements concerning transportation issues in the corridor 
presented to you by the Minnesota Department of Transportation, 
the Upper Mississippi Waterway Association and the Metropolitan 
council and its Trana rtation Adviaory Board. While the draft 

an as emp o a es rge ssues on er var, 
it has not adequately recognized the intermodal activities in the 
corridor, most obvious in the Plan's total ignoring of rail 
services. Specifically, the Alliance does not feel the Plan ia 
consistent with the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Bfficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 and its emphasis on intermodalism 
and regional and local control of federal investments in 
transportation. IS'l'RA endorses the authority of Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPO), represented in the Twin Cities by 
the Metropolitan Council. The Plan states that "communities in 
the corridor would incorporate the policies articulated below 
when updating their plane.• •state legislation would be sought 
to require community plane to be updated to conform to this 
plan. • ( page 24) . The Alliance believes that the Metropolitan 
Council and its Transportation Advisory Board should continue to 
develop transportation policy in the corridor and the 
metropolitan area aa part of the comprehensive planning process 
currently in effect and without additional state or federal 
agency involvement. Continued cooperation should be a part of 
that process, including Metropolitan Council participation in 
IINRRA planning. 

The Alliance further believes that endowing the Rational 
Parke service with even limited powers of eminent domain or 
authority to recommend sanctions of federal funding for Plan 
violations is inconsistent with federal IS'l'BA le !elation. The 

an see a o eva ua e no ae s an s an sources, nc g 
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.• (page 40, t8) "Advocate an 
accelerated conversion to double-hull barges and encourage 
efforts to reduce the potential for spills from rail cars and 
tanker trucks carry.ing hazardous cargo through the MNRRA 
corridor. (page 40, Ill); and •revi- federal regional air 
quality permits to assist in preventing further deterioration of 

-.. ,_ - :- .......... ~ ... .. ·~- .J 

outside the MllRRA boundaries.• (page 41, t20) The Alliance 
believes current federal and state law provides adequate 
authority in these areas without adding the Rational Parke 
Service and powers of recommended sanctions of federal funding 
that could threaten transportation projects in the !OiRRA corridor 
and stat-ide . 

4. 

:5. 

RESPONSES 

These were addressed in the final plan (see responses to 
the referenced letters). 

The National Park Service and the commission disagree 
with this comment. Also, the MNRRA legislation reference 
to acquisition and development grants is specific on these 
issues and would take precedence over general legislation. 
The National Park Service does not have the authority to 
prohibit federally funded transportation projects. 

Current federal and state law would not change per the 
final plan. 

• 



ts:> 
....:i 
....:i 

• 
6 

Superintendent Eyral 
October ll, 1993 
Page Three 

COMMENTS 

The Alliance ia very concerned with the definition of the 
tex,a •scenic parkway road design• (page 29, 117, appendix c, 
deai idelinea . Roads and railroads the critical 

ermo ac es eerv ng 
river. '1'o •avoid construction of nev roads 
300 feet of the shoreline• and to "limit roads within 300 feat 
the river to scenic drives and parkways• would effectively 
eliminate intermodal connections in the llllllUIA corridor. The 
Alliance is also concerned about the source of funding for 
a.rchitectural treatmants of bridges in the corridor in a period 
of constrained transportation funding. 

The Alliance appreciates the opportunity to camment on the 
draft Management Plan 4nd would urge the Cmllal.eaion and the 
llational Parks Service to continue to define the transportation 
elemanta of the Plan before approving a final Plan. We believe 
the lfatropolitan Council can provide the MllRAA corridor with a 
comprehensive transportation element to the Plan and is the 
appropriate body to work with the c0111111Unitiea in the corridor to 
davelop, implement and enforce transportation policies 
developed by the Council. 

Yours sincerely, 

THEaf nJ;:TIOM AILIABCB 

Douglas J./41.eahaar, Alliance Preaident. 

• 
6. 

B-17 

RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised to address this concern. See response 
to comment G-30-7. 



N, 
-l 
00 

• 

COMMENTS 

CPADBLFOBD P.&CBET BO•T co .... 1:m,.) 
Wharfboat Office • Jlar:riet lsla.D.d • St. Paal, Minnesota 55107 

Phone: (612) Z.27-1100 
FAX ONL'I!: (812) 2ZI-GS43 

Septanber 21, 1993 

JOMn M. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Ileereation Area 
175 Fifth St. East, Suite 418, Bax 41 
St. Paul, l\l!l 55101-2901 

Dear Jallnn: 

'Iba Padelfard Pacltet Bo6t ~ Inc. is wey pleased with the vxk and 
effort of so m!lnY diverse groups 'lld:!o have cant:rib.rted to the Carprehensive 
Management Plan Envi:romBltal Impact stati!ment. 

We have gone cruer the Plan page by page. Our cmments are attached along 
with suggestions that we feel are :l.raporta:nt to the bette:atEnt of the 72 mile 
corridor. 

Clur firm has 1«rked tirelessly for the past 24 years tc upgmde the ~He's 
con:,ept. of the !l.i.Bsissippi River 11B it runs ~ st. Paul and 
Minneapolis. Most of this time we have been a looe voice. Oller t..., milli.cn 
passengers have ridden our boats during the past 24 years. 

We are e,rcited to have the Nat.iaull Parl< "Service i11volved WI a leader to 
further the cause. 

Enclosures 

Padel.ford Packet BOat Co., IOO. Review of Cmpreilensive Management Plan 
Envi.roomental ~ Statement • 

llESPONSES 

• 



• COMMENTS 

P:r:esentat:ion made to the St. Paul City Council on Hay 22, 1992 regarding the 
Padelfor:d PIIICket BOat co. and its value to the city. 

Bl:ief history of the Padelford Packet lloat Co., Inc. 

Padelfol:d Paclc:et Boat Co. St, Paul !listorical Narration 

Paaelford Packet Boat Co. Minneapolis Historical Narration 

Map shOldng historic sites in both Mintleapolis and St. Paul 

Phobocopy of ~ brochure on Scl.llpture GaJ:den to Waren 

• RESPONSES • 

B-18 
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l?J\DW'ORD PACKET BOAT CX)., INC. REV!f)II 

OF ~SM MANl\G!!Ml'Nl' PfRJ 
ENVI~ IMPl\C'l' STATIME:NT 

'!he Padelford Packet Boat Co., Inc. staff reviewed the Cm;>rehensive 
Managel!lent Plan Enviromental Impact Staument carefully and wishes to ma:te 
the following page-by-page camients: 

We agree with the "proposed plan" on Page VII in every instance but tw:i: 

PAGE VII 
E'XCEPI'IOOS: 
1, Land Use/Landscape: 

Character Concept 
We agree with alt.P..ma.tive •c• 

2. Barge Fleeting Amas: 
We agree with alternative •a• 

PAGE 2 
PARA U 

PAGE 4 
PARA #6 

PAGE 9 
PARA f3 

PAGE 9 
PARA fl 

PAGE 10 
PARA f4 

PIIGE13 
PARA 113,4 

'Ihe Mississippi River hall been a working river for over 200 
years. The first settl.enent in the Mississippi 
valley was the Iberville settlanent at BilOKi in 1699. 
Keel.boats and flatboats plied the river a long t:ilte 
befoni steamboats arrived at New Orleans in 1812. 

sarge fleeting rules should be more stringent and 
disciplined in the 72 lllile corridor. Policing of the .rules 
regarding safety lights and nmiber of bal:ges allowed side by 
side :t.n a fleet should be enforced. They are cu:rrently 
pretty much ignored. 

This year we were surprised to see an unusual amount of 
marine growth on one of rur metal paddlewheels. We 
attrii:..ite the phencrnena to the 1993 flood and the aJlDU!lt of 
agricultural run off that came down the Minnesota River, 

We are also concerned with ugly looking affluent fran a 
barge cleaning operat:iOn up river. '!his is residue that is 
washed out of chemical or grain barges and du:nped into the 
river. It turns into an unsightly brownish debris laden foam 
floating on the sw:face. We are embarrassed to have ow:-
boarding passengers see it. 

A national heritage con:idor for the entire Mississiwi 
River in the eyes of an unbiased observer must be ao::ept:ec, 

It would be our gift to future generatia:1s, as a good idea. 
But it must be J:ilaeed in carefully so that river industry is 
not overly hurt. 

Pleasu:i:e boater operators are not licensed and ai:e often 
inexperienced in the use of their boats. Towboat q:,era.tcn 
are li.cen.sed and in UD!lt cases well trained. The 72 mile 

• 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

The plan recognizes that the Mississippi is a working river 
and has been for may years. Additional recognition was 
added to the final plan. 

This is a detailed commercial navigation management 
comment that is beyond the scope of the MNRRA 
comprehensive plan. The National Park Service does not 
have the authority establish or enforce barge fleeting rules 
and regulations. • 

Water quality is identified as a major concern in the 
MNRRAplan. 

The MNRRA plan says the follow-up resources 
management plan would address these issue. 

The subject designation is under study by a separate 
commission. National heritage corridors are not considered 
affiliated areas or units of the national park system. 

• 
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COMMENTS • 
corridor shoold require 'l:cWbaat operators to take a special 
sensitivity coorse acktx:MlEdgi.ng the diffen:nce between 
pleasure craft and ccmnercial craft operators. 

Many toolboat operators take more of an offensive attitude 
toward pleasure boaters rather than the protective attitude 
that shouM be taken. 

In addition serious consideratioo should be made to curtail 
to,,,b:;,at traffic on weekends in ooogested ~ of the river, 

In general, there should be special operating rules in the 72 
mile corridor for both ta.iboats and pleasure craft. 

Utilities--
One of the most beautiful sections of the Mississiwi in the 
St. Paul area is just above Ft. Snelling. Unfortunately the 
marvelous i.nccrttiarable beauty is marred by ugly electrical 
high line towers right on the river bank. The towers run 
up river through Hidden Falls Park. This is also true of 
Boan bland Park. 

Priority should be given to getting Northern States !'!:Mer to 
cp underground \dth their high lines along the river. 

'!'he ootstaoo.ing job that tile city of Mimeapolis and their 
park deparbtent achieved in in'plementing a parkway aoove the 
St. Anthony Lcr:,ks should be studied, It is an exmrple of 
what can be acoai;>lished in a short span of time and should 
be a model of what other cities can do. 

It is a direct contrast to st. Paul which has gone through 
innumerable camiissions ai,d ccmnittees and proposals but 
IICX:Q'l'f>lished nothing. 

Item 12 at too of a,ge 
Our carrpany is seriously considering bringing the canoe 
rental hlsiness bilck to the Twin Cities, 

'lb.is past year we were able to secure an agrE!Snellt 'with the 
Anoka COunty Park Departmi,nt to launch canoes just bel.cM the 
Coon Rapids Dant. Canoeists will be able to float or paddle 
12 miles down to Boa!I Island. 'lhis ee:::tion of the river is 
beautiful, wild and interesting. Very ff!!'<I people have 
traveled or seen it. 

'lbe difficulties of providing a continUOW1 trail system along 
the river banks in the area fran Coon Rapids to St. Paul 
makes the availability of a. professional caooe rental 
qieration all the na:-e delrlreble. 

Canoei.ats will park their cars at Doan Island and we Wl'.lll.ld 
transport them and the canoes . to Coon Rapids by van and 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

B-18 

RESPONSES • 
This level of detail is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan. 
The plan does generally promote safety education for all 
users in the MNRRA corridor. 

These concerns would be considered by the involved 
agencies during preparation of follow-up plans and 
management for the corridor. 

A policy was added to the Land Use section promoting the 
placement of utilities underground where practical in new 
development and encouraging the replacement of existing 
utilities underground where possible in existing 
development. 

The general history of riverfront improvement in St. Paul 
is acknowledged in the plan. 

Canoeing is an encouraged activity in the plan. 
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PAGE 28 
PARA 16 

PAGE 37 

PAGE 39 

pl\GE ss 

COMMENTS 

trailer. 

We expect we would have a s.unilar operation fi:an Shakopee on 
the Minnesota River to Harriet Island, St. Paul. Also 
destinations down river fl:an st. Paul with routes through the 
sloughs and back waters away fran camercial or other rivur 
traffic. 

Residential or any other type of building alxM! the I-694 d 
bridge at Fridley should be di=aged and the area 
should be kept wild and natural as it is in its current 
state. 'Ibis area is much l~e the St. Croix al:x:M! Stillwater 

below the Inver Grove swing bridge. It is wild and scenic 
and camierci.al growth should be absolutely forbidden. 

The Padelford Co. conducted riverfront cleanup progrmrs in 
both Minneapolis and st. Paul last year with gi:eat suocesn. 
We had intended to repeat the progr1111 in 1993, lxlt high wiiter 
disrupted that plan. We stand ready to work with RPS in this 
effort in the future. 

Sa\l:l neans should be worked out to properly light fleeteda 
barges. Cllrrently the outside barges are required to hav., a 
\<o'hit.e light an the outside 1xiW or stern of the barge. If the 
barges are unloaded, the light is 10 to 12 feet above the eye 
level of a ~tiorli\ll. boater. 'l'his has been responsibln 

devised to lower the light or have another light on the barge 
at the eye level of the recr:eational beater. 

Pollution-there should be a positive requira:nent that any 
11\:lrina all~ live-aboa.i:ds shoold have a piped-in sewa9i 
system, 'l'he affluent should go 1:0 the city sewage system. 
1\n alternative '«lUld be a USCG ai;prove::1 type I or II syst.!!11 
as currently marketed by Microphor. • 

A dumping station at all marinas is an absolute necessity and 
mariru,.s should be ~ by law to report any nechanica:; 
problems that make the plXl!p in.operative. Unfortunately, there 
are boaters with holding tanks ~ are pumping overlxlard. 

A concerted effort should be made to prarote the 
cleanliness and beauty of the Mississippi. 

'!here are a few negative organizations that obtain funds by 
knocking the Mississippi and its pollution. 'Ihis should be 
discouraged. 'lbe river is currently the cleanest it has been 
since 1922. 

The culifor:m count canpares favorably with the st. C:roix 
River :i.n many areas of the river as it runs thrcugh the Tldn 

- 3 • 

11. 

12. 

13. 

RESPONSES 

Most of this area is zoned or platted by local governments. 
While some interested parties would consider it desirable 
to preserve this land as open space, extensive land 
purchases would be required. The approach recommended 
in the final plan is to attempt to make the residences less 
visible from the river by maintaining vegetative cover 
along the shoreline and bluffs and by encouraging 
adequate building setbacks and height limits. 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan. See response 
to comment B-18-2. 

A policy on dumping stations is included in the plan. The 
reporting requirement is beyond the scope of this plan. 

• 
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Pl!GE 69 

COMMENTS • 
daily ;Y.CUrsi;n trips are nana~ They cover i;.;i~- -
historic facts abollt St. Paul and Minneapolis. Copies of ou:r 
Minneapolis and St. Paul narrations are attached. 

For the past 24 years the Padelford Packet Boat ea,pany 
has spent $2,500,000 in advertising prCIIX)ting Harriet Island 
as an ei«:ursion boat landing. 

l'1e would not feel too hai;py if the NPS put a canpeting t<lUr 
boat on Han-iet Island as stated in paragraph t7, PAGE 60. 

MNRRA Interpretive Facilities 
Under Nearby amenities-Minneapolis add tourlx>at. 

The Minneapolis Parle Board has under consideration the 
possibility of l!D'l:i.ng our Boan Island excw:-sion boat 
operation to the old Shiely Dock bet\oleen the IJR)er and lower 
St. Anthony locks. We are ootgrowing Boan Island \olhich has 
limited parking. You may want to keep this in mind \fflen 
locating the Minneapolis Intei:pretive Center. 

'the l<X:B.tion of the interpretive center behind the levee 
would be a mistake. 

The center should be closer to the river which is the very 
object it is interpret.in:;. 

It would be possible to put a jcq in the levee where the 
oenter would set. 

A systen of gates eould be designed ao as to protect the 
center in times of the rare flood. 

The posts that hold the gates could easily be part of the 
design. The gates would be stored away rn::m the site until 
needed. 

A new picture should be taken all this photo is hardly 
:representative. Possibly shol,r the excursion boats and the 
inasses of autmd)iles and people they attract. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

16 1 ~-PAGE--l-ll---~-innes_n_·_~_t.a_1_Ri_ver __ to_Shakcpee ____ should __ be __ inc_lud_ed_in_th_e __ __, 

PIIGE 124 

PAGE 125 

Ft. Snelling was originally called rt. St. Anthony. The 
name was changed by Gen. Winfield Scott in 1824 and applXM!ld 
by Congr:ess in 11325. 

First steamboat to arrive at_ the fort was the "Virginia.• 

- 4 -

B-18 

RESPONSES • 
A competing tour boat is not proposed in the MNRRA plan. 
The subject boat would be used for educational programs. 

To comply with federal policy, the facility must be out of 
the floodplain, which in this area requires the location 
behind the levee. Visual and pedestrian connections are 
emphasized in the development concept plan for the area 
and will be further stressed during project design in 
cooperation with the city of St. Paul. 

Extending the MNRRA boundaries as suggested by the 
comment would require an act of Congress and is beyond 
the scope of the comprehensive management plan. The 
suggested area is already a federally designated national 
wildlife refuge, and adding it to the MNRRA corridor 
would complicate management and create overlapping 
jurisdictions for the two primary federal agencies. This 
would conflict with the legislative intent for the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area. 
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PAGE 214 

COMMENTS 

Date was May 10, 1823. 

We have a painting of the "Virginia" landing at Ft, st. 
Anthony if you want to use it for illustration. It is the 
only historically a.::icurate rendition of the lx:l!lt, 

nie saturation of the St. Croi>< River by recreational boaters 
is leading to ~ use of the Mississippi fran 
Minneapolis to Red Wing. 

Padelford spelled incorrectly in 2nd paragraph. 

Pildelford Packet Boat e.o. has to be considerm with the J 
towboat canpanies as a supplier of jobs. Our pay.t:011 is in 
excess of $750,000 a year. 

A careful survey should be made of the river in Minneapolis 
above the Callrlen Avenue Bridge. This area cannot be traveled 
safely by IIDtor boats as it is too shallow. It is also veey 
:rocky. 

It may be possible to find a channel through the river. If 
tnis is possible. 'lbe channel could be buoyed so that llDtor 
boats could use the area. 

Motor boats launched at 8ocitl Island can safely navigate or.1y 
3.6 miles between the upper St. Anthony Lock and the Cml'den 
Avenue Bridge i.11.ic::h is the end of the navigable channel. 

With a new bridge being considered to replaoe the Wabasha 
Street Bridge in St. Paul tlie state,rent. under Bridges, Paw,er 
Lines and Roads beoanes '111i!rY :lqx)rtant and I m:ist 
errpiatica:lly agree with the statsnent.. 

~e l>aaelford Packet Boat ca,pany ie not listed. _j -----------------
AllDITiaru. ?Cl'ES: 

1. At the !!DUth of Minnehaha creelt 'Where it meets the Mississippi there .ts a 
nice little walking bridge that =sses the creek. Usually it needs 
paint and repair. '!his area is a pop,Jar fishing area as it is 
located about 150 ya:tds below u:x:k One. 

Unfortunately, this beautiful, historic area is blighted by a huge 
concrete l!Dl'lurent 'Which decimates the beauty around it. '!he concrete 
for:ms a towering opening which is a stoi:m sewer. 

'!his edifice is a callous monanent to that period ""1en man did not 
concern lwnself With respect for the Mississippi. It should ht a 
priority to arrange to get rid of it. 

2. We have a national program viereby groups or individuals adopt a highway 

- 5 -
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

RESPONSES 

The document recognizes the diverse nature of 
employment in the corridor, including the contributions of 
tourism to sustainable use of the area. 

The document was revised to say "canoes and other small 
boats." 

This policy is retained in the draft final plan but has been 
revised to address several related comments. 

The subject list includes the designated work group 
members only. 

This is a site-specific issue beyond the scope of the MNRRA 
plan. The plan does support shoreline restoration projects. 

• I 



• 
22 

23 

1:-.:) 
oo 24 
01 

25 

26 

COMMENTS • 
or a section of it. 

We should have the same arrangenent on the river. Volunteers shculd be 
encouraged to adopt an area of the ri11er. 'Ibey would see that Qal'lks are 
kept clean of foreign matter and would report to the city, county or 
state problems that exist and need to be corrected. 

The Padelford Packet Boat catpany would be happy to organize such a group 
with the help of NPS, 

These volunteers would also assist the us Coast Guam, am and other 
city, county or state organizations wcrlcing on the river. 

3. 'l11e Interpretive Center is c:ootemplating a library. 

It would be entirely feasible that the library would ~asize the 
Mi.ssissiwi River. It then makes sense that their collection of books 
wtltUd be primarily aboUt tile river. 

It is poGsible that at sane future date I would consider giv.ing my 
collection of Mississippi river books to the NPS library. The collection 
presently nurrber 1,200 VOll.11\'eS, 

'filere is also the possiblity that if the collection 1s not given to NI'S 
it still could be microfiched for use by researchers and scholars there 
at the Interpretive Center. 

4. lie are concerned ab:>ut current developnente in the St. Peul harbor. The 
proposed Boan levee and park develop11ent hae been designed ard is being 
.i:nplanented without any input fn:rn us or even advisary information during 
the process. The proj<!ct. has been~ ..,ithout pcl>lic review. We 

concerns, not irerely those few, select. special interests 'oho were 
directly involved in preparing the plan. 

5. We 'WOUld consider installing and operating a medium gauge passenger train 
or street car that would run along the river fran Harriet Island to the 
city of Mendota. 

The eooperation of the various political entities to.1ld be necessary t:o 
obtain the land along the river for the tracks. 'lhls project could be a 
cooperative effort with the Minnesota Transportation Musa:mt. 

'lhe:re is also the possibility of an old-fashioned cable ferry to take the 
train paesengers fran Mendota to Ft. Snelling. 

6, In 1983 I present.eel the concept of a sculpture garden of history to 
Russell W. Fridley, Director of the Minnesota Historical Society. 

'!he plan was rather sing;,le. In an area close to the Padelford taooing, 
a "Garden of History" eould be developed. 

- 6 -
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B-18 

RESPONSES • 
This idea should be pursued during plan implementation. 
The Department of Natural Resources has an adopt-a-river 
program that could serve this purpose. 

The National Park Service appreciates this kind offer. A 
collection of valuable books should be treated with special 
storage and handling procedures. This idea is beyond the 
scope of a comprehensive management plan but could be 
evaluated further during plan implementation. 

This is a site-specific issue beyond the scope of the MNRRA 
plan. The commenter should address these concerns 
directly to the Corps of Engineers or the city of St. Paul. 

This proposal is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan and 
would need to be approved by the city of St. Paul. 

This proposal is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan and 
should be shared with the city of St. Paul. 



COMMENTS 

'!he "Garden of History" would be a series of bronze, life-like statues o:: 
:important people in Minnesota history. 'lbe. "Garo.en of History• would 
draw on Minnesota artists for the creation of the statues, Perhaps in 
canpetition. We could be working oo five or six statues at a tine. Each 
by a different artist. 

The "Garden of History" CQl1d be a t.rBnendous tourist attraction and a 
highly carpatible addition to Harriet Island. 

It is my personal feeling that the first series of statues include the 
following: 

Pig's Eye Parrant 
Josiah Snelling 
Abigail Snelling 
Harriet Bishop 
Govemor Ramsey 
GoYernor Sibley 
Father Lucian Galtier 
zebulon Pike 
Major Laurence Talliaferro 
Dred Scott 
Little Cro<I 
Jean Baptiste Faribault 

All of these people have had a close :relationship with the river and thi:i 
area. 'llle:ce are many 11Dre people who could be added to the list. 

Floyd B. Olson 
l!ubert H. Hmplrey 
Sinclair lewis 
JE111es J. Hill 
F. Scott Fitzgerald 
Coctors Mayo 

Nn. w. and Sons 
~. and Olarles 

Olarles A. Lindberg 
Ignatius Dannelly 
Jeanette Pi=ard 
Seth Eastman 
Jdm Ireland 
Re¥ Wilkins 
Frederick Weyerliauser 

My concept for the "Garden of History" was :inspired by the Morl!Dn 's trihlte 
to the "family" at Nauvoo, Illinois. A photocopy of their brochure is 
attached. 

'lbe plans for Harriet Island NPS Interpretive Center include a long walkway 
to the river and the river walk. 'lllese sculptures COild line the walkway 
with snall individual gardens for each statue. 

- 7 -
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RESPONSES 

• 



• COMMENTS 

Padelford Packet Boat Caq,any would donate the first statue "Pig's Eye'' to 
the city. We ...aulil help in -whatever 11nfY >ae could to pranote tlle gifts by 
other corpc:,ratians of additional statues! 

• RESPONSES • 

B-18 
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,.: 
rtJt " N11S0ta ,=arm sureau FecJerallon 

1976 Wooddala Drive, P.O. BOJE 84370, St. Paul, NIN 5S1$4-0S70 
Phor,e {812) 7lt-120G Fill l812) 739-5381 

October l 2, 1993 

Mi.'llli!.Slppi Na,ional River and RcCR:lltion ARa 
\75 F.ai;t Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paut, MN 55101 

Allentiott: Supe1inrerulenr 

Tosnk you For this oppcmnnhy tn comment on thn Draft Comprehensive Ma.ru11:1emeru !>l:m for 
the MisRissippi l\atioruil RiYcr anti Rcicrcatiun Aica {MNRRA), 

Mlnoewca l'arm Rllreau Federation is Mbmcsol.ll's larg1::11 gcncral fann orgimization. We are 
a nott-profll OQ!anization repreaenting 35,000 family member~ loeated. lhroughour tile state of 
M lnne!.Qtl. 

The Mi:!lsi:9sippi River provides a critical trallSl)Orta.ciou Jillie for MinnesolA fanne,rs. ltt 1992 
Minnesota f11.nner.1 t:Xponcd $2.14 billion wot1h of agricul11Jral pnxlucts, 30% of the total ,:llllh 
rcccipts fa.rnu::a rc;portC!l for l992, Feed grains and soybeans. lilOJIC 11ccou1:11Ctl for Sl .24 billion 
of lbe total exporu. A large pnrcion of ag exporu; are shipped dowo the Mis~issippl Rive·. 

We lte pleasw th.al Congress directed the commis~ion to cnn.•idcr 'the commercial us,: 01" the 
" .· .... • . 

which 1b.c: arn was es1abJis.bed•, In lbe exeiMiv,a, ~ummary p1gc ~-it stales "d1:eis:iom a~out 
comrne rclal navigation use,, W01Jld he hailed on res.min:e value11, emphui1;ills ruillittlal impact on. 
!I II.. • ' I lli \'(:! di. - Ii:, • lo ~e,c Iha, "m.iJliulll.l lJn llt:I lln lllWlliC life' is a hi !her 
priority !llll.ll lhc e.:onorui.c survi\'al o! Miruiesoia fa~. who oonlribuled ovc:r S6 billion to 
Minne~ota·n eoonomy in 19Q2 alone. 

We feel any MNRR.A Illllllllgement plan meets to treat the economic lmpo.rtmoe of rlle ri~-er on 
an eql.l!ll if 1101 lligli:r pdority lllaJ1 all ocber factJJrs. Toe i111pac1 I.his plllll cuuhl bit~·c 011 the 

. . ' 
he ooosidercd before any pan (lf lbc pla:o is put imo place. Thi, needs to be clearly ,pelled out 
in~ pl~11. 

Anutht:r high priority of our membeni is tile pro(CCtion ot· private prope.tty rights aoo local 
&i:werM1eu1 contl'(ll, T{) 111.11 end we """ many discrepancieR lhmnghout tile draft comprehensive 
m111111gemi:nl plan. On pairc 18 vf rhe draft plan it .smcs "lllml u:1e n:g111lltion, including zo:ling 

' . . ' .. 
Page 78 scares "local con1ro1 of thooe authorities (local goverruncnts) would be retained," The 
next ~t.aternent i~ ofrnajorcnncern to-w., "St.ate legislation would be sought to require llm local 
plalliliil,g ullll. 11Clion, be consi51.C111: with this plan_· Flow is this IOl:lll control? 

• 

l. 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

The statement on commercial navigation decisions was 
revised to reflect all resources in the MNRRA legislation. 

It would be inconsistent with the legislation to make the 
economic importance of the river a higher priority than 
other factors. All resources are fully considered in the plan 
and would be treated according to their identified resource 
value. All factors would be given due consideration during 
plan implementation. The economic impact of the plan was 
considered extensively by the commission and the National 
Park Service during plan development. 

The· proposal for state legislation was dropped. 

• 
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• COMMENTS • 
As we read the draft plan, it appears your definition of local control is that local units of 
government and landowners must conform to this plan. Without the power to decide what rules 
and regulations, if any, to put in place, you do not have local control. Local control means the 
right to make local decisions. 

Page 9 of the draft plans states "the primary nonpoint source JXlllution input is from agricultural 
4 runoff outside the corridor in the Minnesota River.• On wha1 scientific srudy is this assumption 

based? Nonpoiru: source pollution comes from various sources - parking lots, uroan lawns, city 
s ee a si ew J omen 100 a ew. me was u o n 1 source o 
nonpoiot pollution along the Minnesota River. Unless it is clearly and scientifically proven that 
agriculture is the "primary" source we do oot feel thls statement should be included in the plan. 

5 

The draft plan refers to the fact that local governments would "acquire and develop parkland and 
build trails" (page 78). There is no indication how local governments are to fund this acquisition 
and development. Nor is there any mention how landowners are to be compensated if their 
activities are iru:onsistent with the draft plan. These issues need to be addressed in the plan. 

Jn summary, we have some real concerns about the concepts proposed io this plan. Especially 
in light of what we find in paragraph 3 page iii of the summary - "For many years the people 
of the Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitan area have managed the resoun:es of tbe 
Mississippi River corridor as It runs through their cities. This management bas prese"ed 
the river in good condition so that people want to n,e near Its banks and businesses choose 
to locate near its shores.• 

If, in your own words, the management of the river by the people who live along it has resulted 
in the river being in good condition - what will this plan accomplish that is not already being 
done? 

Sincerely, 

et.:.., /!.JU: 
Chris Radatz, Directo;8' 
Malketing & Commodities 

c: Al Christopherson 
G. W. Haga.man 
Vern Ingvalson 

4. 

5. 

B-19 

RESPONSES • 
This is a commonly understood condition and is supported 
by MPCA staff. 

The plan says funding would be sought for 50% federal 
grants, plus state and local sources. Lands eligible for the 
grant program would be determined by the local 
government in consultation with the National Park 
Service. Landowner compensation for local activities would 
be according to state and local law, 
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I Mississippi River Ag Coalition I 
1401 Eye Street, N.W. 
Suite 340 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Oc:10ber 21, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral 
Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
U.S. National Park Service 
l7S East Fifth Street 
Suite418 
Box41 
St Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Telephone: (202) 371-9279 
Facsimile: (202l 371-9169 

RE: Draft Comprehenstve Management Plan 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

We represent national farm organizations, commodity groups and companies that have two 
things in common • agriculture and the Mississippi River. We are writing to you to express 1>ur 
strong opposition to the "Draft Plan" for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
(MNRRA). As proposed, the Draft Plan would have a devastating impact on agriculture in 
Minnesota and the neighboring states of North Dakota, South Dakota and Wisconsin. 

We are convinced that the current plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
would be a disaster for agriculture, would seriously disrupt barge traffic and other modes of 
transportation on which agriculture depends, and would result in unacceptable job loss 
through.out the "Northern Tier" area. This plan simply must not be implemented in its present 
form. There can be no denying the fact !hat the Mississippi River and its tributaries constitute a 
vital artery of commerce •• important both to the State of Minnesota and to the Nation as a 
whole. 

What is entirely lacking in the plan is an honest and thorough economic assessment prepared 
with the help of those sectors of the economy most directly affected, which objectively consid 
all of the economic issues involved and weighs the benefits against the costs. The so-called 
"MNRRA Economic Impact Analysis," prepared last Decein er ar y its e 1 . t appears to . . . . . 
economic development along the Mississippi River, regardless of the human costs. Enclose1 
with this letter is our analysis of the importance of agriculture to Minnesota and the region. 
Agriculture is a critical factor to the economic well-being of this region . 

• 

L 

2. 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment G-46-3. 

Text was added to the plan stressing the importance of 
agriculture to the Minnesota economy. Data provided by 
the Minnesota Department of Agriculture to support this 
was added to the document. 

• 
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Concerns With the MNRRA Proposal; 
1. Potential Barge/Fleeting Restrictio11s 

• While the Plan recognizes existing barge use and fleeting zones as "consistent" uses of the 
river, there are potential conflicts. For example: my increase in barge traffic might conflict 
with proposed recreational or environmental requirements; limits may be imposed on the 
times when barges could move; and, "no-wake" zones might affect barge speed and the size 
of the barge tows. 

• Because of demand and price fluctuations affecting commodity industries, we must retain the 
flexibility to move more product when economic forces dictate. In additio°' a natural 
disaste£ or misha ectin n I e • • • 
the other. The Plan should not act to hamper access by barge or rail to facilities located 
withln the MNRRA corridor or barges that must move through the corridor to reach points 
north or south of this area. 

• An artificial constraint that affects river usage, could seriou5Jy impair commodity industries' 
ability to quickly and efficiently respond to change; in the volatile commodity marketplace. 
The grain and fertilizer industries are known for their unpredictable business cycles. These 
cycles can be caused by a number of factors, many of which are outside industry control and 
which greatly affect demand for the various products. For example: 

- Weather conditions may affect the ability and economics of fertili:rer applications and 
may i.ofluence the quantity and form of fertilizer which is applied by the farmer. 

- Global demand for grain, itself a function of economic and political conditions in the 
world, greatly influences U.S. grain prices and ultimately affects farmers' planting and 
fertilizer decisions. 

- Global and domestic polide! in such areas as energy, agriculture, trade and the 
environment exert a strong influence in the grain and fertilizer markets and can suddenly 
affect planting deciaions. 

In addition to the volatility inherent in the grain and fertilizer marketplaces, these industries must 
contend with a number of complicatioll5, some of which are unique to this river segment These 
include: 

• Long transit times to traverse the river, requirins significant advance planning 
effort For iMtance, under ideal conditions, the time to deliver phosphates 
from a Florida manufacturing facility to a warehouse in the M.NRRA corridor is 
between 30 and 35 days. 

- Normal wintertime ice conditions that cau5e this river segment to be available 
for only eight months out of the year. A great deal of coordination and 

2 

• 
3. 

4. 

B-20 

RESPONSES • 
These would be analyzed in the surface water use 
management plan and any additional regulation would be 
established by local governments. 

The plan is not intended to hamper access to points north 
or south of the area. 
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pllllllling is required to maximize utilization ofbusineu assets in the 
marketplace given this constraint. 

• Es.treme weather cydes which further reduce the availability of1he river to 
commercial r:avigation. The flood of 1993 is one example. As recently as 
1988, drought conditions also severely limited use of lhe rivet system. 

2. Land Acquisition 

• • The National Parlt Scivice bas the authority to acquire public and private landholdings for 
MNRRA projects. However, the Plan provides no specific criteria for determining values of 
affected property. 

Recommeadatigns: 

6 

.. 
_l_._Ba_rp_Flg_l_b_lll_D' _____________________ J The Plan must provide fodlexibility to allow for increases in barge/rail access ill the 

event of greater demand, response to price conditions affecting commodity 
industries or in reaction to natural dillasten. 

7 

8 

2. Economic Impact Statement 
We believe the goals of MNRRA can be achieved without undermining the River's 

• • • « • • 

Tbe Plan pays inadequate attention to the economic consequences of its proponls. 
The economic impact statement must be strengthened drll1tllltically before a final 
decision is made on a plan. 

3. LJmd Acguiafion 

J 
We oppose excessive restrictions on the use of private property, including undeveloped 
acreage. If the government decides to acquire landholdings for MNR.RA projec1s, lhe Pla:l 
should provide specific criteria for detenninillg values of affected property. 

In summary, the Draft Plan is unacceptable as cummtl y written. We believe a comprehensivr: 
economic impact statement, using up-to-date industry statistics, must be prepared prior to fuuil 
approval of II plan for the MNRRA corridor. Without such an economic study, the Plan is 
seriously flawed and could result in severe negative conxquences for Minnesota and 1he 
Nation's food and agriculture industry. 

Sincerely, 

American Agriculture Movement 
American Soybean Association 
Bunge Corporation 

3 

American Oat Association 
Archer Daniels Midland, Co. 
Cargill, Inc. 

( continued on next page) 

• 

15. 

'7. 

RESPONSES 

The final plan further clarifies that the National Park 
Service would not acquire land, except for possible minimal 
amounts as stated in the document. Currently, this is 
envisioned to include only about 5 acres for an interpretive 
center in St. Paul. 

There is flexibility in the plan to allow for increased access. 

The commission and the National Park Service believe 
that the economic analysis is adequate. See response to 
comment G-46-3. 

The plan was revised to emphasize incentives. NPS land 
acquisition is not planned, except for the donation of about 
5 acres by the city of St. Paul. 

• I 
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CENEX/Land O'Lakes Agronomy Co 
Commodity Specialists Co. 
Farmers Union Central Exchange, Inc. 
The Fertilizer Institute 
Harvest States Cooperative 
Land O'Lakes, Inc. 
National Agricultural Chemicals Association 
National Barley Growers Association 
National Farmers Organization 
National Grain and Feed Association 

c.c./ The Honorable Ame H. Carlson 
Commissioner Elton R. Redal.en 

4 

CF Industries, Inc. 
Continental Grain Co. 
Fannland Industries, Inc. 
Growmark, Inc. 
Honeymead Products Co .. 
Marc2000 
National Association of Wheat Growers 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives 
National Farmers Union 
National Grange 

• RESPONSES • 

B-20 
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MINNESOTA 
CORN GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION 

October 26, 1993 

Ms. J'oAnn M. P::yral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
U.S. National Park Service 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dell' Superintendent Kyral: 

We are writing to you on behalf of the H..innesota Corn Crowe:r:s 
Association and the Minnesot.a Corn Research and Promotion Counci!. As 
President ana Chairman of these two organizations, who collectively 
represent over 50,000 Minnesota corn fa.rm.ere, we felt you should know of 
tr.e :1ec;a.t.ive iir.pact of the "Draft Plan" for the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area(MNRRA). As propoeed, the Draft Plan will have 
a d:evas":.ating impact on agriculture, and thus the economy as a whole. 
Thia impact is not only economic but will effect our way of life 
through1Jut. all of the Upper Midwest. Agriculture moves with nature and 
so do the supplies that support it. Many product.ion inputs a.re supplied 
most economically to the Upper Midwest on the Mississippi. The SA.'TI~ is 
true with our exports from the entire region. 

The p-:-opo:Jed Draft Plan will disrupt barge traffic and ot.her modes of 
t1.·c1.n3~v:.:~at.ior. on 1,;hich vc ali de~nd. '?!'!cso ::lisruptior.s wi..11 ripple 

ac iu: r.iug ou e econo:ny resu 1.ng Ul unaccept e JO oss 
throughout the whole "Northern Tier" area. In it's present form, this 
Plan is a catast:rophic eelf-inflicted wound, and muse therefore not be 
implemented. 

Commodities like corn compete on a world wide bases, for least cost 
productiou. Increase the cost and inconvenience of transportation and 
you reduce the e.lrea.dy low price even more. '!'his hurts the economy 
because every farmer who stays in business genera.tee another 7 to 10 
Jobs in r.he other sectors. We see no sound evidence to show either an 
economic or social aJ:::l!s&ment for this project. Society would benefit 
from ano~her parK., but t.o sust.ai:c itself, SocJ..ety must have economic 
benefits as well. Somehow we must assess the balance in such a way as 
t.o not take more sce,s back th.an forwa.rd . 

1. 

RESPONSES 

There is no evidence that this will happen. The commenter 
has not provided adequately specific information to 
address this concern in further detail. 

• 
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Please send us not.i.ces for •ll hee.rin9s scheduled for the M:NR.RA. Please 
file this !.etter &."'td the folloving list of concerns with your hearing 
records. 

Coneernn With the MNR.RA Prooos'll 

1. Potential B&rge/rleeting Restrictions 

While the Plan recognizes existinq barge use and fl.eetinq zones as 
"consistent'' uses of the river, there are potential conflicts. For 
example; any increase in barge traffic might confl-ict vith 
proposed recreational or enviror.D'lental requirements, limits qy be 
imposed on the 'ti:aes when bo.rqes could move and "no,.w&ke" zones 
::tight affect btLrge speed and the ai.ze of the barge tows. 

Because of dem.,.nd and price fluctuations affecting commodity 
industri~ts, we m:1.:ist retain the fl~xibility to move more product 
when eeonotc.ic forces dictate. In addition, a Mtural disaster or 
mishap af!ec~inq one leg of the transit system mi9ht mean increased 
reliance on the other. ?:'be Plan should not. act to hamper access by 
barge or rail to facilities located within the MNRltA corridor or 
barges tho.t must move through the corridor to reacb po,ints north or 
south of this ,rea. 

An artificial constraint that affects .river usage., could aeriously 
impair co=odity induotries' obility to quickly and efficiently 
respond to changes in t:he volatile connodity Dlf!lrketplace. The 
grain and fertilizer industries are k:iown for their unpredictable 
buslneaaes cycles. These cycles can be caused by a number of 
factors, many of which are outside industry conttol a..nd which 
greatly affect delltAnd for the various products. For e:xamplet 

-weather conditions may a.f.f'ec:t the e..bility and economics of 
rertilizer applications ond may influence the quantity and form of 
fertilizer which is -Applied by the farmer. 

-Global demand for grain, itself A function of economic and: 
political conditions, in t..he world, greatly influences U.S. grain 
prices and ul tirnately affects farmers' plantinq and fertiliser 
decisions. 

-GJ.i,b.,l ~n~ r10N~At:!.e policies in such a.reaa as energy, 
,griculture, trade and the environment exert a strong influence in 
the grain and fertilizer =rl<ets and can sudder.ly affect planting 
decislons. 

In a.ddition to the volatility inherent in the fertilizer And grain 
marketplaces, these industries must contend with a nwaber of 
complications, aome of vhic:h are unique to thia river segment. Theae 
includes 

Long tranait times to traverse the river, requiring significa.."tt 
advance planning effort~ ror instance, under ideal eonditiona, 
the ti.me to del.iver phoapho.teo l!rom a Florida IDAl"lutacturing 
fa.eility to a warehouse in the llNltRA corridor is between 30 and 3S 
days~ 

NOr:nal wintertiate ice conditions that cause thia river segment to 
be available for only eight months out of the year. A 9reat deal 
of coordination and planning is requi:red to 1Mxi:nize utilization 
of business assets in the marketplace given thls constraint .. 

• RESPONSES • 
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bt.reme weather cycles which further reduce the availability of 
the river to commercial navigation. The flood· of 1993 is one 
exa:mple. As recently aa 1988, drought· conditions also severely 
liatited use of the river eystem .. 

2. Land Acquisition 

• The National Park service has tbe authority to acquire public and 
pcivate lond holdings for MNRM. projects. However, the Plan provide.& 
no specific criteria for detemir.ing values of affected property. 

l * woe llexibilitY 

rhe Plan m1Jst provide for flexibility to allow for increases in 
barge/rail accese in the event. of greater demand, reaponse to price 
conditions aftecting commodity industries or in reaction to natural 
dis«sters. 

• we· beli.eve the goals o! MNRRA can be achieved Without undermining the 
River's historic economic contribution to the -:Win Cities. includin9 
f;;ture economic growth. The Plan pa.ys inadequate attentioo to the 
economic consequences of its propoaals. The Ple,n ·s econOQ'lic impac:t 
statement must be strenqt.hened dramAtically before the Plnn is 
adopted. we also ask that you accurc'ltely assess the societal loss 
due to these econcmics and consider their im~ct. on the Plan~ 

:3 ~ lJmd Aeguisition 

we opt:,os~ excessive reatriction& of the use of private property, 
including undeveloped ocreage. lf the government decides to .acquire 
land holr;Unqs for H.NRRA projects, the Plan should provide epecific 
criteria for determining Vl!l.lues of affected property~ 

ln summary, the oraft Plan is unacceptabl.e ,as currently written. We 
believe a comprehensive econOltlic impact statement, using up to date 
industry at.atiatics, must be prepared prior to final opproval of a plon 
for the ~RRA cor.ridor. Witho:Jt such an economic study, the Plan is 
seriously flawed and could result in seve::'.'e negative consequences for 
Minnesota end the_ Nation's agriculture industrya 

Sincerely, 

J:z.~ 
Minne$ota Corn G::o-w,Jra A.ssocin,:.ion 

• ~ 

1;::;;:/tel\B, Che.::.rmar. 
Minnesota Co,rn Research and Promotion Coun, 

14198 Commerce Ave. NE1 Suite 600 
Prior Lake, MN 55372 

J.P/BM/lta 

RESPONSES 

• I 
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(I) c:Minne.sota Agrl·Growth Council, Inc. 
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N011embcr 3, 1993 

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
U.S. National Park Service 
175 East fifth Avenue 175 East Fifth Avenue 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superi111eodent Kyra!: 

The MinneSOUI Agri-Growth CoUDdl seeks to provide a a:,mmon voice for Mi11I1CSOta's diverse 
food and agricultural industry. The organi,Jltion, made; up of pmducers. film, 111ppfu:n, food 
processors, and allied industries, has been a<:tive in issues impollant lO agriculllltc for more than 
25 years. 

Agriculture is Minnesota's la,gcst and most ailkal industiy. According to a University or 
Minnesota study, in I 990 food and agricultunl directly 8C00l.llllcd for 162.000 jobs in lhe stale. 
Plus, through labor eamillgs and l)<lrdulses ofMinru:sota•produced inpu!S, the indusuy indircc:tly 
accounled for 257,000 Minnesota jobs. That same study estimates food and agriculrure aCCOUDts 
ror 22% of the stale's economic base as measured by out-of-state exports - more than any oilier 
industry . 

The Mississippi river is a vital link for Minneso!.a agricultun:, providing ellicicnl and 
en,ironmentally sound 1fllllSl!()fb1ion off.arm commodities. A large share of MillllCSOta's grain 

produdion are shipped iJlto ii., Slate via the river. 

The Council fears th.e ~ssippi Nalional River and lilecRation Area Draft Plan (MNRRA) 
could !lave• ;iignifieanl, negative impact on Minnesola's rood and agricullllral industry. This 
pas! Monday, NOIICmber I, the Minn0$0la Agri-Orowth Counal held its annual meeting and 
sdoplcd the following resolulion conceroia,g the MNRRA Draft Plan: 

WHEREAS. a proposed plan must pruvide adequate and proper plan,rlng 
for b1111iness. c/11,s and flom,own,rs: and 

WHERE.4S. a llwl'Ollglt economic analysis wm provilk a sound base for n 
long ,,,.,,, pion; and 

WHEREAS, !he J71"'st11t complex lntermodal t:rmtspcrlollon system depends 
on the Mississippi Rt.er a.s o.faJurt stnlcJurr; and 

WHEREAS, a plan for 1/,e fatllre must provide a review and appeals 
pro<tss: and 

WHEREAS, lite final plan must meet tire original int•nt of the law: 
d,erefore be II 

B-22 

RESPONSES • 
This view was added to the General Concept section of the 
plan. 
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RESOLVED. that the MINNESOTA AGRJ-GROWI'H COUNCIL. INC. 
JtlfJpOl'ls the MNRRA Sto!u,holsrs CDolitum "florls ID lnelmk ,:J,o"g"s and 
modifications In th, pion w address tlu, Jim,"1 needs ofth• system and meet th, 
inl"nt of th, /av,, 

The Agri-Orowtn Council has e,dubiled a long ttad.ition in lull suppor1 of environmental 
concerD$ impacting production agriculture and agribusi.oess. as exemplified by the enclosed 
emironlDCnlal resolution which "'as alllO adoptm al our rcocnl meeting. 

Given the imponance of agriwlturc to Minnesota and the importance of the Mississippi river 10 
Minnesota agriculture, the membmllip of Ille Agri-(lro~1h Council is ememely concerned lh8I 
a thorough economic analysis of Ille MNRRA Draft Plan bas no1 been wnductcd. Funbermore, 
lt is clear that jurisdictional matU:!'$ involving looal, •~ and fede.raJ governments have !lOl beet! 
resolved. 

The MiMesota Agri-Orowtlt Ollirxil ~ rc,qras tlw 11-<:0BQernS be fully addn:ssed 
prior to commission appnMil of the Draft Plan, 

~~~~ 
Tom Cochrane 
Execntive Director 
Minnesola Agri-Grm.th Council 

cc: Governor Ame H. Carlson 
Olmmissloner Elton R. Redaleo 
Commissioner E. Peler Gillet11e, Jr. 
Commissioner Charles W. Williams 
Senator Pat Pariseau 
.Rq,rescnlativc Dennis D. 01.meot 

~~~-
DIM JohasoJi tF • - ·• 
Pmident, Agri-Growth Council and 
Plesidet!t, Cetlex/Lalld O'Lakes 

Agronomy Company 

RESPONSES 

• I 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RF;SOLUTION 
OFTHE 

MINNESOTA AGRI-GROWTH COUNCIL 

WHEREAS, THE MINNESOTA. AGRJ-GROWTH COUNCIL, INC. 
shares a concern for the welfare of Minnesota citizens and for tlie 
environment in which they live; and 

WHEREAS, it is recognized thaJ all citi1.ens of this state desire a 
wholesome environment; and 

WHEREAS, the use of Best Management Practices are reasonable 
actions to protect the environment, considering social and economic 
factors in the state's economy; therefore be it 

RESOLVED, that the MINNESOTA AGRI-GROWTH COUNCIL, 
INC urges the legislature and government agencies tq suppqrt programs 
that will enable producers, processors and distributors of processed 
products to use products and methods based on scientific data which will 
safeguard agriculture and the environment and provide a reasonable, 
economic return to the producer and provide quality food at a reasonable 
price/or the consumer. 

• RESPONSES • 
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Minnesota 
~etroleum. Council Darrel Bunge. &eeu!l\/8 D teet01 

Etln Roth. As&oci01e D rector 

&Pine Tree Drive • Slife 260 • St, l'oul. MN 55112 • (612l4/liHi33'? • FAX: (612)483-6433 

Sept. 10, 1993 

National P~rk Service 
Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth St., Suite 418 
PO !lox 41 
St. Paul, kN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral, 

The Minnesota Petroleum Council (MPC) would like to take this 
opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan, Environmental Impact Statement on the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area. 

The MPC is supportive of the goal set forth by congress, the 
National Park Service (NPS) and MNRRA Commission, to protect the 
72 mile segment of the Mississippi River through the Twin Cities 
area. We believe that the river is vital to the economic 
vitality of the region and for any final plan to be successful, 
all stakeho s • 
precious resource. However, the final plan must recognize the 
intent of the l"';Jislation that this segment is a ""'orking" river. 

se910ent for park land and other purposes, the plan must not lose 
sight of the fact that multiple use of this resource must be 
preserved and economic development conti11ue, aii some groups have 
stated they oppose. 

The HPC also endorses the Mississippi Stakeholder•s coalition 
statement which has been submitted to the NPS. There are some 
additional concerns contained in the draft which the MPC would 
like to provide comments on. These include, 

l) on page 4 there is reference toe possible stronger federal J 
presence within the corridor. The MPC believes the plan should 
utilize existing local and state plans to ~anage the river. 
Another layer of b&aucracy will only lead to duplication, 
permitting delays and confusion. 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

There are many references to the working river and many 
policies that support this concept. While the term "working 
river" is not in the legislation and has no specific legal 
meaning, it is a commonly used expression for a concept of 
management and use that was adopted by the commission 
as one element for the plan. Additional recognition of the 
working river was incorporated in the final plan. 

The plan leans heavily on state and local authorities and 
has been revised to emphasize this. 

• 
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2) on page 9 and lO the plan discusses new economic development 
and the need to weigh the natural, cultural, and economic 
resource protection needs. While we recognize that there are 
areas along the river which should be set aside for cultural and 
non-develo ment ur oses eeono ic deve n nd 'o 
wi n t e corridors ould continue. Local governments, and not 
MNRRA, should be the decision maker on whether the economic 
development proposal is appropriate or not. 

3) on page 23 and 24 under the Detailed Policies section, the 
statement regarding expansion of existing facilities should be 
stricken and rewritten to provide a more realistic approach. 
There are many facilities, including refineries and petroleum 
terminals, where easements and adherence to landscape guidelines 
cannot be met. 

4) on page 39 under Natural Resource Management, the plan talks 
about increased enforcement and monitoring within the corridor. 
companies operating facilities in the corridor are issued air and 
water quality permits through the Minnesota Pollution control 
A enc HPCA . Under the e o at· • • • 
a ere to various 11111 ts. llmission and discharges are monitored 
by the eountie.s and MPCA. Facilities operating within the 
corridor should not be discriminated against by being forced to 
follow a separate set of permitting, monitoring, or enforcement 
rules than those located outside the corridor. Moreover, much of 
the air and ~ater quality in and around the river are influenced 
by factors outside of the corridor. 

Thank your for you conaiderat1on. The MPC will continue to 
monitor the MNNRA Management Plan as it proceeds and we are 
supportive of a plan that is workable for all stakeholders. 

s~jk 
Erin T. Roth 
Associate Director 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

B-99 

RESPONSES • 
The plan states that local governments have the lead on 
land use planning and economic development activities for 
their portion of the corridor. 

This statement was revised and clarified. 

The rules referenced in the comment would be the same 
inside and outside the corridor. The plan encourages an 
increased emphasis on fully implementing existing rules 
and programs within the corridor. 
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I 
Bottineau ~-

I ~u,A¢t9,f -
2427 Second Street NE • Mlnn.eapolia, Minnesota • 55418 • 788-5098 

July 7, 1993 

Superintendent, Mi&!lis&ippi Nation.al River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN SS101 

Dear Superintendent: 

On behalf of Botlineau Clrize,ts in Adion, l wish to <o!IUIICIII on the Orafl O,mprehensiw: Manogement 
Plan Environmental Impact Stat.-nt dated June, 1993, for the Mississippi River National River and 
Recreation Area. 

There is a compooent that is almoot invw1,1e in the report, em,pt in vague ~•"""· That is, existing and 
potential residential development along the RiYer. In fact, ,OW' logo shows industrial and park componeuta 
of the River corridor, but no scene of houses. 

The Riverfront in Nonheast Minneapolis is one of the ll'lOllt heavily industrialized areas of the River in tlle 
Twin Cities. Yet there is little concern about lt"""Y Industry attcmpliag to coe,dsi with residential 
structures, some of which go back over 100 ,ears - owned ~ the same family. Who is concerned about 1 he 
quality o{ Nfe for th..., residen!S. And why is It not appropriate to itlclude residential development for the 
luver corridor if industrial development is acoeptal>Je? 

reaea:tioniiU ooats 25 par1 0( me w~. ru.t ,.._..~-- ,, ... ~u... .... ........ ,~- ... ,...., ___ ...._ -- ·-· 

A study should be undcnaken to study the lock system 1111d the tonMge passing through ti which m=u<J 

in yo«r plan which would serve as a resour<:e for a comprehensive history of the River, including the 
history of the people who luM, lived on it. 

Much more residential development existed along the River at the beginning of this oetttury. In faci, ""'"" 
indumial development was aotually built up arowid tmting r,,sldentlal 111rucrun,s. I urge you to include~ 
stmng statement of support for enhancing the qoal"r of life _for cummt Rivcrfron! dwellers ~ •"?"''"l:mll 
the reduction of industrial development along the River cmridot, and I')' eru:ou,ag,.11g the des,gnauon of 
aome land for residential use. 

i:~'i<~ 
Managing ,Director 

RK:FO 

• 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

RESPONSES 

Residential uses are given more recognition in the final 
plan (see response to comment G-4-1). 

It is unclear from the letter what purpose this study might 
serve. The proposed surface water use management plan 
may address this. 

The designation of the St. Anthony Falls site for an 
interpretive center was made after extensive discussions 
with interpretive partners in the area. The Grain Belt 
brewery site would not be desirable for the cooperative 
Minneapolis interpretive center because it does not offer 
the same concentration of significant cultural resources as 
found in the St. Anthony Falls Historic District. It is also 
too far downriver to be considered for the northern 
interpretive center. If an interpretive facility is developed 
at the Grain Belt complex by other parties, the National 
Park Service could consider it for associated facility 
designation and possible technical or grant assistance on 
interpretive programs and media. 

The p1an supports riverfront improvement, better 
interfaces between neighborhoods and industria1 areas, 
and increased residential use in appropriate areas. 

• I 
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Bottineau 

I 2427 Second Street NE • Minneapolis, Mlnnesola • 55418 ill 788-5098 
A Good N#lfl/lbt>r to ,.,,_ Mluissi/TPi 1/lwr 

October 11, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mi$Sissippi Narioruil River and Recreation Area 
175 Fifth Street Ea.<t, Suire 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901 

Dear Superintendent: 

On behalf of Bottineau Citizens In Action, a neighborhood organization in Northeast 
Minneapolis, [ want to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan, Environmental 
lmp8CI Statement of the National Park Sei:vice. 

BCIA does not endorse Alternative A (no action). We can support some aspects of the Proposed 
Plan and Alternatives B and C. Alternative B incorporates more of our concerns than other 
options. In general, we support efforts that: 

• el 

• 
• p 

t 

• 
• p 

ar 

• pr 
greenways that extend from neighborhoods tO the River and extending the Great River 
R . • 

on 

• es 
d 

• es 
pr 
want to know more about the River arul the people who live on it, centered at the Grain 
Bel 

• m tion prevention, use 
laws; to date, the Minne~ Polluti~ Control Agency and the Oty of Minneapolis bave 
had a dismal record on 

• romote additional laws to ation 

• strong support coor inall 
neighborhood residents. 

• 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13 . 

14. 

15. 
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RESPONSES • 
The plan advocates reduction of pollution from all sources. 

Shoreline restoration or enhancement is encouraged. 

The plan supports this activity. 

The plan encourages commercial and industrial uses that 
no longer need a river location and that do not meet other 
criteria specified in the plan to relocate outside the 
riverfront area, especially if they are causing pollution. 

Existing industrial and commercial areas would be largely 
unaffected by this plan. Actions are encouraged (but are 
not mandated) to improve the physical relationship of 
industries and other businesses to nearby neighborhoods. 
Local governments would the key to accomplishing this 
objective. 

This idea was added to one of the visions in the plan. 

The plan supports this concept. 

Local governments would control specific uses. 

The plan supports additional trail development that is 
sensitive to neighborhoods . 

The plan includes urban interpretive centers using existing 
structures, such as the Washburn/Crosby mill complex in 
Minneapolis. 

This idea may be considered during preparation of the 
follow-up interpretive plan for the corridor (regarding the 
Grain Belt site, see response to comment 0-1-3). 

The plan encourages rigorous enforcement of existing laws. 
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superintendent, National Park Scmce P8ll• 2 

Those of us who have lived near and on the River arc loo)ring to the National Park Semce as a 
catalyst for change on the River. The "critical area" of the River, as defined by the State of 
Minnesota in 1976, is still in a critical state of neglect, nearly 20 years later, by those intrUSted 
with its health. 

As you state in your Draft Plan, the Mississippi River Critical Area program lacked money, 
commitment and coordination. Other plans by municipalities, counties and state agencies also sit 
on the shelf for lack of interest and funding. It may be because they lacked another crucial 
element: neighborhood involvement. TM NalWnal Part S,,,,,/c, now has the Mississippi Corridor 
Neighborhood Coalition (MCNC) as a sig,rifi,:ant resourr:, to ......,.. nnghbarlwod involvemmJ In 
Ri•er plaMing, MCNC is a newly formed consortium of several neighborhood organizations in 
Northeast and North Minneapolis. This coalition has been formed specifically to address River 
issues from a neighborhood penpective, and to do it in a coordinated, planned manner. 

MCNC would not have tolerated a corridor plan that ignores the most industrialized and J 
degraded portion of the River, namely, the urban section between Hennepin Avenue on the 
south and the Minneapolis city limits on the north. Virtually. nothing is said a~ut t~e N?rtheast 

along the River succcssfu~ but who are ignored when the term "historical" is applied to the River 
corridor. These neighborhoods have been the dumping ground fo1 heavy industry, much of it 
located on the River. What is the Park Service going to do to ensure an enhanced River 
experience for them? Equally important, how will the Park Service deal with the major River 
polluters as it develops a national park? 

The National Park Service aerial video of the corridor jumps from downtown Minneapolis to the 
Coon Rapids dam, disregarding both the major polluters such as Northern States Power and 
American Iron, and a great architectural asset, the Orain Belt brewery site. Had anyone from the. 
National Park Service visited residences along Marshall Street, they would have known, for 
example, that the noise pollution from the American Iron Company and J. L Shiely Company is 
more than just "the typical urban sounds in more developed areas" (page 123, Draft 
Comprelunsive Plan). The noise from American Iron's west shore facility alone makes quiet 
conversation on the east River shore a challenge. And the visual pollution all the way from 
Hennepin Avenue to the City limits for Northeast Minneapolis communities is a disgrace. North 
Minneapolis residents are essentially denied River access because of industrial development along 
the west shore and the intrusion of 1-94. Pollution of the air, ground and water from these 
industries, and others, has poisoned the River and degraded the neighborhoods. 

Bottineau Citizens In Action has been a leader on environmental issues. It is currently the lead 
neighborhood in organizing the MCNC. We expect the MCNC to be an active partner with the 
National Park Service as you move foiward on your Comprehensive Management Plan for the 
National River and Recreation Area. Neighborhood involvement and a commitment to 
reclaiming and preserving the River for residents is paramount to the success of the Plan. 

Sincerely, 

1:;s~::i:ra4 

• •· 

17. 

18. 

l9. 

RESPONSES 

Additional laws are not advocated by the proposed plan. It 
is felt that thorough enforcement of existing laws would 
achieve the environmental quality visions in the plan. 

The plan supports such cooperation and coordination. 

The MNRRA plan is a corridorwide plan that does not 
address specific segments of the river. City plans would 
cover these kind of issues. The MNRRA plan provides 
general guidance if the city chooses to participate in the 
MNRRA grant program. 

• 
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Comment 10 MRCC 

Commission Members: 

I rcpn:scnt the MR.R, we an: a small oon-profit folllldcd in 1912 and dcdiealcd 10 1hc 
protmiou, pn:serwlioo and improvcm,,ot of the Mississippi River. We have done Cleamlps, 
f.wvals and tlotillas in order to rai.ac IIW111'CaCOB lt!OUDd iauc:s lbat affi:ct lbc: MR. Our solid 
waste cleanups have occumd from Bemidji to Bellvne la. We have cleaned several lboum!ds 
of lonB of tires, litter, metal,plaslic, foun and wood. We bave had the support of l!OYemmenl at 
all levels, businesses, civic poupe aod tllouADds of iDdividuals. We believe 1bal. ~ 
effor111 ...., poost1>1e if everyone is williog to eaerifice • amall amomrt to achieve a groater goal. 

We have followed the MRCC lll'OOC8S fut the last lhRe years and -411 like to lballk the 
commimoo mcmbcn put and~ for lbcir time and dedic:atioo to lhese ~ We know 
ftom ~ thal c;hange OD the Rivw is a slow Bild gradual process. DeruiOllS lhat WC mate 
DOw will affect the c:lwact« of 1he RI\'Cr for filtun: tp:neratiOflll. 

We would lite to mniod lbc: Commission members of tbc impa.ct of illdividuals .lllldi 1111 
Theodore Wirtb who lla4 the vision for thc City ofMitmeapolis of~ a l)llll COiridor 
around the tum of the Century. The resubs ofhis efforlll fonn lb,; wre ofMNRAA arca in the 
Gorse area of Minllcapolis and ~lped develop the attribule& of the Area which has led to this 
spec;ial design.alioo. 

We would Im to thank Ille Park Service who have done a wonderful job of preaenl.iag 
the wodi: and procesa of the Commisaion. They have had a diffillUh job of ametin@ lbc: ooedB of 
111c Commission, Business and lbc: public and at lb,; same lime woikiD& witbill Ille framcwoli: of 
the dic:tales of public law and 1be MNRRA k:sisla&e. 

It is the MNRRA process thal We vrould lib to comment on. We believe Iba! the plan as 
it ll1aD:b DOw and the options ref.lec:ted in altamtive B n,preaents a sood overall wO!liD& 
document with lilOllle practical problem;i Bild isaucs tlJal must be addressed if the plan is to be 
successful in mcctq the iDlen1 of the law which has sponsored the plan. 

To • ' 

A. Their mUSI be p!1MsiooJi for a strong single C01ily widl adequate cuforc:cmmt wi1bin 
1hc plan to ultimately 1111magc the MNRRA Arca. Thc Metropoliwl council bu an obvious 

odw aualified etttitw of 
B. Theti: mllSl be a balance of~ ill the admiaisualion of !he plan betwec:a 

the gawrmnem cmilics, l.alJ)JC busim,saandam.all basincsa<lOIICCfllll,andthcpublic wbewillbo 
served. The plan only mentions public invol'w:m,mt 1hroujJh the Pail Service mid of coune the 
formal IO!e ofd!c MllCC. This iaa9ood slart, im-, more input in the fonn ofan informal 
advismy board that is fCJl(Clielllal.M of 1111: JIXilll COOl.l!lunity could llelp to insure tba1 lllOIII of 
1bc genml public ar,, brousht ct,_. to the pis and proceso of the phw.. 

C. The MN.RM m-.a must be admiaistenxl aa:ordiog to a slightly higher standard for 
air, - and d<:Yelopmc,nt if it inlends to be rccogmzcd as aai area worthy of special 
~ and worllry of S1alc and Fc:deml IIIIPl)Ort. MNRRA plaos to bep all n,gulalioas at 

--' • r- ___ .,- .... ~,IV.I . -g-•- ..... ---- ..... -·-··-- _ ......... __ .,. __ 

MNRRA Jesislation •fines special priorities for clcan11p1 of Superfimd sites and otba 
long-alandislg problems that uo festering "" « noar tbe River. Tbe public will - tho dofillod 

1. 

2. 

3. 

0-2 

RESPONSES • 
The commission and National Park Service would have a 
coordinating role. There was strong sentiment by many 
plan reviewers, including most corridor communities, 
against a new layer of approval in the corridor. 

A statement was added to the final plan saying that public 
participation would continue on follow-up implementation 
plans. 

The plan encourages increased emphasis on pollution 
control and more effective use of existing authorities but 
does not advocate higher specific air and water quality 
regulatory standards for the area within the corridor. 
Existing air and water standards, if achieved, would result 
in a significant improvement in the corridor. The plan 
encourages the use of incentives to voluntarily exceed 
these standards. While land development standards are 
similar to the state critical area standards, there are some 
improvements. Better implementation, consistency, and 
coordination would lead to improved development and 
higher environmental quality in the corridor and the plan's 
visions would be achieved. 
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valllCII empbamA,d in the plan iflhcre Is 1111 attempt to illlllil1 a bigber quality ofail am wa111r 
througbout the~ ~ To do this dlc: loadina fac:lcr of die many liccnscd pol11llen mrst 

D. Some specific poims in die c:um:td plan an: by their na1mC to 1] 
p1an11 cffedivcncss and pmpoe and llhould be modified. Most oflll= ilm!I tclam to lbc 
ctmc:al area sctbad: zoac: 
; 1. Tbc pcrpctual gnmdfathormg in of property that is tlOIICO«lronni by land OWDCl8 and tbctt 
succcuon. Thia is oat geocrally 8"Cptcd pnu:licc when you phm to add a qualitative 
improvemont to an -- time. All --Conformiog uses without a demollslrlted .-S ·JO 

ma lll\la • 
tixty year buslnc8s eycle bas accomplished d!is, 1111Ually leaving a~ waste si1c for t'III> 

;2. Exislins lam! behind levies abould be comideRd equally with other flood m :J 
QIXridor. Land in a flood plain sboold be pi.mied 1111 natmal areas as business 1l5C d«liPce-
uiovm OJ IS SO O • 

nc:ocssity under 1hc lllJidclii:ICII of th,: plan. Tbc m:,pening of flood plain land upsll'CUl1 may 
l)RCludt tloodiq of mon:, valuable commcrcial reaidcotial land downstscam. If th,: Corrida~B 
significant valum arc eohan-1 morr: by a floodplain or a wdJand 1bc:y should be allowcd in 1bc 

- if current use udes that. 
;3. A3ricultutal bmd in a flood plain at status :=J 

G '----;i;·~smoniiii· iiltor~i!iii· lircseardl~fii;iioriisciellli&ii·iiii·!iiiilusc:sij;;fisboul!iiiiiiid iiit go~out~ofiipmduction.~miii. raBVl!iial~uabrmijlem 
asnc :ves status or a -
ralbcr than be made available 1o aay devcloplllcll1, eveo limited development cspc:cially in the 
eelbad< ZDDC. By a11owms furtlioo-deve1apnonl in lbeao ZODC8 """ia ~ to tJ,e 
idea of encom:agiDg lhc significant valuea for wbich !he plan was gcatcd lo enlwlce. 

• 

We oupport the Plans provisions for Wetlands and lilllOOIUIIF 1ha1 a process be 
cslablisbed to clarify !he rules for develOJIIDCIIII l:OllCClllillg 1bcsc areas in thc Corridor. Under 
curre.111. law Wllllaada cqjoy a limited protccliou. hcent apcrim;c bas been tba1 less than!"°' 
of pc:imila are dcoicd for filling or eliminatiag ~ h,cn:asing dc:velopmc111 lUld 
popula!.i0l1 iD thc MNRAA area should be IIC'IISiti:ve lo the wildlife needs of lbese ateaa. Tb£:ae 
arcaa are mban trcasun,s ofwildacas wbic::b. ahould be saved• ll!IICh as possible for fumrc 
gem:raliom to glimpse the put of thill ma. 

We applaud the PIIIIIB iotG.tions fCJf Poin1 Source polhdion am DQrt-pOiDI soun:c 
pollution. We would like to sugcsl that mi, two can not be clearly dcfinod in the corridor vlllcn 
1ribulal)' watet& brinJ in pollutants. Bodi lYP"" must be addrc\1111,d as a ptaeli"8l mauer willlin 
the QOIDllor. Non-point pollution or polluied runoff ill a major pioblem iu the corridor. Wilm a 
meam runs polllllallls illto thc river from ,-m, driveways, - and bllsitlelltl-induslr 
emitters, that lllnam becomes a poillt 801111:C of pollution. It is an umegulated aod llllpffllli1:tcd 
source. Point source pollution is a qualitaliYc pmblem. l.arF pollUIUII arc pamittcd for 
pollution amounts dc:ctncd atlowablc. AIi Ille a:n:a g,ows and loa.diDg of pollutalltl! oc.(:ur tt.:sc 
pcrmi1s should be modified oa a local an:a lllandard that is dcsipd to~ volUlllalJ' 

::1~:;;..:;;~~ofN~~-Tiic~soo~dconsi~~ ~"'(] 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

RESPONSES 

The commission decided, based on public input, to 
grandfather in existing uses and to delete a requirement to 
phase them out over time. This approach has been 
confirmed by the commission several times. There has 
been considerable opposition to the idea that these uses 
would be bought out over time on a willing-seller basis. 
The plan does encourage efforts to convert inconsistent 
riverfront land uses to consistent ones and to remove 
vacant, inconsistent structures in the corridor. Individual 
communities could and are encouraged to go beyond the 
basic concept in the plan if they determine that it is 
desirable for their portion of the corridor. 

See response to comment G-8-2. 

There is relatively little farmland remaining in the 
corridor. It would be considered along with other 
undeveloped land for open space. 

The interpretive themes were expanded to further stress 
Native American cultures and their relationships to the 
river. The final plan includes a stronger commitment to 
interpreting this aspect of history. The proposed DNR 
visitor center at Fort Snelling State Park would be 
designated as a cooperative center, with special emphasis 
on this theme. Language throughout the plan was 
reviewed and revised to clarify the strong commitment to 
interpreting the ways that many diverse cultures have 
interacted with the river. 

• I 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER REVIVAL-BOX 14702·:MINNEAPOIJS MN 55414 

emphasized in intaprclalion. ~ Indiplous people hep an oral uadit.1011 of bil!IOry, !hey 
should be coosulted during thi• proecss. 

We would like to again emphasm: lbat the plan be given a 5l!Ollg ccnual authority. Thal 
authority should dr:vclop a strong n:lalionsbip to 1k community served throut!b a citiz.CII arm . . . 

The US Park &!vice i& given condcolllatio.o powm by the .MNRRA law. A dcfutcd 
proceu should be outlined in the plan so it ill clear to llOllCOllfurmin euutics that a tbn:at of 
won:cmon1 ex.ill! fo, extreme measures. Without Ibis provision the plan is not enforceable and 
must on vo unlary comp ~ sugg,, or 
will wad in a way that maximizes the cost of implemomiilg MNRRA and 'lll!dermine3 the Ullalt 
of the Lc,gislalion. A definod procaa would delineato a clear playing field 10 minimilAI the 
iDsecllri.tiCB Ofbusinesa, !JOV111'111lK>Dl and illdividual OWDC!l!. 
The administnltioo of !be plan llhould have a goal of creating P rn-gcrnen• plm for the IIICa 

ffllidl include.s and makes available inpu1 to tbc proc.ess of 1llllll8getDent by the Citizens who are 
the rnajority stakcbolden, in the MNRAA-. The act iB csseotially silent 011 the citizen 
question, howevc;r, m:ent clecti0118 have sboWll that cilimla m: iocrcasiDgly com:emcd -'>olJt 
tbere lack of voice in lhe affairs of aovemmmt. lncn:asmg J1N18811R111 of won. and family in our 
oociety make it difficult for the avi:na,, citizca to ~ widl business aDd goverome,n cntmc8 
in defcodulg their inlcrcsls in a proccos such as the MNRR.A. They oeed adequal.c 
rcpre.,cntation. An i.nfmmed citizemy is more likely to l!Ddcmand the JllllPON aod beoefi1s of 
the MNRRA district. Comrnuni1y efro:rt will be ncccaaiy10 implement the plan llllCCeSSfully. 
All du, efforts of' plamling, 1'mdiDg, and implcrncnting the plan Mil bco fnlitlese lf the public 
docs 1111t vaJ.idue tbc process. 

Thank you again for your dedicalion to t1iiB iasuc aod the great deal of time and atlCllliol1 
devoled to these issues. 

Siol:ercly 

Roger Aibm-Dircctor-Trcasurcr-Millsissippi Rm:r RCMVIII 

0-2 

8. 

RESPONSES • 
This authority is clearly spelled out in the open space 
discussion in the plan; however, the emphasis for plan 
conformance is on incentives rather than condemnation. 
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Co!llmcnt to MRCC BY ROGER K AIKEN 

Commission Members: 

I represent the MRR, we arc a Sl1llllJ non-profll fOlllldcd in 1982 aDd dedicated IO ~ie 

protection. .,,.,..vatioo and improw:mcn1 of !he MR. We have done Cleanups. fcmvals 1:od 
flotillas in order to raise &WIIRIIC8S around issues lbat affi:cl lhc MR. OUr solid waste deanups 
bave OCCWTI:d 1i'om Bemidji to Bellvue 111. We bave cleanicd several tliousao(ls of fOlls of r.ucs, 
lilliol-, metal, plastic, lba:in a.ad""'°" 6'm the Ri...,.. aod ifs 1111'ulati<:s. We_.,,, bad drc a,,pport 
of GOVfflllllCDl at all li:vcla, ~ C,mc groups and 1bousand& of illdividPals. Dcsp;.~ 
these numbet:s our cfforta are largely symbolic oftbc bi1181lfproblems oo lhe river. We believe 
thal coopetalive cffon& me pos11ible if eveiyone is willing to sacrifice a small llJIOUIII IO ~:bievc 
apat,:rpl. 

We have foll.o'wcd lhe MR.CC proccas for llOIDC titnc aad would Im lo thank the 
ClllllDlission members JfUl aod pn,sml for their time and dedication to these ial!ues. We It"°"' 
lrom expcriem;c that chm:lge on the River is a ,low aud gradual procesa. Decisi01111 tbal w,: make 
now will affect lhe dlaracter of lhc River for future generation... Ewiy person on this 
commmi011 past and pment lbould be COlllllltlldtd for their patience aDd dedicatioo. Thi11 bas 
bceil a long and diffii:ult pro,;css requiriog much time aod pcmonal sacruicc. 

We would like to lhanlt the Park Seivice who we thillk have dollc a good job of 
rnsenting the work and proeesa oflhc Commission. They have had a difficult job of moelitlg 
tbe llccds of the Commiwon, Bl.l\!UlUS and !.he publli. and at tbe same time 'Hl:lrol!8 wi1bh 1bl, 
&aoicworlt of dll: dicta!es of public law alld lhc MNRRA legislation. 

We would like to RqllCSI the Commissioo mcmbcm and the public berll today to 
comider the bislcncal cotllut of these meelillgs. The uw !bat cstablillbed !he MNRRA a<:t is 
ba=d on pmetVillg many of'll!e cximng valuca of'll!e area. 1'hc8'\ cxisliog ®ltllral, soda! --1 
environmental values have come about owr lhe last one hundred fifty ycan of dt:vdopmc,ot in 
our area. The MNRRA process off en a oew method for handling c:balige in the future of lbc 
R.ivcr but the seeds were planted pcd.laps wbeo Charles Loring appointed !he first my f<Mda' 
in 1880 and as a tcSult of 11J,:111er imcrC&1. in pub lile Minneapolis Pan. baud was Cltlblhhed 
110 years ago diis year. 
The impaci of individuals such as Theodore: Winb who womd to c:rcalC a uni.tied park 

ccrridor around tbe City pn,c:cdea our dfon by 100 )'CIQ. The resul1s ofll=lc efforts fonn the 
,;QI,: of MNRAA an:a in Minacapolis, aod helped develop the attributes of tbe MNRRA 
ccrridor which bas led to the lqialalion. 

Tbcre bas been CODlrovcny in lbc proc.css of lbe!Ml discusaioos about the MNR.RA 
proe,:,3s. The large bll/li.ueslles that surround the curreot River corridor an: ~ lhat ,:uiure 
devdopmcDI will be limiled. It is ironic that at the 'WDC of the debate O\W tbe establishmr:nt of 
Ibo first park system in Minneapolis in Ibo 1880'8 Jl")lltinen! c:iti?.cllll argue.cl for the plan. •
m:11 penon , a O>looel William King called the Park system,• a scheme which will brini: -
c:apilal, more population and add more to the city's rcnoWD lhan any other scheme that C01Jld be 
devised." 

•• . ·~ 
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RESPONSES 

• I 
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Obviously tbc 11101ivcs for more pmts WCl'II 1101 all allnlistic. But maybe tbil is a JcuoD 

for us: today. 
It is Ille MNRRA process that wc are hm: to comment on. We believe 1hat !he plan as ii 

scands now and lbe opuom. rellCCICd in alla'lla\ivc B tepracn1B a good overall wlllking 
document with some practic.al problems 1111d issues Iha! mllSt be addressed iflhc plan is to b c 
IIUCCeSSful in mcctillg Ille in1e111 of tbc law wllich bas sponsored 11w: plan and if tbc plan is to be 
succ:cssful in meetina tbc future «oDO!llie nccds ofllw: c:ommllllity. We see tbc plan aa prc#lllCd 
in this a1tcrnativc an anc:.t to the ow:rall coouomy of lhe area and not a tuw to C'llmat ~ 

The conoerns We have are mainly about procc8$; 

A. The p!'llCUS for adminisvation needa to be clarified. Their m\18\ be provisions for a 
strong single entity with adequak ealon:omcnt within the plan to ultimately manage die 
MNRRAARa 

B. Their must be a balance of rcprcselllation in tbc admulialnwon of lhc: plan betM:ffl 
the Government entitles, LarF bllllimss ml small business-. and the public who will 
be set"IICd. Pl- mncmbct-that the basis of Ille MNRRA arca is !ho River which is water. The 
law as it bas come down to WI is clear about who owos the watc111 of our stale. There use, -
and """1l purity ..-e seen as basic rights by our c:itizcns. 

C. The MNRAA area must be administered-ding ro a sligblly bigbcr 8lalldald for 
, air,_.,. and development if it intends to be n,oognizcd as an ..,,.. WOl1hy of i,pccial 
designation aod wonhy of State and Federal 8UppOJ1. This does !IOI mc:an duplicalion of effort of 
existing agencies. It doe.s meau c:oonliDated ownigbt or awanmess of the problems and beUtt 
communication bclwecn tbc public ud private mlilics respomible for solullous. 

DwiDg the course of diswsaions about this plan lhe economies have been discwracd 
extensively. Aspecial study was done by iDdepcruleut parties. The c:ooclusions oftbese lludies 
are imponaot to ftame the CCODOIM; di5cuSsioDs that are occuni.og today. 
I haw beard many repn,tlClllatives ofbw,inca ~ tllis debate in terms of llfowth or 110 growth. 
mm!CIIOIIB on bllsie busillcss licedoms and Cbreals u, basic propeny freedoms. 11» spc,clCr of 
fe'lNet jobl 1w also beea raised. 

Our group also 1atcs tbesc issues very seriously, tbese people are our employm and 
wpporter,i of many of ow efforts. Given carelul eoosideration and lhoushtfw lll1l1ming we fed 
I.bat tbc plan bas IDIUlY sakguan!s to prcva11 abu:sc. We see lhe plan a:, prmentcd with 
alternalivc B as IIOt a smaller piece of lhe pi.e bu! an added piece for business. 

But we th.illk that any view of lbe river planning that docs not considCI' the past will be 
deficient in lhe J\ltllrc. Everylhing 011 lhe river bappeD-1 slowly. Even the business cycle. In 
IMll.uatillg this plan the Cominission sbou!d ask illlelf• as lbc early City builders of lhr; ~ 
amtury did-Whal business exists 011 lhe River today that was here 40 or 60 years ago. WhK,h of 
lhc businesses will be hclC 40 years from .oow . 

.In Ibis cootcxt wc should ask who are the bcllcficiaries of this planning. I bope that tbc 
~on will give !he same coasideralion u, email bus.iooas, individuals, and lbe future 
conslitlxnts of o!Jf att.a who me IIOt represented here IA)(lay. 
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"Alli,e,lo,All ......,..., 

Mississippi Biwer 
~Re-ohal~ 

MlsllHlppl Netlonal River and Recreatlol'I Area 

175E5thSt. Sulte418Box41 

.STP MN 55101 

Comment to the Commissioners: 

Thb comment period has been a leamlng procese for w, all and as sucn !hie iettEf 
repmsents a clanflcation of some of our earlier comments. Our Ol'OUJ) is dl!di:alad lb 
action that - feel will be beneficial to the MR as a whole. In the formation of lhetl! ~ 
comments - hal/8, perhaps nalwly, Ignored tho poll1lcs of some of the Issues Slli~ 
below. Our goal is nol lo unfairly penalize ariy Qll)Up with an inlerNI on the Riller, ,but 
rather, to present a clear picture of hoW we vtew this l)lan a~ beneftclal to the long Jerm 
health of the River and its whole fabric of life. 

We continua to axpr8$$ our support for the plan with some changes that wtlU!d 
make the plan more specific and therefore clear to those who would be guided In lhe 
future bV the plans mandates. The several points we wish lo address are summarlzlad 
below; • 

Strong sul)POlt for the Pait se,vic& as the lead member of the corridor 
management team. 

SIJ'ong support for a continuing citl%en Involvement p,ocess. in the MNRRA 
administration. • 

Improved Trails and corridor planning. 

The management of water n,sources in such a way that no single group 
dominates that usage. • 

Protect undeveloped lands from private over development. 

Strengthen the opportunities for small businasses to develop with the cone• of : 
the MNRRA area. ' 

Speolflcally encourage a metrowlde watershed proteeflon program engaglr.g!lhe 
cooperation of local communities. 

The U S Partc Se!vial should have a strong central role in the plan. We w~ld 
suggest that more than a mview: authority the Park service should be granted a Vetri 
power owr permits ~118<! by ot~ ~- "!:_~ _?,OCedlJre ~ involve_a, p,.,bf.c 

9. 

RESPONSES 

Based on the legislative intent and considerable public 
input, the commission and the National Park Service have 
selected a plan that advocates local control, use of existing 
authorities, and incentives to encourage communities to 
implement the MNRRA plan. 

• I 
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level Of protection to the publlc has been eRmlnated. Ouplleatlon of govemrnant b one 
thing, l:,ut .»min,alir,g the IBgally ~ pn;iledions to our enVilOlllllflm is snolhar. 
The pllln Is s1roog on 'streamlining' but does not present a any spedfic waya to ill\\Ulll 
ttiat tlie public's Interest Is ptOtected. AA. insertion on page 76 llnder b PP lilled "The 
Corp <)I Engineenl" could balance this omission in the plan. 

We racommeod Iha fefmlltion of a citizens task force under Ille auspleeli Of the NPS to 
deveiop and coordinate volunteer programs, cleanul) projacl&, and comment on 
interprettve matters. Tt'le m&thod of a,:>FoJ.ntment , $tructure of the comm!Jtee and 

atreail;, acllve,knowledgable and In~ in River iuues In 111& c:ommunity. 

We support strorlj;jer la119uage in \he plan for mixed use of the Wllterwayll. The 
Rive( has been a Wtlrking River for almOl.1100 yea111. A:s such their is a natural bias 
~ from other uses. It should be rec0$ilniZed that ec;ol\OIIIIC Cycle$ on the River phate 

. ·~ mixed uses by making a s1atemant fer ~priate use of water rellOl.lrcas. More 
rec:ntaUonal us.a should be given accets lo areas of lhe River dominated by Industry. 
;Othqr parts of the Ct.ll'ridot should be giv1m relief from careless rioisy boat use and no 
·wake Z0n8$·~Ald. flP "(Sr on page 51 should ll!llect tl\lS batanoe by eliminating the 
languege ''while not significantly al'fectlnQ the 9lClsting commardal navigation lndu$try." 

Improved trail and corridor management: The MPLS-STP area is second only lo 
Weuihinglon DC in open space and parklands. To fUlly utilize this resource the regions 

wi8 l>e able to UPdate their older areae to modem standanb. 

We fully support the provisions Dsted on page 33 & 34. We think that this should 
alsq be a funding priority over certain ~ faalilies in the early staQGS of the 
i~ion process. 

Support for small busllflS and l'\eW businesses. Our reading of the plan 
lndlcalss manv DaSaalle$ which tend lo re1nrorce J)IOteCl!ons ror exlStlng large buSlness 

• 

0-2 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15 . 

RESPONSES 

Statements were added supporting continued public 
involvement. 

• 
Organizations were added to the statement involving the 
private sector. The plan was amended to clarify how it 
would be implemented with the managing partners. 

Consideration would be given to formulating ad hoc task 
forces to address specific projects for the c9rridor. A 
permanent citizen committee could duplicate the purpose 
of the commission. 

A statement was added to address this concern. 

A statement was added to emphasize that the grant 
program is a high priority for plan implementation. 

There are different funding sources for development and 
grant programs, so these priorities would not be in direct 
competition. Appropriations for these activities are . 
controlled by Congress. 
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lnterajs1s on 1he River. II should be recognized that many of these~ 
~ in an age where a complex gystem of govemmenl dlracl and lndlrecl 
subsldlas have led to their eccnomic domination c;>n lhe River. 11 should also be 

Small business cannot genenslly grow In an environment dominated _by limlled 

i . • The plan should rec:ognizs 1hese fac:ts and contain a provision that should J 
tpecllc::ally support business dewlopmalltfor companies \lfll'I revenues Oft&sa than 
$250,000 par year. We feel that many of lhe options ~ in Plan B will -~ 

a s away o a may 
large scale service lnduslries In Iha Immediate 'Mure. PP 48 "Eccnomlc Resource 
Rneim::h Needs would bee good piece to asserl support far new future buoi.- _,. 

Speeifically recognize the watershed area of the MNRRA Comdor: 

The ,an should clearly define 1he watershed that encompasses the Seven County J 
19 '1~ area. The corridof is legally defined, howeller interpn,tlve activitles talk about a 

~ L _ _:==~~approech::::·:a1T~he:.~wal=ershed=~should=:i~r;defl:ned:::1n~the::p:la~n~. ~T~his~m~lght::be~ 

• 

map lihould be Included. The COITklor's watershed area might be refemld to by cme11 
or 1ril:iutary River basins with county Jinn seMng as llmlls. An intel'pretiva procais.s 
should encourage the spread of information about the influenc:e of !he watershed on the 
MNRRA area and progress towards improvement monitored. This would include 
addillonal water tesUng which could be done by existing eitlzen prcgrams. 

~ you for )"0111' COl1lideration and }'1)111' service. 

Smny. 6?'0.--L-
Roger Aiken-T 19a&Urer-far 1he Mississippi River Revival 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA legislation recognizes continuation of existing 
business interests along the river. The MNRRA plan 
encourages new business that is-sustainable and meets 
other visions, concepts, and policies in the plan. 

Emphasizing small business is not an {lppropriate policy 
for the MNRRA plan. Any sustainable economic activity 
that accomplishes the visions, concepts, and policies in the 
plan is encouraged, especially if it replaces an inconsistent 
activity. 

The plan supports corridor cleanup. 

The MNRRA plan supports planning and cleanup for the 
entire Mississippi River watershed. 

• 
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A. Minnesota Water Polluters with permits to Discharge to 
the Mississippi River under the National Point 
Discharge Blimination System (NPDBS) 

B. Toxic Release Inventory Data for Companies within the 
MNRRA Boundary or with Discharges to the Mississippi 
River 
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~IVE SOMMABI 
Citizens for a Better Environment (CBE) ia a midweat 
environmental advocacy group with offices in Illinois, Wisconsin, 
and Minnesota. We have more than 125,000 supporters regionally, 
with more than 32,000 here in Minnesota. 

While the Mississippi has been a source of pride and respect it 
bas also been used as a cheap dumping ground for domestic and 
industrial wastes. The Mississippi National River and Recreation 
Area (MNRRA) will play a key role in its revival. 

CBE supports the work done thus fer by the Mississippi River 
Coordinating commission (MRCC) and the National Park Service 
(NPS) to develop the draft Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) 
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). However, as with any 
first draft, ~ore work is needed on this plan. We are especially 
concerned about the plan's incomplete treatment of environmental 
pollution problems facing this recreation area. 

We strongly urge the MRCC and NPS to make the effort needed at 
this time to rework this key part of the plan. While the MRCC 
has been active for three years and meny industry representatives 
have worked on earlier drafts, it is important to remember that 
the short comment period now ending was the public's first crack 
at a real document. 

ROLES OF STATE: AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL AG8NCIBS HEED DEFillITION 

several key components are needed to build a strong environmental 
plan. First, the plan must clearly define the relationship 
between the NPS and local agencies such as the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). Additional resources should be provided by 
MNRRA to these agencies to move the plan forward. More specifi~ 
details of a strong plan are outlined below. 

INVENTORY BNVIROHK!!NTAL POLLUTION Ill HNRRA 

The 72 miles of Mississippi River included in MNRRA are some of 
the moet polluted in Minnesota. Perhaps no more significant 
accomplishment could come out this planning process than focuaing 
federal, state, and local resources on stemming this tide, 
However, the EIS supplies almost no data on the millions of 
pounds of permitted and unpermitted pollution dumped here each 
year. 

Citizens for a Better Environment 3 
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RESPONSES • 
See detailed comments and responses beginning on page 8 
of the Citizens for a Better Environment submission. 
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For example, manufacturers in MNRRA reported releasing 10.6 
million pounds of toxics to the air, land, and water in 1991 
under the federal Community Right to Know Act. Data from 1988 
river sediment, and 1990 water monitoring done by the 
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission (MWC'C) shows elevated heaVJ• 
metal contamination at river miles 831, 826.7 and 815.6. These 
test sites are located near pipes coming from the Metropolitan ' 
Wastewater Treatl!lent Plant, Ashland, Koch Refinery and 3M's 
Chemolite facility, respectively. Trace organic such as Bis (2-
ethyl hexyl) phthalate, rise sharply at river mile 815.6. 

A 1988 study done by CBE found that ten companies in MNRR.A are 
pennitted to dump 10 million pounds of toxic chemicals and over 
lB0,000 pounds of 17 different known or suspected carcinogens 
into the river each year in the Twin Cities area. A 1993 CBE 
survey of river dischargers showed that approximately 71 percent 
of the entire point source discharges to the river in Minnesota 
are within the MNR.'lA corridor. 

Parts of MN'RRA are included in the Ramsey County PM 10 non
attainment area which h&e been targeted by the u.s. Enviromnental 
Protection Agency because of high air pollution levels. Other 
data ere also available from an environmental monitoring study 
now going on at 3M's Chernolite facility ae part of a settlement 
reached with the MPCA for air permit violations. 

As is evident from this data, a revised SIS should include an 
inventory of all the pollution created in MNRRA so that a eerious 
effort can be made to design a program which makes improvements:-

POLLUTION PREVENTION P!IOGMK SHOULD BB CORNERS'l'ONB OJ!' TIii!! MIIRRA 

While the draft plan does include language to •encourage 
pollution prevention,• a &peci.fic pollution prevention program i.s 
needed. Especially important h the need to work with industries 
to cut the Y.!!Jl of toxic chemicals, CBE recommends that the NPS 
hire permanent full-time staff to coordinate pollution preventiun 
efforts with federal, state, and local authorities on euch 
programs as the Minnesota Toxic Pollution Prevention Act. 

MINNESOTA SBOOLD CLASSIFY MMllRA AS Al!J OUTSTANDING RBSOORCE VALUE 
WATERWAY 

The state of Minnesota can greatly help efforts to improve wate:c 
quality in MNRRA by reclassifying the area as an Outstanding 
Resource Value Waterway under the water quality classification 
system. This action should be included as a goal of the final 
plan. 

4 Citi.~ens for a Better Environme;;i 
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MINHBSOTA S!!OULD AO'l'BORIZE MN.IUlA AS A CLASS I AREA UNDER 'l'HE 

FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT 

,Minnesota can also improve MNRRA by working with the NPS to 
authorize the area as Class I under the federal Clean Air Act, 
Thia would help insure that no further deterioration of the MNRRA 
airahed would occur from new air pollution sources. 

POINT SOURCES 01' POLLU'l'ION SHOOlJ> BE TAllGB'l'BD EQUALLY WITH 
NON-POIN'l' sotJRCBS 

The draft plan emphasizes non-point over point source pollution. 
While CBE recognizes the need for a strong non-point program, it 
is well known that fish tissue, water and sediment quality 
decline noticeably below major point source dischargers. In 
light of this information, we strongly feel that point source and 
non-point source pollution should be given equal attention. 

ASSESS TKR l'ltASIBlLI'I'Y OP A NON-)IO'l'ORIZED Rl!ICRBA'l'IONAL BOAT ZOffil: 
I!I 'l'BE RIVER GORGE BETWEEN 'l'HB FORD DAlf AND ST.ANTHONY LOCKS 

One of the greatest jewels of this nation's federal lands is 
Minnesota's Boundary Waters Canoe Area. Thousands of Twin 
Citians drive for hours to enjoy a few days of travel without the 
pollution and roar of outboard motors. CBE recollll!lends that tne 
feasibility of zoning the river for non-motorized recreation 
boats in the gorge area between the Ford Oa111 and St. Anthony 
Falls be studied, Thia complements current restrictions on 
motorized boat use in Minneapolis parks. 

NO FUR'l'BER DESTRUC'l'IO!I OP WETLANDS SHOULD Bl!! ALLOWl!!D 

Wetlands are vital to water quality and the health of river 
ecosystems. Not only should existing wetlands in MNRRA be 
protected, other wetlands should be enhanced and restored, The 
proposed plan should state that no loss of wetlands will occur. 
The MPS should review all land use plans to assure no loss of 
wetlands in the corridor. 

Citizens for a Better Environment s 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Citizene for a Better Environment (CBE) appreciates the 
opportunity to col!llllent on the draft Comprehensive Management Plan 
(CMl') and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Miseissippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). We are t1 
midwest enviror.mental advocacy group with offices in Illinois, 
Wisconsin, and Minnesota. CBE has more than 125,ooo supportere 
regionally, with more than 32,000 here in Minnesota. 

The establishment of MNRRA represents a turning point in the 
history of the upper Mississippi River. The National Recreation 
Area status acknowledges its important place for the natural and 
human communities of the area. The river is the prominent 
natural feature of this bioregion. 

While the Mississippi hae been a source of pride and respect, it 
has also been used as a cheap dWllping ground for domestic and 
industrial wastes. In the past, the water and shorelinea were s,:, 
degraded that colll!llunities turned their backs to the river and th~ 
responaibility of their own actions. More recently, there has 
been a revival in concern for both its character and 
environmental quality. MNRRA will play a key role in that 
revival. 

Many characteristics separate MNRRA from more traditional NPS 
units. Located within a major urban area, this recreational area 
presents unique challenges and opportunities for both the Nl.'S and 
local communities. CBE supports the work done thus far by the 
Mississippi River Coordinating Commission (MRCC) and the NPS to 
develop a plan which can protect and enhance the environmental 
quality of the Mississippi River and integrate this important 
natural system into the lives of urban dwellers. 

However, as with any first draft, more work is.needed on this 
plan. While CBE's col\11t\ents cover a wide range of issues, as 
outlined below, we are especially concerned about th·e ple.n's 
incomplete treatment of environmental pollution problems facing 
this recreation a:rea. Help is desperately needed to improve th" 
incomplete enforcement of environmental regulations in MNRRA and 
develop more proactive prevention policies in the future. 

Most striking, is the plan's lack of a quantitative assessment of 
MNRRA's pollution and specific language on how the NPS will worl~ 
to implement a long list of environmental goale and actions. 
Blatantly missing is any clear explanation of the role to be 
played by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency {MPCA) in the 
process. 

MNRRA's enabling legislation discusses the role of local agencies 

6 Citizens for a Better Enviromoent 
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and authorities to assist in implementing the plan. CBE feels 
that cooperative agreements with the MPCA and other agencies 
diecussed in the plan, such as the Metropolitan Council and the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, should be the central 
component of a workable plan. Additional resources that MNRRA 
can bring to this portion of the Mississippi River can act as the 
incentive needed to get these agencies on board, 

We strongly urge the MRCC and NPS to make the effort needed at 
this time to rework this key part of the plan. While the MR.CC 
has been active for three years and many industry representativee 
have worked on earlier drafts, it is important to remember that 
the short comment period now ending was the public's first crack 
at a real document. 

CBE's comments on the draft CMP and EIS include comments divided 
int~ the following categories: 

Environmental Pollution 
Pollution Prevention 
water Pollution 
Air Pollution 

Non-motorized Use of MNRRA 
Wetlands 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
Cultural Resources Management 

Native American Cultural Sites 
Other Cultural Issues 

Socioeconomic Resources 
Visitor Use Management 
Corridor Trail system 
Land Use and Protection Policies 
Commercial Navigation 
General Colll!llents 

A short narrative in each section is followed by specific 
language changes needed io the CMP and EIS. 

ML TEXT INSERTIONS W llNDERLINJD, 

ALL IPRXW tllU.B'l'IOlilS MIB S'D!!GK, 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 

The 72 miles of Mississippi River included in MNRR.A are some of 
the most polluted in Minnesota. A multitude of point, non-point, 
and mobile sources contribute millions of pounds of pollution 
each year to MNRRA'e environment, Perhaps no more significant 
accomplishment could come out this planning procese. than focusing 

Citizens for a Better Environment 
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federal, state, and local .resources on stemming this tide. 

And yet, the draft CMP and EIS provide little quantitative 
analysis of the current problem or what type of relationship key 
agencies such as the MPCA would have in implementing the somewhat 
ambitious Policies and Actions proposed on page 40, 

Data are available from a wide variety of sources on the million1J 
of pounds of permitted and unpermitted pollution dumped in MNRRA 
each year. It should be included in the EIS discussions as a neu 
section in the Natural Resources discussion which begins on page . 
111. 

For examp1e, manufacturers in MNRRA reported releasing 10,6 
million pounds of toxics to the air, land, and water in 1991 
under the federal Community Right to Know Act. (See appendix A.) 
Data from 1988 river sedilllent, and 1990 water monitoring done by 
the Metropolitan waste Control Commission shows elevated heavy 
metal contamination at river miles 831, 826.7 and 815.6. These 
test sites are located near pipea coming from the Metropolitan 
wastewater Treatment Plant, Ashland, Koch Refinery and 3M's 
Chemolite facility, respectively. Trace organic such as Bis (2-
ethyl hexyl) phthalate, rise sharply at river mile 815,6. (MWCC) 

A 1988 study done by CBE found that ten companies in MNRRA are 
permitted to dump 10 million pounds of toxic chemicals and over 
180,000 pounds of 17 different know or suspected carcinogens int~ 
the river each year in the Twin Cities area. (CBE) A 1993 CBE 
survey of river dischargers showed that 71 percent of the.entire 
point source discharges to the river in Minnesota are within the 
MNRRA corridor. (See appendix B,) 

Parts of MNRRA are included in the Ramsey County PM 10 non
attainment area which has been targeted by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency because of high air pollution levels. Other 
data are also available from an environmental monitoring study 
now going on et 3M's Chemolite facility es part of a settlement•· 
reached with the MPCA for air permit violations. 

Pollution from mobile sources active in the recreation area 
should also be included. 

As is evident from this data, a revised EIS should include an 
inventory of all the pollution created in MNRRA so that a serious 
effort can be made to design a program which makes improvements. 

CBE also recommends that the NPS create an Environmental Quality 
committee as nart of the final nlan. This arouo would be charaed 
with setting specific goals and strategies for improvement. Also 
needed is a clear definition the of relationship between the NPS 
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RESPONSES 

This level of detail is beyond the scope of a comprehensive 
management plan. Additional data on pollution sources 
would be addressed in the resources management plan and 
follow-up inventories. 

The NPS staff asked MPCA staff if there was readily 
available data for the corridor that could be added to the 
document. The information is not in an easily convertible 
form for the MNRRA geographic information system. This 
detailed information is not considered essential for the 
analysis of general pollution control visions and policies 
contained in the environmental impact statement. Detailed 
inventories would be assessed during preparation of the 
resources management plan and in follow-up inventory 
work. 

The National Park Service is committed to ongoing 
opportunities for public involvement on resource protection 
matters. A committee, such as the one suggested by the 
comment, could be one mechanism to achieve this goal. 

The comprehensive structure for these relationships is 
spelled out in the Partner Roles section of the plan, which 
was expanded. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
was specifically added as one of the key partners. 
Additional details on relationships would be worked out in 
follow-up agreements. 

• 
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COMMENTS • 
and local agencies such as the MPCA and the Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). Additional resources abould be provided by 
MNRRA to theee agencies to move the plan forward. 

LANGUAGE CHANGES NEEDED 

Page 113, line 1, add: Environmental Pollution. The 72 miles 
Mississippi River included in MNRRA are polluted by a variety 

oint 1 non- oint. and mobile sources which contribute mi11·one 

2, Page 39, Natural Resource Management, Pollution section, line 
14,· delete: , . ,wate.- i.11 the ss.-.-iao.- we .. 1a be asl,ea ;;e i.Alple111a11, 
t>lle pel.ieies aele~, that a1;e epeeifie ts w,UeF CJUl.i.ty Insert: 
environmental pollution in the recreation area would bg part of 
en Environmental Quality committee charged with setting specific 
goals and strategies for improvement and clearly defining the 
relationship between the NPS and local agencies when implementing 
such goals. 

3, Page 3~, Resources Management section, line 16, insert: 
•areas in the corridor:---Grant-in-aids, cooperative agreements 
and other sources of funding will be uaed to assist partners in 
achieving the resource management goals of MNRRA. 

A. POLLUTION PRBVENTION 

Because the focus of MNRRA is the Mississippi River in an urban 
setting, issues such as environmental quality and pollution 
prevention should be given primary consideration by the NPS and 
the Environmental Quality committee. Especially important is the 
need to work with industries to cut the use of toxic chemicals. 
While the draft plan does include language to •encourage 
pollution prevention,· a specific pollution prevention program \B 
needed. 

CBE recommends that the NPS hire permanent full-time staff to 
coordinate pollution prevention efforts with federal, state, and 
local authorities on such programs as the Minnesota Toxic 
Pollution Prevention Act and Community Right to Know. 

The unique duties of a pollution prevention specialist can not be 
handled by the traditional natural resource management position. 
Pollution preventton specialist positions should be added to the 
Division of Planning and Resource Manag81118nt, Additions to Staff 

Cltlzena for a Better &nvironment g 

5. 

6. 

7. 

0-3 

RESPONSES • 
A statement was incorporated in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement acknowledging that a number of the 
point sources affecting the river are outside the corridor 
(see response to comment 0-3-2). 

The final plan was revised to stress that opportunities for 
public participation would be provided during follow-up 
planning. 

This comment was incorporated. 
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COMMENTS 

list on page 219. 

tanm;,.age changllllf needed 
1. Page 39, Resource Management section, line 25, insert: 
Bacause HNR.BA .\s focused around the Mieeiesippi River in an urbe,11 
ang industrial setting, improving anyironmental quality through 
QS>llution prevention will be the primary goal of ·ehe resource 
man12m1nt plan, A pollution prevention program with permanent, 

ull- ·me staff will be develo ed to coordinate efforts with 

cts 

reduced and eliminated n t e corridor. Sta£ w l a so wor to 
establish a grant program to assist local goverrunents and rivar 
iD!bstriee to reduce and eliminate the pollutants. 

2. Page 40, Proposed Actions & Policies section, line 2, insert: 
(1) Hire permanent, ,ull-time pollution prevention staff to •• 
c22i;dinate pollution prevention efforts on the Mississippi Rivex 
and to establish grant-in-aid programs to assist goyerruqent and 
industry with pollution preventipn efforts, 

B. WATER POLL'll'l'ION 

~reserving and protecting the water quality of the Mississippi 
River is absolutely essential to the integrity and successful 
implementation of MNRRA. As evidenced by Department of Health 
fish advisories, state and national water quality regulations 
have not been successful in eliminating pollution (MDff 1993}, 

The proposed plan emphasizes non-point over point source 
pollution. We recommend the plan give equal attention to the 
many point-source pollution dischargers on the river. As 
outlined on page 8, there is plenty of data documenting point 
pollution in MNRRA. 

Additionally, the plan must also recognize and addrese i.Itlpacts ·;o 
the water river from Superfund sites, hazardous waste sites, 
sediment loading, spill prevention and response and dredging 
methods and disposal. The plan avoids these issues or treats 
these key issues in such a general way that it is difficult to 
determine the proposed plan's position. 

The latest Minnesota Fish Consumption Advisory (May 1993) date 
should be listed in the "Affected Environment• section of the 
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8. 

9. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan supports pollution prevention and 
control efforts for the entire area. The need for additional 
staff for a number of MNRRA plan implementation 
activities is recognized in the document; however, hiring 
details and staff assignments are beyond the scope of the 
comprehensive management plan and are a matter for 
annual park operations. 

See response to comment 0-3-8. 

• I 



• COMMENTS • 
text (p,121). This data is available for both the Mississippi 
and Minnesota River portions of the MNRRA corridor. 

The draft CMP is not clear on how it will improve water quality. 
As outlined on page 8, CBE reco111111ends that goals and strategies 
for improved water quality would be part the plan compiled by afi 
Environmental Quality col!Qllittee. These goals should adhere to 
the strategies of the Metropolitan Council's plan, Water Quality 
Management for the Next century (Metropolitan council 1993). By 
the year 2015, this plan calls for the Mississippi River to be as 
clean when it leaves the Twin Cities area as when it entered. The 
following points would be basic tenets of a successful program to 
improve water quality end should be included in the Environmental 
Committee's charge: 

--A non-degradation policy should be the guiding 
principle for water quality. Mississippi River water 
should not be degraded as it flows through the MNRRA 
corridor. 

--Point source and non-point source pollution should be 
given equal emphasis and consideration. 

--MNRRA should be reclassified to_the Outstanding 
Resource Value Waterway (ORV'W) statue under the water 
quality classification system of the MPCA. Exceptional 
recreational value is one of the criteria for an ORVlf 
designation. Because the MNRAA legislation recognizes' 
the nationally significant recreational value of this 
river, en ORVW classification would enhance this 
section of the river, 

-Goals should be consistent with the MPCA draft water 
quality standards which no longer use fish as the sole 
biological indicator for an aquatic system's condition. 
(MPCA 1993). 

--River sediment management should be·clearly defined. 
The issue of contaminated river sediments is not 
adequately addressed by either the draft CKP or tbe 
EIS. There needs to be a subsection in the Natural 
Resources Management plan and .in the·water Resources 
section (p.120) of the Affected Bnvironment section 
that discusses these sediments in greater detail than 
whet exists now. 

A table listing the agencies responsible for water quality on the 
river, the rules and regulation that they enforce, and any 
specific designations that apply to the river should be listed. 
(e.g., the MPCA's water quality classifications). 
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COMMENTS 

Language Changes Needed 
1. Page 39, Pollution subsection, line 28, insert: •.,;72-mile 
length. In addition. the river §hould be as clean when it leaves 
t,he corridor as when it enters. A non-degradation policy ~or the 
entire 72 mile corridor will be the guiding principal. Thia plan 
encourages ... 

2, Page 39, Pollution subsection,line 35, delete: • ••. control 
policies ehBYl~ feees ea aea peiat seerees ~eeaese ef taa 
Eelati..,ely greater impaet i,'8 ae,· aas ea the rk•er " Insert: 
should focus equally on both point and non-point sources. Active 
cleanup ... • 

3, Page 39, Water Quality section, e new map should be inserted 
at this part of the plan. The principal sources of point source 
pollution should be shown on a map entitled "Major Point Source 
Pollution and Sites in MNRRA." This map would present the 
J.oca~ions O;L l:.ne mc1Jor po1n1.- t10 ...... -- ... ""'• , ,,.. 
waste sites and Superfund sites. No maps or tables exist anywhere 
in the entire plan that illustrate the pollution problems of the 
river. This information is needed to educate and inform citizens 
and other interested parties about the state of the Mississippi 
River in MNRRA. 

4, Page 40, new • 2 Adopt a non-di::ga,d!!tion policy· £o;i;: the 
ucr!lntion area that the river should be §i§ cie11n leaving the 
s;oi;:i;:1dor as when it enters. 

5. Page 40, • 13, line 2, add: MPCA currently lists the MNRRA 
corridor under three different water quality c1asses. :ro H§i!!t 
in the corngrehensive management ot: the corridor. au 19:!Bl!A wateI,I! 
shall be classified as an outstanding Resource Value Wate[l!ay, 

6. Page 121, Insert: Table/list of fish in MNRRA for which thero 
ara consumption advisories. Data are available from MN 
Department of Health (BBB References). 

7. Page 121, line 25, Insert: "barges. ll,,i,ver sediments in tile 
Iwi!l Cities area at river mile /J!S.6 contain et least 12 
d,l.fl;erent toxic organic and 14 different heeyy metals. l!,1yei;: 
sediment mon,i,to[ing done by the MetroR2lit~n H~st~ Control 
Commission shows eievat~d hea)O'. rnetnl contamin§:tion at river 
miles 831. 826.7 and 815.6. These test sites §re ;i.ocated near 
12ipes coming from the Metro12o!itan Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
Ashland, ~och Refiner:i:, and 3M's Chemolite fac,i,lity, 
respecti~ 

8. Page 162, line 1, change: " ... regulatory agencies~ will 
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RESPONSES 

This concept was added to one of the plan's visions. 

The draft language was based on the assumption that 
much was being done to address point sources and a 
relatively greater effort was needed on nonpoint sources. A 
statement reflecting an equal emphasis would not be an 
appropriate policy in this case. The text was revised to 
clarify that it is an emphasis, and that point sources would 
be given due consideration. 

This map would be difficult to accurately develop for the 
final environmental impact statement and is not 
considered essential to understand the policies contained 
in the MNRRA plan. A general, small-scale map showing 
monitoring stations and discharge points in the corridor is 
on file at MNRRA headquarters in St. Paul. 

This concept was added to one of the plan's visions. 

This type of designation would set tighter restrictions on 
point source emissions into the river and would have to be 
made by the state. It could have significant implications for 
the metropolitan area and could be considered in 
Metropolitan Council water quality planning efforts. 
Preliminary discussions with MPCA staff indicate that the 
Mississippi River within the MNRRA corridor does not 
meet the criteria for outstanding resource value 
designation, and this designation is extremely unlikely to 
succeed in a rulemaking process given the nature of the 
corridor and the need to retain discharge points. 

15. A list was added to the appendix. 

16. A general statement was added to the environmental 
impact statement that acknowledges the presence of 
organic and heavy metal contamination in the river 
corridor. Detailed information is not essential for the final 
environmental impact statement. 

• I 
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C, AIR POLLUTION 

The air quality sections in both the CMP and the EIS need 
significant changes. Air pollution is a major health and 
environmental issue within MNRRA and. improvements in air quality 
can and must be addressed by a revised plan. 

The EIS's two paragraph discussion of air quality (page 123) 
includes no quantitative data at all, The Proposed Policies & 
Actions (pages 40-41) speak in very broad terms that leave much 
to interpretation. While the proposed plan's impact on air 
pollution from watercrafts and industrial sources are discussed 
in a minimal way (page 162), no mention of mobile sources is 
included here. 

One way to begin improving the MNRRA airshed is for the state of 
Minnesota to work with the NPS to designate the area as Class I 
under the federal Clean Air Act. This would help insure that no 
further deterioration of the MNRRA airshed would occur from new 
air pollution sources, 

Under a Class I designation, new air permits for major polluters 
within 100 kilometers of MNRRA would be reviewed by the NPS to 
see if they adversely affect the scenic, cultural, biological, 
and recreational values of the recreation area. Major sources 
include polluters with the capacity to emit 250 tons a year of 
any regulated pollutants. Minors sources would not be affected. 
(GAO) 

There are 158 areas designated by the 1977 Clean Air Act 
amendments as Class I. NPS manages 46 of these as National Parks 
with a land area totaling 14.2 million acres. The NPS has very 
good track record in reviewing permits. From 1977 to 1967, NPS 
staff received 107 permits and reviewed 82 percent of them. 
Forty-three percent of the comments made were accepted. The NPS 
also spent $4.6 million on inventory and monitoring activities 
and $11.8 million on cause and effect studies during that period.. 
(GAO) 

Under the Clean Air Act, states are given the authority to 
designate federal lands as Class I. {Currie, BPA) An area 
which exceeds 10,000 acres and is a national recreation area 
qualifies for designation. {Currie) The Department of Interior 
and Forest Service have recommended federal lands in 14 states be 
designated as Class I, However, no state has done this to date. 
(GAO) 

A revised plan should also incorporate resources from the NPS to 
coordinate air monitoring efforts within MNRRA. 
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COMMENTS 

Air quelity issues raised by watercraft also ·need to be further 
addressed. Theee craft have direct impacts on the aquatic 
environment and the visitor experience_. 

The NPS should be the lead a9ency to manage air quality on the 
river itself, Air quality standerds should be set for watercraft 
using the MNR.RA corridor. The NPS should work with the 
appropriate agencies to prohibit watercraft on the corridor that 
exceed air quality standards, Examples of these watercraft 
include, jet skis end other personel weten:raft, large horsepowe:: 
motorboats, etc. No wake zones, horsepower limits, and other 
indirect management techniques could be used to address these 
issues. 

Language Changes Needed 

l. Page 4_0, #20, add before "Review •• " : The State of Minnesota. J 
should pursue authorization of MNRR/1, as a Class I area under the 
Clean Air Act. ,tis will make it possible to •review federal 
regional air .... 

III. HON-!IOTOR.lZSD USE OF MNRRA 

The river through MNRRA has been dominated by barges and motor 
boats. Non-motorized boating is a minimum impact activity thet 
should.be proll\Oted in the recreation area. These boaters need to 
be provided with opportunities to have a eafe recreational 
experience without being threatened by the presence of large 
motor boats. More non-motorized access sites should be built to 
promote this use. We agree with point 5, page Sl. 

However, the proposed plan does not go far enough in promoting 
non-motorized boating on the river. The NPS should work with the 
Army Corps of Engtneers to study the feasibility of non-motorized 
boat only hours as a means to provide these users with a sefer 
conveyance through the lock end dam system. 

Water surface regulations remain under the control of local 
governments and this is not Gufficient to address the predicted 
expansion of non-motorized recreational use resulting from MN!UUI, 
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RESPONSES 

This type of designation would set higher air quality 
standards for the area. It has major implications that 
would go far beyond the MNRRA corridor, and it would 
have to be made by the state of Minnesota. For these 
reasons, it was not addressed in the MNRRA plan. 
Preliminary discussions with MPCA staff indicate that the 
MNRRA corridor does not meet the criteria for class I. 
Such a designation would have serious, negative impacts 
on industrial development in the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area. 

This concern was added to the Environmental 
Consequences section. 

Nonmotorized use periods would be evaluated in the"· 
surface water use management plan and the visitor use 
management program. The legal and institutional ability 
to accomplish this would be assessed in this review. The 
plan would be prepared with public participation. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

The Park Service needs to be the lead agency to implement 
conaistent water surface-use regulations throughout the corridor. 
With the boom in popularity of high speed recreation boats, speed 
li.lftits, no-wake rules, horsepower limits, and other regulations 
are needed to help make the river safe for all users. 

In addition, CB! recommends that the feasibility of zoning the 
river for non-motorized recreation boats in the gorge area 
between the Ford Dam and St. Anthony Falls be studied. This 
would also complement current restrictions on motorized boat use 
in Minneapolis parks. • 

Language Changes Needed 

1. Page 49, line 3S, insert: • .•. enhanced. Non-motorized 
recreation would be promoted on the river. 

2. Page 49, line 38, insert: •, .. for low-impact recreation l!.llSl. 
non-motorized boating, impact monitoring ••• • 

3. Page Sl, line 40, insert: • ... Department of Natural 
Resources. The National Park service will review the water 
surface-use reaulotions corridor-wide to promote non-motorized 
recreation which bas historically not been promoted on the 
~ 

4. Page Sl, line 32, insert: 
!6l Establish non-motorized recreational use zones upatre@i!t 
from the coon Rapids Dam and from St. Anthony Falls to F~& 
Snelling St. Park, • 

. . ' 
IV. WETLANDS ANO OTHl!:R NA'l'URAL HABITATS 

• 

Wetlands are vital to water quality and the, health of ri\l'er 
ecosy.atems. Not only should e~~sting wetlands in MNRRA be 
protected, other wetlands shc;,ulcj be enhanced and restored, 
Exlll'tlples include: Crosby Lake, Upper Lake, li'ickerel Lake, Pig's 
Eye Lake, and Lilydale Park. The proposed plan should state that 
no loss of wetlands will occur. The NPS should review all land 
use plans to assure no loss· of wetlands in the corridor. 

On lands contiguous to the corridor, et least a 1 to 10 
replacement ratio should be required fc;,r any filled wetlands •. 
Replacement should occur only within the same watershed and be 
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RESPONSES • 
The text was modified to clarify that under current law the 
National Park Service does not have the authority to 
implement water surface-use regulations. The National 
Park Service would coordinate efforts and work with other 
agencies to develop a surface water use management plan 
and a comprehensive visitor use management program. 
Implementation would rely heavily on the cooperation of 
area partners, such as the Department of Natural 
Resources and corridor communities. 

Additional emphasis on nonmotorized river use was added 
to the plan. 

Additional emphasis on nonmotorized river use was added 
to the plan. 

This would be considered during preparation of the surface 
water use management plan. 

This is a site-specific issue that is beyond the scope of the 
comprehensive management plan. It would be .considered 
during preparation of the surface water use management 
plan. 

This is a site-specific issue that is beyond the scope of the 
MNRRA plan. It would be considered during preparation of 
the surface water use management plan. 
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COMMENTS 

tbe aame type of wetland•• tbe one being destroyed. 

In addition, natural habitat i111prove111enta and restoration• ebould 
be made corridor wide. The NPS ahould aggressively identify 
crucial habitats and cooperate with local c0111111unities and 
agencies to restore and protect theee sites. Oversight of 
watershed mansgement plans now coordinated by tbe Metropolitan 
Council offers another method for restoring watersheda. • 

CBB supports adoption of the text of Plan B for the entire Laad, 
11.11.d Water Use section. The land use protection policies in the 
Alternative B plan (pp.94-95) and the floodplain• and wetlands 
section of the SIS (pp,172) are preferable and provide more 
protection to endangered habitats and wetlands than the Proposed 
Plan. 

Language Changes JIUded 

1. Page 29, line S, delete it- 12: PEallaa• ••i••&a9 ••••••d• 
and, wli••· PEIBlli&al, •• a, ••• depade ··-·••ds, •• ,.~., ••• 
ileedplaln anaEaaablllaell aellla9 ea•••• ••••l ieaEaaaella lR . 
da,.ahpaHC; da 1111, padlaaU? d•9•••• llhe Uaellplahs. insert: 
Protect existing wetlands and enhance and reetqre degraded 
wetlands. est@lish a f1994p1a1n encroachment ceiling @0 that 112 
more development occurs within the floodplain. 
2. Page 122, Wetlands section, line 23, re; •231 types of 
wetlands ... • The text should explain bow this nwnber of wetlande 
was derived and the word •type• is misleading ae the standard 
text for wetlands clasaiflcation, Cla11ification of Wetlands and 
Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin 1979), rafers 
to •dominance types• aod•list1 only 20 •types•. The text should 
also state which wetland classification system it is using. 

V. TBRD.'l'BNBD AlCI> BIDAl!IGUBD SPECIBS 

The draft CMP is not pro-active enough tha issues of threatened 
and endangered epeciea. NPS must be the lead agency to promote 
wise land use planning in tha corridor that does not result in 
the loss of habitat, especially for threatened and endangered 
species. 

The CMP and the EIS present contradictory etatements about the 
predicted increase of recreation in the corridor on page 160, 
line 2S. The EIS is incorrect to state that tne increased 
recreation in the corridor will not have any adverse impacts on 
threatened or endangered species. Exotic and undesirable species 
of plants and animals, such as milfoil and zebra mussels, are 
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RESPONSES 

See responses to comments G-35-16 and G-36-4. 

This was clarified in the final environmental impact 
statement. 

This would be an important goal of the land management 
program. A location policy and a site development policy 
were added to the plan supporting the protection of rare, 
threatened, and endangered species and their habitats. 
The Metropolitan Council and local governments would 
have the lead role in promoting wise land use planning and 
implementing this policy. A separate section was inserted 
under Resources Management in the final plan to 
emphasize threatened and endangered species protection. 

• J 
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COMMENTS • 
widely known to be transported of hulls and other parts of boats 
and trailers. The EIS needs to be amended and discuss the 
poasible increased transmission of these speciea. 

Several other issues should be included in the CMP, including: 

--Equal consideration must be given to Minnesota State 
listed threatened and endangered species that is given 
to federally listed species. Both the CMP and EIS 
should discuss the status of the State of Minnesota 
listed species in the text ae occurs with the federally 
listed species on pages 116-119, 

--Substitute Alternative Plan B's section on Threatened 
and Endangered Species (p. 97) for the Proposed Plan's 
section. 

--The EIS should discuss the impacts of the spread of' 
exotics and other undesirable species with the 
predicted increased use of the river. 

--Require a boat and trailer cleaning policy similar to 
the DNR to disrupt the transportation of zebra mussels 
and other exotic species into MNRRA, 

Language Changes Needed 

1. Page 42, line 3, insert: 
Proposed Policies & Actions; 

{l l Re11eai;:c!l !fi.U !;le !;OnggCJ.!IQ to det e !al!! ne I.Ill efteci.1 ot 
in,re11ud bo11tl.ng on tll!l t!Jreaten11g !'Ill&\ eng11ngered RlllllS and 
en.!,mal BR;lfciislS= 

(2)Regui[!l 1111 G!.!ll:!.taft that !l11ve l!Sed l![lltei:s wnti:e milfoU, 
zeb,i;:11 mussel!!, llllQ Qther !ll!.91.is egeciH 11r11 knOWll to li,ve, to 
wash tb1ir veu11ls .in §!,COJ;:Qa!ls;e with Qli.isitUnes H!.G;l.hb!:!d ~ 
loll!! H.innesota tie1<a1:tme11t of :H!!t11i.::1.1l Bf!llQU.t:S.!!!i! ' 

(3 lf:m!!i!l !lmRhas1!! wl.U !2!! Qllllll to Sile St!!:t!I gj; !jinne11ota end 
i:!lderally Usted tlu;:eaJ.e!l!!9 ans! !lnd11n1ai;:ed glant and Hi.m!!l 
Sfil9!.i,e§, 

2. Page 160, last paragraph, line 41 insert: • ... native wildlife 
inhabitation. '.J,;here !.2Jald l;!e an .l.nS!.'.!ls!H .l.n the sm:11ad gf !!!IOU£ 
!il!Ant and animal IIR!l.:ies in tl!e s.21.ddgr !!S !l resglt of tll!! 
Jil(OJi!OBaj,, Th!l i!lCt!lH!!Q U§!I oi:; motgi;: 120§.tS cgyJ.g Sl;![§ad !l!l-ll:ted 
!!P!l!;,ie!! f,i;:om ope }!'.!lt!lr tlod:i,: t2 anot!Jer. 
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RESPONSES • 
Research of this nature would be considered in the 
resource management plan and visitor use management 
program for the corridor. 

A policy was added that supports efforts to control the 
spread of nuisance exotic species in the corridor. The 
Department of Natural Resources would have the lead in 
further developing this effort and the resource 
management plan would provide some additional detail. 

The plan was revised to include state-listed species in 
policies on land use and resource protection.·Legally, the 
federal species must receive greater emphasis in 
management programs. 

This was addressed in the environmental consequences 
section of the environmental impact statement. 
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COMMENTS 

3. Page 161, line l, insert: "There are twelve federally listed• 
and 32 Minnesota species listed 4e threatened or endangered in 
the corridor (see Table 5), There could be i,mpj!tcts to these 
species with increased visitor u@a and motorized boating under 
the proposal. • 

VI, COL'l'URAL RBSOUR.Cl!:S MANAGEMEJl'l' 

A. Native .llmericen cultural Sitee 

Native American cultural resources. A complete inventory of J 
Native American cultural sites should be conducted before any 
further develo ment occurs anywhere in the perk, Potential 
impac s o ese si es sou e 
groups should be consulted before any changes ere made in these 
locations. 

PrOIII there, a Cultural Resources management plan should be 
implemented ae quickly as possible to assure the integrity of tbt 
cultural resources within MNRRA. Native American individuals ar..d 
groups should be actively recruited for cultural resource staff,, 
and advisory group positions. 

The section of the EIS, IJDpacts to Cultural Resources (p.162) 
states that •nothing in the plan would contribute to the 
degradation or lose of cultural resources.• However, no 
information ie given to validate this conclusion. Trail 
construction, new boat rampe, increased use of the corridor and 
other activities promoted in the CMP could possibly degrade 
Native American and other cultural sitee. This is especially 
applicable to buried and u=pped cultural resources. 

Le.ngpage Changes Heeded 

1, Page 162, I111f4cts to cultural Resources section, line 29, 

eF lese ef ewl~wFsl FeeewFees. Insert: A primary goal of the 
prgposed plan is for the non-degradation and preservation of 
cultural resources. 
Increased ,.,• 

2. 
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33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

RESPONSES 

This comment was addressed in the environmental 
consequences section of the final environmental impact 
statement. 

The National Park Service does not have the authority to 
implement a freeze, nor are the corridor communities 
likely to support a freeze on development pending a 
complete inventory of Native American sites in the 
corridor. The plan supports additional inventories of 
Native American sites and encourages their protection. 

The commenter's recommended revision is not an impact 
and therefore was not incorporated. However, additional 
emphasis on preserving cultural resources was added to 
the plan. 

See response to comment 0-3-34. 

• 
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121 Native American groyM will be consulted before any 
development o;curs in close proximity to any Native American 
s;l!.ltural sites. 
(3) Native American individual@ and groups will be offered 
positions on any cultural resources advisory groups. 

3. Page 47, Cultural Resource Research Needs section, line 20, 
insert: • .•. exists, In consultation with Native American groups, 
a complete inventory of Native American cultural sites will be 
completed as soon as possible. 

B. Other Cultural Issues 

The Cultural Resources section of Affected Environment beginning 
on'page. 123 ;,lan has several major areas of concern. The 
section title, White Settlement and Growth of Communities (p.125) 
and the term "white settlement" is offensive and exclusive. 
Since no one knows the racial composition of all of the non
indigenous settlers, the term "white• should not be used. 
"Settlers,• "non-native settlers,• "colonists,• "non-indigenous 
settlers· or other non-offensive terms should be used in place of 
"white settlers" throughollt the entire MNRRA plan. 

The cultural Resources section in general does a poor job of 
providing information and discussing the diversity of human 
cultures that have settled and used the Mississippi River in the 
park. The CMP and the EIS focus on cultural resources in a 
primarily historical context. The National Park Service must 
change its analysis of cultural resources to fit the urban 
setting of MNRRA. Contemporary cultural communities deserve just 
as much inclusion and consideration in the plan as historical 
communities. The plan does an injustice to the MNRRA region by 
neglecting the people who live here today. 

The River as a Metropolitan Presence (p.127) attempts to discuss 
contemporary cultures but falls. Only one-half a page is devoted 
to this section and the only cultural groups mentioned ere 
'Hispanic," •.Jewish,• and •eastern European.• This entire 
section needs to be re-written to include the many other cultural 
groups that have settled the entire MNR.RA corridor and bring the 
discussion into the 1990's. Events of the 20th century are 
barely mentioned. 

Language Changes Needed 

l. Pages 125 and 126, delete all the terms •white• as in 'whit& 
settlement• and replace" with "non-native settlement.• 

Citizens for a Better Environment 19 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 
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RESPONSES • 
A statement was added to the plan that encourages 
consultation with Native American groups when 
development could affect a Native American cultural site. 

This would be a priority if such groups are established. 

The plan was revised to place more emphasis on 
completing archeological site inventories. 

The term "white" was removed from the subject text. 
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VII. SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

MNRRA should provide benefits and opportunities to the wide 
spectrum of people who live in the areas surrounding the 
corridor. Programs, facilities, information and the MNRRA 
planning process must be accessible to all, The NPS should 
conduct outreach, especially in disadvantaged col1\lllunities to 
assure balanced representation in the future development of 
MNRRA. 

This section of the plan (pp.134-142) fails to give an analysis 
of contemporary social conditions in MNRRA. Contemporary 
cultures are almost missed entirely except for some basic 
demographic data, The NPS must evaluate and discuss the socio
C'llltural resources of MNRRA differently than they would analy2e ,1 
more isolated, nature dominated park. There are adequate data 
sources in this et • • • 
more thorough analysis than the CMP or EIS provide. Diverse J 
cultures such as the Hmong, Afro-American, and.Italian 
communities have a place and purpose in the corridor. They and 
others need to be included in the plan so their stories can be 
told in greater depth in the dev.alopment of MNRRA. 

VIII. VISITOR USE MANAGEMBNT 

The Visitor Use Mana 
exc u ing social carrying capacity. In a densely populated area 
such as the Twin Cities, a social carrying capacity analysis is 
needed. Since the CMP "proposes to attract more visitors to the 
river• (p.50), the plan needs to address the implications of 
increased use. For anyone who has used the pedestrian walk and 
bikeways along both sides of the River Gorge area, it is apparent 
that user conflicts exist. • 

we strongly support the Visitor Use Management section of 
Alternative Plan B (p,98) which offers more attention to both 
natural resource protection and social carrying capacity issues. 
We recommend substituting this visitor use management section fox· 
the ~ne in the proposed plan. 

IX. CORRIDOR TRAIL SYSTEM 

CBE strongly supports a continuous trail system along the entire 
length of the park and the role of the NPS in facilitating the 
timely development of this system. The language of the Open 
Space and Trails section of Alternative Plan B (p.95) should be 
substituted for the trail section of the proposed plan. The NP~ 

20 Citizens for a Better Environment 
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41. 

42. 

43. 

RESPONSES 

T,his section is considered adequate for a comprehensive 
management plan. Additional sociocultural data needs 
would be considered during preparation of the resources 
management plan. 

The plan was revised to acknowledge that some areas are 
already heavily used and additional use would not be 
encouraged in these areas. Social carrying capacity would 
be addressed in the visitor use management program. 

The plan attempts to do just these things while clearly 
recognizing that it is not feasible in all areas to have the 
trail right on the riverfront. Considerable opposition has 
been generated by the proposal for continuous open space 
and trails, even though such an idea has been present in 
various plans in the area for at least 20 years. The 
National Park Service wou]d serve as a facilitator, 
coordinator, and funding agent rather than as a direct land 
manager and trail developer. Local governments would be 
key to implementing these goals. 

• 
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must teke the leed role assuring that ell col!ll!lunities along the 
corridor cooperate in building the system. Promoting this trail 
should be the number one recreational goal of the plan. 

Increasing access to the river for the diverse communities in the 
area must be a key element of the plan, except where open space, 
critical habitat end wetlands need protection. Many of the 
existing corridor trail ere crowded, need improvements, have user 
conflicts, and need to be integrated into a regional trail 
network. 

X, LAND OSK AlID PRO'l'BC'l'ION POLICIES 

The proposed MNRRA plan reaffirms local control over land use. 
Emphasis is on the 300 foot corridor leaving the rest of the 
corridor to existing zoning and regulations. We believe that 
given the rapid decline in the amount and quality of open space 
in the river corridor, the plan should give the NPS more control 
over corridor land use decisions. Too much has been permanently 
lost to development through existing land use practices. With 
nearly 20,000 acrea of undeveloped land, MNRRA provides us with a 
great opportunity to preserve our remaining open spaces for 
restoration, wildlife and minimum impact recreation. The NPS 
should pay special attention to undeveloped lands adjacent to the 
300 foot corridor for protection. 

The proposed plan exempts land behind levees from the 300 foot 
regulations even if they are located in this 2one. These areas 
..,.,. .. ..,.. ___ liUt., l.lt:S 

regulations. 

We support the adoption of the Open Space and Trails section of 
Alter11ative Plan B, 

Langpaqe Changes Needed 

1. Page 24, Location Policies section, line 29, delete:~ 
esM,11d e11iat;i11g U•;eea we11l:d be aB ene!llllt;i.ea t.e t.his 300 feet. 
r.i.•,•srfEel'lt; 11es psliey eesa11ee t;hey are aeERl&lly f!hyeieaUy aad 
aesthat;.i.eally 011t. eff hem the Elver and 11e11eUy already hea·,•.Uy 
11e111111.l.ttea te ina1111t.riel 11sse <Pais aHeept.l.ea we11ld Bet; apply ts 
aMt.kLeaal ereae that. are efferaed f1eed pretaetiaa aehind a.., 
l1weee, aad t.lle piFGpeeed rh•e,:,fraet peli9¥ WH.ld Be ie iliff911t, • 

XI. COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION 

Commercial, industrial, or other economic uses of the river 

Citi2ens for a Better Rnvirolllll8nt 
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45. 
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RESPONSES • 
The plan was revised with subheadings to clarify that only 
the first three location policies apply to the riverfront area. 
The other location policies and most of the site 
development policies apply to the entire corridor. While it 
might be desirable to manage land in the entire corridor 
with equal intensity, this riverfront area was chosen for 
special emphasis because it contains most of the 
river-related resources that led to the area's designation as 
a unit of the national park system. It coincides with the 
state shoreland management area, thus simplifying land 
use management activities for the area. The riverfront 
policy was simplified in the final plan, which should also 
reduce the impression that the land use policies cover only 
the riverfront area. 

See response to comment G-8-2. The levee exception was 
deleted. 

The levee exception was deleted . 
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should not take precedence over other uses. Barve traffic should 

A study should be conducted to determine the best and safest 
navigational techniques that commercial vessels can use on the 
river to produce an environment conducive to small recreational 
boatin . Bare o erators and leesure boaters should be informed 

e n.ve . 

Barge fleeting activities, barge cleaning areas; and other 
commercial river sites should be carefully monitored to aeeure 
industry compliance with pollution prevention and control 
regulations. 

conflicting data. The NPS should prohibit any expansion of J 
existing barge fleeting sites or the establishment of, new sites 
in MNRRA until an accurate assessment of barge traffic levels ie 
produced. 

We support the commercial Navigation section of Alternative B~ 
thie should be substituted for the corresponding section in the 
Proposed Plan, pp. 34, 37-38. 

Language Changes Needed 

1. Page 37, line 13 and 14, delete: •Qe1N11e1i;ei.al na•,•igaGiea is 
wall esGablisaed ia the aeFFidew, it is e11paated te 9wsw, DQG e&t. 
91'91111ilol;i,QBUy QQFi.Rlj 'l!ille lUe e;li 1iillh pla.R, • • 

2. Page 37, Proposed Policies & Actions section, line 33, ;J 
insert: 

111 Require that only double-hulled barges be allowed to uu 
the MNRRA corridor. 

XI I. GENERAL COMIIBNTS 

This section addreeees concerns that do not occur in one specific 
area of the plan but may be found in several sections and/or 
throughout the plan. 

The term "working river" is not used in the enabling legislatic,n 
but is used and emphasized in the draft CMP and BIS. If this 
term is used it should be balanced by terms that describe the 
ecological significance of the river. Terms such as •natural 
river,• •riverine ecosystem,• "natural eystem,•and/or •natural 

• • em 
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47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

RESPONSES 

This would be considered in the surface water use 
management plan and visitor use management program. 

This is a concept included in alternative B, which was not 
selected as the proposed plan. The prohibition was not 
considered necessary under forecasts in previous studies, 
and it could restrict the activities of the industry too much. 
This concept was strongly opposed by business and 
industry representatives on the commission and associated 
commercial interest groups. This issue would be a primary 
subject of the proposed surface water use management 
plan. 

Double-hulled barges would be required for transporting 
hazardous cargo under existing federal law and Coast 
Guard regulations by the year 2003 (for barges over 5,000 
tons gross weight). Policy number 11 in the MNRRA plan 
under Natural Resources Management advocates an 
accelerated conversion for traffic using the MNRRA 
corridor. It was revised to include consideration of barges 
under 5,000 gross tons, which are currently not included in 
the phase-out deadline. A regulation requiring an 
accelerated conversion of all barges may require an 
amendment to the existing federal legislation that calls for 
the phasing out of single-hull barges. 

Natural river terms were added as suggested in selected 
places in the plan. 

• I 
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working river. As it stands, the CMP and EIS appear to favor the 
utilitarian aspect of the river over its other characteristics,, 

The Glossary of Terms should include the following: 

NA'l."URAI'.. RIVER--•A stream of fresh water which for et least part 
of the year is larger than a brook or creek, end flows by a 
natural channel, being confined within banks, into the aea, or 
into a lake, or into another river· (Moore 1967). A natural 
river is characterized by a diversity of aquatic species and 
habitats, intact wetlands and a non-altered floodplain where bio-
physical systems and processes have not been severely disturbed 
by humans. 

RIVJ!RINB SYSTBH--The riverine system includes all wetlands and 
deepwater habitats contained within a river channel. The 
riverine system is bound on the landward side by upland, by the 
channel bank, or by wetland dominated by trees, shrubs, 
persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens (Cowardin, et. 
al. 1979). 

--The term "integrated" should be substituted for "balance.• 
Integrated is used in the enabling legislation ( Sec. 703, (a) 
end Sec. 711, (e)) end should have precedence over •balance.• 
The use of the term 'balance• is a distortion of the intention 
and selection of the term "integrated" in the MNRRA· legislation. 
The plan should adhere to the language in the legislation as much 
as possible, 

angnaae Changes Heeded 
1. Page 10, line 4, change: "define and achieve~ 
integration among ... • 

2. Page 19, line 17, change: "This crucial~ integration 
between .... • 

3, Page 20, Land Use and Protection Policies, ·General Policies 
section, line 3, change: •baaed on a saleAee the integration 
betweeQ resource .•. • 

4. Page 37, line 16, change: •areas, and~ integr§te the 
needs ... , 11 

5. Page 1?4, line 2, change: ·could be a seleeee an integr1tion 
between ..... 0 

Citi2ene for a Betta~ Environment 23 

51. A definition similar to this was added to the glossary in the 
final comprehensive management plan/environmental 
impact statement. 

52. A definition similar to this was added to the glossary. 

53. 

0-3 

There were comments that supported the use of the term 
"balance" and comments opposed to the term. The actual 
term used is probably less important than whether the 
commission and, ultimately, the secretary of the interior 
feel the plan has met the intent of the MNRRA legislation 
and will accomplish the visions identified to guide the 
development of the plan. Compelling arguments were not 
provided in the comments to change the existing 
terminology. The document was revised, however, to add 
the word "integrate" where it provides clarification. 
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REAP 
River Environmental Action Project 

P.O. Box 374, South St. Paul, MN 55075 

August lG, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth St., Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Re: MNRRA Management Plan and £. t.S. 

Dear Mississippi River Coordinating Comnission: 

tel. 451-IOJS 

This is a response from the River Enviromental Action Project {REAP) to the 
draft plan. REAP is a grassroots, volunte&r organization in South St. Paul. 
We have not finished studying the plan in its entirety, so there 'll"Y be future 
additional cooments. 

First, we want to congratulate the Coordinating Comnission and NFS staff for 
the work they have done. Having followed this process from the beginning, 
we are very impressed with the results in the given period of time. Over-all, 
this is a good plan i.tiich just needs fine tuning, but we are cOC1Cemeid as 
to the direction 1t will take. Our group believes any changes should be in 
favor of "Alternative B". If there is an imbalance in anphasis, let it be 
in favor of the enviromient which has been neglected and in favor of unreplaceable 
open spaces and wetlands. 

Our organization has worked hard to help create ·a trail along the river in 
South St, Paul and we support connecting that trail to a greenbelt and corridor 
along the MNRliA corridor. lie believe this should be a top priority, second 
onl to rotecting natural areas. Because we in SOCJth St. Paul have had no 
pu ic access o v n , 
citizens to know and respect the river thraugh access and education about 
it. We support those goals. 

Because REAP is a South St. Paul organiuition, we are also aware of the econ0111ice 
impact of the river that needs to be protected, We support an exception to 
the 300-foot set back and riverfront use, but do not believe it should be 
a "blank check" e>:ception, but rather specifically refer only to the first 
three exlllllples that would ooi:mally be discouraged a11 shown on page 25. 

As was stated at the hearir,g at Inver Hills" College, the need for citizens 
participation needs to be addressed. The Coordinating Comnission is set by. 
law, but many coranunities do not feel represented and there is a need for 
a citizen and/or municipality adviS<>ry_ cOlllllission. 

0-5 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

A statement was added to the plan saying that connecting 
trails would be a high priority. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

This is a site-specific issue. See responses to comments 
G-17-9 and G-22-1. 

The plan supports this concept in policy number 6 in the 
Open Space and Trails section and policy number 3 iQ. the 
Visitor Use Management section. 

The plan was revised to emphasize that public 
participation would continue during plan implementation. 
The makeup of the commission is established in the 
legislation, but this may be reconsidered when the 
commission sunsets in 1998. 
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there seems to be some dissention to the Metropolitan Council's role as an 
implementing agency. We are not opposed to their role, but if there is a 
change contemplated, the National Park Service should be the agency to share 
implementation r.esponsibilities. There needs· to be protection and coordination 
of the MNRRA Plan. 

We support the clean air and water goals of the plan and appreciate the new 
emphasis on non-point pollution, but the point pollution also •needs to be 
addressed. Many businesses are taking the initiative and working at cleaning 
the envirornent. but there will orobablv always be some who will not. 

Thanks for your good work and for your consideration, 

Sincerelv, 

'IHE REAP COUNCIL 

Margaret Hall, Q,al.r 
Lucy Kruchowski, Vice Otair 
Lucille Sanford, Secretary 
Hel Bergstran 
Geraldine Leonard 
Nancy Lundquist 
Betty Thanpson 
Jodelle Is ta 
Kay Schmidt • 

J~ks ./ 

l.-~ . .,-~-.-J 
~s Swl'inson, Coordinator 

6. 

RESPONSES 

Both point and nonpoint pollution were addressed in the 
plan. The text was clarified to state that there would be an 
emphasis on nonpoint pollution, but point source-pollution 
would still receive due consideration. 

•· 
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August 13, 1993 

t7•5 CHA.I.TON ■ TRU,T 

WK■T 841JifT P4UL. M1N'111.■0TA ?HIii ■ 

MiflJ ••••• ,-ti 

., ... ,.,,, ... ,-,u,.,. 

Ms. JoAnn M. K,yal, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and RecreaIion Area 
175 East FIith S!reel, Suile 4111 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN S5101 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

In reviewing the Oraft Comprehensive Manaoemant Plan !or the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area I noticed that Ille map on paga 63 did not show 
the Dodge Nature C.nt11r, the Balwin Natura Center, Ille Harriet A111>Clllldar Nature/ 
Center, the Maplewood Nature Center and the Tamarack Nature Center, among 
others (see allaehed Nst). I also found no rnantioo In !he document ol these 
nature centera, lhe programs !hey offer, and hOw your proposed lecllly and 
programs lffll1ht, at apparenf great expense to taxpayers, duplicata and 
potentially undercut existing tnslllutions. 

At the DOClga Natura Center we now have 35,000 sludent vtstts to our programs 
each vear lrom scl1oola 111 the immedlBle geographic area In which your center is 
proposed to be tocated. I would Uke 10 - a clear statement In your report of the 
K-6 and other educational and lntell)retlve l)tograms you proPQlle 10 offer, how 
lhey would bo Hnanced and the fustillealion for dupllcallng, to the extant you 
W<>Uld be, what Is already provided for this area by the nature centers Ustad 
8l:ICN(!. 

Prior to spending mlllor sume In ia.payera clc:>llanl, I BUQQNI thal rou 1111d our U. 
S. Senators and oongrasslonal representallves tour Ille recently built Minnesota 
Valley WlldlWe Refuge wllich Is slmUar In size to your proposed laclllly, Are 
you aware ol hOw lew vlsltors lhey seem to have to lhalr bulkf111g? I Mva \ilsltad 
the building and tt has aJways be&n alll'IOst devoiCI cl other visitors. Others have 
that same impression. I suggest you examine closely your data about projected 
use. Does your dala factOr in that some of Iha visilS may occur at the expense of 
other environmental education Institutions? 

1. 

0-6 

RESPONSES 

The map and list is not intended to be exhaustive. 
Additional inventory would occur during follow-up 
interpretive planning. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

I look forward 10 your response end to a fuller discussion _In the next draft of the extent to which 
your laciltty will duplicate existing programs provided by nature centers, the justification for 
dOlng so, and a discussion of why you would expect your· facility to be more successful in 
attracting people than the Minnesota Valley bultdlng. 

While I am enthus,astlcally supponlve of your goat of providing environmental education J 
opponunitles to as many people as possible, I am concerned for my Institution that the Issue of 
duplicating services and the resulting potential damage to us and other existing instl!Ullons Is 
dismissed In this document by avoiding the Issue or by vague statements of "coordinating" with 
existing instilutlons. The fact that so many existing narure centers In this area are not 

'---r!mmmn .. ,.,muua~ulrru,a. •• u, •.. owrr1rr11trnm,-.,, u,a ••~vn~IHMAe---• 

• 

coordination to which the document alludes. 

Do call me at 455-4531 if you have questions or II I can assist you In any way. 

Sincerely, 

~,1,..;, a ·:Ir'.!.,(_ 
Grego,y Jll.s~
Execu11ve Ellrector 

GJUplv 

oc: U. S. Senator, David Ouranberger 
U. S. Senator, Paul WellslDna 
U. S. Congressman, Bruce Vento, 4th Olstrlcl 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service would not duplicate but would 
supplement other facilities. 

Text was added to indicate that the National Park Service 
would avoid competition with existing interpretive 
facilities in the area. 
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COMMENTS • 
Sep11:m.bc 8, 1993 

TO: JoAnn Kyral, Supe,inlllllldenl. Mwissippi Nalional River and Recn:alion Ara 
Membcn of the Misllisaippi Ri- Coonlinadns Commission 

RE: Response In 1hc Draft Comp!dlemjve Managemern Plan I EIS 

1be Friellds of 1hc Parks and Ttails of SL Paul and Ramsey County welcome the apponnnity 
to review ml C()ITifflC!lt on the ~ve Management Plan and Envirollllllllllll Impact 
Swemcnt for the Mississippi Naliooal River 1111d Recn:alion Area. 

Tbc Mi&Sisslppi River has had grca1 hiswrical impact on die City of SL Paal. In its early 
history SL Paul was entirely dependent on the river, bringing se«lers and suppliu to the ,m:a. 
SL Paul is the bead of navigolion and river lr8de was central to SL Paul's early g,:owdl. 

SL Paul al"' has die: largest area of sbon:line on the Mississippi River within 1hc MNRRA 
corridor. There an: large perts: l1llllnl areas such as the Pig's Eye ~ which ~ 
one of lhc largest heron and egret nlOkeries in an urban aiu; commercial and iodusarial 
developmcn~ ml large an:as set aside for lhe fleeting of barges. 

The Friends Strongly agree with the language of the lcgislalion which stales t.haI n Mississippi 
River ~ts a nationally significant historical, n:creational, scenic, cultuml. nallltal. • 
economic, and sciemific rellOlll!lO-. Vl'll agr= th.u lhe Bignificant values of the - 1111d land 
of the Missis£ippl Rlvc:r COl!idat~be proi,,cu,d. 

The Friends applaud Ille dme ad c,IJo,t of die NadOZllll Part Service SlJllt 8IJd me members of 
lhc Mississippi River Coordlllatiaa Commissioo for the time and effort that bu '-I spent m 
pmdw:e the Compmlensive ~ Plall and Environmcnllil Impacts-. 

The Friends: 
• support lhe COl10ePI of a coallnoous linw puk along both sides of the River which will 

allow people ID gt,t close ID the Rivu and provide an opp<>rttmi1y for pedestrians and bicyclim 
In ll'IIVCl'SC the corridor. 

• SUJ:POn policies and actions which will provide for improvement of war« qualily and Ille 
reduction of oir pollution. 

• supPOn polidi:$ and plans 1o prOICCl and rcsun wetlands in Ille corridor. 

• suppon policies and IIClions whidl will enSUR> dial both recreation and indu.strial useo of du: 
river corridor can be accommodued in a safe environmenL 

" s~ NPS inlerpl'elive center 81 Han:ict Island. As SL Paul is the head of navigation on 
the Mississippi River and St. Paul is the Capitol City, it is impol'lllnt that this cena,.r be localed 
in St. Paul. • 

GENERAL RECOMMENl>ATIONS: 

L CJw,p ffl>llltu,a" f!<> •.•• ". l.megnued I• Wll!d ia the law ud 
definition in dowment···. _' . • 11 wll<lle; unified; or joined lllleOier. Al 
elements of an lnlellralmJ':.·. • •. • ljharated effort to resohe an --. 1 are 
lllllll}'ffll and factord • • . 11P' mue beUer dedsiom. • Balance -'II lie 
Interpreted to - u.iiitft, ;a<ft dlvilion between lndwitrlal, -,dai 
and recreational uae. • ' • '" ·' 

0-7 

RESPONSES • 
1. "Integrate" was added in several places in the final plan. 



2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

• 

COMMENTS 

2. Include a chart stating what agency Is responsible for eadl implemmlatfon 
action; if legislation is needed to empower :p:ncy; wlletller It be local, state or 
federal leglslalion; and limellne for compl • 

l. Tben Should be lneentlves Included to - lhat eadl :c1 compldes Ila 
desiB114led job. Altemad-.e, 11lould also be lnduded 10 w other apndes 
to complete job If designated agency does not do II; suclll aa, if an aceac:1 
does not complete plan wltllln a cel'taln time frame, anotller qency can tleD 
atep In and mmplete Job. 

4, Public should be !liven opportunlly to re-.lew and comment on the n,ylaed 
plan and other related lmolelllellt■tion documents. 

The Friend! offer the following commcnlS oo the Comprehensive Plan/EIS: 
WORl.s underlined arc add.idons: 

ISSUES: 
P. :Z. 1st . "The final Cll"IClll Ian is scheduled for c letioo in cart 1994. 

n..e is an intemal stUdy of the treallllCllt plant at Pig's Eye to sec how they can inaease 
capacity. Thi> would have a major impact on the plllk propcny at Pig's Eye and is within !he 
MNRRA boundaries. This should be ITICllliom:d and guidelines esmblishcd for dealing willl 
tta1lllenl plants widiin the coiridor. • 

and actions that follow. This should not. however, diminish the overall commitment 10 
coordinll!Cd mowce preservation. proteclion, and enhancement ,n the Mississippi River 
corridor." 'lo rhi:s plan the wmrlli "pm;tj,cal maMc::r" :;hppld ,m,n favoring rbc Ei9PGSU Ind 
bnpJm,cnmrion of the PIRO" 

COMMENT:: Love this parasnph in and delete all Olhu references to "where practic.al". 
There .,., about 14 or IS "wllc:rc pn,ctical" "'81CmCnts in the proposal. Leaving lhat plvuc in is 
mlu~ and weakens the entire documcnL However, if the phrase "where practical" lllllSI be 

of the plan. 

LAND AND WATER USE 
Planning Assumptions • P. 18 
• "The mcttD an:a is growing and mucb of the land in die corridor is developed or will be 
developed in die next 10-15 years.• COMMENT: GOOD. This suppons rcsniclio11$ in 
n:commcndations on building wimin lhc 300 ft. corridor. 

• "This plan should not weaken any existing local poiicics and it should exceed them when 
noccs.wy to~ sensitive teSOUl'CCS, rake advanmge of a COOldinalion opponunity, or 
n,solve a crili<:al conidor wide managemeru issue.• COMMENT: GOOD This supporlll 
the goVCl'lllnCllllll unils thlll have done a good job in setting policies which prottCt sensitive 
an,u, and allows for .we1 or federa.11 agency u:, strenglhon weak management polieics. 

2 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

RESPONSES 

This is beyond the scope of a comprehensive management 
plan. 

This is beyond the scope of a comprehensive management 
plan. Implementation details would be developed later. 

The public was given additional opportunities to comment 
on the revised plan, and statements were added to the final 
plan committing to public involvement during development 
of implementation plans. 

The subject text was revised to add "interested 
organizations." 

The Pig's Eye plant is a site-specific issue. There are 
relatively few treatment plants in the corridor and specific 
guidelines would appear unwarranted. 

This definition would confuse the issue and was not 
adopted. 

Deleting the subject "where practical" statements was not 
supported by the commission. 

• 



• COMMENTS • RESPONSES • 
9 

10 

11 

12 

P. l. 9 • Comrnereial navigation is well esut.bllshed ;n the corridor: it is expected co grow. but 
not dramatically, during the life of this plan. Barge flceling needs will grow somewhal, but~ 
!IOI expecu:d 10 exceed mid-1980s levels during Ille l!Cllt 10-l.S years. COMMENT: GOOI>. 
This rcfuies the argument that more fleeting is .-kd. 

LAND USE AND PROTECTION POLICIES - - .. 
P -28 Last pantgraph • mentions not going beyond ~~licies for cnfOl'Cing 
floodplain management swidaJds on private lands. : In light of present 
flooding this year. tbcre should be discussions about die advisability of bllilding in the 
floodplain 1111d the cost to everyone of private development in the floodplain. 

P. lJ • lst paragraph • "New land use and development in the riverfront area (the fll'SI 300 feel 
baclc from Ilic river) would include !hose activities !ffl.ling to or requiring a l0Cation next u, the 
river, activities=· ng historic SlrUcllJno located along the river. or activities enhancing die 
riverfront• C MMENT: GOOD· In light of the Planning Asswnptions (above) rlw 
much of the land in the corridor will be developed wimin the next lO 10 l!! years. it is impomnt 
t? resc,ve that land for river related uses, or public uses dial would allow public acees.s t0 the 
nver. 

P. lJ "(4) Design guidelin:s would be administered at the local level..: COMMENT: 
Should include statement on uniformity of guidelines for the different communities. Who is 
ullirruu:ely responsible for design guidelines? Who would OK !hem? Will there be some 
oversight by regional, state or fed.oral agency u, see thal the design guidelines are unifonn? 

P. 24 Location Policies 
CO~M'i'1~:'~o°oo "new dcvelopmcnt •• should have a relationship 10 the river. 

P. li • I.st paragraph • COMMENT, The exemption< from the location policica - too 
broad and should be eliminatal. A case could be made for any oI die preceding types of 
activities w be located within the 300 ft corridor. 

PP. 26·28 Sile Development Policies COMMENT: Agency with a view whi,h 
cncompas,<es the geogi:aphical area of the conidor should have ultimate llU!hority. 

P, l9 (ll) "lncneue the capacity of existing bridges in prefenmce IO const:I11Cting 
~~°"":!~,:i~~fs, ex,cq,t w~ n~w ~gcs := included in B!)ptovcd mctro\l01itan IIJQ p~-

instead of new, separate bridge crossing in the same ttaffic conidor." - Add nedestd•o 
131----~w~•~Jk~w~•:rs=•~o~d~bl~ke~w~a~n~2~o=•~Ji~M~in~1:!bri~d~f~~~•~nd~a~ll=o~m~b~d~d~g:es~------~ 
14 P. 29 • Add policy on protecting and res10ring wetlands . 

..__ ______________________ __, 

15 

16 

PP 30 • 34 Open Space and Trails Concept 
Substitute Alternate B. PP 95 • 96 

PP. 33-34 PUBLIC LAND OWNERSHIP 
f'!oposod Policies & Actions 

P. 34 • (5) "Require new major private development and all public facilities IO provide 
appropriate public trails and river access where specified !')' this plan or olllcr community 
corridor plans." COMMENT: (What is definition of maJor? Some parameters should be set 
here). 

(9) "Prevent lands acquired wilh federal rcc:n::anon gnmt assistance from being COl!vem:d 
to uses other than public ollldoofrecrcation and open ,;pace," COMMENT: Prclellt 
requirements are that grants be paid back if land use is changed, Is this enforced? If not. how 
can it be enf~? 

3 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

The MNRRA plan supports rigorous enforcement of 
existing floodplain management regulations and 
discourages building in the floodplain. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. The 
riverfront policy was revised and simplified but retains the 
basic concept of encouraging a river relationship. 

While the National Park Service would encourage their 
use, the guidelines are merely advisory and would be used 
at the discretion of local government. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

The emphasis on pedestrian/bike access across bridges was 
added to the subject policies in the plan with the 
qualification that it must be feasible from an engineering 
and safety standpoint. 

The policy was already there under the Land Use and 
Protection Policies section but was repeated for emphasis 
in the Natural Resource Management section in the final 
plan. 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan and would be 
defined in follow-up work with the Metropolitan Council 
and Department of Natural Resources. 

16. The subject policy was revised to better explain the process. 

0-7 



COMMENTS 

PP 34 to 38 • COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION 
Substitwe Allemathe B, P. 96. "Commercial ml 
would condllue ID opoma, at cum:m Jew.la and • • 
Tbcr,, would be a freer.e on new flcroring siies. and 
ill lileir current SIDIC, which -IIPY abollt IIUIC mili:& • New ..-a 
would only be allowed if .-arch verified the ncccssily of !he aclioo and documam,d tbal hl'II 
would bo no adve:se effecc Oil namral or clllrural - Comprehensive planning would 
include id.emifu:alion and mapping of all proposed fla:ling sirr:s in lhe corridcr befme 8ll'J new 
ones an: approved. No-wake :r.ones and Olber surface use n,gulations would be Cllablished and 
enfon:cd. The Nalional Parle Sclvicc would also cooperative wilh lhe commeida1 naviplion 

17 L-1 ~5=:;::,i:f£~5=t·~E=•itie~~--==*~"='•=iii=ir=t==ifC!l=~=~YW~l!l•~=--oot _::} 
dctrirnemal to lhe environmenL Dace $hould be agreed upon when double hulled barges should 

18 

19 

20 

21 

be iJed. 
cor:rMENT: 
At the pn,sent time. 80 ro 90'.{, of the barge lleering is witllln me city limits of S1. Paul. This 
amoorns ID approltimarely 600 legnl parking spaces for ~cs. This is mostly for busiJlcSS an 
the Minnesota River. When a business on the Minnesota River dm llSCS barges for . 
transponation expands. it J'lllS mon: pn:ssun, on the fleeting in St Paul. There has never been 
any acknowlcdgetncnt of this fact. Cwnulanye effcctS of river co""!'"= ~ be elWl'lina:i; 

before they issued any more fleeting permits. This was not completed. The DNR. and Anny 
Corps of Engineers (ACE) issue permits for fleeting ONLY if they put pilings In tile 
water to tie up the barges. If Ibey put the pilings on land, they do not need a 
permit from eilber agency. Riparian land owners do have rigllts here. Tbe 
DNR i•ues Ule permit tbrougll tlle Division of Waten. Tbe ACE Is only 
interested in the sarety fo,- na.iption on the river. There is no agency looking 
at the environmental effects. 

ooes- a<:\Sw.t.o~ -~ gwgrap 
configuration of lhe Mississippi River in St Paul, Ihm is a gn:at deal of demand for flceling in 
SL Paul. If barge fleeting is IO expand. will lhey 1"11RI floeting """' the !Ile river pm:ks? That 
is why it is important dlal Proposal B be u.sed hen:. 
The fleeting llmllS olu:n tic up barges rmre than 3 wide (which is lhc genen.l width baJps can 

be fleeted.) The ACE does not have a boat which they use to monitor fleeting. They only 
respond to complaints from recreational boaters or riverboat pilots. The Coast Guard does 
have a boat but me purpose o{ die ACE and the Coast Guard is w facilitate ri= 
.......... ~ ...... - .. hon 

Any study of fuiun, fleeting nculs should be caJ1:fully e,1.amine,;1. rne stuotes oone 1n me 
lg'TO's g,:eally miaggeraled the need for new fleeting sices. None of these projections were 
""""'111C. 

P. 3!1 NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
Pollution • ... "till: river should be swimmable and (15habli, through the entire 72 mile length.• 
COMMENT: What is the timeline here? Does the !'CA ea as enforcer for point source 
pollution? If no1, who should be enforcer? 

22 (26) Add policy on barge cleaning facilities. --------------------------------1 
23 

• 

P. 42 -47 Cultural Resource Management • Proposed policies 
COMMENT: Oetmnine if lhele an: any Native American ClilruraJ sires. If tht:re att the 
polCntial impacts ro lhe$c sites should bo analy:zcd and Native American groups should be 
consulced before any changes are made in these locali011s. 

4 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

:n. 

22. 

23. 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment 0-3-49. 

The Corps of Engineers and Department of Natural 
Resources evaluate environmental impacts in permit 
applications. 

The MNRRA plan calls for updated studies and a surface 
water use management.plan. 

It is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan to include a 
timeline; the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency would be 
the "enforcer." 

There is a policy (no. 12) on Superfund sites in the Natural 
Resource Management section. There is a general policy on 
seeking cleanup of corridor lands (no. 7), and policy no. 22 
covers toxic (including hazardous) waste. There is also a 
policy on spill prevention and response (no. 15). Dredging 
is addressed in a policy (no. 7) under commercial navigation. 

The National Park Service would work with the 
appropriate agencies and organizations to address this 
issue in the resources management plan. • 

Statements were added regarding such sites. 

• I 



• 
24 

25 

26 

27 

29 

30 

31 

32 

COMMENTS 

P. 48 . Economic Resource Researcll Needs, COMMENT: Analyses of fleeting 
needs done in the l970's were far off the mm:. Any projections of fleeting n:quin:ments need 
IO IO camfully scna:iniud 

"Jwesrch should inchJdc more detailed analysiS of loc:aL ts:d<l'tal MC OPd oadoonJ 
gt)'ilffllll1Clt expcodinns for parks and mc:n,auon mow-ces. surveys. and analysis 10 
derl::mune -..;on and olinecooomic bcBcfils and CSlimall:s ofvisitorrcx:rc.adon aod IDQrism 
expcndimres in !he corridor." COMMENT: Tbe economic value of touriam !boold be 
stn:ISCd, 

PP 50.51 Visitor Ute Manage-nt 
• All general managcmem f.lanil for was of !he nalilmal park systan ll1IISI. by law addlas die 
issue of-"""n• ..... .-.tv. • 

I'. )II next to last par.ignipn • """ • "" 
of sarnin& capaciry of wf P wm;r use. 

COMMENT• Enforecmcnr powers should be given 10 die Metto Council and !he Dept of 
Nawral Resoun:es 10 enable them 10 implement !he policle$ in 'Ille pl.ul. Timelinc& should be 
set as IO when !he local plan$ sbaukl be completed. 

p. 78. The Corps ofEnginttn: COMMENT: !his aeclion should be chan~ 10 include 
bow !he environmental effects of commcocial navigation and barg,: fleeting an: to be evalllllll:d. 
{Pos$ibly the DNR?) 

p. 82 • Streamlining regulations. 
COMMENT: A section should be added aboot enforcement 

(3) "A small wk force consisdng of repn:senwives of local govcrnmcnt. die Mcrm Council, 
lhc MDNR. Ille MPCA. an indUS11y ieprescnialive. llllllJ t:l)lt$Cntative from th,; mxirnnm;nta) 
~ could be chargccl by the govemorwith impmving the proc:ess in a limit<d lime 
frame." 

In addition 10 actions cill!d in the proposal. Add from Alternative B p. 99-100: 
coordination and col1$iS11:ncy would be accomplishal under this alternative by: 
• a federal requirement for local plans IC conform IC the MNRRA plan 
• MNRRA commission vet0 power ove, major developments dcfl:nnin<:d IO be deaimcnlal to 
conidor rcsowces 
• additional federal legislation to grant rcgularoey au!harity to Ille Pm: Service 6M-lhe 
Cemmissi<>R) 
• gn,aiu leadcn;hlp and oversight on commercial navigation management activities by the 
National Parle Service EatMI Ille e.......,;o<lieol, 

Thank your for this opponunity 101ev\cw and commm1 on Ille plan. 

Sino::ttly • 

'W\~"" AQ..M.~"" 
Marsha Souchcray (.) 
Pruidcnt 5 

• 
24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

RESPONSES • 
This is proposed in the plan. This would also be addressed 
in the proposed surface water use management plan. 

This was added. 

Carrying capacity under visitor use management, as 
defined by the National Park Service, would not normally 
include commercial navigation. It is keyed more toward 
visitor use and resource protection. However, a proposal for 
a surface water use management plan was added to the 
commercial navigation section, which would address river 
system capacity. The impacts on commercial navigation 
would be considered in recreation capacity management 
efforts. 

This comment was incorporated into the final plan. 

The series of functions was amended to include this 
comment. 

Based on a review of the legislative intent and public 
comments on the draft plan, the commission and National 
Park Service have rejected an enforcement program in 
favor of an incentives approach by deleting the request for 
state legislation and emphasizing existing state authorities 
and the grant program. The commission and the National 
Park Service believe that specific timelines for local 
government plans are beyond the scope of the MNRRA 
comprehensive management plan. 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan. 

The text was revised to include other "interested 
organizations." 

32. The commission and the National Park Service believe 
that the proposed plan best reflects the intent of the 
legislation and the preponderance of public input. 

0-7 
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Oc\.ubn 6, 1&9S 

H11. JoAnn ltr.r-al 
S\lper1n,e11,de:rn: 

COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MIS..'llSSIDP; RIV:R 
1~ EAST P<C~:A,_,-..i; SIMET 9JIIE 215 

S'l,PAUL.M"I 55101~ 
~ 12:1 =-~-~ 

Mlss1ee!pp~ Netio~5l RiYer and ?A~reation Jrea 
175 Bast F1f~~ Btre9t. Salta 418, Bo~ 4l 
SL. Paul. Mlll ~5101 

O..ar 8uper1nt<!ndent K¥ral: 

'l'h• Friencie o~ th• Hieelaeippi Rlv•r, a·n•w rio~-profit 
er.vJronaental orsa.~1zat1on. 16 ple~aed to preeer.t the attaehed 
co~.menta on the J~~e 1993 Dre£t Compreb~nelve Ka~~sement Plen 
and Enviro11111antar Im;oact s~a~e~en~ for tlle ~1se1eeiPP1 National 
River end Jlecreatlon Area. We a~e aubtDittin8 these ~0<!mlell~S 
J01n~lr with the Sierra Club North Star Chapte~. 

Ae rou know. Prle~~o 1e a - elt1mea or1ar11zc,1on now 1ft 
for11at1ou d!,ilfoa~cu. t~ proteo~1ns. ,-e!!tor!ne. ai:d e11loanc!118 the 
M1eetael:i:>r>1 River w1th1n the ~tate of H1mieeot6., ~1th a pr11114r>' 
fo~ue on tJi.& 1•1ver- eegm&nt deaianat.ed bV Co.na:?-eea aa tbe. 
MleslsaJwi Da~ior.al River and li&oreatioa Jirsa (l'lNRRA.l, ii& 
bell...,.. that thls fe<hral deallll""'l.ion Jl'l'901enta o. great. 
oppo~~unity to ~~e Twin Cieiea area for protecti!llll and 
e:ihano1.ng t.be tremen::louA rel!!!lc~re•• rePreeented ln th• r-1.ve,r, 
co:-i-t:lor. 

We a~e appreciative oC the herd work of ille ~atlo:w.l Part 
Servl~e and tJ,e Hlesiesiwi River Coordinaein, Co111111Laaion in 
completina this draft ~Ian and part.leU.:.arly comme~d 1'P1!i staff 
for t,hell" CDoPero.tive o.~t~tude ar.d ~ll11nBJ>e6B to 11 .. ten to 
public input. We lcok f~rward co wortlns with th• the Park 
~rv'"" &M l.!011111:Hn,ton o.a tne c~N>beneive .,Ua.H1tm1>at plan ti, 

Do,J>P]sted and J~oleme~tad. 

Thanlc you fo~ the co::,ortun1tY to oomment on t~ia i=oortant 
dce'UR'lent. If you hava anv queati~n5 o~ WCtuld llke to discuee 
•nY ~four cOmmente further, please call the ~~Jen~a·ot~ice, 
:;:22-2183. Ille Wibh l'<:U 110::,d iucJI: Jl"I l<OIU' eri·orte to et"eaM t:)11~ 
.,..., Kat.1.uuts.l. Rl""" o.nd 11.,,er.,allu-, An,a . 

RESPONSES 

See Sierra Club comment on following pages. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

SIERRA CLUB 

October 8, 1993 

He. JoAnn Jtyral 
SUPerintendent 
Mieeieeippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 Be.et Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Pau1, HN 5~101 

Dear Superintendent Jl:yral: 

The Sierra Club North Star Chapter ia pleaaed to aubmit the attached 
o0111111ttnta on the June 1993 Draft Comprehensive Manaae...,nt Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Miea1eeippi National River and 
RecNation Area. We AN aublllittin1 these comment■ jointly with the 
Friende of the Mieeieeippi River. 

The Sierra Club ie an environmental or1anization dedicated to the 
protection and preservation of the natural and hlllDMI environment. 
Nationwide, the Club hae over 600,000 ...,mbera. In Mi1111eaota, the North 
Star Chapter hae over 9,000 membere, the majority of whom live in the 
'!win Citiee area. • 

The Sierra club hae been involved in iaauea related to our National 
Park System for over 100 yeare, be1i1111ina; with the activitiea of one of 
it■ founders, John Muir. We are excited about the poee1b111tiea of the 
Miaaieeippi National River and Recreation area and are pleaaed to be 
able to participate in the process of its creation. 

We appreciate the hard work dona by ataff of the National Park Service 
and by the -mbere of the Hieeieeippi River Coordinatin1 Commission in 
completing thi• draft plan. We look forward to workinl with you 1n 
completinl the Coa,preheneive Plan and in 1mplement1n1 thie e,coitina 
project. 

'I'henk you a1ain for your work lllld the opportunit:V to co_..nt on this 
draft. If you have iuw queetione re1ardina our colll!l9nt■ or the Sierra 
Club in 1eneral, plaue contact Brett Smith at 920-9569. 

Sinceraly. 

Jli~~ 
G~~Y 'inalina 
Canaervation Chair 
North Star Chapter 

~~ 
Brett Smith 
MieaiaaipPi River Activist 
North Star Chapter 

DU fifth Sm<t SE. Suh• fl2J • Mhu••polio, MN 55<14 • (6111 l'l9•185l 

• RESPONSES • 
See responses to detailed comments on following pages 

0-9 



COMMENTS 

COHK!!NTS ON THE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGKHEIIT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATBKKNT 

FOR THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 
SUBMITTED BY FRIENDS OF THB 11ISSISSIPPI RIVBR AND THE SIERRA CLUB NORnl 

STAR CHAPTBR 
OCTOBBR B, 1993 

<X»lftlR'r OVKRVIBII 

l. Increaee the plan~8 natut"al. cultural. ond recreat10nal resource 
protection emphae1s 

2. Focus the plan on promot1ns euetai'neble development, rather than 
balance between competina intereate 

3. Clarify implementation approaches 

4. Clarify and strensthen citizen role in l.mplementetion 

li, llemove the multiple ··whez,e pz-actica1·· z-efez-11nce11 

6. Clarify the z-ankina of critical resource pz,otection neecls 

7. Maintain a strons comprehensive plan 

8. Remove unneceseary refez-ence to state lesislation 

9. Clarify rolee, responeibilities. and plannins context 

10. Str-ensthen protection and enhancement of the riverfront are

ll. Clearly identify wetlands ae a critical resoarce with a hish 
priority for protection 

12. State the opal of the Plan ae an increaee in wetlands 

13. Clarify and etrensthen the policies and proarams for wetland 
protection and reetoration 

14. t1a.1nta1n and atrensthen propo~ale for a corridor wide bikins and 
hiltin1 trail 

J.5. c1 .. arlv identify th" si<lllificanco of open space and undev.,lop0d land 
as a critical resource worth protectins 

16. Increaee commitment to the protectina of remaining open space in the, 
corridor 

17. Note environmental problems associated with commercial navigation 

16. Clarify and etrenathen ·the commitment to 4sseesing 4nd addr8ss1n,r tlle 
environmental problema aeeociated with commercial nav1sation 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 



• 

ffi ..... 

COMMENTS 

18. Recoenize the deteriorated and fraaile nature of the river corridor 

20. Clarify end strengthen the proposed detailed rel!Ourcee management 
plan 

21. Clarify and etrengthen the role of the Pollution Control Aaencv in 
111\Plementation 

22. Maintain. clar1fy, and etrensthen the propQsed Policies and actions 
on air and water quality in the corridor 

23. Strengthen the water quality vision to include a no dearadat1on 
Policy 

24. Seek .. Outet&nding Reaource Value Water .. status and c,ona1atent uease 
evaluation for the corridor 

25. Add a pollution prevention epeoialist to the HNRRA Park Service staff 

26. Strengthen protaction for threatened and endangered species 

27. Strensthen protection for cultural resources 

28. Include UIOers and user aroupe in the propoeed visitor uee manage• 
taek force 

29. Strengthen the encouraaement of non-lllDtorized passive recreational 
uee of th& corridor 

30. Place a high priority on proarwne and approachee to aefl\lring v1aitor 
eafety and making the river a fr1endly place to v1e1t 

31. Strengthen the role of oitizene and citizen groups in the process to 
develop greater coordination and coneolidat1on of perm!te. 

32. Maintain a etroni role for the Park Service in reviewi.,. federal 
permits and fundina proPoeals within the corridor 

• RESPONSES • 

0-9 
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COMMENTS 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND BNVIRONHENTAI, 
IMPACT STATKMl!NT 

FOR THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA 
SUBMITTED BY FRIENDS OF THE HISSISSIPPI RIVER AND THE SIERRA CLUB 

NORTH STAR CH.APTER 
OCTOBER 8, 1993 

GBHBRALo::tlMIIIITS 

1~ tncreoae the pJon·a naturAl cultural and rccreatjono1 reeouroo 
emphea,e 

While the pro;poeed plan eontaine many e~celle.nt vieione, Policiee and 
ro "'"" it ~eede e. more vieioner and definitive e bee.is on the 

river e recreational and nature. resource potentia. Consreee did not 
name the area a "National Workin11 River and Recreation Area" but 
oho"" to empheeize the recreational p0tential of the river corridor. 
Thie is also the emphasis whioh the public wishes for the a.re.a. 

The economic reeources offered by the river are aleo impcrte.nt, but 
in th& lon11 run. the economic value of the river for the Twin Cities 
metroPOlitan arsa will be a,ost protected and euste.ined by a plan 
which emphasizes natural and cultural resource enhancement and 
preservation, and which takes moet edVe.nte.se of the r1ver·e 
recreational and tourism Potential. As "quality of life" ie1JUes 

presence of a world claae natural~ cultural. and recreational 
resource runniria throuah the heart of the. metro area will are.atly 
promote the economic health of the reaion. For this reason. it is 
critical that the plan contain e clear emphasie on the protection and 
promotion of these resourcee, while at the same time providina • 
sufficient protection for exietina eoonomio resources ae required by 
statute. 

In general, alternative B providse a greater level of environmental 
protection and providee the appropriate direction for the plan, 
through ite emphe.eie on euch ieeuee e.s natural reeouroe enhancement, 
increased open apace, more ri11orous riverfront protection paliciee, 
and o.n emphaele on passive vieitor uee. While we supp0rt this 
emphasis, we believe that alternative Bis too el<etchily developed to 
eupport ae a whole. Therefore, we will include those portions of 
alternative B which are preferable as they relate to specific topics 
diSCU'5Sed. 

2 Eocme the P1tm on pcomotios nuntotnoblc dovclonment in the 
corridor rather than on h«laocins cgmpettns 2ntnrante 

A,focue on sustainable development recoanizes that both environmental 
quality and economic development are imPortant to the lona run future 
of the corridor. If the plan and ite implementation are ceuaht in a 
conetant proceee of bale.ncins reeource demands and claims. then the 

Pqe - l 

1. 

• 

RESPONSES 

While the term "working river" is not in the legislation and 
has no specific legal meaning, it is a commonly used 
expression for a concept of management and use that was 
adopted by the commission as one element for the plan. 
The plan lists policies that are designed to preserve and 
enhance the full range of resources identified in the 
legislation. A corridor-long trail, improved river access, and 
two major interpretive facilities are examples of 
enhancements pertaining to recreation and tourism. 

While there were about six references to sustainable 
development in the draft plan, this idea was added in 
several other places. This should clarify that the intent is 
to promote sustainable development in harmony with the 
existing natural, cultural, and economic resources in the 
corridor. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE.HISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CLUB COMMENTS 

participant■ will not be work1na creatively enouch to find Policiee 
end prosrea that do not require the eaor1f1ce of environmental 
quality or of eeonomie developm11nt. 

The term balance impl1ee a conflict while the concept of 
suetainebilitY 1mpl1ea a eoinmon PU?'POae and viaion. No doubt eome 
conflicte will ariee ae the plan ie implemented and for the short ru.n 
competing elaiM will have to be balanced. !lowver, the overarehinc 
vieion should lead pert1oipante to etep back from ahort term 
conflicte ae much ae poaaible and eeek lone term atratea1ee and 
solutions which promote euetainability. Environmentaliate ehould be 
preeeed to find waye of proteet1na key reeoureee for euatainability 
in waye that do not unneceeear1ly hamper economic development. 
Economlc development advocates need to pureue strateaiee that 
encourage growth in directions and l!ISOtors that are environmentally 
friendly and euetaineble 

The merit• of suetainable development ae a broad framework for 
aeaesaina environmental and economic etrategiee have been recoanize<i 
end ere now being teated at the international, national, end state 
level. Governor Cerlson·e initiative in thie direction is seeking to 
clarify what a sustainable development approach miaht involve at the 
state level. MNRRA provides an excitina opportunity to apply this 
concept to a region marked by both areat enviro11111ental e1sn1ficenoe 
and economic activity. Ae a pare.diam and vision for the meuu,.gement of 
the area, it is clearly superior to the concept of bale.nee. We 
recommend that the refereneee to bele.noing reeource claiu be 
eliminated or rewritten to reflect a euataineble development 
approach. 

3 CJor1fv im>lomentotSon APPN>Bohea 

At many pointe in the document, it ie asserted that reeourcee will be 
protected, enhe.nced, restored, etc. However. 1t is often not ~lea.r 
how theee protections are to be implemented and by whom. Nor ie it 

level than Prior to the plan or at any greeter level than the same 
resources outside the corridor. Thie leek of clarity (for example 
with respect to the 4ueetion of whether or not new legislation will 
be eouaht) leads to confusion and dieagreement. 

If corridor reeouroee are to be civen an extra level of protection, 
it must be made clear how this ia to be done. Such exple.natione 
ehould include commitment to one or more of the following: 

1. NPS staff or financial resources: to coordinate, educate, 
review, research, provide technical aes1stance. etc.; 

2. Iner-eased effort from eome state. re•1onal. or local 
government unit; 

3. NPS funding proPOBale for grante and cooperative agreements; 
4. Chanses in etate or federal leaielation; 
5. Rule or policy changes at the state or federal level. 

Inete.ncee where thie veauanees ie particularly troubling will be 
indicated throughout the CODmente. 

Pase - 2 

• 
3. 

4. 

0-9 

RESPONSES • 
Additional text on sustainable development was added but 
"balance" was retained. 

Some additional detail on roles was added, but this is a 
comprehensive policy plan, not a detailed implementation 
plan. 
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COMMENTS 

l!RIKNDS OF ni1i: MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB COMKEIITS 

j. Clet1fv end etrenethen cittzen 1nvoJvement 1n 1mPlementot1on 

The plan identifiee a number of epecific imple,ne,ntation stepe. Theee 
include a seneral reference to coordination with other aroupe on paae 
three, the reeourcea manase111ent plan diecuaaed on peae 39, the taBll 
force on vieitor uae on pase 51. and the permit "etre11111l1nin1" 
prooeee on pese 80. The plan ehould make clear that citizen and 
environmental sroupe will be included in '.theae advioory sroupa, and 
in all other implementation aot1v1tiee. to assure that ell viewpointe 
are represented. The Park Service and Coll!lllieeion should collllllit in the 

. . 

the di;eree ethnic sndweconomic coarunitiea represented in the 
corridor. Thie coamitment to includins and repressnting the 1ntereete 
of all of the corridor··a citizens muet be etren11thened. Otherwiee, 
1.mPlementation 1e·11kelY to be dominated by thoee w1th sufficient 
financial end other resources to be pre.,..nt at all timea and 
influence outcomes. 

The reference on paae three to the ··private ueot.or·· must be &XJ')anded 
to apecificallv note the.t citizene, c0113111\1!11ty 1roup11, and 
environmental 11roupe are partners 1n the 1tnPlementat1on proceea and 
will ba.sou•ht out for their input. 

5~ iemvo tho multiolt "wher:o R.MCtioal •• referencco 

The 111env referencea to ectiot1.B "where practical"" throushout the 
docU1>ent weaken 1te vieion and imPact. The qualification at the 
bott0111 of pa11e 17 etat1ns that practicality and feasibility would bu 
a part of all pol1c1ee and actione ie sufficient. All other .. where 
praotioala" should be deleted. 

6. Clorifv the ronk1na of cr1t1col renource nrotoction noode 

On Pase 18, assumption #2 eave that protection needs will be ranked J 
and the ll'IOSt silll'ificant resources identified. While this re.nJ<inll me~· 
be i1111?lied in eome of the conclueiona of the plan. it ie not clearly 
eteted envwhere. There seems to be an emphasis on visual resources 

que.l1tv protection. habitat protection. open space. etc. (a.a., paae 
19, 23.) But even with reepect to vieual resources, the protection 
aee!IIS qualified, with the "protected and restored where practical"' 
lansuaa:e on page 19. Location polio.tea (pese 24) s1ve apecie.l 
elllPhaeie to the riverfront area. Hore attention neede to l>e aiven to 
what happena in the reet of the corridor. Ae noted in more detail 
below, wetlande and undeveloped open epaee are a.lea critical 
reeourcee. 

LOCAL PLAlfS, KllltRA PLlli, AlllD PIIJVATI OlftlKIIS 

7 Hointe1n e etrona compreheoeive Plen 

A number of pereone coimnented in the public hearinp that the draft 
plan wee overeteppina ite l:iouncle in requiring local plan develo-nt 
and implementation to be coneietent with the MNRRA plan, and that 

5. 

6. 

7. 

RESPONSES 

The plan was revised to state that public participation 
would be an important part of ongoing area management, 
including appropriate involvement on task forces and 
committees. 

Deleting the "where practical" statements was not 
suppory;ed by the commission. 

The subject statement was not critical to understanding 
the plan, and it added little to the overall concept and so it 
was removed from the text. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF Tl:/E MISSISSIPPI RIVE'R/SIERRA CLUB COHMENTS 

"local control" should be the primary vision. Thie pceition is 
contrary to the leg1elat1on (PL 100-698) which sivee the Park Service 
definite reeponeibilities in corridor administration, and is not in 
the beet 1ntereete ot developing an effective and coordinated 
resource protection 8.l'ld enh"-"'Cement program in the corridor. 

The Statute clearly implies that the HNRRA plan llaY and meet likely 
will go beyond or differ from exieti,,. locel, resionel, state or 
federal plane. Section 703 (1) states that the HNRRA plan shall 
"endeavor to uee" local plane <1.11d "where cone1etent" with the goals 
of the Act shall coordinate those plans to present a unified 
comprehensive pl&n for the area. Pre!IUlllebly if they are not 
consistent, they should not be used. Seot!on 705 (di (lJ gives the 
Secretary the authority to ··review all relevant local plans. laws, 
4.!ld ordinancee" for coneistency with the MNIIRA plan. Further, thil! 
eection also authorizes the Secretary to determine the adequacy of 
enforcement of the11e plane, laws, and ordinances, includin1 buildirui 
perm.its and ~onins varianeec~ Tho statute aoea on to deeer1be 
prooedures for the Secretary to follow when local plans and the 
act1one of local 1overnmente are not coneistent with the purposes of 
the statute. • 

Thul!, while local unlte of 1overnment continue to be the principal 
i111Plementere of the plane and ordin<1.11cee, their activities muat be 
revie""d bY the Perk Service for oonsietency with the overall MNRRA 
Plan and statute. Therefore, we stronslY l!IUPJ>ort the plan 
implementation requirement on P<lle 74 that local Plane and ordinanc 
lllLl"!t be oonaistent w1th ~he HNRRA Co~ridor Plan. We believe that a 

the principal purpcse of the etatute is to brl~s-sreater corusistency 
and ll!vele of protection to the reeourcee of the corridor. 

8 .. State Tzesinlotion uon:emeeoarv 

The state le1ialation referenced on PBIB 24 to require local plans 
d 

could lead toe eianifica.nt del4y 1n i,nplB111ent1na the Pl!ln. Federal 
law requires that local plans be conaietent with the MNRl<A plan and 
thie ie eufficient authority. The Minnesota Le11eleture does not have 

in the etatute to require the uPdetin1 of local plane and ordinances. 
This reference to etate le1ielation Bhould be deleted. It eimply 
pl'OVidee another oppc,rtunity for del&¥1ng, blockin1 and/or.wee.l<enins 
the plan. 

9~ Cleeifv rnlee ro&moneibilities ond nlonntn& content 

The last aee\Ullption on peae 18 prohibitina; the weaken1na of "ft¥ local 
plane ie excellent and consistent with the soala of the Act. An 
identification of ~here the plan goes beyond exietin.l! local policies 
would be ueeful. While the MNRRA threat to local plannina aeeme to b6 

• oea 
beyond local plane 6:Qd polic1ee in relatively few 1netancee. It 
should do so in more areae ae will be indicated in our comments. 

• 
8. 

9. 

10. 

0-9 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan supports local plan consistency but 
emphasizes an incentives approach. 

• 
The MNRRA act does not mandate consistency by local 
plans, but rather lays out a process for evaluating corridor 
plans and addressing inconsistent activities. The revised 
MNRRA plan emphasizes an incentives approach rather 
than an enforcement approach to plan consistency. The 
review process for local plans, ordinances, and actions are 
described in the final plan. The goal is to use existing 
review processes in a coordinated way, with the agencies 
reviewing projects concurrently. The reference to state 
legislation to mandate conformance was deleted from the 
plan. 

The MNRRA plan does not go beyond local plans but takes 
selected elements from several of them. An analysis of how 
the MNRRA plan compares with the existing corridor 
plans would be completed during the early phases of plan 
implementation. 
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COMMENTS 

PRIINDS OF· THI MISSISSIPPI RlVKR/SIERRA CWB COHKENTS 

The laet eentence in the la.et full paraaraph on pege 19 promieee the J 
eetabliehlnent of rehabilitation programs, but no reePOneible pertiee 
are identified, and no P6l'ticular authority or fundtng eouroee are 
eua-aested. These reoPOneibilitiee must be cleerly aee1£11ed and time 

in the uee of peuive voioe rather than clearly identifying key 
resporuoibilities. 

Wb&t doee the statement on page 20 tliet "Nothing in thie plan would J 
deprive corridor landowners of all UP and enJoyment of their land" 
mean? Some ueee and eome waye of enjoying the land will be reetricted 

na an o ng 
changes: euch ea inappropriate development in the riverfront area. 
l'bie sentence ehould be clarified or deleted. 

.Policy (l) on page 28 ate.tee that local governments Would eoquire the 
moat significant scenic, cultural, or natural reeouroee. How would 
this work and to what would it apply? le the" a listing eomewhere of 
the reeouroee envieioned for local government acquisition? Are theee 

th~;e ide~tified an)'Wb;;;;,; in the plan?rWhi;h reeourcee are 
envieioned. As currently ateted. thie POliOY ie extremely val[Ue. 
Doee it Juet refer to the matching grante program or to more • 
activities? 

Poller (3) on page 23 states that protective site development and J 
reeourc:e protection policies "could" be inool:"Porated into existing 
looal zoninii ordinancae: this should be chanaed t.o "would" be 
incorporated. Aleo it 11ho\lld be made clear that the Park Service wUl 

RIVKBllli0t'IT ARIA AIID 1/UJODPLII.Illl 

10. 5tronathen Protection and enhonsoment of tho civortront orco 

The land uee protection POliciea utioule.ted in Alternative B (pagee 
94-9 rated nto the fin ant 
p~ov es~ er pro ec on or tor ve~ ron area~ noone1•~ent ueea 
in the riverfront area should be ph&aed out. and funds provided for 
purchaae of euoh ueee. (Page 95) There llhould be a 1110re ag1reeeive 
land acquisition program to protaot reaourcee. Shoreline restoration 

vegetated area along the river wherever po;sible: 

The location policies exemption for areas behind levees stated on 
P'lll• 24 should be re1110ved. 

The acceptable ueee and those that would be "normally" dieoouraaed 
listed on 9epe Z4-Z5 pt'Ovide sufficient flexibility to allow a wide 

Pap - 5 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

RESPONSES 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan, which is a 
comprehensive policy plan and not a detailed 
implementation action plan. 

See response to comment B-7-24. 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA comprehensive 
plan but would be assessed in follow-up work. 

In response to public comment and a review of the 
legislative intent for the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area, the commission and the National Park 
Service are emphasizing an incentives approach rather 
than mandatory requirements. 

The emphasis of the plan is on careful management of new 
development in the corridor, particularly along the 
riverfront. Phasing out existing inconsistent uses in the 
riverfront is supported by the plan, with local communities 
taking the lead. Although funding for this type of activity 
is not directly mentioned in the section of the legislation 
pertaining to grants, grant funds could be available for this 
purpose. 

See response to comment G-36-4. 

The levee exemption was removed. See response to 
comment G-8-2. 

• I 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CLUB COHHENTS 

variety of ueee which enhrtnce the riverfront area~ We oppose any 
further weakening of theee requiremente. 

Who will develop incentivea to encouraae relocation by thoee 
facilities not needing the riverfront identified on page 26? The IIPS 
should be epecifically identified as havina thie reepcnsibility. 

ffow will the effectiveness of development re11Ulation enforcement in 
the corridor be increased as noted on paae 28? Thie should be made 
clear. Whose role ie thie 11.nd how will the additional resourcee for 
enforcement b& found? 

llll'.t'LAIU)S 

• 
18. 

19. 

20. 
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In the discuesion of wetlands on paae 122, the plan identifies 21.~25 
acres of wetlands in the corridor, or approx1mately forty per cent of 
the area. While the imp0rtance of wetlande for threatened and 
endangered epec1ee ie noted~ there neede to be a greater discrueeion 
of the sifll'lificance of wetlande for wildlife habitat in aeneMl and 
for biolo&ical d1vers1ty, and of the important role that wetlands 
play for water quality by recycling nutrients, filterin& Pollutante, 
and reducing siltation. The role of wetlands 1n reducing eroe1on, 
controlling floods, and recharaing groundwater ehould alee be noted 
As the corridor becomee more developed and open space 1 .. loet and 
covered with relatively imperineable 8Urfacee (etreeta, houses, 
parkin& lots, ete.), the burden on wetlands to provide these 
functions will grow. Thie needa to be emphaeized in the plan. 

The section also notee the increaains nUl!lbers of wetlanda lost in the 
corridor by draining and fillins and by leee obvious means euoh ae 
dewaterins by dra1n1n.lil aroundwater wbioh ie connected to a wetland. 
Ae noted on page ll of the plan, "direct and indirect loss of wetlands 
hae also been due to groundwater depletion a.nd diversion of water 
from wetland areas.•· Thie conjunction of 1nereaelna imt,ortanoe and 
decreaein.s nuinbera deeervea greater focus in the plan. 

Currently, references to wetland protection and restoration are 
ecattered throuahout the document ao that.their aianificance and the 
strategy and prosr&Jne to be proposed for their protection are diluted 
and not aiven eufficient priority. Given the critical aisnificance of 
these reaourcee for the environment-1 health of the corridor. there 
ehould be a wetlande eection. {Note: the index to -tl<md referencee 
appe-ar 
checked. l 

In addition, in meny inetenoea in the document wetlands are lieted ae 
sianHlcant "viSll&l" reeourcee, rather than being recoan1zed for 
their areat water quality and habitat e1irr,1ficance. While the vieuel -
quality of wetlande ie imwrtant, their value for other faotore ie 
equally or 1110re important. 

0-9 

RESPONSES • 
All partners would be encouraged to develop incentives. 

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA comprehensive 
plan. 

See response to comment G-36-4. Wetlands are identified 
as a high priority for protection in the final plan. 

See response to comment G-36-4. A wetlands section was 
added. 

This concept is included in the new section on floodplains 
and wetlands. 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE HISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB COtlMENTS 

12~ State the Goel of the Plan ae an 1ncreeee 1n wet)ande 1n tbe 
·cori:idor 

The level of protection e.nd reetorat1on envisioned for wetlands in 
7 

the proPOeed alternative and th<I etratea and plan for ach1ev1na thie 
are not clear. However it is clear that the propoeed alternative does 
envision some continuina loee of .,.,tlande. 

On P&BB 172, the impecte of alternative B are diecuelled ... All wetlands 
in the corridor would be l!)Ore likely to be preeerved .... Areas that 
....,re historical wetlande would be reetored to the greatest extent 
poee1ble, resulting in the greatest level of wetland area of all the 
alternatives.·· And on paee 174 it is stated that under alternative B 
incre...,ed protection cf all wetlandl!I would diminish development 
opportunitiee ecmewhat. 

The additional lose of wetlands in the corridor is unacceptable. 
The b&eic policy for the proposed plan should be should be taken fr~• 
alternative B which etatee that .. alteration of ... wetlands ... would b! 
prohibited.·· Cou:pled with 11B5ressive .,.,tle.nd reetore.tion progr8m8, 
this would lead to o.n incr.aae in wetlands in the corridor. This 
should be the vision. 

24 13 .. Clo.rifv end Stronsthon tho oolic.tee And wollNWO propoged for I 
L--~!!ll!!::t:::,l::!e~n~d:;:!P!;!":;:P::t~e~g::!t:::l!:!o!!n::"~"~d:::!":11~"!:!t~o~r="!:!t:::,i!:!o!!n~----------------_J 

Wetland protection strateeies are discussed 1n the sections on 

• 

location policies (P111e 26, f9) and eite development policies (pqe 
29, 112). It appeare that the location POliciee do not provide any 
additional protection for -tland■ but rely principally on policies 
currently in state o.nd federal lawe and local plane, which for the 
moet part have been 1n effect while the sip1f1cant loee of wetlande 
bee occurred. Further, it ie not cle11.r to whom these points are 
addreeeed and with what authority. 

The required local Plan amendmente and eubsequent zoninB changes 
appear to be focused on the 800 foot riverfront area, with existin1 
plans remainina in effect in the reet of the corridor. If thie ie not 
the case, it should be made clear that local .IJ()Vernments are to 
reviee their PlllnB for the entire corridor area, especially with 
respect to enhanced protection for wetlands. We strongly support the 
""Site O..veloi,ment Deta1111·· (pese 209) that appear to inanclate "no 
disturbance·· requiremente for wetlands 1ncorPore.tecl into local zonin.11 
ordinances. 

On Pase 80 it is indicated that wetlande were required to .be 
addressed ln the critical areas plannins process. Does the MNRRA 
plennin1 process require the same attention to wetlands? 

currently, the etratso tor protect1ns wetlands appeare to focus on: 
- cooperative efforts with other landowners and agencies e.nd 

interpl."etive prosre.ms and recreational activities which would further 
appreciation of wetlends.(pase·l61) 

- increased enforceMnt of federal, state, and local wetland 
protection and the restoration of de1raded wetlands. How ~his 
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RESPONSES 

23. See response to comment G-36-4. 

24. See response to comment G-36-4. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CLUB COMMENTS 

inonaeed enforcement and restoration are to occur ie not 
indioated.(#21 on page 41) 

- a1te development 111.lidelinee diacueeed above (pase 209) 
- pctent1al uae of open·epace acquieition grants to acquire 

critical wetla.nda.(pase 3S-34) 

Critical wetland ~cauieition ie an appropriate l.ll!le for opein space 
acquisition srsnte, and"" catesoricallv reject the com&ent INbl!>itted 
by eome that these arante should be limited to acquisitions for the 
completion of tlle exietin&, planned recreation ,system. 'l'he statute in 

c. a c ear y a. owe ex y n e us e o 
matchina arante, requiring only acquieition end develo-nt in a 
··manner consistent with the purPQeee of this subtitle." The purpeees 
of the subtitle are the protection of the significant resources of 
the corridor. to be identified ,md protected by the comprehensive 
plan. It would be counter to the spirit of the Act to arbitrarily 
limit these .lll'Bnts to completin« existing recreational plane if w,ore 
critical reeource proteotion neede are identified by the plan. 

To these protection strateaiee, alternative B adds greater public 
land acqulaltion and increased staff and fundins to aecommodate a 
more ambitious natural reesouroe maneaement proaram. and the proposed 
alternative ahould include these connitmente. We do not believe that 
sreater Perk Setvice ownership 1s necsssary, but public ownership or 
the purchase of conservation eaesmente by local unite of government 
should be Ullreaeively used. 

ln addition, reeoanizina the ·faot that current lawe do not 
eufficientlY protect ell vetlande in the corridor, the plan should 
include col!llllitment to a followup etudy ea part of the reeourcee 
1111U1&11ement plan. to determine whet chllJlJles in s.tate law are neceeeary 
to assu:-e protection of all wetlands in the corridor. Aleo included 
in this atudy should be an inventory of historic wetlande and a 
priorit1zins of those which should be selected for .resto~ation 
project11, 

TRAILS 

14$ Me1ntaio and strcnsthcn the plon~o PMPOsole for A corr1doc wide 
b1k\ng ond hiking treil 

As noted on page 30, a continuoue trail is one of the .. i111POrtant 
v1"1one .. of the plan. To achieve this vision, mo~e aare,.sive action 
needs to be iden.ified in the plan. 

Local trail plaruo and implementation plane ehould be required to link 
up a coordinated trail for the eniire eYete!ll. The plan ehould 
identify a trail eye.em and require conformity as is done with the 
river ehoreline plannins effort. Reco11nizin& the benefite to the 

be allowed to opt out of the trail ayetA~ and regional. etate, and/or 
federal funding should be made available for a portion of the ooste. 

Lan11Uase should taken fro~ alternative B (page 85) with reepect to 
traile, and inserted onto l>!lilO 30-31. l'h• following ehould be 

Page B 

• 
25. 

26. 

0-9 

RESPONSES • 
The grants would be limited only by the authorizing 
legislation, criteria included in the MNRRA plan, and 
appropriations provided by Congress. They may be used to 
protect sensitive resources, such as wetlands. 

See response to comment 0-3-43. 



COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CLUB COHllltNTS 

included in the proposed alternetlve: pedeatr1an end bicycle paths 
would be e111Pheeized toe greater degree: abandoned railroad ri&hte of 
way would be assreee1vely acquired for trail develop,nent: eaeemente 
would be required in new develoP1111nte for future trail corridors. 

15. Clearly ident1tv the e,1sn1ticnnce of PPM eace and undevoloMd J 
27 L_~1~e:n~d=e~e::;!e:::;cr~l~t~l~q~m=i=r~o~eo~•:1r~c~e::::HO::::::;rt:b=::P~ro:t:•ft:c~t~10~1~_· ________ _ 

28 

29 

30 

• 

The environmental eisnificence of open apace for the recreation area 
ie not wfficiently explained or emphasized. By lwnpins the iBauee of 
open apace, trails, and riverfront land tosether in one section, the 
ei&n1f1cance of open space for habitat, water 4Ual1tY, air quality, 
noiee pollution. reereation, ete. ie undervalued. But even in this 
section the,,., 1s little attempt to explain and advocate the value of 
open spe.ce and undeveloped land. When the value of open apace is 
discussed it is typically in terme of e1sn1ficanoe for visual 
resources.and related to riverfront trails or developed P<1rkland. 

sisnificance of barge traffic on paae 34. When the value of open J 
apace ie discussed, there is typically too much emphasis on the 
··vieual character" of the corridor and not enouah on the other valuea 
represented by open epace.(e.5., pap 153) 

The. low priority given to open epeoe off the riverfront area is 
reflected in two epecific points in the plan that should be Chllllll8d. 

On pese 20 it le indicated that there could be "intensive develo-nt J 
-ay from the shorel1ne. •· Such development should not be encouraaed 
within.the corridor. Thie sentence reflecte the clear delineation in 

corridor. This ls inappropriate, eru:fareeter attention needs to be 
paid to what happene off the riverbank. Thie impacts recreational 
uee. wildlife habitat. and water QU&llty through the increue in 
develoPl!IBnt and i;,olluted runoff. 

On page 18. why ie it assumed that much of the land of the corridor 
will be developed in the next 10-15 yearn? The preservation o~ open 
epace and wildlife habitat should be a key goal of the plan and 
ehould not be aeBU111ed away et the start. Thie asBUlllPtion should be 

an 
preeervins open space. 

The HNRAA corridor ie bleaeed with large &11ounte of rema1n1na: open 
and undeveloped lend. The l.sndcover data reported on PBII<! 114 
indicates that the recreation area ia still 28 per cent foreet, 15 
per cent e.arlcultural use, ll per cent sparse tree and shrub. Only 28 
per cent ie developed lend. On P&Me 95 it is indicated that 
approximately 19,000 acres a.re undeveloped currently, with over 9,000 
zoned for future devalo.,....nt. Thees nwnbare apparently CDOle from the 
tables on pa.tee 152-3-0ther 1nfol'lll4tion on those pases indicate that 
there ere ◄ ,000 acres of undeveloped industrially zoned lend and over 
16,000 acres of residentially zoned la.nd, of which "much" le 

Paae - 9 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

RESPONSES 

A statement was added to clearly identify open space as a 
critical resource worth protecting. 

This was a misunderstanding of the draft plan, which 
supports the many benefits of open space. However, to 
further clarify this, statements were added to the final 
plan to stress other important aspects of open space, such 
as wildlife habitat. 

The corridor includes portions of two major downtowns, 
many cities and towns, and much existing development. 
The plan does not encourage intensive development, except 
to cluster activities and shift uses back from the shoreline, 
but it does recognize that it is a fact oflife in a large, 
growing metropolitan area. Without massive purchase of 
land for open space, or major downzoning for less 
intensive uses, this effect would continue. Achieving 
nonintensive development throughout the corridor is not 
feasible. The plan hopes ~o direct use to less sensitive areas 
and preserve as much open space as feasible in this 
environment. 

The plan does not encourage extensive development in the 
corridor, but without major funding to purchase open space 
or an unlikely moratorium on development in the corridor, 
this assumption is reasonable based on current trends. 
Preservation of open space and wildlife habitat is still a 
key goal that would be pursued while development 
continues. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

identified ae currently undeveloped. So it would eeem that the 9,00 
acre fiiiUre ie probably a low eeti~ete. 

There needa to be muoh more empheeie in 
apace in the corridor. The ei&nifice.nca of thie open epece 
be ond v1eual aepecte and greatly ehepee the 
eeparate sect on o t e propoee pan a o 
the ieeue of open epece end ite protection. 

16~ Im;re$ee the commltmont to the srotectlon of remein)ns open noricA 
in the cor:rtdor 

Given the low priority of open apace off the riverfront area, it 1e 
not ,surprieins that the propoeed p0lic1ee and actione on paaee 33 and 
34 propoee little in terme of open epace protection. Other than the 
acquieition grante (for which funding ie yet to be acquired and for 
which there will be a great deal of competition) the plan leaves the 
protection of open epaoe off the riverfront to exieting local zoning 
ordinances and other exietins protectione. Thie ie unacceptable. 

The soal and implementation etr,.tea et&ted in Alt,ornative B (page 
95) ehould included in the plan ae a ~1nimum stertlng etratea. Ae 
stated on pa11e 95: '"The amount ot undeveloped lend in the corridor la 
about 19,000 acree. Qf that, over 9,000 acree &re already zoned for 
future development, and it ie likely that pressures will grow to 
rezone and develop additional lands ae the Twin Cities re11on lrOWl!I• -
If th.is alternative is selected, that National Park Service would 
work with etate and local a1enciee to identify and cooperatively 
aaau.re maximwn open apace opportunitiee for the corridor~•· 

In addition, BUidellnee for aureseive open space protection ehould 
be developed by the Park Service and required to be 1ncludad in local 
planning and zonins revisions. The Park Service ehould work cloeelf 
with the Metropolitan Council, the DNR, and othere on this 1s9Ue to 
aeouro thae continuing urban eprawl does not destroy the protected 
resources in the MNRRA corridor. ln thie connection, the Perk Service 
end the Commission should commit to a careful analyeie of airport 
relocation propoeale and their potential effect on develoPll>f!nt end 
loaa of open apace in and adjacent to the corridor. 

COtlMIIIICIAL NAVIGATION 

11. Note envtrcomeotci Problemn oaeoc1ated with coromerc111 
na.v1cnti0n 

The section besinnin1 on pa1e 34, d1acuse1ns the role of commercial 
transportation in the corridor, ehould include a description of the 
environmental probleme created by barge traffic. These are described 

included 
toaether in thie eection. Barge traffic and aeeocia~ed dre aing, 
dredge lll4ter1al dis;,oeal, and fleeting do have environmental impacts, 
which muet be coneider&d es barge use of the river continues and 
poee1bly expands. In addition. the potential for an increase in uee 

Pase - 10 
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31. 

32. 

33. 
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RESPONSES 

In the final plan, the many values of open space are 
emphasized. 

• 
It is true that the riverfront is a priority, but other 
locations for open space are envisioned and illustrated on 
the Open Space Opportunities map. 

These impacts are recognized and would be considered in 
the surface water use management plan and future 
management actions for barge transportation and fleeting, 
as specified in the MNRRA plan. • 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB COMMll!ITS 

conflict should be noted as recreational uses of the corridor, 
P&rticularly non-motorized ueee, increase. 

18* Clorifv ond nt:renstheo the AQfflPlitmeot to oaaeaetns and eddreeoins 
tho cnvtronmeotol RrohlfflDB aeoaoioted wjth cornmero1ol novication 

The laniiuaae of alternative B re1ardin1 barge operations should be J 
incorporated into the propased alternative. This would include 4 
freeze on new fleeting sites until research had docWDented that new 
sites ere needed and that there would be no adverse effect on 
resources. Comprehensive planning, no wa.ke zones, 8Jld other lnlrface 

protect the environment 8Jld other corridor users. The Perk Service 
should take the lesd in this 8Jlalysis. 

o en e perin e or p acem 
terme of suspended solids returnins tot.he river. Language should be 
inserted in the plan that would indicate special care necessary when 
dredaina to avoid contaminated .. hot sp0te .• ., The Parlr. Service ·and the 
Commission should work with the MPCA and the Corp of Enalneers to 
assure thet dredgina 8Jld dredge material placement are protective of 
the environment. 

In Policy Ill on page 37 it should be made clear that the Park Service 
and the Commission will develop the monitorins; programs to evaluate 
patential needs and impacts. 

On paae 169 it is noted that towboats and barge traffic oauee the ] 
reeuepension of sediments in the river, which may be contaminated 
with PCBs and heavy metals. Thie information should be included in 
the col!llllerciel navigation BBCtion and e policy should be developed to 
aesure that thie problem will be further aeeeeeed in the resources 
manaaemont plan, as noted in P011cy #25 on page 41. 

BIIIVIRONMIINTAL QUALITY Ill '1'HB OORIUOOR 

19. Becoan1ze the dct-er~o:ro:tod ond-ftecile nat:urA Af the r1Yer 
~ 

The aesertion on page iii that the river hae been preeerved "in aood 
condition" is overly paeitive about the environmental statue of the 
river corridor. The statement sets e tone for the plan that minimizes 
the envirolllllBntal degradation that has already occurred and could 
lead to the conclusion that not much more neede to be done. Thie 
peraaraph ehould be ohanaed to preeent a more complete view of the 
envirotl.lllental status of the river. Thie would include the loss of 
wetlands and other critical habitat and the polluted etete of the 
river which does not meet any of the deeianated uses under the Cle8Jl 
Water Act. The river is currently not 11Willlmable nor fiehable and has 
been used ae a dumpina around, first for eewaae, then for toxic 
chemicals a.ttd Polluted runoff. 
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RESPONSES 

Based on a review of current conditions and public input, 
the commission does not support a freeze on barge fleeting 
sites. A surface water use management plan is proposed, 
but decisions would continue to be made by local 
governments and the Corps of Engineers. 

This was added to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

The Corps of Engineers would continue to have the lead in 
commercial navigation management. The National Park 
Service would be involved in the surface water use 
management plan and coordinate with the Corps of 
Engineers to establish this monitoring program. 

This concern is noted and potential problems are better 
reflected in the commercial navigation and pollution 
control sections of the final plan. 

The text was revised to reflect public input on the condition 
of the river and the subject phrase was removed. 

• I 



• 

39 

40 

41 

42 

COMMENTS 

l'RIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CLUB C0!1MENTS 

The Environmental Impact analye1e of the effecte of the propQeed 
alternative (pagee 160-161) ie aleo overly opt1m1et1c and doee not 
take into account the freaile and threatened nature of the river 
environment. The statement that increaeed recreational boatins, 
eepecially in aide channele and baokwauore, will impact fieh and 
wildlife reeourcee in only a minor way 1B overly optimietic and neede 
to be justified or changed. A eimilerlY overly optimistic view ie 
offered with reepect to the epreed of exotic epeoiee and the 
potential for 1nereaaed threats to endansered and threatened BPeciea. 
Greater care and attention muet be included in the plan to aeeure 
theee optimietic outcomee. 

20~ Clar:ifx Md etrcnstbcn the roBOUrce mooaaement Plan 

A taraet date for the completion of the more detailed reeource 
management plan diecueeed on page 39 ehould be indicated. Aleo, lhOre 
detail should be provided regarding who will participate in the 
development of the plai, e.nd the proceee to be followed. Speo1f1cslly, 
the role of the Co1Dl!liee1on, neishborhood, citizen end environmental 
grou 
spec ns " 
"zero toxice .. progra.m coaiparable to that bein11 implemented for the' 
Great Lakes by the International Joint Collllllieeion. 

Related to the resource management plan, 4lld in its role ae monitor 
e.nd'coord1nator for environmental quality in the corridor, the HPS 
should produce a biennial report on the progreee be1ng made in 
achieving the visions, policies, and program,, identified in the 
comprehensive plan. Thie would include at least an evaluation of .... 
well as other natural resource manage.,.,nt activities, partioul!lt'ly e 
docU111entstion of any wetlands losses, a rePOrtins of current 
permitted toxics loadings and actual loadings in the corridor, the 
statue of water and air quality in the corridor, etc. 

It ie stated on pase 34 that ··A coordinated effort would be made by 

ar1tae in the corrido.-." Have all partnere in the corridor indicated a 
willinsneee to participate in this coordinated effort? Such 

and the reeulte included 1n the next version of the Plan. 

21. ClorJfy and etrcncthen the role of the H1oneeoto Po11ut$an 
C®trol Avencv in tmpl,vnentation 

A section describing the role ot t.he ~inneeota pollu~ion control 
asency in the corridor should be added to the ··Partner Rolee·· section 
be1innin1 on page 76, Thie would include tneir responeibilitiea in 
a ran wa er qua y. e c eanup o was ea ea, sp pr ven on 
and responee. p,ollution prevention. Pertnitt1n& and enforcement, point 
and nonpcint pallution, monitoring, wetlands protection, dredge 
materiel disposal, eedtment cleanup, etc. 

• 
39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 
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RESPONSES • 
A target date for completion of the resource management 
plan cannot be specified at this time. It would depend on 
how long it would take to marshall the necessary staff and 
financial resources, the scope of the project, data needs, 
and the ability of the participants to focus on the project. 
Public participation would be included as appropriate for 
the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. 

A statement was added to the Partner Roles section of the 
plan stating that periodic progress reports would be 
prepared. 

Additional commitment was sought by the National Park 
Service and the commission during efforts to finalize the 
plan and would continue to be sought during follow-up 
activity. 

This was added to the Partner Roles section. 
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FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIV'KR/SIBRRA CLUB COMMENTS 

AIR ABD WATBR QUALiff IN THI! OORRIOOR 

22,. Mn1nta:\n 800 clerifY the PrAAOW P011ciee end nctionn on R1r 1,nrt 
woter euolitx in tbe corridcr:. 

We etrol\il'.lY eupport the v1e1one, policiee and proa,-e.me outlined on 
PO:M@ 10-41 Thu Nmreaeot a minioem Pro@rM for erotectins o,pg 
improvilllJ air and water quality in the corridor. The section could b,J 
areetly strengthened by 1dent1fY1l\il'. the actors reepcne1ble for 
carrying out each of the pol1c1ee and actions, and by clar1fy1ns 
which activ1t1ee rely on state legislative or rule changes, which 
advocate ehensee in local or regional plans or ord1nancee, which 
require increaeed levele of regulatory activity by e~ieting aaenoiee, 
and which depend on "'eofter" etretesiee such ae education, promotion, 
coordination information, or research. Hany of the propose.le would 
appear o requ re act one y par es o er en e er erv ce !U! 
the COllllllitment of theee orsaniz.atione (e.a .. HPCA, Watershed 
Hanaaement Orsanizations. Looal aovernmenta, DOT, "DNR, Corp~, etc.) 
ie not clear. Where "increeeed effort" type pcliciee ere proposed, 
there neede to be eome identification of where the resources will 
come from for such efforte: either from Perk Service reeourcee, or 
the reeourcee available to etat.e and local agencies. 

The section could also be strengthened 't.hrouah a reorganization that 
provides more structure to the liet of 25 actions, which now appears 
to be a more or less randomly orsenized list w1th some repetition. 
One passible reoraen1zation is etteched to these comments as 
Attachment 1. 

23 .. Strenathen the Water Que11tx: Y1oion to 1nclude a no desradatton 
."llll.lJ.Jll>: 

The vision for water quality stated on P88e 39 should be clarified 
and expanded. lt should be me.de clear that the vision for a 
"f1ehab1e·· river ineane both th,.t the r1ver water quality ie 
sufficient to support a healthy aquatic life community appropriate 
for euch a river ecosystem end that the fieh that are caught 1n tho 
river can be eaten without any fieh consumption adviooriee. The 
~iehable criteria ehould be ol~ariy deeeribed to include both the 
presence of a healthy appropriate fieh population and the removal of 
all fieh consumption edvieoriea. Thie would seem to be 1111Plied in tM 
fishab1l1ty criteria, but this aoal ie d1ecussed on pase 172 under 
the impacts of alternative B. This should be clarified. Further, 
siven the propceed chllneee 1n 11PCA water quality rulee, it ie 
important to recosnize that th~ standard that used to empheeize the 
existence of swrt fish in the river ie beins e,cpanded to cover a 
broader ranse of aquatic animals and plants. 

nie vision Bhould also be -oded to state that the -1 11!1 to have 
the river be ee 018411 'lllllen 1t leaves the ltllHRA corridor u ,men it 
enters. This no degradation policy has been propased by Metropolitan 
Council staff and its water qUd.lity COllllllittee end is currently under 
consideration by the full Coun•~il. It ehould be HNRRA'e Vision. 

erw se. e co:rr 
downstream areas . 

43. 

44. 

RESPONSES 

While it would be desirable to have some of these details in 
the plan, many need to be worked out with other partners 
and are better placed in follow-up implementation action 
plans. The intent of the comprehensive management plan 
is to provide a vision for the future and lay out a 
framework and general policy direction. Many of the 
details of how this direction would be achieved are best left 
for follow-up administration. 

This concept was added to a water quality vision in the 
final plan. 

• 
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A propoeed Policy and Action ehould be added to seek chanaee in MPCA 
rules to lead to a l(l'eater level of protection for the river within 
the recreation area. MPCA rules include e classification of 
"Outatandinll Re•ource Vslue Wsters" whicb provides for sre«ter 
protection for any water body identified as such. One of the criteria 
which quel1f1ee a water body for euch claaeification ta •·a federal or 
et«te ecenic or recreational deeianation." There «re two ol111111ee, 
"prohibited diecharae" wate!'s, where new or expanded dischar11ee are • 
abeolutely prohibited, and '"restricted diBcharae" watere where new or 
e,cpanded diecharaee are prohibited unleee there 1e not a feasible and 
prudent alternative to the d1echarse. 

A proposed policy and action ehould be added etatlna th~t the Park 
Service and Commission will aeek limited diecha!'ge outstandina 
reeource value water deeianation for the _MNRRA corridor. 

Further, the NPS and COlllllliesion ehould co111111it to seeking conaietent 
deeisnetion for the River corridor under MPCA rules. currently under 
these rules the river ie divided into three eeparate eectione. each 
with a somewhat different dee1anet1on. A portion of the corridor le 
currently not protected as drinltinS water or ewiJ!mlable water. Thie 
ehould be chansed to afford the entire river corridor with the same 
hil!h level of water quality protectlon. 

For details and rule references on these proposale eee Attachlnent 2, 
point• l end S. 

25. Add a wl h1tioo Prevent.ton eetate?taff to the liot.1ona1 Pork 
Service HNBRA atett 
Improvemente in water quality will be critically imPortant to 

A staff member at the NPS should be dedicated to promotina and 
publiclzin11 prosrams relat1na to pollution prevention ae well u 
building partnerships between industry, cominunity, and aovernment to 
promote sustainable induatriel practioee. 

It ie widely recoanized that preventin.a; pollution at the source 
throuah chansee in product, process, raw mater1ale, etc. 18 the moat 
effective way of proteotln.11 the environment. Often BUch ectione can 
produce reaulte which exceed reQuirements in ooet effective waye. 
Minnesota le a leeder in the nation in developing partnerships to 
encourage p0llution prevention. Proarame exist at the liPCA, the 
Metropolitan Waete Control Collllllieaion, end the Office of Waete 
Manasement to promote and further such approachee. ln addition, the 
state has e nationally recoani:ed pollution prevention technical 
aseietanee proaram baeed et the Univerelty of MinnellOte. A Park 
Service staffer would be able to draw on these reeouroee to develop 
an esareseive partnership cupa1an for pollution prevention in the 
corridor. 

Pesa - 14 
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RESPONSES • 
45. See response to comment 0-3-14. 

46. See response to comment 0-3-8. 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB COMM!lNTS 

Thia •apec1al1at would also monitor and promote pollution prevention 
ae a eolution to the problem of polluted runoff. While expeneive ··end .. 
of the etorm drain" approachee may be neceBl!IVY at some point, the 
moet cost effe~t1ve waye of reducins polluted runoff will be throu&b 
chenaina behAvior end eccePted pract1cee et the eouroe of the runoff. 
Some policiee aimed et th1e goal ere already listed in the POliciee 
and programs section on pases 40-41. Dedicatina e staff position to 
encouras1ns this activity ie imPortant for eeeurina that euch 
programs ere esarel!81vely Pllrsued. 

mRBATl!llKD .ARD DIDMGBBKD SPIICI115 

26- Strenetben wotect1ann for tbrnntened end endonsered OPOOieo 

WJ. e n . 
do not belteve it 1B neoeec,ary for the Park Service to take the eole 
lead in this area, ae indicated in Alternative B (pap 97), but the 
priority indicated tn thie option ehould be adopted thrcush 
cooperative actions with the DNR. Fillh end Wildli~e Service, Met 
Council, local sovernmentB, ,md citizen aroUJ>e. 

The followins lan~e from the 11nalve1s of environmental ill!Pacte of 
alternative B (page 172) should be incorporated into the final plan, 
"'The habitat for fish end wildlife would be ,u,e;ly:r;ed and 
monitored ... to determine the quality of habitat in the corridor. Once 
habitat quality ie determined, more inteneive prosrame would be 
developed to ensure maintenance of habitat at the hillhest attainable 
level. Threatened and endenaered species would be more extensively 
inventoried end cloeely monitored in cooperation with the Departent 
of Natural Reeource and the Fieh <md Wildlife Service to determine 
the extent of critical habitat in the corridor. Access to critical 
habitat areae would be li~ited, which would Preserve the areae fo~ 
wildlife habitat." 

aJL'l'URAL RBSOOBCBS IWIAGIIMIIIT 

27. Stre:nathen the Rr:otect.i.on of cultur:,,l rtt@oureee 1n the carct®c 

We etronsly support the preeerveticn of open epece in order to 
protect significant archeeoloaical reeourcea ae noted in policy #2 on 
pase 42. However, ae noted in previous co111111ents about open space 
procect1on, this P011cy ehould be etronaer end ehould place e sreater 
priority on open epace protection. 

The inventory of sitee of importance to Native Alllericene ehould be 
conducted ae quickly as possible to prevent loee of o,uch eitee to 
develoP11ent. Thie inventonr should be done in cloee cooperation with 
the Native American colll!IIW'lity. 

Pase - 15 
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RESPONSES 

The plan was revised to clarify the need for endangered 
species protection, recognizing that implementation would 
depend primarily on the commitment of other agencies and 
the private sector. A separate section was included under 
resources management to emphasize endangered species 
protection. 

Opportunities to provide input were extended to the Native 
American community throughout the MNRRA planning 
process. A detailed field survey of Native American sites is 
beyond the scope of this document. A survey of Native 
American sites would be pursued in the future. The 
inventory is important for cultural resource management 
purposes. Field surveys outside NPS-owned land, however, 
would be completed by others. The resource management 
plan would provide more detail on this management 
activity. The final plan emphasizes the need to complete 
these surveys. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

FRIENDS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB C01111ENTS 

VISI'roR USB IJID IH'l'KRPRETATIOII 

28. Tnclud·e ,u,ore end user arounA. in Propnaed v1nitor nen monosement 
teek force 

The ad hoc teak force proposed on pa•e 51 ehould include 
repreeentatives of user p-oups, environmental groups, end 
nel«hborhood end 00111111Unity sroupe. Special efforte should be made to 
solicit input from minority and low income 00111111unities. Sub-aroupe 
ehould be for111ed for the various distinct stretches of the river 
corridor. 

2S~ Strencthen the poJJcieo And WARCMA deaiaoed to encm1~aae nan
motociz@d saeetve recreotionAl uce of the rivet corridor 

The empheeie described in Altsrnet1ve Bon 1>11«es 97-98 ehould be 
incorporated into the final plan. The empheeis should be on paeeive 
reoreational act1v1t1ee a.nd mini~al impact on corridor reeourcea~ 
More liberal use of no ~ake zonee should be encourased to provide 
additional quiet zonee 1n the corridor end protect ehorelines, 
Confl1cts between ueee should be settled in favor of thoee lees 
d"""'alng to the envirorunent. Recreational motorboating and marine 
expansion should be controlled. Some eeneitive areee ehould have 
restricted acceee. Parkland eite develoPl!lent should emphasize natural 
conditions. Trail acceee should be provided in all new developments. 

Policy •1 on pqe 51 should be cha.naed to etate that new ioaJor 
private developu,ente and all public facilities ehould be~ t. 
provide public tra1le end river accees, not juet enoour"-llled to do so. 
Local plane and zoning ordinances ehould be amended to incors,orate 
this requ:1rement. 

In policy 12, it ehculd be clarified that the Park Service would take 
the lead in mon1tor1na the impact of marinas end doing the analvs1e 
neceesery to determine when or if there should be a change in the 
confiBUration of lll!lrinas on the river. In this enalyeie, strong 
consideration ehould be given to the eupply and ecceeeibilitY of 
canoe launch sites in those areae of the river moat amenable to canoe 
use. As noted above, there ehould be a-moratoriwn on marina end boat 
ramp development until e visitor uee 111Magement plan ie develoi;,ed. 

Polley• 5 should be strengthened to require rather than encourage 
the ~ater surface-use regulations described in the pcliCy. The 
v1e1tor uee management plan diecueaed above, developed 1n cooperation 
with local aovernmente e.nd ueer groupe, ehould include euch • 
resulatlone to be requirad for local plane o.nd ordinencee. 

30. Place a hiKb prlor1tx 9D nrosroma to rrneure: v;Jeitor tso:ffttx om:I 
moktns the river a friendly Place to v1eit 

Aaaurlns v1e1tor safety ie ft critical component of making the river 
corridor area more user friendly end inviting. The Perk Service 
should mllke a special effort in thie e.ree lncludina holdln« Pllbllc 
meetinp in areee particularly affected by 1eeuee related to visitc 
aafety. Input should be sought and utilized 1n the development of 
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RESPONSES • 
The final plan emphasizes that opportunities for public 
input would be provided in follow-up work. 

The proposed plan encourages a broad spectrum of visitor 
activities, with an intent to steer conflicting uses to 
different areas where they can be accommodated with 
minimal impacts on the environment and other users. 
Some additional emphasis was added for nonmotorized 
uses. Additional detail on visitor use management would 
be developed in follow-up planning. 

The text was revised to say that visitor safety would be a 
high priority. 
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COMMENTS 

J!'RI!Illl)S OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVKR/SIERRA CWB COMMENTS 

aureeatve policiee to increeee eefaty in thaee ereae and to 1ncreaee 
the perception of the river ae a friendly place to vieit. 

TMK C:OORDlHATIOII MID CORSOLlDATIOH 01" PElllllTS 

3.L Streocthen the calo of c1t11ene nod env1ronrneoto.1 erousn if\ the 
RrOGMa to doveJop erutcr coordinat100.and conaol14ot1on of w,rmita 

The etatute requires that the plan include "A pro11ram for the 
coordination end coneolidetion, to the extent feasible, of Permits 
that llltl.Y be required by Federal, state, and local agencies having 
Jur.lediction over land and waters within the Area." 

We believe that the dieoueeion of reaulatory "etreamlin~nl!" on pepe 
81-83 eatiefiee this requirement by speC1fYina a concrete proceee for 
achieV1l'lll the coordination and consolidation of permitt1ns 
activitiee. Si,ecifio propanale reaardin« the consolidation or 
coordination of specific permit pro11rame are beyond the scope of thie 
aenerel 111<1na11ement Plan, and the identification of a prooese for 
doing this is at a level of detail consistent with other areas of the 
plan, e.11., the propeeal for a moi,e detailad re&eurce m&nal!e!Dent plan 
to ach1eve resource protection aoals (i;,aae 38). While - bel1eve that 
the section aatisfiee the legislative requirement. - feel that the 
section could be etrensthened by the followina chanaee. 

l. We BUlllleet that the section on page 81 be titled "A Prol(rU for J 
the Coordination and Consolidation of Permittina" to make clear that 
this section specifically addreseee this reQuirement. We also believe 
that the u"" of the term "streamline .. should be replaced by 
"coordination and consolidation" throuahout the section to be 1POre 
consistent with statutory lansuaae. We feel that the term 

concern with appropriate review and public input. 

2. The section ae currently written contains nothins relating to the 
difficulties faced by citizens interested in part1cipatina in tbe 
permlttina procaee. The complexity of permitting activitiee related 
to such 1aaueo ao wetland protect10n, land uee re,rul•tion. water 
quality, etc. presents eiiinificant barriers to constructive 
partiClt>etion by citizens. Thie should be noted as a problem and a 
i,oint should be added to the bulleted points on pases 81-82 .-e11ardin11 
neede to be addressed. suaaeeted la1111Uue: "mechaniellll!I to facilitate 
citizen underetandin11 of and participation in Permittinlil prooeeees." 

ln thie connection, the numbered pointl!I on PSl!ee 82-83 ehould be 
amended es followe. The fOl'llln discussed in (2) ehould be &XP&nded to 
seek public inp,:it and participation in the coord1nation and 
coneolidation procsee. The emall taelt force diecueeed in (3) must 
include at least one representative of an environmental 1roup. 
Cons,:,lidation and coordination IIIUl!ft not become just an ··eeeier" way 
to set permits. The protection of the environment and the richte of 
citizens to particiPate must be protected. 

Pase - 17 

RESPONSES 

152. This language change was made. 

:53. This language was added. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

FRI~DS OF TI!E MISSISSIPPI RIVER/SIERRA CWB COMMENTS 

The language in (3) ehould be changed to epecifically reco...,..nd tha· 
the Governor appoint euch a group. The plan should specify that 1£ 
the. Governor fails to do this by a s1><>citic date, the Commieeion will 
convene euch a group to eatiefy the statutory requirement. LBnilUaae 
deecribins the Guide to corridor develoP111ent mentioned in (4) should 
epecificellY include diecuee1on of avenues for citizen involvement in 
the permitting proceee. Point (5) should be chanaed t.o .. staff to 
aee1et permitteee and Gitizene with the proceea.· 

IIAT!ONAL PAn SBRVICR BOLK Ill Fl!DKRAL PB'.l!HlT'rlNG MID Pl!OJBC'l' llllNDING 

32. Ma1nta1n 4 atrong role for the Park Service in reviru11dnP feder~l 
porm1te ood fnndins 'Pronoeele w1th1n the corr1dor; 

The requirement for a progrUI to coordil14te and consolidate 
permitting activities should not be misunderstood to imply that the 
Park service (acting on behalf of the Secretary o! the Interior) ie 
not required by law to bring an edditionel perspective and level of 
ecrut1nY to federal permitting and fundins in the MNRRA corridor. 
Some have arsued in previoue teetimony that having a eignificant Park 
Service overe1sht of activ1t1ee in the corridor ie 1nooneietent with 
the provieione resardinll coordination and coneoUdation (the "another 
layer of bureaucracy .. argument) .. Thia iei an inaccurate readin.a of t:he 
etatute, which clearly gtvee the Park Service specific 
reePOnsibilitiee in adminietering the corridor. The key Le to 
effectively 1.mpleinent these reepcneibilitiee in e coordinated end 
efficient way. Asain, the backsround and legislative history of PL 
100-696 clearly demonetratee a Conareeeional concern for a federal 
preeence in corridor act1vit1ee. 

Specifically, section 704 (bl(ll requiree the Secretary to make e 
determination on any federal license, permit, or fund10i activity 
within the HNRRA corridor regardinll the coneietency of the action 
with the HNRRA plan, A specific procedure ie spelled out for 
eituatione where there ie dieasreement ounons federal agencies, 
including e report to Consrees when differences cannot be Bllttled. 
The intent of the lesislat1on here ie clearly to give the Park 
Service overeight reePOneibilitiea. 

We agree that more diecueeion could be included in the plan ae to how 
this activity will be carried out, !Ind the timing related to exietinB 
permitting and funding timelinee. We also asree that, to the ereateet 
extent poseible, thie review authority should not unneceeearilY delay 
permits or projects. However, to deny Park Service respone1b111ty to 
review projects for coneietency with the plan would be contrary to 
the legislation. 
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RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service would carry out its federal 
review responsibilities under the law, While reviews would 
be expedited to avoid delays, NPS comments would reflect 
an emphasis on protecting natural, cultural, and economic 
resources in the corridor as specified in the MNRRA act. 
Comments would be based on the visions, concepts, and 
policies articulated in the MNRRA plan as directed by 
Congrnss. 



COMMENTS 

MTACll!IHT 1 
BHQRr,aMIZl(fJQN OP PliQPOSKQ JIOLICIBS NU> ACTJQHS 

u:nmat, BBSQC[RQJ IMIWJINBNT; P9bll0:IQH 

POIIIT SOURCE PoLICIES AND ACTIONS 
1. Ensure str1ct enforcement of and COl!JJ>li&nce 1n meet1Jllf exletlJljf 
standards. 
2. Provide incentivee and increaee cooperative ventures with voluntary 
efforts for exceeding standards. 
J. Make efforts to prevent new eouroee of pallution. 
4. ReQuire all Mriru,.e t? have dwnp1na etationa. 

IIOIIPOlNT SOURCE POLICIUS AND ACTIONS 
1. update development etandarde and prQ#lOte increased sto.....,ater 
retention in major new conetruction and redevelopment projects. 
2. reduce the uee of chemicals for fertilizer and pest control for 
asrioulture and reeidential ereae. 
J. Reduce the use of salt on roede. 
4. Increase frequency of etreet mweepin_a. 
o. Increase the use of 8k1111111ere on creaks. 
6. Bnoourese alternati~es to sraee lewna. 
7. Suppart Hat Council·e interim etratea to control nonpoint source 
pollution. 
a. flak Waterehad Management Orie to aetablieh ongoing water 1110nitorin1 
prosrame and develop PJ:'Osrame to prevent ea part of revised plane. , 

POLICIES AND ACTIONS ADDR!SSING BOTH POINT AND IIONPOINT POLUlTION 
1. Develop educational proarUll!I. 
2. Work in eelect..d aN!ae to protect sensitive reeourcee. 
3. Support exiet1!lll proarams to prevent, better mane.se, and deoreaee the 
volume of tox1e wastes in the oorr1dor. , 
4. Support additional efforts to prevent the creation of new eourose of 
toxic emissions. • 
5. Work with HPCA to eupport and eupplement oncoins efforts, eepeoiellY 
Minneaota River and phoephoroue P<>llution. 

SPILL RESPONSE AND PRKV!i:NTIOII POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
1. Advocate accelerated conversion to double hull bargee. 
2. Encourage efforts to reduce the potential for spills from rail and 
truck. 
3. Encouraae efforts to develop spill prevention and response plans. 

AIR QUALITY POLIC!ES I\Nl) PROGR/\lfS 
1. Provide incentives for e~ceedina etendarde. • 
2. Review air quality permits ineide and outside the corridor. 
3. Support additional efforts that would Prevent the creation of new 
eouroee of toxic emiee1one in the corridor. 

IIOJSl! POLU11'JON POL!CIIS AND PROGRAMS 
1. Evaluate noise etandarde and eourcee. I111Prove etendarde, education, 
mitication, and enforce1nent if determined inadequate . 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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OTHER 
l- Seek cleanup of corr1dor le.nde. 
2. 'Clean up eont&minated eitee faster by higher priority on eruperfund, 
3. Protect etreambanke e.nd water quality from negat1ve 1mpacta of 
recreation activities. 
4. lncreaee enforcement of federal, state, and local floodplain 
protection polie1ee. 
~- Increase enforcement of wetland protection pe11o1es. 
6. Reetore degraded wetlands. 
7. Encourage timely eomplet1on of CSO Project. 
8. Addreee the ieeue of contaminated bottom eediments 1n the reeourcee 
Glllllaaement plan. partioularlY in reeponee to potential 1ncreaeee in river 
traffic. 

• RESPONSES • 

0-9 



September 29, 1993 

Judge Allan Klein 

COMMENTS 

ATTACHKB:IIT 2 

Office of Adininietrative Hearinsa 
100 Waehinston Square 
Hinneapclis, 11N 55415 

Dear Judse Klein: 

The Sierra Club North Star Chapter le pleased to offer the followins 
collllll8nte on the propcsed revieione to Minn. Rulee ch. 7050. 

1. Resardins 7050.0180, Noadesradatlon for OUtetandlng Reeourca Value 
Wate!'s; SubP&rt 6, Re11tricted diecharae: 

That part of the Hieeleelppl River included in the Hleeieeippi-Natlonal 
River and Recreation Area CHNRRA), roU(lhly the 72 mile etretch through 
the Twin Citlee Hetropclitan Area, should be included in the restricted 
dlscharse catesory. Subpal't 6 ( D) includes any "federal or state 
deslsnated scenic or recreational river ss11D1ent·· in thie catesory. 
Subpart 6a lists ex&111Ples of such waters, but etates that euch. watere ll?·e 
not limited to those on the liet. MNRRA fits thle category, but ie not 
currently lleted. It should be added to the list in 6a. 

On November 1B, 198B Public Law 100-696 created HNRRA, recosnizlns that 
it represented an outstandins and natlon·auy eisnlflcant hietorlcal, 
recreationsl. ecenic. cultural, natural, econo~ic. and scientific 
resource. The law eleo recosnized e netional intereet in the 
preservation, protection, and enhancement of the river for the benefit c,f 
the people of the United Statae. 

The deeisnation of the HNRRA corridor"'" an out9tandina re9ource value 
~ater is a lOBical and re&sonable resp0nee by the State of Minnesota to 
the passage of this law. The corridor fite the criteria laid out in the 
current water Quality rules and should be included in the llet under 
9ubpart 6a. While the plan required by statute for the HNRRA corridor 111 
still in dra!t form, natural resource protection Policies in the current; 
version call for a reduct1on in the volume of toxic msteriale in the 
river corridor and cooperative efforts to prevent new eourcee of toxic 
emissions to the air and water of the corridor. The "feasible and prudent 
alternative" teat tor new eourcel!I of pc,llution would provide an effective 
meane for llmltlng unnecessary new dlecharses. 

Subpart B requlree that a public hearina be held prior to the 
eetablishment of additional outetandlna re9ourae value waters. Tha 
Pollution Control Asency should move ahead with such a hearina 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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:immediately to conform the rulee to the 1ansuase of 7050,0lBO Subpart 6 
!Dl, 

2, lieaardUIII 7050.01115, Bubpe.rt 9. Phvatoa.l AlteraUoo of Vetlllndl!I. 

Thie section limits 00111Plianoe With 7050.0186 to those proJecte requirin• 
pel"lllite under three extst1M pr06r&m£1. It is widely re0011n1zed thet thees 
exietina permit prOIIY'llllle do not cover ell types of wetlende or ell types 
of projects. Thie qualification should be removed and the requirements 
tor wetland mitigation should be applted to any 1>ituation where there "ie 
proPOsed physical alteration that hae the potential for a eiill?lificent 
&<Iver'"" impact toe deeisnated uee of a wetland .... " The SONAR containe 
no statement of the need for thia limitation of application or of the 
reaeonableneee of such a POlioy. lf thie ll.mttation ie to be included, 
the Aaenoy ehould be required to preeent evidence that the three permit 
proname included in the prollY'""' under these rulee provides protection 
for ell watere of the state. 

3. Bl>aardina 7070.0186. VeUand llitiaatioA 

We etronalv euppcrt the 1nolua1on of thees wetland mitisatton P<>lioiee. 
pr1nciplee, and suidelines in the water quality rulee. These POlic1ee 
will s1ve the Aaency clear loUidanoe end direction for applvi:>a Clean 
Water Act requirements to watlll.flde. Since they !U'e consistent with the 
prlnciplse be1na applied under other wetland prcteot1on proitreme unde 
etate and fede~el law, they provide for a coordinated and etrencthene 
protection of these vital natural resouroee. 

4. Belllt,!'dir)g 70ll0.0212 Subpart 2a. D""'4ae d.18110"61 euaptiw,. 

Thie eection exe111Pte dN1dae disposal feoilitiee from the requirements for 
total 61.lepended eol1de and phoepboroue. Tbe SONAR ,1uet1f1ee this 
beeically bY etetins that euch feo111tiee have difficulty meetina thei,e 
requii,emente and that eetabl1Bh1na permit lim1tet1ona that ....., not 
achievable causes problems for the agency and the re...,leted OOIIIIIIUnity. No 
evidence ie presented i,eaardina the benefite of these requ1remente or 
evidence that theee are not neeeesary for th• protection of vat-er 
qU&lity. Phoephoroue and euspended eol1de create eianifioant water 
quality problems and dl-edae faoil1tiee ehould be required to Met the 
exietins etand!U'de. Or. the Asencv should present a better C<ll!le that 
theee standards are not neceenery for the protection ot water quality. 
The relationship between beet manaaement praoticee and the effluent 
stendarde ie not clear. Will Bl1P eufficiently control phoephoroue and 
suspended eol1de? Thie 1e not eetebl1ehed. If euoh an exemption 1e 
granted, it ehould be made clear that if the deei8llated uses of the water 
body are not being me1nta1ned, (as in certain Portions of the M1ae1ee1PS>1 
River), the exemption would not apply. 

5. Reftl'dina 7050.0470 Cleaeifloation for Waters in Ma,1or Surf- Water 
DraJ.nace Baeino. SubPlll't 4: lipper IUeaieeippi River Basin. (71) ud (7~). 
K1as1DB1ppi River 1ll tbe Metro Reaioo. 

The Portion of the Hieeiee1pp1 Rivel' included in the Mieeieelppi National 
River and Rec~etion area oontaina three aeperate etretchee, each with a 

• RESPONSES • 
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different deeignation: Anoka to St. Anthony Falle (lC, 2Bd, 3B); St. 
Anthony Falle to Metro Plant (default ee unlisted watere -7050.04ll0• to 
28, 38); and the etretch from Metro Plan downetrea.tn (2C, 3B) In addition, 
that POrtion of the Hinneeote River which felle within MNRRA ie 
claeeified ee 2C end 28. 

Given the identification of thie p0rtion of the Mieeieeippi end Minneeot~ 
Rivera by Consreee ae an outetandins recreet1onal and natural reeource 
deeervina of epeciel protective efforts, the cleee1ficet1on alona th1e 
stretch ehould be uniform and highly protective of the river·e P<)j:ential 
uee ae dr1nk1ns water, ae habitat for aquatic and non-aquatic epeoiee, 
end ae recreational waters fully Protected for ""illll!ling. Under current 
claeeifioatione, portions of the corridor ere not protected aa drinking 
water sources, and portion,, are not protected ae ewimmable resources. Th,, 
exemption in the rulee reducin1 dieeolved oxygen etandarde for the 
i;,ortion Juet downstream from the l'letro plant (7050.0222,·eubpa.-t 4) 
ehould aleo be re,noved. 

6. JlallU'diDa 7050.0222, Subpart 6, Clue 2D Waters. 

Thie section exempte from water quality etandarde ectiv1t1ea in wetlande 
Which involve the normal farm practices of plantinc, etc., 1nclud1na 
reco111tnended application of fertilizer end l!>ltBticidee. The SONAR etetee 
that theee are exempt by federal P&rm1ttinS requ1rementa. However, state,, 
ere allowed to have more etrinsent pertaittillll requ1remente then federal 
law requiree. The SONAR !1.1rther atatae that "'The noriaal fal'III pract1oee o.f 
aeed1n8, cultivatinc. and applyinK fertilizere and peet1cidee will net 
e1cnif1cantlY or permanently alter eeasonal wetland ueee."' llo evidence 1,. 
s1ven for th1e aeeert1on other than the 11et1ni of Kxh1bit 51. which ie •• 
letter from the Minneeote farm Bureau. Wo believe that 1neuf!icient 
reaeone are 11ven for th1e loophole in the protection of wetlude 1n 
4Rt'icultural areae, and that the rules ehould be amonded to remove thie 
exe111ption. 

Thank you for the oppertunitY to comment on theee Proposed wle 
r~v1e1ons~ 

Sincerely 

Chuck Meyer 
Chapter Chair 

Ginny Yinslin11 
Conservation Chair 

cc. Ilebbie Olson, MPCA 
JoAnn l!.yral·, National Park Service 

Brett Smith 
M1eeieeippi River AQtiviet 

Peter Gove, Mieeiee1pp1 River Coor<linatinc Co11111ieeion 

• 

RESPONSES 

• 
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JAME:$ HOLTE 
lhra,<h'IQ :S~t,.t~!IIIY 

JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent 
National Park Service 

WCS LANE, D,R,I V.E. R:epre1e111ct1rve 

September 3, 1993 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth Street. Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

lr1.1S1~er; 

CA!,HSJ \EOG.H 
OA~lU 8ARTH0LCM(\'a 
JOECIUIIE 

On behalf of the Teamsters, I am writing to voice our opposition to the Draft Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area/Environmental Impact Statement, dated 1une 1993. 

The Teamsters have about 30,000 members and 14,000 retired members who live and 
work in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Of partieular concern is our membership in 
tbe transportation and shipping industries whom we believe will be adversely affected by 
this MNRRA draft plan. Our membership, which is directly affected, includes truckers, 
grain elevator workers, barge industry workforce and others. 

The plan will adversely affect the Teamsters because the draft plan does not adequately 
provide for expanded economic utilization of the river and lands along it, and because It 
,s not consistent with existing plans for bridge crossings. road improvements and 
intermodal transport policies. 

We were not contacted to be a part of the planning process. Consequently, we can only 
review the draft _plan as you submitted it for public review. The plan will continue to he 
opposed by the Teamsters. We join our brothers and sisters in the labor movement in 
this effort until the draft plan is changed to better provide for economic growth and local 
governance. 

Finally, we believe the river corridor is big enou~ and diverse enough to provide for 
both recreation and economic development. nus draft will make economic growth much 
more difficult. As a consequence, it will directly and indirectly hurt our membership and 
the industries we serve. 

sz='~/~ 
We.,D. Lane 
D.RlV.E. Representative 

WDL/ls/opeiu#12 

Demotral Bepdlican lndepndent Yoler Ehcallon .... 

l. 

0-12 

RESPONSES • 
The final plan allows for expansion and transportation 
improvements. It also supports the regional transportation 
planning process. 
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COMMENTS 

MINNESOTA DIVISION 

September 4, 1993 

Superintendent JoAnn Kyral 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Superintendent Kyral 
Comments on the Oraft Environmental Impact Statement: 

Our thanks as citizens of Minnesota to the Commission and the ataff 
for the many hours of time they spent in t:he preparation of this. 
document. Stewardship of our resources often involves intense hours 
of thinking and planning. Thank you. 

Alternatives A and Care unacceptable for the legislated goals. 
Alternative R contains some valid points. 
The Proposed Alternative with modifications is reasonab,~. 

Comments 11111 refer to specific pages in the text. 
Page 20 In light of the 1993 floods, a re-evaluation of the flood 
plain goals may be wise. Since this is a real life situation, have 
there been areas damaged that should not be rebuilt in the flood 
plain? Is the Federal J>Olicv likely to be ad lusted? 
Page 21 - A rigorous definition of areas "requiring a location next 
to the river" needs to be articulated. 

Rasource protection) site development policies, design guidelines> 
and public education are fundamental keys to land use prot.ection. 
Page 24 - Areas behind existing levees that are suggested to!!!!;! 
uses should be subject to some land use criteria. They are viewed fr<>m 
the bluffs and the uses can have a h sical im act on the river. 
Page 26 - Clustering of uses with open space designations and corrido·rs 

555 Pa,k Street #140 • St. Paul. MN 55103 • 1612) 221 0215 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

See response to comment G-36-4. Some additional 
emphasis was placed on floodplains; decisions would 
continue to rely on existing authorities, however. 

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1. 

The levee exception was deleted. See response to comment 
G-8-2. 

• I 
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COMMENTS 

is an excellent lannin device. 

Page 27 - Bluff protection is critical. Bluff face• ~ 
unaltered, Have the bluffline setbacks been calculated by visual 
inspection? These should be minimums. Shoreland secbacks are also 

only roinimum guidelines and can be exceeded. 
Page 28 - A very i~portant statement is int e measurement o e 

cumulative effects and imPacts of any actions. This is why an effort 
like chis is needed, Each individual community does not have the 

resource knowledge to judge the effects of their decisions in con

junction "11th other communities. 

Page 29 - Protection of all axisting wetlands and the rnoration of 

degraded wetlands is paramount. The health of the river depends on 
the amount and quality of the wetland buffers. 

Page 29 - A variance policy should never be based solely on economic 
considerations. In fact, all other considerations take precedence 

in variances for new uses of the corridor~ 
A reasonable alternative to a variance must always include No Action. 

A review by the HnDNR is good. ls there a chance for public scrutiny? 
l!ae:e 37 - Evaluation of e..:osion regarding barge fleeting is vital. 

Page 39 - Does a fish.able rive,: mean that all the fish caught can be 

consumed? Will the Agencies work for mercury deposition standards 

metro and state wide since that is the real problem? 

Pages 40 and 41 --
Reducing runoff from construction has been very difficult to achieve, 

Educating citi~ens and local goverrunent officials is crucial. 
The use of integrated pest managel'Qent and the reduction of fertili&ers, 

pesticides, and herbicides is a great goal. Coordination with many 

levels of government and concerned citizens can help. The identi
fication of a nuisance pe-st versus an economic pest would also foci,s 

the debate over lPH, 
Reduction in road salt and increased sweeping are excellent ideas again 
for the entire metro area> as everything eventually drains to water .. 

#11#11 Our organization has led the fight for double hull barges, 

In addition, the railways and highways adjacent to the river should 

• 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

0-13 

RESPONSES • 
Bluff and shoreline protection are stressed in the MNRRA 
plan. A statement that policies could be exceeded by local 
governments was added. 

Emphasis was added for wetland protection. See response 
to comment G-36-4. 

Variance decisions would be made in accord with the 
existing state statutes. The policy was simplified to state 
just that. 

The goal is to improve water quality so that fish caught in 
the river would be edible. 



Cl:) 
-:i 
00 

8 

COMMENTS 

be used only by spill proof containers and vehicles. 
Promotion of appropriate vegetation 1 combin~d with a reward/recognition 
mechanism would reduce fertilizers, create buifers, and provide habitat. 

Marina dumping stations must be mandatory. 
Support efforts of the HNPCA and MNDNR to restore the Minnesota 
River which will obviously help the Mississippi River as well. 

Studies of the river bottom sediments could help sll planning decisions. 

Pages 41 - 48 
All Research efforts will help to build a base of knowledge upon 
which to make reasoned decisions. Utilizing the University of 
Minnesota in this effort is a key. Also, brtnging in students from the 
other institutions along the corridor l Community Colleges, private 
colleges, Vocational institutions, High Schools) could provide the 
peoole Dower for survevs, education, volunteer labor, etc .. 

Page 51 - No Wake Zones on the main channel should s1ili;,ilize the 
banks and also encourage nonmotorized uses of the river. 
Page 56 - A very important statement is found on this page: 
"All living things (including humans) in the MNRRA corridor are inter

dependent." 
The impot't.ant thing to remember is that the actions of humans have the 
impact on all other creatures. We make the choices. 

Pages 75-78 

1.mplementation of the plan to include local, state> and federal 
jurisdict.ions is essential. There are different pressures exerted 
at each level by interest groups and users. In this implementation 

plan the balancing of roles should work. 

Other General Comments: 
More emphasis could be given to the historic cultural ties to the 

9 river of our Native American population and current ties to the river 

• 

of our new multi-efft.nic population. 
All future planning and implementation efforts should include more 
representat.ion of real people who do not have traditional affiliations. 

Contacts should be made with the Minnesota Environmental Education 
Board to coordinate efforts with their Greenprint for Environmental 
Education. State funds may be available through the LCMR process. 

Thank you again for the public comment opportunity. Charlotte Brooker 

/? J?_ Vice President 
t.--,-r/"'-"~~ 

8. 

9. 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service and partners would use all 
available resources, including university assistance where 
appropriate. 

See response to comment 0-2- 7. 

• 
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THE McKNIGHT FOUNDATION 
600 TCF T"""'r 
121 South Eighth Sntet 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 
ol2-3J.H220 

September 9, 1993 

Mr. Peter L. Gove, Chair 

COMMENTS 

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
USDI National Par!( Service 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418 
Box 41 
Saint Paul, MN SS!0l-2901 

Dear Mr. Gove: 

Thank you for the oppommity to review and comment on the d1aft comp.rebensive 
management plan and environmental impaa s1a11:ment for the Mississippi National River and 
Recreation Area. The Foundatioll is interest.eel in the plan because of our long-standing 
concern for the vilality of many of the communities wbicb .abut the river. In addition, 
proto;ting and restoring the health of the Mississippi is a principal goal of our environment 
program. 

While most of the public debate· about the plan IWI focused on· the balance between 
environmental protection and economic uses of the river, our principal concern is with the 
location and type of interpretive facilities and programs offered at Ille recreation area. It is 
through these in1.erpretive programs that. most residents of the Twin Cities, as well as visitDrS 
to our area, will encoun~r the park and learn about !he Mississippi and its role in our 
region's environment and economy. It is important, therefme, that these facilities be of the 
highest quality, and offer opportunities to lalm about the river that will atttact the widest 
possible audience. 

We were disappointed, therefore, thal. the opponunity to site the Saint Paul visitor ccntc:r on 
the downtown waterfront was not considered in the plan. We believe that such a downtown 
waterfront site might have several advantaaes over the site proposed on Harriet bland: • 

o InteJ;pretiye QJ.ll!Q{tllnjty. The downtown waterfront offers iUpelb views up 
and down the Mississippi, historic siteS associated with the development of 
Saint Paul and the state of Minnesota, overviews of workboats, the landing for 
the Delta Queen paddlewheeler, 11 trmuportation inle1"5eetion linking barges, 
railroads, and highways, an outlet where wban stormwater drains to the rlw:r, 
and many other featuICS Msociall:d with the inle!pretive themes emphasized in 
the draft plan. 

• 
1. 

0-14 

RESPONSES • 
Numerous locations for the NPS center were considered by 
the planning team and commission early in the 
interpretive facility planning process. Many were rejected 
because they would not meet some key criteria. The 
National Park Service would continue to work with 
potential partners to encourage cooperative and 
complementary locations for coordinated activities in the 
general Harriet Island area. The plan was revised to better 
explain how a variety of sites were considered before the 
Harriet Island site was chosen. The plan does place a 
major emphasis on partnerships and critical mass, so it 
was also revised to state that if a better opportunity were 
to develop to combine the center with another major visitor 
attraction in the general vicinity, the Harriet Island site 
could be reconsidered. Such a proposal would require 
extensive coordination with area partners, environmental 
review, and public input. 
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Mr. Peter L. Gove, Chair 
September 9, 1993 
Page TWo 

o Xeat·muod yjsjloJ: use. A downtown watm'ront site could be linked 10 the 
city's skyway system, enC011111ging greater year-round use by visitara. In 
addition, i1 would. dmw downtown worms and residents, incrcuing 
attendance at MNRRA facilities and broadening the audience for MNRRA'a 
Interpretive message. 

o l;®nomic develQPmen1. A downtown waterfront site would bring thousands 
of MNRRA visitors into the downtown, where they could enjoy opport1lnilies 
to dine, shop, and find lodging as part of their MNRRA visit. In this way, the 
visitor center would be a practical embodiment of the MNRRA plan's vu.ion of 
inteigiating environmentll prutection and economic development. 

o Historic preservation. The old Union railroad depot concourse might be one 
potential site for a visitor center on the downtown waterfront, Adaptive reust: 
of such an historic structure would both protect an important piece of Saint 
Paul's heritage as well as provide a model for otherll considering reuse of 
historic structures. 

0 Buildine on odtec mmcaieors. A downtown watemont visi1or center would 
reinforce millions of dollars of public and private investment in the city's 
downtown waterfront, including the parks and walkways along ICellogg 
Boulevard, the improvements to Shepard and Warner :Roads, and the 
revitalization of Lowertown. Additional funding, such as !STEA fumb, might 
also be easier to attract to the area. 

o Lower envjronmeoJal jmpact. A downtown waterfront site would not n,qum 
creation of additional paved area, would not increase surface water runoff, 
would be served by existing public transit systems, and Would not be k>cated 
behind a levee where it might hinder levee maintenance in a flood fight or tx, 
e~posed to flood damage in the event of levee failure. 

For all these reasons, we believe that a downtown waterfront site for MNRRA's Saint Paul 
inte,pretive center deserves serious consideration. Our diacussions with MNRRA staff and 
commissioners, as well as city officials in Saint Paul, have convinced us that opportunities 'ID 
site the visitor facility on the downtown waterfront have not been adequately reviewed. 

To provide an opportunity for this additional consideration, we offer our services in 
con".ening a ~ting_ of MNRRA staff and commissioners, Saint Paul city ofii~ials, -~ 

center sites. We would also suggest participation by staff from the Science Museum of 
Minnesota in such a meeting, so that the opportunities for adjoining or co-located museum 
and park Sl!(Vice facilities on a downtown waterfront site might be CQnsidered at the same 
time . 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The NPS staff has discussed potential partnerships with 
the Science Museum of Minnesota. In the MNRRA plan, 
the concept of critical mass emphasizes the need for 
partnerships on Harriet Island. As plans for the riverfront 
develop, the National Park Service would continue to 
discuss a range of partnership possibilities with the 
museum. A statement on retaining flexibility in regard to 
the precise location of the NPS interpretive facility was 
added to the final plan. 

• I 
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Mr. Peter L. Oove, Chair 
September 9, 1993 
PageTlute 

COMMENTS 

Thank you for consideration of our concerns abo11t this issue. Please feel f~ to call me so 
that we can begin scheduling a meeting to discuss this iss11e further. 

Si~y, 

jfUdu,~(t){~ 
Michael O'Keefc 
Executive Vice President 

MOK:cm 

cc: Weiming Lu 
James L. Peterson 
Kenneth Peterson 
Mayor James Scheibe! 

• RESPONSES • 
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September 4, 1993 

JOOJ'UI M. Kyral, SUpt!rinmrdant 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street 
Sum! 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Mrs. Kyral: 

115FtmPloce 
Ha.ttings, Mn.55033 

1 appreciated the oppommity to meet with you last 'Ihursday to discuss our objeai0/15 to 1/u. 

MNRRA draft plan. As you kn.ow, the Oil Chenliool a1ld Aromic Womrs union has a gretu· 
IIU11lber of members working at fiu:ililies located within the Mississippi National River an<! 
Recreation Area (MNRRA) corridor. 

We believe that our membership Q1ld tht!ir families will be p,,t at serious economic risk if tlu· 
MNRRA draft p/anl ElS dated JUM 1993 is adopted b«au.re among Of her reasons that 1 haw• 
conveyed 10 you, it will: 

• Impose new Q1ld 111111eassary regulations 
• Cause Ullllt!cessary dElays in the pemutti11g process 
• Put the Industries we serve at a competilive disodvatuage by havillg to submit to flt!!!' 

regulatory oversights that will Ml be imp<>sed on their competitors. 

The plan should IWt impose 1111J new regulations Wllil a serious effort is l1IIJde to •bettet 
coordinate Q1ld cOIISolidore" the existing regulatory process. which P.L /()(J.696 requires. 111 

, ~ nver 1 ,, 

realistic strategy for economic use of the river corridor, whik providi11g recremiOllal 
opportunities. 

The plan mu.11 be revised to prollfde a mudl dearer pa1hway for economic use(s) of the river QIMI 
• fmtds. It 111USt be revued to retain local COfllrol land use tkcision nraking. 11 

revise. 
to be more nrponsil,e 10 the naUty that it is Q1ld IIIUSt remain an urban, "woriing river•. 

The OCA W cattlWI Q1ld will not SllppOrt this plan unless IJJld 11111il these reviswns art mode an,I 
rt([IUSI that these objl!clions be placed in the MNRRA Healing Record. 

Once again, 1 wish to conl'e)' our offer 10 work and cooperate with you to bring about a plan that 
is fair and equitable 10 all concerned .. 

• 

1. 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The plan does not impose new regulations and supports 
efforts to coordinate and consolidate the existing 
regulatory process. 

The plan was revised to encourage sustainable economic 
use and retain local control; it supports the concept of a 
working river. 

• I 
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F.£1 CITIZENS 
~ ORGANIZATION· 

1 

o25 Sllytar Avem.ie St. Paul. MN 56107 293-1108 

Cot,gratulat1o.,.., Jliss1rsa1pp1 River Coordi,.,.tiug ec-1 ... 1011 and 
5at1oDal Park Service, on the oampletion ot the Draft 
Ca:aiprebeueive lla,u,.gemant Plan aud BIS. Your effort ha• created a 
truly comprehenaive and thoughtful docu..,nt. llepresanting e 
eomaw,1ty within the XIIRIU corridor, tha West Side Citi=a""' 
organi;;ation ('iSC□> l!nviron-nt Co-ittee vishaa to thank the 
comrieaioners a.nd. etat:f tor their bard ...,...k a:nd. offer• tl:l.asa 
=-nt:s on tbe plan, 

'ii'SCO is the 1>1atr1ot 3 planning ca,mctl in 81:. Paul And. spea.lca far 
the resideuta of St, Paul'a 'i'aat S1d4t. 1'be Weat Side'• baundaries 
have been described. aa "the Iiss1sa1pp1, the X1ss1...,ippi, the 
•1ssissippi. a.tU1 Annapclis street." Despite the ol.,... ccmnaction 
and a.ft1n1ty 'lest Siders feel for the X111S1SS1pp1, it is difficult 
:tor us to pt pllysically close to the river ar an.joy ita 
recraatioaal pctential. The -jor portion cf thew.at Side's 
:Uoodpla1u is· occ-apiad by Bt>l_,n Field and an induetr1al park. On 
Barriet Island, ..i.ere pec:,ple once _,., "°"' is a rusty cltain link 
fe:Dee that guards the deteriorating OOJlloreta ahareli:De. Vl!.ile 
LJ.lydale park ra.,1DS ,m.......t and vir-t-aally 1,...ceesaible, a 900 
year :flood-11 1s being built to protect the 1Jld.ustr1al par.II:, 
r1a1ug 11.11:e castle -lle to scnoen tlie V.at Sida !rem eight er 
contact w:1 th the r1 var, 

TlKI V..at Side :baa been fight1ug far a a2re attr11ct1-. acce-1ble 
r1verlront ~or years aud is 11.a:cited alxnrt the b.urse step to"21rd 
that goal that lORRA repreeenta. We appla"'1 the '71e1ou at DUA 
as "ati..,.,laticig tourta11, collpltible "1s1tor use, recreational 
.. ct1v1tiee, co_,,ity l1vabil1t.y, compatible ra•1dent1al usea a:A<l 
high quality sustai,.,.ble development" a:nd offer the .... ""'gseetiQ'IIS 
~o en.hauce that v~s1on~ 

The Vest Side SilllCerely and -MIily -lccmes the Iatia....l P..rk 
Ser,,i<::e to Barr1at Iala:Dd, :r..ooating th& IPS l:leadquarters a:a4 
intarpretiv" cente.r there IIIOOshea pertectly with tlle 
Lilydale/Harriet Island plan and will enhance the attraet.ive...,..e 
of that area. Thia loCAtian otters the visitor tirstll.!:uad 

n 
as "natural wonder" and ••tlle war.king river" ae Harriet Ialand 
acts as the transitioD betw~en the wtldneqa of Lilydale Pork and 
<:o,..,..rcial barge cparat1ons. The nature ot this locat1on 
highlights the strengths and ... aknessaa ot the Draft Pl~n. 

• 
1 . 
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RESPONSES • 
During design of this facility the National Park Service 
would continue to work with the city of St. Paul, 
neighborhood groups, and others to make sure that this 
development is a welcome neighbor. 
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n,e viaill1l o'.f ,. continuous trail ..,...te• 1& enlightenad.. Tlle pla11.E1 
already ezist for trails troa the far -t e...i. of Lilydale to 
Bol-n Field on the east and they will be e:111phasizad by the DUA 
plan. 

Since the p.-1-..ry fooua of the entire DUA ocmoept is the river 
itself, -tar quality d<a.,.rvee the highest priority. While 
Ba.rriet Jslimd _,. on.ce a .... 1-na beach, cba"'ll"'8 l>Qve occurred 
which •Y make it uad.esirable to be -.de one again. ~-r, the 
iapact on visitors """"ld certainly be great to learn that it is 
aafe to swim and fish and sa'.fely eat thg fish tbare in the •idet 
o'l a large industrial city. ro-rd. this l, llution 

s e ey an s au ac ve y pursue a 
through tbe plan, rather than merely "encouraged." 

The Jla:-riet Jsland locatjrm alm> reveals that trall8p0rtation 
SJ7Ste- can pose a great ti.rest to the health of the river, 
~~a 61:~~~~~ :peas :hat l~tic,':' when :he river la open '!'ad 

nae ,...&d for dc,uble-hulled barges and diversion· a:f certajn c,;,rgo 
or accident prevent1on alld. reapo11se ayatellEI for the railroads is 
clearly ,,.,..ded and, again, '""8t.be -ndated rather than 
"encouraged." !nagine the eahar.--..nt to tha entire DRRA 
concept ahould a lla%..rcloua spill occur just auts:tde the door o:t 
9J'S h-da-.rters . 

.&s the appra:iri-te aid-point of t.ba corridor and headquarters far 
tlle D'S:, t.ba attractiveness of the appZ'Cl&ch to Harriet Jaland 1a 
critical and presents the best appartunity ta da-nstnste to 
visitors .. students, ouraelvea and ot?ter urba:a areas. throusbout tbti1 
nation tl>Qt co.....,rcial and iudwstrtal -a that d on 
r ver can llU do contribu e to the river azperiance. For this 
reason. and becausa the levee :from Harriet. Island to Hol-n Field 
runs right nlDl!lg tbAo shoreline, tha nreMl 'behind levees should no1; 
be ezelllptad for• the riverfront ........ policy. llecause of th• heavy 
c,,_rcial use, the section of the river .....,r Harriet Island i■ 
experienced aach :more from the shore than frOJO the river. ?he 

ac o cu c us res roa s g an 
nind of visitors, but cut off visitors froa sight of the river. 

The flooding this su,._r alBO •""Phasized o,... of tJsa roles tbat. 
-tland.s play in the life of the river. Protecticm and. 
restoration~ wetlands in the corridor ahOuld improve the quality 
of the river and help to protect other properties froa flDD<li 

a y e years 
ago and which ccmld serve aa a pri.., "8tla:nda restoration project. 
Tbe ~lau should prohibit future loss af ...,.tlands and encourage 
their raataration~ 

The Vest Bide is also Imo- for its sandstone bluffs. Jlany caves 
have been dug in these blu:lfs in tbe past, but few are used today. 
Aside from the cave& that provide desirable bat habitats, -.ny 
eaves on the Yest Sida uaw serve mainly as an attroction for 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

RESPONSES 

A statement was added to the plan stating that water 
quality is a high priority. 

Spill prevention is emphasized in policy 15 under Natural 
Resources Management in the final plan. 

The levee exception was dropped. See responses to 
comments G-8-2, G-8-7, and G-10-1. 

Wetland protection was further stressed in the final plan. 
See response to comment G-36-4. 

• I 
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children which too often turns deadly. Baca- of this, th& 
ezoluaioa of caves fr011 the prohibition of lnnd disturbnncee 011 
the bluffs see- unwarrnnted. If that policy protects...,_ 
crucial property rig.ht, perhaps the a,mlusion can be mare nnrrowly 
dra..,. ea that it also ;,rot.,.,ts our children. 

The VSCO llnvtronaent COIIJaittee believes that the D'JIRA oorridl>r 
will serve ns a mod&l for future d.esignnt:ione of' its lr:ind along 
the XiBBt ... ippi and other great rivers of our 118tlon. Ve si,.,,.,rly 
thank the o.,_:iss:ion and the lrat:icmal Parlr: S..rvice for their work 
an the Plan and. look for,erd to warlr:1Dg with you to continue to 
improve the health of the Xisaisaippi fer years to _,.._ 

~~d~- -
h~e Ch.air 

• 
6. 

0-16 

RESPONSES • 
The final plan states that safety is a high priority in all 
river corridor plans and activities. 
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COMMENTS 

Superintendent, MNRRA 
175 E. Fifth St, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55107 
612-290--4160 

Comments on the MNRR.A Comprehensiff Management Plan and EIS 
9-9-93 by Jim Bukowski, West Side Citizen's Organization (WSCO) 

The following is a review of an NPS • proposal and its alternatives, relevanl 
sections of the draft proposal, and an evaluation and review of the West Sidt: 
Community's vision for Lilydale, Harriet Isle, and olher downstream area!. 
included in the MNRRA plan. My comments are based on my work with 11 

committee of six to ten people who drafted the Harriet Isle/Lilydale Maste1: 
Plan,. now approved by the City of St Paul Our two governmental 
repr~tatives, Dave Thune and Sandra Pappas, were the main people wh<i 
have been involved m the MNRRA discussions to date. 

In general, the Proposed Plan is widely a«eptable. However, our communitr 
would prefer an emphasis on what Alternative B offers, in terms of resourcu 
preservation and a strong NPS role in overall corridor management as well 
as an NFS/Local partnership in monitoring land use plans and actions.At thi11 
time there seems a regrettably widespread distrust and disillusionment with 
the Metro Council as an effective management agency. NPS in many ~l 

will do well to work directly with affected communities more than the Metro 
Council does. With hope, there will ~ a reorganization of this agency whicl, 
will provide more response to local municipal and community concerns irt 
the future. Meetings should be scheduled with organizations such as the St. 
Paul District Planning Councils, of which WSCO has been an early pioneet 
and leader in local community· plaMing and government relations. 

As for the basic concept of park land ownership, the West Side favors regional 
use 'th stron local control at the Harriet-Isle/ Li dale R ·ona1 Park. 
Preservation, restoration and protection of shorelines, bluffs historic ancll 
natural areas are very important to our community. NPS shoul~ help tc, 

Protection of cultural and existing economic resou.rc:es and open space i!; 
important to us as well There is interest in an extensive interpretive center,. 
one which could explain the geology and fossils of the area, and give exhibit 
spac:e to the various cultural groups that have rich histories in our area. Th,i 
West Side has a Historical Society that needs a better home base - perhapi; 
NPS could help us and other adjacent communities with this foundation olf 
our areas' cultures . 

• 

7. 

• 

RESPONSES 

This is part of the basic land use concept in the MNRRA 
plan. 

• 
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The West Side welcomes visitoJS and hopes that a broad range of activities 
can be provided in areas appropriate for them. We consider the two parks 
mentioned above as our front yard. We are proud of them, and have taken 
actions to dean and preserve them. We would lib to see new vegetation 
(mixed conifers, hardwoods and shru.~) of species native or typical to lhi5 
area. When floods occur it is important that existing pollution prevention 
plans have allowed for control of hazardous materials and fertilizers and 
protection of sensitive environment, from polluting storm runoffs. The 
West Side has an active Environment Committee which has undertaken 
many significant project in these areas. We need NFS support in our efforts. 

Our community has an active Building and Land Use Committee which 
should be consulted early, when new or changed uses are being proposed. An 
important issue that should be discussed is whether or not to build an 
amphitheater to occupy a large area of land ~een the Robert and Wabash.a 
St. bridges, paving over the river flats, no~ used for the majority of each 
year. Another issue is whether or not to allow RV camping facilities in 
Lilydale Park, as this might conflict with the desire to have a Scout 
campgrounds near Lake Pickerel. 

In all of these matters NI'S should listen to our concerns, and consult us 
when changes are proposed for District 3 areas bordering the river. We would 
like to have some say in the design and functional plans for the NPS 
headquarters/ interpretive center for Harriet Isle. 

West Side Citizens Organization can be contacted at the following address and 
phone: • 

West Side Qtizens Orgltnization 
625 Stryker Ave. 

St. Paul. MN 55107 

293-1708 

• 
8. 

0-16 

RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service and the city of St. Paul would 
continue to consult with the public on interpretive center 
development. 
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612/224-0445 

g,.u,J po,J _______ , 

Bullcllas and Co■allrvctl- Trades Coundl 
LABOR CENTRE, 411 MAIN STREET, ROOM 206 

SAi ITT PAUL, MINNESOTA 56102 

Septembers, 1993 

National Perk service 
Attn: JoAnn l(yral, Superintendent 
HississipPi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. ?ifth st., Suite 418 
P.O. llox U 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear superintendent Kyral: 

~ 

For the hearing record, the st. Paul BUilding and Construction 
Trades Council expresses its opposition ·to the Juns 1993 - Draft 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement . 

we oppose this draft plan because it will hamper n~eded shoreline ~ 
development by imposing new zoning regulations and will doubtless 
·require more time in the review or proposed construction pro1ects. ....___~~-~
needed economic development and this will cost us jobs. We 
ad.,,...ntly disagree with the EIS conclusion that the draft plan will 
have little negative effect on jobs. It will. Much work bas 
already been done by local governments to develop responsible 
riverfront plans. Yet according to many local governments, the 
MNRRA Plan is inconsistent vith their existing plans. 8y malting 
the construction permitting process more cumbersome and expensive, 
and removing it from local administration, there will be less 
riverfront re-development, and this will cost union jobs. 

W• don't beli-ev-e the plan should impose any new regulations untii 
it has provided for the consolidation of the permitting process as 
ths lav directs. 

The Mississ.ippi is not a pristine, remote river. It is an urban 
river where its riverfront lands are among the most valuable of any 
in the region to support high-quality commercial and other 
development. It is an area where literally_ hundreds of millions 

affected by this draft plan. we believe that unless the plan is 
revised to better provide for economic use of the corridor, it will 
cost hundreds of construction jobs . 

• 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

Local government would be in control and MNRRA reviews 
would be concurrent. 

See responses to comments B-10-3 and B-12-4. 

The plan was revised to encourage sustainable economic 
activities that are consistent with resource protection. 

• 
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National Park Service 
September 8, l99J 
Page 2 

COMMENTS 

We >tnov that the new uncertainties created by this vague., draft 
plan have already caused discussiona about: the negative effects it 
Will have on future construction. 

The Building Trades are the backbone of the region's construction 
industry. w., know this industry wall. w., believe the draft plan 
will cause unnecessary construction delays and job losses. 

We want a plan that is balanced and realistic. This draft pl<ln is 
neither. 

Diel< Anfang 
E~ecut:ive secretary 

l:IA/df 
afl-cio 
opeiufl2 

• RESPONSES • 

0-17 
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MINNEAPOLIS BUILDING & CoNSTRUCTION TRADF.S CoUNCD. 
A/fifiAfdi,i/J, 

l!unmNG 8 CONs'l'RUCTION TilADBS DEl'ARTME!iT • AFL-CIO 

Un...! !..bot Centre 
312 c-.1 A..,.ue, Room 556 
Minnttpoli,,M-• 5~1◄ 

Asbem,,Wod«nSo.3+ 
AobamoW...,...No . .l05 

Boilrnul:mNo.647 
lln<slayml'lo.2 
c,l,lnrt Milin IOd MUJ,n,,, 

No.1865 
tArptft!ff'INo,f!5l 

~"""Flooc..,.... 
Nc. !64t 

C..,..mdU.obmUf"' 
Ne.SI<, 

Cerntnt Muoi,. No. 613 

Cay &n,.i.- No 363 
l>xkBuildmond 

Pll,lldvmNo, 1847 
riwn~ZZI 

ei<mkal Wo,l,m So. 29i 
Elcwtor Conmu:ters· No. 9 
GlmmB Gluniori:m 

No.L--1324 
lronWorkenNo.512 

1ron Wmkm. Shopmm 
No. 5J5 

Laborcn No. 563, 
Comtn.icucm and Omnal 

Lad.crsNo,190 
Millwri&l,a No, 548 
OpeniUlll~uaNa.<419 

Pamun No. 386 
Pi!'< Aa,n No, 539 
l'luo,m,No,;>06~ 

fl.srrrTendmNQ. IJl 
Plumbm No, 1; 
lloo.'m No.96 
Sl>mM<ul-hn 

No.1.0 
Sqp,P,,nr,nSo,6&) 

Sprwla"""' No, '17 
r~worvn-No.S 
Tena::o Woclttt&lptt.1 

. No, IOTT 
'il~l..i.yf1"1No.l8 

• 

Septe:rnber 7., 1993 

National Park Service 
Attn: JoAnn ltyral, Superintendent 
Mia&issippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth St., Suite 418 
PaO • .Box 41 
Minneapolis~ Hu 55101 

Dear Superintendent J:Yra.l: 

l'boaeo (612)379-+23◄ 
fu: (612) 379-ff/!l ...... 

For the hearing re~ord, th& MinneBpolis Building and 
Conetnu:;tion Tradea Council expresses its opposition to the June 
1993 - l>raft Mississippi National liver and Recreation Area Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Ve oppOlie th1$ draft plan because it will hamper needed shore.line 
deve.lopm.ent by imposing new ::onlng regulations and will doubtless 
require uwre time in the reviaw of proposed construction projects~ 
Some of the proposad regulations pt.It uureesonnble restrictions on 
needed economic development and this will cost us jobs. We 
adaoantly disagree with the EIS conclusion that the draft plau will 
have little negative effect on jobs. It YilL Much work haa 
already be.en done by local governments to develop re.sponsible 
riverfront plans. Yet according to many local govenunents, the KttkA 
plan is inconsiste.nt with their existing plans. Ry making the 
construction peTI!Uttiog process ii.ore cumbersome and ,urpenaive • .en:f 
removing it from local administration, there will be less riverfr·:mt 
re-development, and this will coat union jobs. 

We don't believe the plan should impoee a":'ly naw regulations 
until it has provided for the couaolidation o( the permitting 
process as the law directs, 

The Mississippi is not a priatine I remote river. lt ls an 
urban river where its riverfront lands are among the most 
valt«lble of any in the region to support high-quality commercial 11nd 
other development. It is an area where literslly hundTeds of millions 
of dollars worth of quality const't'Uct:ion projeeta c.an be adversel;r 
affected by this draft plan. We believe that: unless the plan 
is revised to better pruvide for economic uBe of the corridor, 1t 
will cust hundreds of construction jobs. 

We knOY that the new uncertainties created by this vague, dr11ft 
plan have already eaused discussions about the negative effects 
it will have on future construction. 

RESPONSES 

See response to similar letter 0-17. 

• 
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Page 2 . 
National Park Service 
Attn: JoAnn Kyral, Sup(!rintendent 
September 1. 1993 

The Building Trades are the back.bone of the region's constTuctiott 1ndus.try. Ve 
luiow this industry well. And. we believe tht draft plan will cause unnecess..an 
construction delays and job losses. 

We vent a plan that is balanced and realiet:lc, This draft plan ts neither. 

Sincerely. 

RW:sp 
opeiv fl2 afl-<:to 

• RESPONSES • 

0-18 
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Muq-Holmes Neighborhood Association 
UnivUBity Technology Center, Rm. 138 

1313 5th Street S.E. 
Ml.ttnupolis, Minnesota 55414 

(612) 379-3814 

5eptember 9. 1993 

Sup~rintendent. Mississippi 
N6tional River and Re~reation 
Area 
t75 East Fifth Street 
Suite ~18 eo~ 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Sirs: 

rhe Marcy-Holmes Neighborhood Association (MHNA) has 
1·ev1ewed the comprehensive management plan/draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the Mississippi 
Nation;;! River and Recreation Are.a. We, commend the Nati•~nal 
Park !:.,arvice (NPSl for taking the lead on developing a 
cvmpreherJsive plan for this valuable <:ultural. historical 
and commercial resource:. We want to take this opport\lr-t.i't.Y 
to ~omment briefly on the draft released June 1993, 
especially since the Marcy-Holmes neighborhood stretches 
along the East Bank of the Mississippi frc,m the Universi·ty 
of Minnesota to St. Anthony Falls. 

MHNA encourages the NPS to continue placing a high prior:lty 
on public involvement in the process. As the plan moves 
•n o 1m1> emen a 1.on I we ee e .;:.i neea$ tc, y ace an even 

greater emphasis on communicating the i~plications of tht~ 
plan ,:,n 'th& si:,eci f ic locations affected, Since 
implementation involves suc.h a uide array of players (DNR. 
Metropolit.an Council, local .governments, -etc} NPS must 
cc-ns1:antly monitor compatibility and help encourage the 
other i:,lilYers, identified as filling partner r,:,les, to do 
t.he seime and to incorporate the goals, visions of the plan 
into their c.wn local plansw {pp.75-8-4) 

We support the. open space and trails .:oncept of Alternat" B 
,;,ui- nsight,c,rhood provides the critical link between the 
eastern ,snd of 1:he Stone Arc:h Bridge aM the River P.oad nea 
the East Bank of the University of Minnesota. We firmly 
believe that. improved access tv the river via pedestrian ani 
'bic.ycle trails fosters a higher level c,f coric.ern, 
,·esponsit,ility and stewardship. To the extent possible, th, 
t!"'t,ils need tv highlight and respect.. the histori<: nature of 
the r,ei;:t,bc,rhood. (pp. 28-33 & 9S-%l 

1. 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

Statements were added in support of continued public 
involvement. 

The proposed plan could achieve these desired outcomes. 

• 
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Marcy-Holmes Neighborhood Association 
University Technology Center, Rm. 138 

1313 5th Slleet S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414 

(612) 379-3814 

We arE;; erithusiastic about the educational oppc..rtunitie$ 
offered by .:he Minneapolis/St. An.:hony interpretive center. 
Again, ~e support the visitor use and interpretation section 
of Alt~rnative B which emphasizes stewardship of corridor 
resour~~s. Educational materials should tall attention to 

ovE:rdE.vt::l ✓pnt~nt & inappropriate land use practices} as 
contrast~d with wise stewardship practices. The NPS
operated tour boa-:.s 'to aid interpretat1on of the river for 
visitors and school groups seems very useful in establishing 
an educational base fc,r our area's children. q:,. 86) 

Althc,ugh the legisla1:ion establishing MNRRA is mainly 
permissive in na'ture and non site-specific·, MHNA does. want 
to usot= particular local problems to emphasize general 
'-Oncerns 

MULTIPLICITY of AGENCIES 
In our stretch of the Mississippi there are the 
following landowners, 

a) The Dnivereity of Minnesota, & 

constitutionally inde~endent agency_ 

bl The Corps of Engineers, a federal agency 

o) The Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board, 
a city agency 

dl Northern States Power Co & Burlington 
No:rthe:rn Inc., utility .::.crnpanies 

We believe these agencies, with their differing purposes, 
need really strong leadership from MNRRA as expressed in 
Alterr1ative 8 under corridor management. 

INCONSISTENT USE 
The d~cision of the University to maintain and 
develop its southeast steam heating plant with 
coal as a major fuel at the foot of the Stone Arch 
Bridge within 300 feet of the shoreline represents 
a major challenge for MNRRA. 

We support the resource management concept of .he proposed 
plan. but lean ~o the greater emphasis in Al1:ernative 8 on 
--'"' ,., ...... -- .__..,i •• _,...,.,._ --...1 -•~•-----'••- -.rr .. _._ 

• RESPONSES • 
3. Stewardship is an important element in the propose~ plan 

also. 

4. 

0-19 

One of the primary purposes of the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area is to coordinate activities, and 
that is supported in the proposed plan. 
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COMMENTS 

Mucy-Holmes Neighbomood Association 
Univen:lty Technology Center, Rm. 138 

1313 5th Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota SS414 

(612) 37!1-3814 

Than!< you Cc,r listening and taking these suggestions into 
consideration. We have a lot at stake t,ere, so please kee,p 
us irtf vrmed. 

Sincerely,y i. ~ 
Tod Elkins 
President.. MHNA 
on behalf of the Marcy-Holmes Neighborhood Association 

TE/mcb 
cc:Citizens tor a Better Environment 

RESPONSES 

• 
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September 9, 1993 

Mr. Peter Gave, Cha,r 
Mississ1 River ~oordlnating Commlss\on 
c/o Miss ss!ppi National River and Recreation Area 
115 East F tth st., Suite 418, Sox 41 
St. Paul. MN 55101 

Dear Mr. Gove: 

I a.11 i.,ritino on behalf of the Sei.,ard Neighborhoe>d Grouo to express 
our support for the draft plan proposed by the Mississippi River 
co,,rdlnatlng commlssion, Additlonally, .,a are irt support of setting 
u;: a strong structure to monitor i.,ater pollution and to put into 
0ctlon eff·f:'ctiv~ correction processes when such pollution occurs. 

Add\tlonallY, we are ,n support of proposals by Citizens for a Setter 
r: r,v Ir 01,H1♦·1 1 1 t tu mort:: adeQuate 1 y addr·e·ss such 1 ssues as: 

cn~o,·c,er11,;nt of oolnt source pollution reoulatlons and agaresslve 
pollution prevention efforts, 

~p,;e;\i'ic ,taps to lmolement clearly stated water quality goals, 
Wc~tland protection and restorat1on; 

A strong lead":r5hlp role by the paf'k service: 
Protection and restoration of exlstinQ open soac.-e (plan Bl: 

Involvement. of and sensitivity to the needs of varied ethnlo and 
<>conom1<.-grouos ln plannlnQ oubllc use and interpretation: 

Con•c,ultation with Native American groups about \mpacts on their 
cr.dtural sites along the corridor; 

(<tensive Park Service .interpretive s\tes emphasizing h~man· 
rn,oacts on tlie river and the need for stewardship to preserve 
~t1d :·estorB it; 

1, st.ron\l ,-olr, by the Park Service ln facHltatlng :ievelopment of 
ri cf~!ti.l11t11)1r-~ trail system adjacent to the river corrldor; 
fncuur-1g1:>ff!L-!.i1l of non-motorized recreational use. 

Norwest Bank Building • 2600 East Franklin A119nue • Minneapolis. Minnesota 55406 • (612) 338-6205 

0-20 

RESPONSES ·• 
See responses to comments in letter 0-3. 
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'lie hops, that the final plan will actualize the legal mandate to 
''provide for adeQuate and comprehensive resource management and 
economi.c development_conststent w~ tLt.l:i.!LPCQ.!...ec~ioo. of' the 
Mississippi River Corridor 1 s nat1onally significant resources.« 

\Ile thank the Comrr.l ss \o·n for the\ r manv hours of dedicated effort, anti 
fippreciate their provision of thls opportunity for input by our 
neighborhood organization; 

Slnceraly, 

Carol S. Greenwood 
Boaro !'ember, Se,.,ard Neighborhood Group 

RESPONSES 

• 
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UAW MINNESOTA STATE 
COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM COUNCIL 

(612) 854-5323 

Suftll 1341, One Appletree Squ.,., 
Bloomington. MinnNOta 55-425 

FAX(6121854-S325 

INrfRNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AllTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRICULTU!IAL IMPI.EMl!IIT WORKl!IIS OF AMEIIICA-UAW 

September lO, 1993 

National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth St., Suite 418 
P.O. Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

ATTENTION: JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

The United Auto Workers (UAW) Union is opposed to the draft 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Plan/Environ
mental Impact Statement, 

We believe that the proposed plan would place unreasonable 
restrictions on future development Which may occur at the 
Ford plant in st. Paul, which is located with the river 
corridor boundary. 

We have ~iscussed the plan.draft with oth~r representatives 

to their me~bers. Basically, the plan needs to be changed to 
provide for economic uses of the river corridor which we 
believe is called for in the legislation. We don't believe 
a equate prov sion is ma e or 
There should be a specific, realistic plan to provide for such 
growth. The present plan draft only gives lip service to such 
economic uses,. 

we are committed to working with others in organized labor to 
ensure that the plan is revised to provide for economic 
development within the river area. 

)( ~ /~SincerelP~ T..£)~ 
Gary£. Berg Patrick T. Devery (j'-
Chairperson Secretary-Treasurer 
UAW MN STATE CAP COUNCIL UAW MN STATE CAP COUNCIL 

GLB: jstOpeiul494 

AMERICA WORKS BEST WHEN WE SAY . 

UNION YESI --

• 
L 

2. 

0-21 

RESPONSES • 
This is a very general claim that is not substantiated by 
specific concerns or examples. However, in an attempt to 
reduce concerns about limits on expansion of existing 
business, a statement was added to the plan that adds 
detail. It basically says that expansion is acceptable as 
long as there are no significant adverse impacts on the 
river corridor. 

Additional statements were added to provide for existing 
economic uses and sustainable economic growth. 
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International Union of Operating Engineers 
LOCAL UNION NO. 49, 48A, 491!, 49C, 490 and 49E 

MINNESOTA • NORTH DAKOTA • SOUTH DAKOTA (East hal~ 

.ION A. Pl!NOZIM,\S, ,,,..iltkM'nr 
JACK L QUY, Vft ~ 

.l0HH M. 8CHOtJ\IEl.lER, 
~co,~ Secttltat'f 

JQHtil M, PE'TER80N, f-.un,, 

IIO. 
l>Att. 

Septelllber lO' 1993FRED P. DEAESCHUK, f!uslnws Man•ge~Flnancia/ Sscretar, 
2829 ANTHONY LANE SOU™ - MlNNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA S5418 

pt,one;(612'J l'8&!M4i 

National Park Service 
Attn,. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 
Miasiaaippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 B. Fifth St., Suite 418 
P.O. Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent :Kyral, 

Affillttm wtth AF.L-CJ.0. 

The Operating Engineers (Local 49'era) union ia writing to expreaa its 
oppoaition to the Kiaaiaaippi National River and Recreation Are,a 
(MIIRRA) Draft Plan/EIS dated June 1993. 

The MississipPi River is a •working• urban river, It has been so fo[J 
aan decades and should rS111&in so into the future. The Operatln!J 
ngineera aerve many us rie• w ic e 

backbone of the region's economy. 

lfe believe that the Mll1UIA draft plan does not adequately -..alue th□ 
need for economic growth, alongside recreation. uses,. of the river 
corridor. The MIIRRA draft recommended !Alternative Al plan states it . . 
plan for economic growth. 

Our representatives participated in •stakeholders' meetings to revie~ 
the MIIRRA Plan Draft/BIS. We support the position paper adopted by 
coneeneua of the stakeholders, And we join our brothers and sisters 
in the AFL-CIO member unions and the Teamsters in urging changes to 
the draft to ensure it will be better provide for economic ueea of the 
river corridor, and the jobs onr membership wants. 

Sincerely, 

IIITBIUIATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING 
ENGINEERS, LOCAL NO. 49 

q,01tdd }-, 6.~t1) V 

Donald J. Bgan / 
Area Bnsinees Representative IIRANCII OFFICES 
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RESPONSES 

While the tenn "working river" is not in the legislation and 
has no specific legal meaning, it is a commonly used 
expression for a concept of management and use that was 
adopted by the commission as one element for the plan . 
Statements were added to further emphasize the working 
river concept in the final plan. 

The plan reflects the MNRRA legislation, which does not 
list economic growth as a purpose; it does list as the first 
purpose in the act "protect, preserve, and enhance the 
significant values of the waters and land of the Mississippi 
River corridor in the Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan 
Area." However, additional statements were added to 
provide for sustainable economic growth. 

• 
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September 10, 1993 

Ms. Joanne Kyra!. Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Are.a 
175 East Fifth Stteel, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 5S101 

RE: Draft Compn:hensive Management Plan.'Environmental Impact Statement for Mississippi 
National River Md Recreation Are.a 

Dear Ms. Kyra!: 

I write on behalf of the Sensible Land Use Coalition (SLUC) Boa.rd of Dir<aors to provide 
commcnls regaiding the draft comprehensive llll1Jlal!emem plan for the Mississippi River. SLUC 
is an organization of individual and corpora.le members who work for both public Bild private 
entities in land planning and development. Our membership is concentrated heavily within the 
Metropolitan Area. SLUC is now 14 ycan old and is the largest organization which focuses 
exclusively on land use issues in the State of Minnesola. SLUC provides members with 
infonnation concerning major land use planning and developmenl issues, facilitales the exchange 
of ideas and e,periences relating to land use and environmental planning and regulalion, and ar 
times provides comments with regard lo major land '™' plannlog and control initiatives. SLUC 
is nor a lobbying organization; it is fundamentally engaged in lhe study and assessment of 
planning and control initiatives designed to use. protect, and preserve land and nalllral resources 
in Ollf an:a. 

SLUC strongly supports the planned management of the Mississippi River Corridor for all types 
of land and warer uses. SLUC members are all, in one way or another, engaged in some form 
of resource planning and view comprehensive planning as an absolute necessity in arranging for 
the wise use and preservation of our resoun:es. 

SLUC has two basic concerns about the draft Mississjppi National River and Recreation Area 
Comprehensive Plan (the MIIIRRA Plan). The first is the coordination of the MNRRA Plan wilb 
!he e.isting metropolilan/local planning and land use regulatory sysiem and !he second relates 
to governance issues. including regulatory corople>Lity and duplication in connection with plan 
implementation, 

1. 

0-23 

RESPONSES • 
With the revised land use management strategy, there 
should be little duplication with existing systems. Existing 
review structures would be used, reviews would be 
concurrent, and existing agencies would be responsible for 
the review. NPS review of federal actions is mandated by 
the MNRRA legislation. Coordination would be a major 
goal in the process. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

The Minnesou. Legislature in 1976 eSlablished one of the first manda10ty regionalllocal land u,e 
planning systems in the United States. The Twin Cities Metropolitan /\.tea. lo our knowledge, 
remains the only major urban area in lhc United Stales operating under a slalutorily man.dated 
coordinaled regional/local land use planning system. This system was developed wilh extensive 
local. ttegional, state and some federal govemmeat, as well as citizen involvement. It took four 
years of intense public pa.nicipa1ion 10 develop and enact an acceptable and meaningful 
regional/local interactive land use planning and con!JOI system. The r,,sources devoted 10 this 
effort were enormous. 

The Metropolitan Land Planning Act, Minn. Stat. § 473. I 75, rcquir,,s all cities and counties in 
!hi, Metro Alea 10 prepare local plans which musl be coordinated and compatible with 
Melropolitan "System" pla.ns addressing the areas of land use, sewers, transportation, parks and 
open space. The Metropolitan Council was given the power to review and approve these plans 
in relalion 10 their compatibility with thi: metropolitan systems. Both the Metropolilan System 
plans and the local comprehensive plans were developed in recognition of and attention given 
to many other state, regional and federal planning and regula10ry initiatives. including the 
Mississippi River Corridor Critical Areas Plan, which was developed in 1973n4. Confonning 
local plans were first developed. reviewed and adopted in 1980. Bolh the Metropolitan System 
plans and the local plans have been updated and modified since the initial plan preparation and 
adoption. 

The Melmpolitan regional/local land use planning and control system is now fully implemented 
and largely effective. It has achieved overall coordinalion of regional/local land use plannifli and 
implementation. Its implerncwation is supponed by one of !he best project specific 
environmental review mechanisms in the United States overseen by the Environmental Quality 
Board and by the Metropolitan Significance Review Regulations. which enable the suspension 
of projects having adverse impact on Metropolitan Sy51ems. It is also supponed by one of the 
stroogesl Environmental Rights Act statutes in the United States and by a multi1ude of state and 
federal land use: and environmental pcnniniog rnechartisms administered by the Minnesoia 
Pollution Control Agency. the Depanmcnt of Natural Resources, watershed management 
organizations. the i\.tmy Corp. of Engineers, the Environmenull Proteclion Agency, and others. 

A cursory review of the proposed MNRRA Plan leads 10 the conclusion lhat tbe Plan's contents, 
policies and objectives are Clltremely similar to those now conlllined in the operative regional and 
local plans now in force in lhe Metropolitan Area. In pa.nicular, !here seems to be very little 
difference between lhe Plan and material contained in the Mississippi River Critical Area Plan, 
the Metropolitan Development Framework, and the Meu:opolitan Parks and Open Space Policy 
Plan. As a result, question arises as lo whedier a new master plan will foster better coordination 
of land use planning and dcc1s1on-making 1n tile MissisS1ppi River Corridor or whether it will 
contribute 10 contlict and a lack of coordination. Without experiencing the effect of a two plan • 

2. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan incorporates and builds on local and 
regional plans. 

• 
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federal and regional/local• syscem. a definitive answer cannot be provided.. As experienced land 
u>c planners, however, w,: question (he need for and are concerned that the existence of rwo 
comprehensive plans or planning syslerns addreS1ing the same area will resull in less rather than 
more coordination of land use planning and resource protection and development decisions. 

Ba.sed on experience, preference with regard to master planning would be for the devel~pment 
of a less comprehensive and duplicative federal plllll supplement, which would be specifica.lly 
coordinated with lhe Metropolilllll Arca regional/local plans and planning implementl!!ion 
mechanism. 

Tilere are at leas! tlln:e areas of activity which could be bc!tcr addressed by a Federal Plan 
Supplement for the Mississippi River Conidor than by the existing regional/local planniJlg 
system: a River related recreational trail and open space element tied lo prospective federal 
funding: a barge fleeting plan; and a federal transportation plan element providing guidance and 
funding priorities vis-a-vis federal transportation facilities, including tl1c Great River Road and 
major bridges, road, railroad and airport facilities. 

1n summation, SLUC ~ the adoption of Altemalive A with modifications. In our view, 
Ille adoption of another sepa.rate overall master plan for the River Corridor would be counter• 
productive. Instead, developing and adopting a three element Federal Plan Supplement 
addressing recreationnl facilities. barge fleeting and major transportation facilities would be 
extremely helpful. In addition. River Corridor planning, protection and use would be aided if the 
Commission were 10 sanction use of !he •~isling Metropolitan regional/local land use planning 
system and provide formal federal input on any modification of the existillg planniog documents 
and system as well as project specific reviews. Consistent and sustained review and input on 
critical plan amendments and project decisions would go a long way toward achieving far more 
in the realm of coordination than would the adoption of anoth,r master plan governing the 
Corridor. Effective plan impleroentation is the critical needed ingredient for the management of 
the River resource, 

The second sul)ject of comment relates to governance and implementation. Good planning ls 
frustrated and inconsequential if not effectively implemented. It is in the implementation of the 
existing planning system where more help is needed. Plan implementation is human and 
economic resource intensive. Strong, consistent, reasoned, and effective input is absolutely 
1>ecessary and frequently difficult 10 provide, in large par! because of citizen group and public 
sector financial limitations and priorities. 

For decades, we have misused our rivers and adjacent wetlands. We h:tve used them extensively 
as sewage treatment faeililies, dumping grounds, Clop lands and commercial transport arteries. 
In the 1970s, "'e startt,d lo recogn.iz.e what we had done and began trying to control and reverse 

• 
3. 

4. 

0-23 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA legislation requires a comprehensive 
management plan for the corridor. 

• 
The suggested trail policy is in the open space and trails 
section of the plan, and a surface water use management 
plan is proposed in the final plan. A corridor transportation 
plan is beyond the scope of the MNRRA plan and would 
duplicate regional transportation plans. A statement was 
added showing support for the regional transportation 
planning process. 
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some of the degradation. We bcgllJI with the help of tough federal statutory and regulatory 
requirements addressing point source discharges and with extensive federal and state new sewage 
trcattnent facility funding. The combination of regulation and funding was draml!tically 
succ.,ssfuJ. but it didn'I totally solve ·lhe problem, so we have moved on to tty to address 
nonpoinl soun:e pollution. State agencies, regional govemments and counties have now made 
the nonpoint source pollution problem a statewide issue. In time, we will get agricultural runoff 
and stormwater management under control, !"l<I if we can restore some wetlands in !he southem 
half of lhe State, the Minnesota River will be returned to the quality level it enjoyed in the early 
1900s. 

A coordinated and relatively simplistic state/fedetal 1111itary regulatory sysAem, implemented 
gradually over the years, has achieved the desired effect. No new plan was adopted in 
connection with this effort. Duplication, incompatibility and regulatory conflict were avoided. 
A simple, federally dictated and state and locally adopted and administered regulalory mechanism 
produced the improvement with relatively little conflict. Conflict which occurred was resolved 
by federal statutory and regulatory requirement and Environmental Protection Agency and court 
inten-ention. The success of the federal/state water polllnion control system is a model, which 
should be carefully observed and followed with respect to the Mississippi River Corridor 
program. 

Among the critical elements are the following: 

couple regulatory input with funding 
keep regulatory requirements and administration simple and strong 
focu.< on critical permit issuance decisions and on permit compliance 
use local regulatory authorities as the first line of adminisll"lltion, with state and 
potential federal backup and provide significant state and federal funding and 
oversight 
recognize tluil the overall objectives will be achieved gradually and with a shifting 
of priorities and focus over time 

Statements in the draft MNRRA Plan suggests the possible development of a regulatory system 
far different than the successliJI waler pollution control mechanism. 1be implementation of a 
complex alternative and superior regulatory mechanism could well prove to be enormously 
expensive and counterproductive spawning controv=Y, delay, retreat and hostility. At Ibis 
' . . . 

5. 

RESPONSES 

The MNRRA plan does not add another layer or new 
system of regulation. It supports the other systems. 

• 
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system. Establishing a new, supervening regulatocy role for the National Part Service, the 
es N o v n • • • i • • i Co • si c d ·sas 

. counterproductive, SLUC urges the MRCC to work within the existing project review regulat0ry 
s stem and vide funded oversi ht and other in I in connection with ·ect s cific reviews. 
As a River Corridor use and preservation advocate, MRCC would provide an extremely important 
service. With this assistance, as well as lhe proposed acquisition of interpretive centers and trail 
corridors, the use and preservation of the Mississippi River Corridor resource could be 
dramatically enhanced. 

Thanks for your consideration of•the above. 

v cry truly you.rs, 

Marl< Koegler, President 
SENSIBLE LAND USE coALmoN 

MK/co 

• 
6. 
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RESPONSES 

The plan was revised to stress using the existing 
regulatory system. 

• 
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Minnesota Environmental Coalition 
of Labor and Industry 

September 10, 1993 

National Park Service 
Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent 

312 West First Slreet 
Duluth, MN 55802 

1-800-642·7620 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth Street, Suite 418 
P.O.Box41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

The Minnesota Environmental Coalition of Labor and Industry (MEC) is opposed to the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement in its current form. We 
recogruze and appreciate the time spent by the Mlsmsi.ppi River Coordinating 
Commission (MRCC) in preparing this document. However, this plan does not fulfill 
the mandate set forth in the federal law (P.L. 100-696). As such, the MEC sets forth U1e 
following resolution. 

Whereas, the MEC is a unique partnership of labor and business, formed in the spring of • 
1992, to work together on issues relating to jobs, the environment, and sustainabi.e 
development. 

Whereas, MEC members support ach.tevlng the delicate balance between protecting the 
environment and promoting job stability and economic growth for the citizens ol: 
Minnesota. 

Whereas, the draft MNRRA plan fails to adequately define how the MNlUtA will 
balance these needs. As such, the draft plan should not go forward until it has b<N?n 
revised to specific.ally address those Issues put forth in the law. 

Whereas, the draft plan ls unnecessarily vague and broad. This vagueness may have 
serious negative effects on job and economic growth in Minnesota bee.a.use 
businesses will be hesitant to invest in an area where manv uncertainties exist. 

Whereas, the draft plan suggests that local control will be superseded by wmeeessm-y 
oversight by the NPS and duplicative or conflicting regulations imposed at the 

1. 

2. 

3. 

.4 

RESPONSES 

The commission and the National Park Service believe 
that the MNRRA plan addresses the issues put forth in the 
law. 

Some specifics were added, but it is a comprehensive policy 
plan (see response to comment G-2-2). 

The plan was revised to emphasize an incentives approach 
to implementation. 

• 
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federal level. Such action Is detriinental to effective policy formulation and 
implementation by local offidal& familiar with local ronc:erns. 

Whtm:s, the draft plan does not define variance nor describe the variance procedure in a 
manner consistent With existing local ordinances. Confusion arising from these 
inconsistencies will n"""'"VP1v ,,.,,..,.,.. • 

Whereas, the draft plan does not adequately recognize the integral role transportation 
along the corridor has in MiMesota's economic success in the world economy. 

Whereas, the draft plan does not adequately provide "policies and programs for the 
commercial utilization of the Area and illl related natural resources ... as established 
in the MNRRA." 

Whemis, the draft plan is inconsJstent with legislative history by containing policies that 
go beyond the original intent of the Jaw. These policies create additional levels of 
bureaucracv and unauthorized oowers. 

Whereas, the vagueness of the draft plan raises serious concern that the NPS could 
extend their authority beyond national parks to impose "administratively initiated" 
sections of the Code of Federal Reirulations (CFR). 

• 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 l:==Wher===eas='=th=e=dr=af=t =pl=an==sh=o=ul::d:::be:::::::::buil::::'::t::u::pon::::::::e:::xi:::·sttn=· =g=l=ocal~p=lans=:::an:::d:::p:::ro::~wa=ms=.=====::::! 9. 
10 Whereas, priority for federal matching funds should be given to completing the already 

planned trail system. 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Minnesota Environmental Coalition of Labor and 
Industry is clearly opposed to the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
Dtaft Comprehensive Mannpment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement dated 
June 1993. 

Until and unless the draft plan is revised to dearly resolve these major objections, the 
plan should NOT be approved. 

fuit&~ 
Robert Rootes 
United Steelworkers 
Co-Chair 

Attachment 

2 

~~ 
AnnBothun 
Peoples Natural Gas 
Co,<:hair 

10. 
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RESPONSES • 
Land use management would follow state law regarding 
variances. This was clarified in the final plan. 

A statement was added to underscore the importance of 
the transportation system in the corridor. 

The National Park Service and the commission believe 
that the plan adequately addresses this requirement. 

The National Park Service and the commission believe 
that the plan does not go beyond the intent of the act, nor 
does it create additional levels of bureaucracy. 

The final plan was clarified to state that the Code of 
Federal Regulations under NPS authority only applies to 
NPS-owned land as stated in the MNRRA legislation. 

There is a wide variety of community plans and the 
MNRRA plan is built on these existing plans, using 
selected elements from each. 

See response to comment B-12-5. 
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erintendent )oAnn Kyra! 
Missi,sippi National River and R'""""tion Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
Saint l'au!, Minne,ma 55 !0l 

Dear Superintendent Kyra!: 

RE: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmeni.al Impact Siatement 

The Wakota Bridge Coalition i, a group orgaruz,:d to incn,ase lhe capacity of the highway river 
crossing at Interstate 494 between the communitics of Newport and South St. Paw. This proj..,, 
includes mcreasing the number of lanes crossing lhe river by expanding the current bridge structure 
or adding an additional structure parallel to the exi•ring bridge. There would also be «tensive 
work required on the approaches to the bridge on both sides to aceommodatc the growth in this 
pan of the Twin Cities mettcp0litan area. 

The bridge crossing is also closely tied to improvements to TH 61 in Newport, b-een St. Paul 
Park and the lnter91ale 494 interchange. n,.., improvements are required to improve regional 
access on both TH 61 and Interstate 494, to improve local access al the throe signalized intente
rions on TH 61 within Newport, and to addres,safety concerns within the TH 61 corridor, cspe-
• J ' • OYCfflcnt 

The Wakota Bridge Coalition requests that the DEIS and the comprehensive management plan 
acknowledge the need to upgrade these facilities within lhe MNRRA Corridor and recommend 
!hey be spe<ifically included in the lina! plan. The lmcr$1.ate 494 bridge is included as a priority 
ro·ec1 b the Metr litan Council in its stud ofma'or brid e crossin 

The Coalition is also concerned a I language on page 29, # 17, Site Developmg Policies. 
"incorporating scenfo parkway road design .. into road reconstruction .. and bridges over the 
river" and the language contained within Appendix C relating to Bridges .. and Road$. Thi• 
language would seem to preelude the neuowy approach work to an expanded Interstate 494 
bridge structure and the improvem<nts required on TH 61. The Coalition otrongly opposes any 
anguage a wou preven csc proJee s 
corridor. 

We appreciate your attention to these f;Onccrns and would be available to dis.cws these projects 
ill greater detail. 

SinC;!""lY, 

dt/4µ,'/4~ 
Lyfllacoif U 
Chainnan, l-494/Wakota Bridge Coalition 

RO. BOX 144 • 633 SOUTH CONCORD Slll€ET • SUITE 304 • SOUTH Sf. Fl'\UL. '-IN 55075 • (612) 451·2266 

•• 

1. 
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RESPONSES • 
Under the general approach of not addressing site-specific 
issues in the plan, it would not be appropriate to identify 
specific proposals in the plan. However, statements were 
added in general support of metropolitan transportation 
planning, including a specific reference to the Major River 
Crossing Study. 

The subject policy in the final plan was amended to 
address this concern. See response to comment G-30-7. 
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Sept. 9, 199l 

-0S$0Clat(on of 
metr:o.P01.1tan 
munacipalitles 

JoAnn Kyral, superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth St., Suite 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. Xyral, 

Enclosed are co111J11ents adopted by the Association of 
Metropolitan Municipalities (AMM) regarding the draft 
Comprehensive Management Plan and Enviromnental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for inclusion in the public comment record 
on the draft plan and EIS. 

The AMM is concerned about the overall lack of specificity 
in the draft regarding several areas, including but not 
limited to impact on residential property within the 
corridor, the inappropriate reliance on the Metropolitan 
council over local plans, and the lack of specifics 
regarding matters of funding and safety oversight of 
proposed trails and public use areas within the corridor. 

The AIOI would, therefore, recommend that the draft be 
modified with more specific information regarding impacts 
and financing responsibilities, among other things. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Should you wish 
to discuss the AMM's response further, please do not 
hesitate to call AMM Director of Legislative Affairs Roger 
Peterson at the AMM office, 490-3301. 

N;~c_efbly, , 

~ffi~~ 
President, AMM 
Manager, City of Minnetonka 

encl . 

"90 lniagtoo o•enut north, sl, po ul, mln ... oui 55126 (61%) 49t-3301 

RESPONSES 

1. See response to comment G-2-2. 
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Camments for the Pul>lic Record 
Pertaining to the 

Draft Comprehan■iva Jl'anagement Plan 
lln4 

Enviromnental Dpact Statement 
for the Mississippi National River and aecreation Area 

After a review of the draft Comprehensive Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), the Association 
of Metropolitan Municipalities would enter the following 
comments into the public record: 

1. The draft is very general and non-specific and 
therefore, it is hard to determine the actual impact 
especially on existing residential property. 

ne plan should l:>e modified with more specificity on 
the overall ilnpact on residential property within the 
specified corridor. It is our understanding that 

u ren 
impacted, will not have to provide additional or 
changes to plant growth, and will not be prohibited 
from rebuilding if destrayed by catastrophe. However, 
vacant land zoned residential will have to meet all 
setbacks, heights and restrictions concerning riprap 
and floral plantings. Intanuziag new housing under new 
regulations with current houaing under old regulations 
lllllY increase unsightlinasa rather than decrease it as 
well as creating unequal city •tandar4s from house to 
house. 'l.'his area of the plan ahould be reconsidered. 

2, The initial law, and some Mississippi River 
Coordinating Commission members feel the intent of the 
plan, was and is to provide local jurisdictions 
authority and local latitude in control over zoning . . . . "" ,...., ... ....... .... .... .: -
established by MNRRA. However, the plan continually 
rafers to Metropolitan Council interpretation, control, 
intervention and decision-making authority over local 
plans. This currently fll<Ceads Ketropolitan Couneil 
authority and thus is inappropriate to be deaignated by 
the plan. 

The Metropolitan Council is in an extreme state of flux 
and is being studied under a legislatively created 
advisory council as well as by several corrmittees of 
the Legislature. It would aaem more appropriate to vest 
ths decision lllllking with local govermnent as intended 

·• 
2. 

3. 
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RESPONSES • 
Impacts to existing residences in the corridor are expected 
to be minimal or nonexistent. The Environmental 
Consequences section was revised to clarify this. Impacts 
on undeveloped residential property would be very difficult 
to specify beyond what is contained in the document. 
Individual communities would determine whether the 
policies in the plan are implemented. 

There is nothing in the MNRRA plan that exceeds the 
existing Metropolitan Council authority . There is no 
intervention or control over local land use decisions 
proposed for the Metropolitan Council, except for efforts 
carried out on behalf of the National Park Service to 
encourage communities to revise their plans to 
substantially conform to the MNRRA plan. This is similar 
to what was done under the state critical area program. 
The final plan was clarified to explain this. 
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COMMENTS 

a.ud create a dispute resolution procee• tbrouqh the 
mm.. 

3. The plan does spell out, to some degree, standards 
but has phrases such as •sight from bluff to bluff• or 
•from one side of the river to the other.• There are 
~lso questions as to how far.the regulations extend, 

city boundary and well outside the park definition. 'l'he] 
pl11.11 ahould be -41f1~ to spell out exactly what 
di■tances are to be regulated and where. 

,. The plan clearly considers barging and its in,pact or. 
the econOtny of river cominunities. H""'8Ver. the plan 
seems to ignore the existence of other business 
activities in the various locations along the 72-mile 
corridor. 

Should current u=-buving bu■iueaa activitie■ be givm:J 
tlla additional latitude to expal!d that barging has beer, 
given? 

5. The plan discusses a series of trail and public useu 
within the 72-mile corridor and does indicate that 
existing residential property will not be forced to 
provide public trails. 

'l'he plan dOes 1lOt discuss the Plll>lic safety need• or 
coeta tbat will occur as a result of additional wooded 
trails aud river access, or tbe control IUld. coat over . 
vegetation menegament. 

6. From discussion and reading of the plan, it appears 
that there will be several jobs created within the 
National Park Service to oversee this particular park. 

'l'he plP does AOt discuss with apecif1city where money 
for parks, trails, maintenance or local overaight (Mat 
Council or other■) will come from or what the aDl!.uel 
nea~a m~gbt be. At a time wllan both federal and atate . - ....... ------- - ---
urging local governments to do the emne. this plan, 1! 
adopted, aemu to force a lot of spending by aomeone. 

Prepared by: 'l'he Aasociation of Jratropolitll.ll Hunicipelitisa. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

RESPONSES 

Communities would determine more detailed policies when 
updating their critical area plans. 

A statement .was added on expansion (see response to 
comment B-15-3). 

Because the full extent of the proposed trail system is not 
known at this time, it is impossible to predict detailed 
safety needs and costs with any degree of accuracy. Most of 
what is proposed in the plan is included in existing local 
plans. Research on existing trails has shown that public 
safety needs are less than people expected before the trails 
were built. The Environmental Consequences section was 
revised to state that there would he additional operational 
and maintenance needs for local government, but they can 
not be estimated at this time. If additional details 
regarding trail proposals were to become known, safety 
and maintenance considerations would be considered. This 
would commonly be done by local governments before 
development decisions are made. 

The plan states that existing funding sources would be 
supplemented by an NPS grant program if funded by 
Congress. As stated in the plan, the actual needs for park 
acquisition and development can not be quantified at this 
time, but would be developed within one year of plan 
approval. Funding for local oversight would also come from 
an appropriation from Congress, although separate from 
the acquisition and development program . 

• 
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COMMENTS • 

Superintendent 

MINNESOTA PARKS & TRAILS COUNCIL 
P.O. Box 26243 

St. PIDJ], MiMe!lOta 55126 
6/2-631-28/8 

/-800-9-14-0707 
FAX 6/2~31-1617 

September 10, 1993 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Sm,et 
Suite 418 
Box41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Re: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement - June 1993 

Dear Madam Superintendent: 

This letter will set forth comments of tile Minnesota 
Parl<s & Trails Council regarding the Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement • June 
1993 ("Draft Plan"). 

Minnesota Parlcs &: Trails Council is a nonprofit 
organization that traces Its origins back to 1954. The Council 
actively supporl5 the development, maintenance and 
operation of parks and trails in the state of Minnesota, 
through its some 700 individual members, board of directors 
and full time executive director. The COU11cil has been 
actively involved over the years in many park and trail 
projects, including Afton State Park and William O'Brien 
State Park on the St. Croix River. and Fort Snelling Slate Park 
on tile Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers. 

When the Draft Plan became available, the Council's 
board of directors appointed an ad hoc rommittee to review 
and comment on the Draft Plan. The committee is comprised 
of Michael Bosanlco, Peggy Lynch, Sam11el Morgan, _Kiki 
Sonnen and myself, all of whom are members of the board of 
directors of tile Council. 

0-27 

RESPONSES • 
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Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

and Reeteation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Pag,e2 

Enabling La:w and Proqess 

We have reviewed Title vn of Public Law 100-696, the 
enabling legislation for the Mississippi National River and 
R.e<n-ation Area and the Commission (the "Law"). We note 
that one of the purposes of the Law Is: 

"To pr<>lect, preserve and enhance the significant 
~ of the water& and land of the Mississippi River 
Corridor within the St. Paul-Minneap<>lis Metropolitan 
Area." (Emphasis added.) 

The Law provides th.at the Commissi<>n shall assist the 
Secretacy, the State of Minnesota and local units of 
government in developing the folfowing; 

"(1) Policies and programs for the preservation and 
enhancement of the environmental ulYil of the Area. 
(Emphasis added.) 

"(2) Policies and programs for enhanced public 
outdoor recreation opportunities in the Area. 

"(3) Policies and programs for the conservation and 
protection of the scenic, historical; cultural, natural and 
scientific~ of the Area. (Emphasis added.) 

"(4) Policies and programs for the commercial 
utilization of the Area and Its related natural resouroos, 
consistent with the protection of the values for which 
the Area is established as the Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area." (Emphasis added.) 

It is apparent that the "values for which the Area is 
established" are those set forth above. Yet, In our opinion, the 
Draft Plan fails to adequately focus on those goals and values . 

1. 

RESPONSES 

The National Park Service and commission believe it does 
focus on the values identified by Congress. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Page3 

Section 703Q) requires, with respect to development of 
the Plan that, all\Ong other things, the Commission consult 
with interested ronservation organizations, and that the 
Comm!ssic:m shall condu~ ~lie hearings for ~e pu~ of 

with respect to matters to be addressed in the Plan. It is our 
opinion that the Draft Plan was prepared without adequate 
consultation with conservation organizations in connection 
with its preparation, and it is our concem th.at the public 
hearings that were conducted this summer came at a time 
when testimony of interested persons will have less impact 
than ii would have had if the hearings had been conducted 
earlier in the process of epa a Plan. We believe there 
are sigm can ma rs w I are no a equa e y a in 

the Draft Plan. We hope the Commission wiU be willing to 
make substantive changes in the Draft Plan notwithstanding 
the relatively short period it has established to summarize 
and consider comments before adopting a final PlaJL (We 
understand a one week period to summarize comments has 
been established, and that a tentative Commission meeting 
has been established for October 6, 1993.) 

Section 703(1) sets a nonexclusive list of matters which 
the Plan shall include. Jt provides that ua unified 
comprehensive plan for the A1ea- shall be presented. The 
four enumerated matters to be included !n the Plan are: 

(1} A program for muu,gvment of existing and 
future land and water use. 

(2) 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. 

• 
2. 

0-27 

RESPONSES • 
The MNRRA planning process included extensive 
opportunities for public involvement throughout the 
project. These are summarized in the final environmental 
impact statement. 
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COMMENTS 

Superintendent 
Mississippi Nallonal River 

and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Page4 

(3) A coordination and ronslstency coa,.ponent 
which details the wa)'ll in which Iota!, state and federal 
programs and pclldes may best be coordinated to 
promote the purposes of the Law. 

(4) A program for the coordination and 
consolidation, to the extent feasible, of permits that 
may be niquiNd by federal, state and local agendes 
having Jurisdiction over land and waters In _the Area. 

The second Item requires, among other things, a fina:ndal 
plan, and th.at the Plan Include a description of how the goals 
and polides of the IMNlgement plan will be c:om.patible with 
the existing channel maintenance program on the Mississippi 
River, and the existing federal, state, regional and loc:al 
programs and goals on the Minnesota. and St. Croix Rivers. 

Recommendation that Alternative B be Ado,vted 

Our Coundl's Board of Directors has unanimously 
endorsed Alternative B to the Draft Plan. We found 
Alternative B to be more mmpatible with the purposes of the 
Law, and what we view AS the long term interests of the 
public. We note that it would emphasize "increased open 

, ' 
shoreline restoration. ... " Al.so, it would contemplate "a more 
extensive land acquisition program than in any alternative" 
and ualterations of bluffs, shorelines, wet lands or the flood 
plain would be prohibited." (Pa,ge 94.) It contemplates a 
stronger role for the National Park Service, which we believe 
can be beneficial. We urge the Commission to adopt 
Alternative B, and to take the lime necessary to do so. 

3. 

RESPONSES 

Some elements of alternative B were added to the plan. 
The commission and the National Park Service feel the 
final plan meets the intent of the law and reflects broad 
public input received during the planning process. 

• 
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Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Pages 

Comments ReJarding Specific Proyisions of the Draft Plan 

Following are several comments of our committee 
regardmg specific aspects of the Draft Plan which we feel are 
insufficiently covered, which we take exception, or which 
rould be rewritten in more understandable form. 

Format of Draft Plan . We recommend that the Draft 
Plan be reorganized into a formal which follow, the four 
general Plan requirements described above, and their sub
headings, as set forth in Section 703(i) of the Law. Although 

1 or 
another in the Draft Plan, one has to "dig" to find responses. 
For example, almost as an afterthought, three sentences on 
water quality are included on pagl! 84 in the proposed 
response to Section 703(i)(2)(D) of the Law. They refer to 
another section of the Draft Plan, but there is not much 
discussion in that section, either. 

We presume the Commission has compiled substantial 
data regarding existing programs affecting the Area that are 
under the jurisdiction of the federal, state and local 
governments and agencies thereof. Appendix H cites several 
prior studies, It would be helpful to an understanding of the 
Plan to include more backgyound information. 

It is also our general observation that the Draft Plan, 
with the exception of the proposal for a Harriet Island 
Interpretive Center and proposed interpretive programs, is 
lacldrig in specific recommendations, apparently anticipating 
that these will be developed by the Commission at a later dam. 

·- r -~- ..... - ~~-- -r--u~ .. 
developed and presented at this time. 

• 
4. 

5. 

0-27 

RESPONSES • 
The plan includes sections required by MNRRA law, other 
federal laws, and NPS guidelines. It is best organized to 
comply with all of these. 

It is a comprehensive policy plan (see responses to 
comments G-2-2, G-17-9, and G-22-1). 
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Superintendent 
Mississippi National RiV'er 

and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Page6 

Water Ouali!y. The Law reqwres that the Plan include 
a program "with proposed u,ignment of responsibilities to 
the appropriate governmental unll at the federal, state, 
regional and local levels, including ... the provision!i of the 
Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act .... " On 
page 84, it is stated that: "The provisions that pertain to the 
surface waters would continue to be implemented t,y existing 
federal, stale and local agencies, with OV'ersight by the 
MNRRA commission to ensure that water quality standards 
are met and improvement in overall water quality in the 
corridor is achieved." There is a mention on page 39 that the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Ag-ency would have a lead role 
in this effort. No lim-ble is set for adtieving a water quality 
that is "swimmable and fishable through the entire 72-mlle 
link." (Does "fishable" mean that people can eat fish from the 
River without limitation?) In our opinion, this does not 
suffidently deal with the very important Issue of clean water. 
Clea • 
recreational values of the Millllisslppi River. We recommend 
that the Plan include the Commission's assessment of how 
well these agencies are administering dean water laws and 
regulations, recommend dates for ,achieving water quality 
compliance, and recommend a more specific role for National 
Park Servic:e personnel to monitor compliance. (It is our 

0 

play a monitoring role.) Because of the Importance of this 
aspect, we recommend that the discussion of water quality 
matters and their administration be covered in a single 
section. (We note a typographical error in the reference to the 
Law on page 84. lt should be section 703(1)(2)(0).) 

Hi!r;riet J,;Jand lnlffl>retlve Center. The Draft Plan, 
although it lacks specifics in most respects, specifically 
provides for the "St. Paul/Harriet Island 
Interpretive/Headquarters fadlily." The map on page 63 sets 
forth existing and proposed interpretive and educational 
fad.lilies, including Historic Ft. Snelling, a proposed new 

6. 

RESPONSES 

Additional emphasis on clean water was incorporated in 
the visions and in the Natural Resources Management 
section, but the comprehensive management plan is not a 
detailed water quality implementation ·plan for the corridor. 

• 
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SupeTintendent 
Mississippi National River. 

and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Page7 

visitors center at Ft. Snelling St;ite Park, the visitor, center at 
Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge, the Science 
Muset:jm of MinntiOta and many others. (The multimillion 
dollar Minnesota Historical Society building in St. Paul ls not 
included on the map.) The Draft Plan stales that the 
interpretive proposal "capitalized on the excellent 
interpretive work alre;idy being done in lhe corridor and 
seeks to fill the interpretive gaps and offer coordination of 
existing interpretive facilities, activities, and programs." (Page 
62.) On page 58 it i5 staled that: "To acromplish their 
functions, the two central interpretive centers for the corridor 
would re.quire _sufficient critical mllS6 to attra~ visitors !in 

example]." Given the existing interpretive facilities in the 
corridor, the need for the proposed Harriet Island facility 
(which is estimated to cost about $8,347,000, or about $440per 
square foot) Is not demonstrated, and we would prefer a 
different assignment of priorities for limited financial 
:resources. The National Park Service can, in our opinion, 
carry out an interpretive mission without a new, 8 million 
dollar building, (at locations other than centeu owned and 
operated by the Sen-ice (including aboard sightseeing boats as 
is done at Taylors Falls on the St. Croix River). A "bricks and 
mortar• image for the National Park Service seems 
ina ropriate. (Mr. Mo an of our committee would favor an 
a a ve, ess cos y, VISIIOrs center on et an lo 
complement plans for development of the riverfront in 
downtown St. Paul, and Ms. Lynch would favor a less costly 
interpretive center at a St. Paul site, tor which an alternative 
location such as the historic Union Depot might be 
oonsidered.) 

Qpen S.,race and Parks. Our Coundl is particularly 
interested in the preservation of open spaces within the 
corridor, and it is our opinion that the protection of 
environmental values and enhancement of recreational use 
of the corridor requires public ownership of more open space 

• 
7. 

8. 

0-27 

RESPONSES • 
In order to interpret the themes identified in the draft 
plan, many interpretive techniques have been proposed, 
including the use of interpretive centers. The proposed 
NPS and cooperative interpretive centers would provide a 
place for visitors to begin their exploration of the corridor, 
view exhibits and audiovisual learning materials, and 
obtain basic visitor services. There would also be places 
where property owners or others who have questions about 
the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area can go 
for answers. Partnerships are emphasized in the draft as 
one way to get the most value out of these centers. The 
plan was revised to indicate that figures for interpretive 
center costs are very preliminary, and the details on costs 
were moved to the appendix. 

Additional emphasis on open space protection was added. 



9 

10 

11 

COMMENTS 

Superintendent 
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and Recreation Area 
September 10, 1993 
Page8 

within the corridor, and ~arty, but certainly not limited 
to, those areas that are ecologically sensitive or contain 
unique resources. The Draft Plan's open space and trails 
concept, as set forth on page 30, is quite low key and oondude,; 
th.at "more coordination I 
develop the open space and trails concept. 0 As with the dean J 
water issue, it is our opinion that the open space and trails 
concept is fundamental to the Plan, and that the final Plan 
should take a more pro-active stance with respect to the 
concept and its implementation. 

We are confronted with urban sprawl, and 
development presswes on remaining open spaces are driving 
up land values. Governments at all levels are operating 
under severe budgetary constraints. The •national• aspect of 
the_ Plan ~ th_e £act that the Mississippi is a major river of 

preservation o( natural resources. We are of the opinion that 
some asse.ssment of the phenomenon of rising real estate 
values with urban development pressures should be included 
in the Plan, together with ,;ome estimates of the costs of 
acquiring open spaces, and the needs for federal assistance 
contemplated by the Law. 

Our Council, together with the Metropolitan Cowu:il 
Parks and Open Spaces Committee, the Washington County 
Park Planning Committee and others, has recently 
recommended the acquisition of a substantial portion of Grey 
Ooud Island in the corridor for a park, and we would 
welcome the endorsement of the Commission for that 
proposal (together with a recommendation for federal 
financial assistance). We believe that the development of a 

ongoing commero a vi es e 
Shiely Company on portions of the island. We suggest that 
Grey Cloud Island and all of the regional parks in the corridor 
should be specifically referenced in the tex1 of the proposed 
Plan, whatever alternative is adopted. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

·RESPONSES 

Emphasis was added, but local government would be the 
key to implementing the open space and trails concept. 

The cost of open space acquisition would be estimated in 
follow-up work with local communities as described in the 
plan implementation section of the MNRRA plan. 

A reference to Grey Cloud Island was added to the open 
space land acquisition discussion in the final plan. 

• 
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Page9 

Manaa:ement. We have concerns about overlapping 
management and regulation, and the Draft Plan does not In 
our opinion. adequately discuss the disadvantage,; of 
management by multiple governmental entities. We stron 

s1 a.opono 
rewinmendations that would eliminate unneces11ary 
duplication (and also forus accountability for management). 
The Commission could look to management of the Upper 
and Lower St. Croix River Areas. We understand, for 
example, that at least one municipality on that river has not 
yet adopted zoning ordinances compatible with the Wild and 
Scenic River requirements more ihan 25 years after 
designation of the St. Croix River as a Wild and Scenic River. 

Recommenda!lon that Portions of Alternative 8 be Ado.pbed 
If Alte,native B Is Not AdQpW in Its Enlkety 

We strongly endorse Alternative 8. If the Commission 
nevertheless decides to adopt the Draft Plan, raiher than 
Alternative B, we urge the substitution in the Draft Plan of as 
many provisions of Allemative B as possible. In this regard, 

r ssec onon 
pages 30·34, and recommend substitution of Alternative 8, 
pages 95-96. For the Commercial Navigation selection on 
pages 34-38, we reronunend substitution of Alternative 8, 
page 96. We recommend the National Park Service have a 
mon!toring role with respect -~ compliance with barge 

Polloes an Actions, a a number (6) -Cammerdal 
navigation must be included in any study oi carrying capadty 
of rfa use.n And add from Altemali 

no-wake zones would also be encouraged 
to provide additional quiet zones in the corridor and protect 
shorelines. To d other visitor-Orlen 

• 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

0-27 

RESPONSES • 
Partnerships are a necessary part of the plan based on the 
letter and intent of the MNRRA legislation. 

Some elements of alternative B were added to the proposed 
plan, but there was not a complete replacement. It is felt 
that the proposed plan best fits the intent of Congress and 
the preponderance of public input. 

Commercial navigation should not be addressed under 
visitor use. However, a surface water use management 
plan is proposed in the final plan and it would address 
commercial navigation and river system capacity. 

This idea is in the plan. No-wake zones would be further 
assessed ~n the surface water use management plan 
referenced above. 
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would be settled In favor of those less damaging IO the 
environment. ff 

On pages 75-83, "Plan Implementation,w we believe the 
provision of Alternative B giving the National Park Servke 
more direct authority to impleinent resoura, management, 
vi&itor use, and development components of the 
romprehenslve management plan is preferable, and that time 
lin~ should be set for .when local plans must be com leted. 

, eorose 
communities that are not In compliance will be necessary. 

With respect to -Strategies for Streamlining the 
Regulatory Structure" on pages 8H33, In claU88 (3) on page 82 
we think it ls important that "a representative from the 
environmental community" be requlred as a member of the 
"small task force.w (Greater Involvement of representatives 

ll'A 

respect to all further activities of the Commlssion.) 

We also recommend the addition from Alternative B 
of the section entitled "Coordination and Consistency" on 
pages 99-100 with the deletion of "or the Coinmisslon" from 
the nei<t to last bullet, and the deletior, of "and the 
Commission" from the last bullet 50 that the regulatory 
authority and management leadership and oversight ls 
focused in the National Park Service. 

Conclusion 

We realia, the Commission has an exceedingly 
complex assignment, but also recognize that the Commission 
is charged with a job of great Importance to the present and 
future generations and their ability to enjoy a unique and 
magnificent resource. Opportunities exist at this lime to 
protect and preserve our resources that may never exist again . 

16. 

17. 

RESPONSES 

This concept is not supported by the commission or 
corridor communities, which are key to successful MNRRA 
plan implementation. The commission and the National 
Park Service believe that the final plan best fits the intent 
of the MNRRA legislation and the desires of corridor 
communities that would be the focus of implementation 
under any scenario. 

The statement was revised to address this comment. 
Interested groups would have the opportunity to 
participate in the process. 

• 
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We would welcome an 0pportunity to appear before 
the Commission to discuss any ol the foregoing points in 
more detail. 

MP:jw 

~~y yours// -

~~ 
President 

• RESPONSES • 

0-27 
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WOY AGEURS REGION c:J,lational P.Jrl(_Assiz 

Suite 302C 
119 N. ◄th S,. 
Minn.apoli>, MN 55401 
612133J.54l◄ Superintendent JoAnn Kyra! 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box41 
St. Paul, MN .55101-2901 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

Voyageurs Region National Park Association (VRNPA} appreciates the. 
opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Management 
Plan Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the ~ississippi 

·"" National Rlver and Recreation Area. We appreciate the work and 
effort that the National Park Service and committed citizens have put 
into this effort. We only have one Mississippi River ape! we are glad the 
federal government has committed to working with Minnesotans to 
restore and care for it. 

Overall, VRNPA supports the proposed plan. Our exceptions to the 
proposed plan have been listed below, by se<:tion. 

~~~:w ;aSs,CCLioliu.OwnL.i.•--La..,n.,d._a..,n.,do..W.LUlawteac ... Uasse 

of how to approach current inconsistent river area use. We 
encourage you to incorporate a plan to create incentives for inconsistent 
river area users to move their business. If no incentives can be found, .~ 

~ "mandate for those businesses to contribute to the restoration of the 
river area bordering their business', should be applied. 

On a e 20 ou write th.at resource rotection would be the rimar 
determining factor in case of a conflict. 'Resource' was defined as bein1; 
either natural, cultural or economic. We beljeve that the resources 
should be prioritized, with natural resource protection receiving the 
hi hest riorit , with cultural rotection second and economic third. 

e cannot over emphasize our e ie t at economic eve opment m 
the corridor should be consistent with river use with many incentives 

• 

1. 

2. 

• 

RESPONSES 

The idea of purchasing inconsistent uses and offering 
incentives for relocation has drawn intense opposition from 
business and industry interests. The plan does specify 
shoreline treatments and beautification efforts that should 
be undertaken. Additional language about existing 
industry cleanup and neighborhood compatibility were 
added, although the real power to achieve improvement 
lies with the local governments because of the generally 
advisory nature of the MNRRA plan. 

The National Park Service does not have legal authority to 
set priorities on the resources listed in the law. 

• 
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for those business to take an active role in restoring the riverfront in their area. 

On page 23, please revise the last sentence on the page to read "The plan would also 
allow businesses and industries in the corridor to expand existing facilities if the 
expansion is consistent with natural resource protection and site development 
policies add to the natural improvement of the river." 

Please add a sentence to page 29, point nw:nber 11, at the end of that point to read 
"No new corridors are to be developed for river crossings in the MNRRA." 

It is unclear as to the priorities for implementing this Draft EIS. We strongly 
encourage the NPS to move first to implementing the Land Use/Riverfront Use 
recommendations. Given the NPS's commitment to working with all levels of 
governments connected to the river and the existence of strong shoreline protection 
guidelines, a plan to follow up on this could he drafted and ready for 
implementation under a reasonable timeline. 

Section; Ba11c FJeetin1 Areas 

Please change the word in point number 2 on page 37 from "preferably next to" to 
"only in". 

Please add lo point number 3 on page 37 "Assess the need to locate or relocate a 
new buge fleeting area and evaluate the potential for bank erosion before making 
decisions to locate new (or relocate existing) barge fleeting areas. Identification and 
mapping of all proposed fleeting sites In the cotrldor w111 be planned, before al\y 
new areas are considered. " 

Please change Page 41, point number 15 to read as follows. "Develop spill 
prevention and response plans in cooperation with other responsible government 
agencies by the fifth year of the approval of this plan. This should include all 
potential sources, such as point sources and pipelines, railroads, barge traffic and 
other transportation modes. Until the spill prevention and response plan is 
approved, identify and enforce responsible government agency action to replarly 
monitor fleetin1t areas for spills and dean-ut>S." 

OJ,en Space and Trails 

The extent of open space and trails along the M."l'RRA river corridor is impressive. 
Action ml;l51 be taken to ensure that these areas are pro!e:fed and that sites for 

an urban setting where such areas are rare. The NFS should take an active role in 

2 

• 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

0-28 

RESPONSES • 
This policy was revised, but it would be inappropriate to 
focus resource protection on one category of corridor 
resources. 

See response to comment G-15-16. 

"Preferably" was deleted. "To the extent possible" was 
substituted. 

This is a concept that was included in alternative B, which 
was not selected for the proposed plan because it was not 
considered necessary under existing forecasts, and it would 
restrict the activities of the industry too much. This 
concept was strongly opposed by business and industry 
representatives on the commission and associated 
commercial navigation interest groups. However, a surface 
water use management plan, which would include 
mapping of proposed fleeting sites, is proposed in the final 
plan as a priority during MNRRA plan implementation. 

In most cases, time frames should not be specified in 
comprehensive management plans. Spill prevention and 
response plans are supported in the MNRRA plan. 

The National Park Service would have an active role in 
promoting implementation of the open space and trail 
concept and policies in the plan. 
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COMMENTS 

promoting open spaces and trails along the river corridor for recreational purpOSE-s, I 
as well as creating a protective buffer along the river. TI,e Park Service's pro al .!!!_j 

un mg or a, areas IS an ,mpor an p o s roncep an s ou 
actively pursued. Once the trail system is established, the NPS should continue 
providing assii,tance to local authorities in upkeep and interpretive programs. 

Section: Resoun;es Manap:merit 

We are encouraged that the NPS will serve as coordinator of resource related issues 
by providing historic preservation input, technical assistance, maintain the GIS for 
the area, and serve as a central clearing house of infonnation about the MNRRA 
corridor. 

Natural Resources 

Th<? NPS should develop partnership relationships with the lead state and federai 
agencies in charge of particular areas (Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife service, 
Minnesota DNR, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency). The NPS should act as a 
liaison between these dlflerent agencies as well as between agencies and private 
citi2.ens. 

The "'Proposed Policies and Actions" (pages 40-41) reflect a need to cooperate with 
the affected agencies and citizens. Some points, however, are nearly identical (1 and 
13, 6 and 14, 11 and 15). 

Cultural Resources 

The NPS should lend as much assistance as possible in preserving the cultural 
resources in the area, and ensure that the full history of the corridor is reflected, 
partkularlr Native American. A complete inventory should be undertaken as 
suggested on page 47. 'The "Proposed Policies and Actions" provide an excellent 
starting point for developing a cultural resources agenda. 

E@nomi<; Resources 

We agree with the NPS in stating that "an economic resource inventory should be 
preceded by more analysis, agreement on the definition of 'economic resource,' and 
a comprehensive identification of what should he included in the inventory." (P,,ge 
47). The plan currently has no concrete statement on what should be done to 
balance economic interesti; versus protection of natural resources. Analysis of 
economic interests versus environmental protection should be undertaken, with 
the goal of protecting natural resources. 

TM ''Proposed Policies and Actions"' section (page 48) was difficult to understand, At 
least four points conflict with the remaining points, as well as other goals discuss,i!d 

3 

9. 

10. 

11. 

RESPONSES 

NPS would develop partnerships with these agencies as 
suggested 

They are related but include subtle and important 
differences. 

• Emphasis was added on Native Americans in the Cultural 
Resource Management section and Visitor Use and 
Interpretation sections of the final plan. 

• 
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COMMENTS • 
In the management plan. Those four points were: "continue existing land uses in 
the corridor," "allow redevelopment and expansion of corridor businesses," 
"interpret the working river," and "continue barge fleeting areas and allow for some 
expa~ion of fleeting area,~." The firs~ t~ee of these l:'°ints are ~ague in ~ix 

Given the prevalence of spills when loading and unloading barges, planning to 
eliminate this environmental threat should be addressed in this plan. 

Res:reation Research 

The NPS should continue its efforts in collecting information on low-impact 
recreation resource needs in the MNRRA. This work would complement current 
visitor use and interpretive programs, attracting more people to the corridor, and 
give the area more exposure. 

Section; Visllor Us,; and Intcxpreta,tlon 

The river corridor provides numerous opportunities for recreation and education. 
The NPS should take a lead role in promoting these activities and ensuring that safe 
river-related activities are possible in the years to come. We are encouraged by the 
role the ?-\'PS sees itself playing in this: "direct involvement through interpretive 
and educational programs, orientation to available services, education for low
impact recreation, impact monitoring marketing research, and interpretive training 
for visitor contact pcrsoMel." The NPS should emphasize its role as a lead agency 
and as the agency which will foster partnerships for interpretive experiences. 

(page 52). However, we do not support the planned interpretive center on Harriet 
Island in St. Paul. This $9.9 million facility (not including audiovisual media 
design, equipment and production costs; page 85) seem,; overwhelming in a time 
when our federal government is looking for ways to cut expenditures. Our concern 
with this facility is its cost, whether the NPS will be able to staff the facility to the 
extent that makes it worth visiting, and the lack of a needs assessment justifying the 
si.u!, expense and location. 

We agree that the headquarters should be in St. Paul. Given the available office 
office space in downtown St. Paul, the NFS should look into acquiring a preexisting 
building for location of its headquarters and interpretive center. The St. Croix 1"1'5 

X 

Interpretation is important but we believe $9 million can go a long way toward 
implementing this plan's river restoration recommendations in addition to 
interpretation. 

Cooperative ventures in interpretative programs should be investigated. Three 
potential sites are: the Minnesota History Center, the new Children's Museum, and 

4 

12. 

13. 

14. 

.0-28 

RESPONSES • 
Spill prevention is supported in policy 15 under the air and 
water component of the Natural Resources Management 
section of the plan. 

Locating a center in existing office space in downtown St. 
Paul could offer cost advantages; however, it would not 
provide the same access to river-related resources on the 
south side of the river, such as the parkland and tour boat 
operations that are available at Harriet Island. The total 
cost of the facility is a rough estimate at this time. More 
detailed cost estimates would be developed during project 
design. The detail of the cost estimate was moved to an 
appendix in the plan to emphasize its preliminary nature. 

Cooperative interpretive activities and centers are stressed 
ih the plan. 
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COMMENTS 

the Science Museum. Two of these locatioflS are relatively new (Minnesota History 
Center and soon-to-be-built Children's Museum), and would provide modern 
facilities for program/interpretive work. 

InterpremtiPD Education. and Visitor Services 

We are encouraged that the NI'S would like to provide a broad range of experiences 
for visitors {page 53). The eight themes highlighted on pages 53-56 are good ideas for 
conveying the message to the public. Whenever possible, the NPS should use its 
partnerships to implement these programs. The programs of orientation, 
interpretation, coordination, and environmental and heritage education activities 
(pages 56-57) should be conducted in association with other agencies. This is an 
excellent use of the partnership theme emphasized in this dr<!ft EIS. 

National Park Service Intexpretive fad!lties 

TIie draft EIS recognizes that the current facilities along the corridor are fragrnel'ted 
and, in some locations, deteri should place primary emphasis 
upon upgrading the facilities WO tnership work, when feasible. In 
addition, the NPS should create a cohesive network of interpretive facilities. U.e 
four general functions {page S7) are good goals ID maintain for the corridor. The 
four specific functions of the NPS al.so are good goals to have, as well as the rolei; 
that the other partners would play (page 58). 

Section: General PeveJopmeot 

Abo._ NI'S....,..,.,:._ ""Wahb,,m/C.:.;,, ~;,., ~.., ;......J.. I 
the Minneapolis facility. This may have been a suitable location prior to its near 
destruction by fire, but its viability is now questionable. There are numerous ot:her 
historic buildings located within the St. Anthony Falls area that would be suitable 
for an interpretive center and would not co.st as much to rehabilitate. The 

' , 
interpretive information posted arowid the building for people to read, 

Plans for developing the cooperative centers in Hastings and at the Coon Rapid!. 
dam and for the associated centers as they are recognized continue to reflect the draft 
EIS's cooperative theme. We underscore the need to get commitments from th,! 
cooperating agencies in developing interpretive centers. TIie centers' success will 
rely in part upon the support of the local community. 

Park Service Operations 

We hope that the NPS has long-term assurances to increase its staffing before these 
ambitious program goals are implemented. 

s 

15. 

16. 

RESPONSES 

The Washburn/Crosby complex is a national historic 
landmark, and it is much larger than just the portion that 
burned. It was identified as the best site through extensive 
discussions with interpretive partners in the area. It must 
be viewed in the context of a vision of major rehabilitation 
for the waterfront in this area, which is planned by the city 
of Minneapolis. This includes proposals for Mill Ruins 
Park, the Heritage Trail, and major concepts for 
rehabilitating and adaptively using the Washburn/Crosby 
complex and its immediate environs. The cost of stabilizing 
and maintaining the complex without adaptive reuse 
would be prohibitive. The National Park Service would not 
commit to move into the complex until it is rehabilitated 
and occupied with a mix of compatible uses and until more 
planning is completed. If the right combination of uses are 
assembled and a portion of the building that is in better 
shape is used, the cost to locate the interpretive center in 
the complex might not exceed the costs to rehabilitate 
other historic buildings in the area. For purposes of this 
plan it was estimated at new construction rates. Final 
costs may be highE!r or lower than this estimate. This 
discussion was added to the final plan. 

The National Park Service would increase staff if funding 
is secured. This generally occurs in new areas over a period 
of years as needs increase and funding becomes available 
though annual congressional appropriations. 

• 



• COMMENTS 

Plan Implementation 

In its discussion from pages 75-87 the NPS appears able to carry out the requirements 
of the MNRRA legislation. The levels of federal, state and local government should 
be coordinated to help preserve and protect the corridor. We are encoutaged by the 
Park Service's recognition of the need for coordination and consistency among aU of 
these public agencies. Streamlining the regulatory structure sounds like a good idea 
on paper, but it should not come at the expense of the corridor's natural resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS. We look forward to 
working with the NPS as this plan moves forward. 

Sincere!~, f1i:J{). 

9ifr=• 
Voyageurs Region National Park Association 

• RESPONSES • 

0-28 
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COMMENTS 

Urban Environmental 
Education Coalition 
c/o 2529 13th Ave. so. 
Minneapolis, MN 55404 
September 2e, 1993 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (HNRRA) 
175 E. 5th st., suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

re: Draft Comprehensive Manage-nt Plan for MNRRA 

Dear Superintendent: 

The Urban Environ111ental Education coalition (UEEC) is a network •~f 
individuals and organizations devoted to environmental education in 
our urban co111111unities. We are comaitted to a vision of a healthf,111 
and ecolc,gically sustainable urban environment. 

UBEC strongly endorses the Alternative 8 foI"lll of the MNRRA plan. 
We believe that a focus on environmental education coupled with a 
coordinated. strategy of pollution prevention and natural resource 
protection activities would place IDIRRA in an appropriate and 
strategic position. 

HNRRA can be a key tool for learning abOut the interdependency of 
people and environ111ent. JOIRRA staff should take an active role in 
teaching abOut what importance the river has for people, how people 
impact the river, and how - can restore the river to a healthful 
state. MNRRA staff should be directly involved in restoration 
activities, and should coordinate citizen involve111ent in the 
prooess. In addition, outstanding point and non-point pollution 
"' -~"' .De ---------, ~-J.<,& ·•- g .... ____ ._ ,. ... 

Rnowledge·of problems without action teaches the wrong lesson, 

'l'here is a crying need for education that teaches ua about our 
place in the natural world. The Mississippi River is the central 
natural feature describing our cities, and it is the reason our 
cities exist. It should be a place where we learn bow to care for 
nature, and where we learn that by caring for nature, we are caring 
:for ourselves in an essential and priaary way. 

The establishment of JOIRRA gives great hope and promise for the 
future of our river cities. The Urben Environaental Education 
Coalition welcomes MNRRA and believes that its great promise can be 
fulfilled by 111aking environaental education its focal point e.nd 
supporting tha,t mission with action . 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. The MNRRA plan supports these objectives. 

• 
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OW.-600 ..... r"lb 

NI.-SOTA: Pl •• CHISA&O & WASfflNGlOM a:umcs & nt: (ITV Of HASTING$ 
Wl$CONSUt 9URIETT, klllk. St.CRDlt & PICRtr t.oUN'T!H 

SIERRA CLUB 
ST. CROIX VALLEY INTERSTATE GROUP 

October 12, 1993 

Nattonel Park Service 
175 East 5th Streat 
Suite 418 80)( 41 
St. Paul,MN 55101 

Sirs: Subject: Mississippi River protection 

ADtlrl'I Hll•'"'o" 
Wl24ff~l20th A
A!.....- falls, Wt ~22 

At the OCtolle" 1 1th meetll'l\l, the Executive Committee of. Sierra Club's Sl Croix Valley Group 

voted that t~a Mississippi River's water quality and scenic properties shruld be protected but at 

the same time the River should remain a working river that includes commercial transportation 

end river valley commerce. 

Pert of the M1sslsslpp1's "work" 1s to provioe·c1ean water for recreational fishing, bio 

diversity, boating end human consumption down stream. Therefore other 'work" such as 

commerce should not oe allowed to d,:grooe the waler qual1ty. 

We hope t~et both these requirements will be met by the Mississippi National River end 

Recreation draft p Ian. 

Please send e copy of :he dreft plan. 

Sincerely, 

~¼~ 
Audrey Halverson, Vice Chair 

c- ... --

L 

0-30 

RESPONSES • 
A statement regarding clean water as a high priority was 
added. 
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11. I\ESOU.ITION TO MAINTAIN ECONOMlC Nil> fNVm.oNMeK'l'AL. VITAIJ"N 
IN THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER CORRIDOR THROUGH BALANCED l'IJBUC POLICY 

WIMnt.u the Mississippi River COOfdinating Commission is drafting a report to 
evaluate and gwde future public policy in the Mississippi River Corridor; 

.,,,__ this report will be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior and will 
ditlicdv .U..ct those who wort. and live Mat lhe Mississippi River; • 

.,,,__ it is crucial that the f9IIOlt maintain the Cllfflfflt balance of cultural, 
environmental and economic resources; 

..,,,._ the draft report clearly states that local management of lhe River CorridOC' 
hes preserved the river in good cllffllition for over 140 years; 

WllwltN thousands of homeowners live alonQ the Mississippi river; 

.,,,__ homeowners who llve along the river sl!Ou!d not be burdened "Vith 
addhianal regulation or permitting from another fayer of government in Iha River 
Corridor; 

IMNr.a an appeals proc- a11d olhar iuues shc>Uld be cteal1y spelled out in the 
Plan; 

..,,,._ thousands of businessea and over 100,000 jobs depend on the 
Mississippi River; 

rMNrua conlrol of the river 11,ould continue to mt with local unit, of govem,-,t 
with input al'td review from outSide agencla; • 

NNir.a the Mississippi River COC'ridor $Jill and ClllW maintain economic and 
environmental vitality side-by-side to thn,;e; 

ni..n-: be It ,9NMII tflat. eoallllon of clllans, ......... 111d 
han-...-a11,11ttt.H I 1lppi..,_CNtdnatingCemmiallon 
comlnue ID.._ 11w 11811111 of 1hl ~ 111d ---■•m--. 
"'-• - _...,..,,. IIOllh 111d In fact-~ upon 1hl ottw far a 
prveb:1h,e MiMiuippilUv• Cemdor. 

PLEASE PBINI 
Nane L)E,JN1:, L. R:TTC-R., Tltle ____ Date '1h hs 
Ofgeni111tioo (If f&llf6Sll!\tll\g organi18llool __________ _ 

Address 11.fhc ~<'(t:eP.'. j)(.? rvul CiryA/\!C[lt 21p S~·lc~ 
Telephone number I &rl-l '/::i 7- Nl) 

P1taM mum to: Minnesotans fol' 11w Nliulfllppl, 3001 Univ~ A-, S.E., 
Mliwleapoi,sMN 55414 . 

RESPONSES 

L The MNRRA plan does this. 

• 
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The following people m,irlll!trln"tllt' auacbi;\lJresulutlon from l\linnesotan's 
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1 

12 October 199:3 

Joann M, Kyral 
MNRRA 
175 East 5th St. Suite 418 
St. Paul, Mn 55101 

Dear Joann, 

The Neighborhood Revitalization Program currently underway 
in Minneapolis is about neighborhoods planning for the future 
of their respective communities. Information has been 
enclosed to give you a broader •mission" perspective of the 
NRP/CARE. 

The suggestion I wish to make regards the interrelationship 
between MNRRA planning and the planning efforts coming out 
of MPLS. neighborhoods presently in their NRP process; 
particularly those neighborhoods who share the vision for an 
enhanced and protected Mississippi River Corridor. With NRP, 
neighborhoods in Minneapolis are given a coordinated voice 
in which to micro-manage their planning efforts with city, 
county and state agencies. The Mississippi Corridor 
Neighborhood Coalition and other organizations are also 
actively involving residents in MNRRA related 
planning/consensus activities. 

NRP/CARE offers monetary teeth to the visions and objectives 
out of NRP neighborhood action plans. 

and I believe that residents in MPLS are given a better opportunity 
to implement their River objectives through the NRP process. 

sincerely, 

~<fa-
Guy Fischer 
NRP Project Director, Bottineau 
Neighborhood Environmental Partnership coordinator, Bottineau 
NRP Coordinator, Stevens Square-Loring Heights 
100 3rd St. #3 
Excelsior, MN 55331 
(612) 474-6003 

1. 
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RESPONSES • 
The National Park Service would coordinate with any 
group interested in the well being of the MNRRA corridor. 



COMMENTS 

Superintendent 
Mississippi River National River and :Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Please note the following COllllllents on the Draft Comprehensive 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Mississippi National River and Recreational Area: 

Open space and Traila (p. 30) . 
I strongly support the plan's emphasis on providing continuous 
open space and a continuous trail along the length of the 
Mississippi River in MNRRA (pages 30 - 34). 'l'he idea of providlng 
natching grants to state and local governments to purchase lan 11 
for purchasing open space and for developing this continuous 
trail is a good one. 

o-rcial Navigation (p. 34) . 
I am concerned about the tone of the section on Colll!llercial 
Navigation on page 34 in that it appears to be biased and 
inoomplete in its initial discussion of the col!llllercial navigation 
industry. rt states that •co111111ercial navigation provides an 
economical, safe, and energy-efficient form of transportation" 
but does not present evidence for this conclusion. Information 
located in the plan actually lists many potential economic and 
environmental negatives related to COlllHrcial navigation indus·try 
activities on the Mississippi River. 

These include: 

• 

Possible costly, serious accidents should dangerous 
barge contents (including petrole1.1111 products, 
chemicals, and fertilizers) be spilled during 
transport, during loading and unloading, or during 
barge cleaning between loads. 

Need for conversion to double-hulled barges to prevent 
spills. 

< Problem of bank erosion caused by boat wakes. 

Noise and visual impacts. 

Use of trees as llOOring structures. 

l 

Need for periodic, costly, government-funded dredging 
of the Mississlppi River channel to keep it at nine 
feet. 

Need to dispose of problematic dredged materials in an 
environmentally sound manner. 

Possible environment~! dalllftge caused bY dredging 
leading to sediment contamination and reduced water 
quality. 

Discussion of the commercial navigation industry in this section 
and in the section on page 137 should be rewritten to be mor~ 
balanced. There seems to be a tendency in the plan to glorify 
this industry, focus on its economic value as a part of the 
overall economy, and to avoid integrating discussion of 
environ111entally and economically negative aspects of its 
operations in the initial paragraphs describing the industry. I 
feel that the first paragraph in the Commercial Navigation. 
section on page 34 is pa1·ticularly unobjective in its 
presentation of this industry, and that in the COllllllercial 
Navigation section on pages 137-138 waiting until the sixth 
paragraph to discuss problematic issues with this industry is 
inappropriate. Non-industry perspectives should be included to 
the same extent as industry perspectives when describing 
co111111ercial navigation on the Mississippi. (This is particularly 
needed on the first paragraph on page 138.) 

Natural Resource Nanag-nt: Pollution (p. 39) 
I strongly support the vision that existing air and water quality 
pollution control standards be met and that the river be 
swilnmable and fishable throughout the corridor. However, I feel 
that the goal of the plan should be more ambitious than this. I 
recollllllend that the objective of the plan be that the water 
quality of the Mississippi River when it leaves the Twin Cities 
corridor should be as good as that of the river before it reaches 
the Twin cities corridor. 

I strongly support the emphasis of the plan on pollution 
prevention. However, I am doubtful that the proposed policies and 
actions on pages 40 and 41 will be imple-nted since I do not see 
any request in the draft plan for additional resources from 
Congress, state or local governments to accomplish this purpose. 
The final plan should det'initely include a strong recommendation 
that additional targeted resources be :made available to implement 
the activities on pages 4,0 and 41. • 

This uy be accomplished either through a grant program to 
appropriate agencies, coinpanies, or non-profit organizations, or 
through direct appropriations to specific agencies. It is not 
particularly useful to p~t these excellent ideas on paper and 
assume that agencies/orge.nizations will increase their focus on 
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environmental quality if resources are not given to them to do 
so. Strong consideration should be given to funding a balance of 
regUlatory and non-regulatory efforts to achieve the 
environmental objectives on pages 40 and 41. This proposed 
funding should be discussed on pages 86 and 87. 

cultural Resources Menageaent: cultural Resource Research Heeds 
The short paragraph on page 47 relating to Native American sites 
indicates that identification of these sites "remains to be 
done." However, representative Native American cultural leaders 
and elders should be consulted about this. They may well prefer 
that some or all of these sites not be made known to the public 
for various reasons. If there is a full consensus in the Native 
American community that they support the identification of Native 
American sites, then this section should include a clear 
recoD1endation that the identification of sites of importanca to 
Native Americans should be conducted. As it reads currently, this 
section simply says that it "remains to be done~ not that it 
needs to be done. If such an identification process is 
undertaken, it should be done in close cooperation with 
representative Native American cultural leaders and elders. 

Interpretation, Education and Visitor Services: Interpretive 
Tbmies 
I strongly support the eight interpretive themes outlined on 
pages 53 to 56. The recognition of the spiritual significance of 
the river for many people is discussed, which is good, although 
this section should be expanded. The paragraphs under themes (2} 
and (5} are not well organi2ed. Paragraph #2 under theme (2) 
should be moved to theme (5) . ..Similarly, paragraph #2 under theme 
(5) should be moved to the beginning of theme (2). 

Interpretation, Education and Visitor Services: Interpretation 
and Education Activities 
I am concerned about the lack of clarity concerning the proposed 
balance of interpretive activities for the NPS Harriet Island 
center, which as discussed on page 60 include: aquatic ecology, 
natural history, stewardship, and the working river. on Table 2 
on page 65, the primary themes of the Jl'PS center differ from the 
list on page 60 and include other items. In Appendix K, the list 
of primary themes differs yet again, and includes a focus on 
themes 1,5,6,7, and 8 on page 230, which differs from Table 2 and 
from the themes mentioned on page 60. so it is unclear what the 
plan actually proposes for the themes of the NPS center on 
Harriet Island. 

Assuming that Appendix K, being the most detailed is also the 
most accurate reflection of the plans for the NPs'center, I am 
opposed to the current selection of primary themes. on page 232, 
~h~."Peo~le and t~e.R~v~r~.general space. is heavi~y (a~d r 

• 
center, the emphasis on this theme is not balanced in the current 
plan. I feel that "People and the River" should include extensive 
discussions of Native American influences, history, and 
stewardship as well as collllll.ercial navigation. I strongly believe 
that themes 2 and 3 on page 230 should be a major focus at the 
central NPS center, and contrary to the plan I do not believe 
that these core themes should be relegated to other, smaller 
interpretive centers. I em very opposed to the extensive focus on 
commercial navigation in the center as is now proposed. It is 
very important that this center touch visitors with the core 
reason that MNRRA exists, which has to do with the non
commercial, non-industrial elements of the Mississippi. so, 
despite Harriet Island being in an urban setting, the center's 
activities should not necessarily focus on the urban and the· 
col!lllercial elements of the river. Actually, I believe that 
Harriet Island's urban setting gives a stronger reason to focus 
on natural history and cultural themes, since raising urban 
dwellers' awareness on these issues is more needed. They are no 
doubt well aware of the collllllercial and industrial surroundings of 
the river in the city. I do not believe that Congress chose the 
National Park Service as the coordinator of MNRRA in order to 
focus key emphasis of the MNRRA center on commercial and 
industrial themes. 

on page 232, I was disappointed to note that only "co111J11ercial and 
recreational organizations could assist with the development of 
media exploring hUJ11an interaction with the river." I feel that 
7nvironmental groups, Native American groups, and other 
involvement is needed in order to better assure a balanced 
perspective of human interaction with the river. 

Partner Roles 
Although a token reference to the Minnesota Pollution control 
Agency was made in the first paragraph under "Partner Roles" on 
p~ge 76, I feel that it is important that the plan elevate 
d1scu~sion of those partner agencies and organizations that can 
contribute to the pollution-related policies and actions 
discussed on pages 40 and 41. I feel that the plan is not 
dedicating adequate space and depth to pollution-related issues 
within MNRRA and to the efforts and resources that are needed to 
ameliorate pollution-related problems. A full paragraph should be 
devoted to discussing environmental agencies and organizations 
(including Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Metropolitan Waste 
Control Commission, Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Office of 
Waste Management, other local and municipal environmental 
regulatory authorities, non-profit organizations including 
Cit;z 7n~ for a Better Environment, and other organizations with 
a~t1v1t1es relevant to improved water quality in the Mississippi 
River). 
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coordination and consistency: Strategies for strealllining the 
Regulatory Structure 
I support the general concept of streamlining regulatory 
activities related to the Mississippi River as discussed on pages 
81 and 82, However, I think that it is important to include in 
the final plan some discussion of and acknowledgement of non
regulatory approaches that can facilitate compliance with 
environmental laws and that can promote environmental protection. 
The Minnesota Technical Assistance Program and/or the HiMesota 
Office of Waste Management should be considered for inclusion in 
the discussions envisioned on page 82, such as the task force 
described in {2). The last sentence on page 161 reinforces the 
draft plan's limited focus on regulatory agencies' roles in 
environmental protection, 

water QUality 
This short paragraph on page 84 should be expanded to include a 
greater emphasis on this important subject and should include 
more specific plans for MNRRA water quality related activities. 
Please note above comments on "Partner Roles• and "Natural 
Resource Management: Pollution• sections for topics for inclusion 
in this section (including need for additional resources, need 
for more ambitious water quality goals, involvement of key 
regulatory and non-regulatory water quality stakeholders, etc.) 

A1tarnative B 
General comments are that this alternative overly relies on 
heavier NPS involvement in HNRRA activities to accomplish 
increased resource protection goals. It seems to be more an "MPs
centered" scenario than a "Resource Protection" alternative. A 
scenario that does not necessarily involve more NFS involve-nt 
but instead places a greater focus on resource protection through 
state and local organi2ations should be developed in order to 
provide a genuinely attractive resource protection based 
alternative to the proposed plan. Heavy NPS involvement is not 
particularly desirable in a "resource protectionn alternative 
since it drives up costs and NPS is probably not the best agent 
for accomplishing many needed resource protection objectives in 
HiMesota. , 

Visual Character Analysis: Constraints and Opportunities 
Tbe first sentence on this section on page 152 is in error. 'l'hei:·e 
has clearly been human use of the Mississippi corridor for well 
over 140 years. Far earlier human use of the Mississippi is 
indicated on page 123. (as early as 9,000 years ago) 

This same error (which appears not to recognize the importance c,f 
pre-European use of the river) is repeated on page 242 under thE, 
definition of "Working river" which states that "the Mississippi 
has been extensively used for over 200 years for navigation ..... • 
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Iapacts to 'Economic Environaent: Costs of Complying with Land Use 
and Environmental Protection Policies (Existing or Proposed) 
While environmental compliance may result in additional costs for 
businesses, in many cases, by preventing pollution or the 
generation of waste in the first place, companies will save money 
in terms of raw material casts, waste management costs, and 
regulatory burden. Again, consideration should be given to non
regulatory approaches of achieving environmental compliance, 
particularly pollution prevention, since these are examples of 
how environmental and economic benefits often coincide. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

cp~~ 
Paul Moss 
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National Park Service 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN. 55101-2901 

Dear Mississippi River coordinating Commission; 

I am excited to learn that efforts are being made to protect 
and preserve the Mississippi River through the National Mississippi 
River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). I am also encouraged that the 
river will be a designated area for the enhancement of recreation 
and the protection of wildlife. 

I think that in order to make the management plan a success it 
is important to ensure water quality in the river and protect the 
heal th of ecosystems. Specifically, the issue of toxics in the 
river must be addressed. Protection and restoration of wetlands 
also must be a key provision in MNRRA management plan. 

I support plans to create a trail and greenbelt system along 
the entire river corridor. I believe that linking the trail to 
existing neighborhood parks and trails will greatly increase public 
access. It is important to insure access for the diversity of 
neighborhoods and communities who enjoy the river. 

It is also important to encourage non-motorized recreation on 
the river by adding no-wake zones and horsepower limits. 

Please incorporate these elements in the MNRRA plan. 
you for your efforts in protecting the river. 

Thank you, 

-O~lA~dc 
Concerned Citizen 

Thank 

lllliiiiiiiill 
National Park service 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901 

June 26,1993 

Dear Mississippi River Coordinating Commission: 

• 
We are excited to learn that efforts are being made to protect and 
preserve the Mississippi River through the National Mississippi River 
and Recreation Area (MNRRA). We are also encouraged that the river will 
be a designated area for the enhancement of recreation and the 
protection of wildlife. 

In order to make the management plan a succeee, we believe that it is 
important to insure water quality in the river and to protect the health 
of ecosystems. Specifically, the issue of toxic material in the river 
must be addressed. Protection and restoration of wetlands also must be 
a key provision in the MNRRA plan. 

Plans to create a trail and greeobelt system along the entire river 
corridor are essential. Linking the trail to existing neighborhood 
parks and trails will greatly increase public access and support. It is 
important to insure access for the diverse neighborhoods end communities 
who enjoy the river. 

Finally, it is extremely important that non-motorized recreation on the 
river be encouraged by adding no-wake zones and horsepower limits. If 
you have any doubte on thie point, please visit Lake Minnetonka on a 
Saturday afternoon. 

We hope you will incorporate these ~lements in the MNRRA plan .. Thank 
you for your efforts in protecting our river. 
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"A poem !or my friend1;1::,._, 
-f,5\)<!-T 
HERE CCIMES tHE FLOOD 

The rain will end when the earth ts cleansed 
and the choice of creation 
is again balanced in the union of god and man 

Mother earth and father sky 
hold the tears of Love and joy 
releasing the illusion of seperation 
as they share thier true natures tosether 

The tiny drop of llulllan existance 
striving for greatness beyond all creatures 
II IS TRUTH, TOOUGHI CREATES REALITY 

yet creation is not of mankinds design 
it is of gods 

The rain will end when mankind understands 
the power greater than ourselves 
is not what we strive for or fear 
it is what we already are 

The rain will end when all understand 
"We did not weave the web of life 

We are but a strand in it" 

COMMENTS 

(Chief Seattle) 

• 

wholy taking part in all creation 
yet we are not the creator 

Love always 
and 

Love all ways 

WH£N THE SUN RETIJRNS 

aainbows light the way of peace 
the perfect union of sun and rain 

In the rainbow's parts there is a harmony of one light 
each equally represented and all magnificently beautiful 

Growth is not achieved by rain alone 
creation is the bridge by which 

Love and Love are joined 

The light of the sun and the rain of the ea::th 
combine in the wholeness of the universe 
l stand in wonder as the visible expression of God's Love 
shines forth into this world (the rainbow) 

Light: can never leave the earth 
for the strength of the sun 
is beyond our imagination 

~tanding beneath the rainbow of Love 
in faith l now clearly accept and believe 
God's promise to the children of earth 

In your world filled with illusion and seperation 
you are whole in your identity as a child of Cod 
as Cod's identity is wholy in Cod 
the father of Love(sun) and the mother of Love(earth) 
could only create Love 
niether distance nor time could seperate 
the Love shared in our creation 
balanced in our ·:rue identity 
we are complete in God's Love 

Cive thanks and praise r£'l 
'\.:.j) We have been redeemed 
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RECEIVED AUG 2 

Ju I y 30, 1993 

Su~;er i r.tendent 
N,:..t1ot1<;'.l River and Recreation Area 

:th Street, Suite 418, Box 41 
Stunt r>Etul • Mi,,nesota 55101 

Since ttm~ did t'1c:•t per·mit my maJ~ing a pubi ic commsr-1t during 
the publ 1c hP,'.H"ll11l ,It Augsburg on .July 30, I am submitting 
thls v,r-it.-ten r:omment,. 

I SL.1pport +-.he C1e"'n Water All ianc:e 1s recommendations 
inrluding recognition of the historic relationships o~ 
Native Americ<1ns; to the Mississippi River. 

The Mississiopi River is the most significant geographic 
feab . .1.re ir: 01..u"" region. Over the years, a,,s a teacher in the 
Minneapol i= Schools, I have found many children are ~s 
f.ami 1 i.>.r witl1 the Mississippi River and its impact on their 
llves as thpv are with the Gul+ of Mernico and Hudson BBy5 I 
SLIDtiort the development ol int&rpr-et i ve c:entRrs in 
Minnaapol is ar-id St. F·aul with historical and environmP.r,ta.1 
progf"ams .!.'\nd ,i.{n agg,....esive outreach program to schocil,s and 
otl•<>•' intere,;ted g,-oups. Only in KNOWING the river r.c1n 
future gen'?r<;1.tions respect it, preserve it, and use it 
wi~el y. 

<l~,,.,_j),,,,,,.,,~ 
JOSl!D hi ne DC:~~;;; 1 1 ·1 

coANTs • 



August 11, 1993 

Peter L Gove, Chair 
Missiil!ippi River Coordinating Commission 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Nalional Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recrealion Area 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901 

Dear Mr. Gove: 

I am a member of Bottineau Citizens In Action which represents a neighborhood located on the 
River in Northeast Minneapolis. I have lived on the River for 50 years, and my family has lived 
on the River for 132 years. I would like to thank you. for the opponunity to comment on your 
re<:ently complete Draft Environmental Impact Statement. My comments will be brief and 
address my concerns from a River resident's viewpoint, as follows: 

1. Trails are worthwhile and good for all to use, but I think it is unwise to put them 
between private property and the Riverfront. Really, there isn't enough room during 
periods of high water, and the trails would be continually washed out, adding to the 
parks' maintenance costs during a time of continuing cuts in expenditure of federal, sta-:e, 
county and municipal funds. 

2. Industrialization is a necessary component of our society and provides for wages, security 
and tax bases. However, I believe the real important issue is to preserve the natural 
appearance of the River! I realize industry cannot immediately be removed from the 
River banks. Nevertheless, it should be a long term objective. For the short term, every 
effort should be made to screen the intrusion from River U!len and residents. Without 
exception, industrial use on the River and its banks must be controlled with the most 
stringent use of existing laws to prevent pollution and environmental degradation! lt ill 
amazing that you can still watch waterfowl, fur bearen and other wildlife cruising the 
banks. Keep ii dul.t way! 

3. Lowry Avenue Bridge; Since I look to the north every day, up the River, I believe it is 
important to preserve the Lowry Avenue Bridge. I realize that it is an expensive 
endeavor. Lead abatement and repainting alone could cost $2 million to $3 million. 
However, it is a component of the historical character of the River, going back many 
year1,, and it is worth preserving as a part of the cultural landscape. 

4, The River as a J-,arnln.g laboratory: This morning it occurred to me that the City Barge 
(steamboat) would be a wonderful way to take urban children up the River to enjoy all 
the benefits of a world they are not used to seeing, even thoush they live in the City. 
Therefore, it is important to respond to my other concerns to preserve the River for 
these children of a future generation . 

• 

Peter Gove 
Page 2 

5. ConUnue the dialogue with River n,ldents: Finally, those of u.s who are members of 
Bottineau Citizens In Aclion are concerned about having our voice heard by those who 
govern the River in Northeast Minneapolis. We welcome the opportunity to continue our 
dialogue with those governing groups. 

Thanks for listening to my concerns. I trust the National Park Service, as the primary author of 
the Praft Environmental Impact Statement, will share my view:; with all agencies and members 
of your team. I share a mutual interest in protecting the River. So, let's do it together! 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Richard Buchinger 

• I 
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The City of Rlcllfield 
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~-,gusi 16, 1993 

.. uperiotendent 
MisaiHlppi National River and Recreation Arca 
175 ,th Sireet East - 311i1e 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101-290 I 

Dear Su perinrendent. 

I am have been reading the Draft Comprehensive MBllllgement Plan BnviJonmental Impact 
Swement tor the Mississippi River Corridor. I would like to add my comments about this great 
natural resoun:e silting in our back yard. I am impressed with the bull< of the plan and admire 
the work !bat went into it. There arc some areas that I would like 10 show support for and some 
areas that concern me. 

Before I get to some of the more specific ilsucs, I wonld lib to Slate my support for the coni,ept 
of the Natioruil pan:: Service acting as a coordinator and partoersblps with local government IJI 
implementing these recommendations. I reallze that the!ll are some individuals and 
organizations, inc:luding groups that I am a member of who would like 10 see a stronger role for 
the NPS. Of course, there arc others that would like to have Ille NPS have no role. It is my 
opinion that there needs to be an agency to monitOr what happens within the conidot and 
J:Stablishes standards and guidelines as a framework IO work in. However, ! believe that we 

-d to educate and guide local governments in adopting the•• guidelines as opposed ro 
.,omatically mandating them. Several municipalities and counties within the corridor are 

already implementing programs that proteet the river and should Ile encouraged to continue. We 
can alwaya mandate the,e regulations, but done, it i• harder 10 !llverse •he process. The rivu
should be as clean when ii leaves the corridor as when it arrives, and hopefully we can acbie ve 
this through partnerships and a collaborative process. 

However, even though 1 do not believe that the NPS should rnand:lte behavior, I believe it nt:eds 
enough staff and visibility ro make a d.lffcrcnce. Some or the phases and ideas !hat are included 
in ali.ernalive B lhat I would like to see incorporated Into Ille actual proposal lni;lude: 
emphasizing the natural shoreline appearance, phasing out non river dependent use• within 300 
feet of the river, encourage pollution prevention and cleanup, installing additional wayside and 
inf01111ation kiosk' and more emphasis on monilorins threats to tho resouru. 

I would like 10 sec • continuo11s biking and bllling uail cn,ated along the river coordinawr w:,th 
connections to other park.s •nd n-ails, but not through condemnation of local land owners. Th,, 
same would hold 1n1e for emphasizing the natural shoreline appearance which could be 
accomplished through education rather than mandating a homeowners landscape. I would like to = other non•m0tori zed use strongly encouraged throughout the river and enforcement of speed 
and noise laws along the river. 

The current plan calls for a minimum of land actually be incorporated in the National Park 
System. I believe thllt the NPS should take 1hc lead in Identifying wetland and critical open Si)-

d work with local governments in protecting these areas. Once again, actual acquisilion of 

• • 

,sc lands by the NPS should baPPen only if It appears that this protection does not ap_pcar 10 be 
_,pcning. The NPS should wort with local environmental gro11ps 10 monitor these lama 10 11111 

a coordinated plllll is designed and 1111: protection of these llllds is erunrcd . 

I cuppon the tn0nll0ring of barge n-..mc. but do not advocate freezing IL Addhi,onal facllldes 
should be beard on case by ca,e buls for the near future. I would discourage non river 
dependent business from locating either in the flood plaint or along the bluff. 

In conclu1ion, it would appear that I sappon alternative B over the cum,nt propoul. I believe 
that the recommendations outlined In the proposal ahould be viewed as minimum of 1ho11ld be 
done IO protect the river. I el!COUTIIJ" lhe National p,uk Service In its role or lead partner along 
with the Missia,ippl River Cootdinaliog Commission in ensuring the Ions term protection of the 
river. 

Siacerely, 

Michael T. Murphy 

• 



• 
Daniel. J. Dobbert 

August 21, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box41 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101·2901 

Dear Superintendent l<yral: 

I have attended many of the public meetings of the Commission and am impressed at 
the openness to public input. The management plan resulting from your work and 
many others is very good. I am proud to have NPS in our community and look forward 
to a smooth cooperative future. Even with the high quality of the plan there are several 
items that concern me, which I would like modified. 

Concerns I have are presented below: 

What is the focus group referred to many times in the plan? It appears to have 
significantly influenced the Draft Plan. Membel'Ship of the focus groups and content 
coverage should be included in the plan to openly show where additional content 
originated. I would like to receive a copy of the report describing methodology and 
results of the focus group. 

Page 1, "the commission was established as a coordinator and advisory 
organization to assist. .. ". That being the case, why was that not stated specifically at the 
commission meetings. The document should clearly state how and what input was 
received from the State of Minnesota and local units of government. I would like a 
specific citation of the units of local goverrunent contacted, type of contact, and related 
date. Responses, if any would be int<iresting to show that this interface did occur. 

Page 17, membership of the NPS study team, including positions and 
contribution to the plan, if stated, could clarify the development of the plan. 

Page 29, (13) when work to increase and restore wildlife habitat in development 
projects is underti1ke11 specific effort to reduce plant pest, human annoyance and human 
disease vector insects (mosquitoes, black fly, ticks, etc.) should be included in review of 
that work. This I would consider part of implement of 1PM. My request is in agreement 
with page 1 (2} enhanced public outdoor recreation opportunities in the area. I do not 

• 
enjoy the risk of infection and annoyance levels of insects in t~ corridor. Impact on the 
surrounding area should be considered in development decisions. 

Page 39, resources management does not state the coordination rol} of~~ 
will operate. Who will decide, what will be balance of power, and how will decisions be 
made? The role and involvement of state and local government is not clear. I would like 
to see more open statements of how other levels of government will be involved in the 
process without increasing the time for decision making. 

Page 40, {6} Include a referenced (footnotes) statement of what IPM is understood 
to mean by the writers of the report. Decisions should be made on technology that 
clearly works today or that people would like to develop or see ~~d but not evidence 
shows it works today to control problems present today. RecoS't':tion that some ar~ 
using very low levels of control materials today and should be given room to connnue 
their development. Othel'S may be overusing materials and should be encouraged to 
reduce consumption. To merely say x percent decrease by all treats all as misusers of the 
environment, not recognizing individual differences. 

Page 41, (20) limits to the review of federal regional air quality permits need to be 
clearly stated and justified in the plan. ls NFS becoming another super agency over state 
and local government? Exactly how is the role of the NFS, MNRRA envisioned? Please 
describe the role in the management plan. Today, people seem to want streamlined 
government and less levels not more. How does this plan streamline or reduce the 
confusion? The improvements envisioned in the Federal Statute need to be highlighted 
in the plan. The public review period should be redone as the present plan does not 
provide for review of a point covered specifically in the statute. 

Page 42, The resource management plan focus group in file at the MNRRA 
headquarters need to be presented in the plan to permit other levels of review to ~w 
and review the content. The on-file document should be mailed free to any who desire a 
copy:I request a copy for my review. 

State and local government involvement in development of the resource 
management plan are not mentioned in this plan Though statute states they will be. 
State and local government involvement should be stated and available for review now. 
Their (state and local government} role and the input from public when not mentioned 
does not provide for adequate review of the present draft management plan. 

Page 48 on concerning research needs, it should be clear that MNRRA will not 
limit research but will encourage all research, and specifically that which it has 
identified as significant to attain the goals stated under the management plan. It is 
important to clarify what the NPS sees as its roll in coordinating research. The first 
paragraph in on page 49, says ... #Research should also be done to investigate the 
effectiveness of corridor interpretation and education programs and facilities." I would 
like to know if that is a research problem or an evaluation problem? Some would likely 
call it evaluation research but is lt research? Because of the lack of clarity, adding further 
statement of the NFS role would be useful. 

The sequence on Visitor Activities and Recreational Resources should state that 
an effort will be made to control/manage annoyance and disease insects (mosquitoes, 
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black flies, tlck.s, etc.). The level of those pests and others detracts from the use and 
enjoyment of the outdoors. Mention of how NP5 will impact that concern effectively 
today, not in the future, needs to be mentioned and not overlooked, as in this 
management plan. 

Page 53, says «feel safe while using the corridor areas.H Health and physical 
safety are not mentioned and from attendance at the commission meetings I fee.I the 
target is crime. To clarify I request that health safety should be included alone with 
freedom from crime. 

Page 56 and 61, Visitor Programs and InterpEetive Media make no mention of use 
of computer technology. Mention that computer software, bulletin boards, etc. will be 
included in the visitor orientation possibilities. To leave out methods of that type in an 
area where Cray Research and CDC began omits their contribution to the corridor. l..ook 
at the Minnesota History Center for initial ideas. With the U of M:N so close making the 
use of computer technology a reality should be less of a problem than some other sites 
could be. 

Page 59 and '69, how can the center at Harriet Island be seen as a good example of 
development and consistent with the plan? It is on the flood plain. The 1993 flood 
demonstrated that the flood wall or levee barrier is not absolute. Why not be consistent 
in action and i;tatement by locating the visitor center in a place where others would be 
encouraged to develop. To develop a center in a location and way shown not consii;tent 
with federal flood plain development law (federal facilities can not be built on 100 year 
flood plain and after the 1993 flood the total island is still able to be flooded as the 
island had water on it) and regulations only implicitly say do a..s I say ignore what I do._ 
MNRRA should be a leader in doing what is right not what we all have seen can 
reasonably be a problem if not now in the future. • 

Page 74, why does the GSA, which has a strong presence in the corridor, not get 
involved with the services proposed to be contracted to private business? No 
explanation has been offered for that position in the plan. Unless private vender 
services can be justified in the plan the GSA should maintain the NPS facilities in th,! 
corridor. I would extend that to the St. Croix but only if there is a GSA presence in tl,at 
area which I believe is not the case. 

Place 75, 78, I strongly support assignment of responsibilities to appropriate state 
and local government agencies. I request that those responsibilities assigned to state and 
local government not be additional services lo be performed without specific additonal 
funds but lo invite them to continue what they have done and want to do if consistent 
with the plan as broadly interpreted. The definition of what is appropriate and what· is 
not is the missing part which I request be considered and included here. This request 
seems consistent with the statement at the bottom of page 78 saying local control wc,uld 
be maintained. • 

Page 82, covering streamlining and reduction of duplication provides illustration . 
of the multiple layers of regulation but adding MNRRA as an additional level is not 
streamlining. I urge a statement defining what is considered streamlining be includEd in 
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the plan at this point. That statement should define streamlining as less paper work and 
no increase in review time and activities necessary for completing a review. A clear 
statement, that MNRRA review would be concurrent not consecutive and no additional 
paper work or time for the review process would result from MNRRA involvement, 
needs insertion in the management plan. 

Review of how this plan would impact tax exempt bond issue legal opinions is 
missing. Such issues generally provide an opinion of the projects or purpose for which 
funding is being obtained as ir, compliance with applicable law. No delay or change 
from the current timeline is acceptable as timing when entering the financial market is 
important and missteps can be costly. How taxpayers going to be protected from this 
potential problem is not considered in the Draft Management Plan. 

Page 83 and 84, indicate review of state and federal programs for consistency 
with the management plan. Why were local government plans not reviewed? The 
M:NRRA was established in 1988, and while the present plan does not say when the 
state and federal program reviews occurred, there was time to review at least a portion 
of the local plans. This management plan should not be approved until local 
government plans have been reviewed for consistency with the MNRRA mandate and 
management plan. To do less again relagates that part of government closest to the 
people a non place in this review process. , 

The Management Piao does not state how it would provide access to the disabled 
as pro'?ded by the ADA, Voe Rehab Act of 1973, and other similar legislation and 
regulation. I request that the plan approval be withheld until compliance is attained and 
review be redone. Minimum compliance, as I see it, would include TDD access (notice 
to use MiMesota Relay Service and inclusion of their number in all material distributed 
to the public), statements in all print materials that the material is available in alternate 
form upon request, statement in the plan that video and film will be open captioned and 
au telephones in NPS, MNR.RS offices and public phones will be hearing aid accessible. 

~ and the NPS operations in MN should state they agree to comply with 
MN envll'onmental rules, regulations, and law to the extent it does not cost significant 
funds: An ~XamJ>le would be compliance with the recycled paper law. The printed 
materials, mdudmg the Draft Management Plan Document, if printed on recycled 
paper would state the post and pre-consumer content by percent. Leadership in 
environn:ental protection, enhancement, and education should come form the agency 
encouxagmg that. NPS and MNRRA should walk the walk not just talk the talk of 
environmental education and stewardship. The lack of that performance in the draft 
management is another reason J: request approval be withheld and review redone. To 
do otherwise will provide the example for others to follow and I do not see a 
justification to holding someone to a higher standard than that I am wiUing and do 
follow myself. . 

. ~.U:ticipa~on in developr:nent of the management plan by minorities, disabled, 
and mdlVldual c1t1zens was not discussed in this Draft Management Plan. If the NPS 
~nd MNRRA are to meet the ne<!ds of all citizen, not discussing how they were involved 
m development of the plan is a <:ritical oversight which needs to be set right before 
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approval. Again, this is reason to require recycling the public review and comment 
period and I request that occur. 

Attendance a several Commission Meetings and all but two of the current public 
hearing shows input from disabled and minorities nearly lacking in attendance at the 
meetings and membership on the Commission. The plan needs to clearly state that in 
time (specifically what amount} minority and disabled membership and involvement 
will occur. This concern and the accessibility under ADA and other laws was brought to 
the attention of the Commission and NPS, MNRRA staff at a Commission meeting. 
Assurance was provided at that meeting that the printed materials would be in 
compliance but this did not happen. I believe in good intentions but it is also important 
tcarry out those intentions. 

I heard Representative Vento state at a public Commission meeting that the 
MNRRA would be implementing all other NPS and Deprartment of the Interior rules, 
regulations, policy, and laws. That statement should be denied if Represenative Vento 
was incortect. This concept was not mentined in the Draft Management Plan. Other 
rules, regulations, policy, and laws affecting the MNRRA are not mentioned in the Draft 
Plan. I request that rules, regulations, policy, and laws affecting the MNRRA in addition 
to the Management Plan should be clearly summerized and thier potential impact 
assessed in the minimum th.rough maximum case method as for actions in the Draft 
Management Plan. Review of the cummt plan is not possible as the Draft Plan is not a 
complete statement of all rules, regulations, policy, and laws affecting the MNRRA. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Management Plan for 
the NPS, MNRRA. I appreciate the excellent work done on the plan by all involved. It is 
my sincere hope to see a first class visitor center and education program begun very 
soon. If I can be of further support of your efforts please feel free to call on my support. 

Sincerely, 

~g(i)~ 
Daniel J. Dobbe rt 

CC: Representative Vento 
Minneapolis Star Tribune 
St Paul Pioneer Press 
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t Daniel J. Dobbert 

August 31, 1993 

JoAnn Kyra], Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41 
St Paul MN 55101-2901 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

• 

Thank you for your letter of August 26, in response to my comments 
on the Draft Management Plan for MNRRA. 

This should be considered as a further comment appended to my 
initial review. The tenn focus group is a term of art and as such is used in a 
possibly misleading and in correct manner in the draft report. A Focus Group 
has a methodology. H, as your letter says they were " ... allowed the latitude to 
define and adapt whatever mechanism they thought necessary for 
accomplishing the task." they were not a Focus Group. To keep 
communication clear and highly professional, I request that you replace the 
term Focus Group with the term Planning Workshops, which is what they 
have been referred to in the material you sent me with your August 26, letter. 

Attached is a description of the focus group technology may clarify my 
concern with using the term in the Draft plan. 

Sincerely, 

u~," (\ ; /~ 
~- J (J..,·"" :.-\. <: ('./,A .J 

Daniel J. Dobbert 
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II GROUPS '4NIJ FO<'US GROUfS 

confution, misundcrs:tandmp. wutff! time, and-most likely-the 
wrona conclus.ions. 

Tht second type of conf'usion relates to the ,roup procas. Group 
leaders may not have the necessary skills to guide the sroup proccu. 
£ffecttve leadership is cssent►al if the group is to RCOmpbsh iu putp01i.e. 
The group leader must not only be in tune with tbepurp,02 of the a:roup 
but Also havre the netessef) Jkills to g1.1.ide the sroup proecss effectively. 
funhennoN:, the ,tills neeesury for one type of group nperienc:e do 
not na:cnarily trarufer into other group scttin,s. 

THE FOCl/5 GIIOlJP, 
A SPEaAt T'YPt OF GIIOIJl 

The focu, group i, a 1ptcial type of poup iD term, of purpo,e. 1i1e. 
composition. and procedures, A foeut aroup is typk.ally cotnpolCd of 
sewn to ttn paniripanu who It.rt unfamiliar with ct.eh other. These: 
panieipami att: seiected became they haw ctrt.lic c~ in 
common tbat relate 10 1he topic of the foe;m p-oup. 

The resc::archer cru..tcs a permissive tu\'U'onmcct in the focus ,raup 
_that nunures different prnuptions and points of view, without prt5--

tring puticipaou to vote, plan. or rt:&eb consensus. The group 
11eunion iicoadueted $C'VCra.l times 'With similar types of pani'1panLJ 

to identify trends and patterM in perceptfoAJ. CMtfu] and 1yttel'ba1it 
analy1i, or the dltcU51ion, pto\fide c:lues and insighu as to how a 
prochJ~ lffY'icc. or opportunity i& pcn:cived. 

ln u1mmary, a rocus group can be defined u I cucfully pla1tned 
discussion dc:sisned to ob ta.in per~ptiom on a dtfined a.rt:aofintemt in 
a pttmini~. n®thru.teoing environmem. ft ii conducted with approx• 
imatcly sev.n to Leri people by a skilled interviewer. Tbe c:Hs-c.\1tsion i1 
,.Jued, con,fonablc, and often eojoyabJ, for panicipanl.l II th<y &hare 
their idea aod percc:ptions. Group members influence eKh other by 
responding to ideaa 41\d eonuncnts in lhe distua:ion. 

TRE STORY BEHIND 
FOCUS GROUP ll<T£JIVU:WS 

Focus iroup inte:rvi"" ..-ere bo-m out of :ac:c:asity. In thi:: late J9305. 
IOCW ttieatilU bcsu investigatins the values of nondirtttM individllll 
JnteMewiog u an improved source of information. They bad doubts 
about th< 1CtUrocy of ttaditio•aJ illformatio• pth:riq -hods, 
apeci(foally the- c,1;ecui~ infiue:noe or the ihiervie'W'Crand the li.miu....ions 

of predetermined, closed--cnded qucstjons 
inlcrv.ew, which used a predttcrmined qu~ 
response choices. had • major disacfvar 
brnited by the choices oflend and, then: 
uninteniionally influenced by the intcrvic,a. 

By contrast, ncndirective proe:edum btgi 
and pla;e considerable c:mpha$i1 on F(Wlg 
interview«. Moreow:r, the nondin:cli'1t' i 
questions and tilowt.d individuals torapoai 
or providing clue, for potential response 1 

approaches allow lhe ,ubject uiplc: op1 
explain. and 10 1harc expctienca and at 
1trccturcd and directive imeni.ew llw is do 
Sttuart A, Rice: wuone oflhcfnt1ociab:eic 
1931, ht wrote: 

~ defect of tht in1i::rvii::w for lhe-putpose,- , 
Ni:se.ueh, then,. is UMJ ttu- que:11.ioocr l&kes ti 
pJ,y1 a mo~ or lea pusiw n:;e_ lnfonnati( 
hifhnt value may Mt be d.isc:km:d becaut 
inttrvic.w by 1hequutimcrka.dt a.-.yhom lb 
from u i.nu:rvir:w an M likely to embody 1b1 
interviellftr u tM'•ttinu1c or tht-&ubja:t iftttn 

• As & ruult social Wntisu. began consider 
researcher would take on • lea direc1ive an 
respondent would be abie to comment on 
respondent to betnonimportam. lne:ffcc:t, tt 
inttrvic:wina w.11 to shift awmtion from 'tbc 
dent. 

Nondircctive intervie'Wina bad particular 
Ind p.,ychologisu io the I••· 1930$ and l 
Dickson (1938) cite.t it in midi., of empl, 
Roger, (19421 in pty<botbtrapy. Dulin& ' 
attention wu placed on focused i.ntt:.rvicwin1 
me&11.1 of inereuiug: military morak:, Many o 
come 10 be accepted u common pt1lCtice info 
setfoMh in 1he clmic worJc by Robert&. Me 
Patricia L. lteodall, n,, Foa.i«d In,_ ( 

tn:hc pan tbit1y )'An. most llpplicationa o 
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.J. !itephen !ichmldt -I 
August 23, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th St~eet 
suite 418, Box 41 
st. Paul, MN 55101 

re: Kissiaaippi River coordinating 
Commission and H.P.s. 

(612) 421-0960 

I have reviewed the draft sUlllllary of the work of the 
comnission. I am a life-long resident of the Anoka area, and 
have lived on or near either the Rum River or Mississippi 
River for 40 years. 

I believe the best and most desireable plan is Alternative A, 
followed by Alternative c. My c0111111ents apply to that portion 
of the river I know best, namely up river from the I-694 
bridge. 

Thare are too many areas in federal hands, administered by 
park personnel who must make decisions based upon extraordi
narily cumbersome procedures, resulting in inflexible 
regulations. Once in place, the rules are enforced but the 
facilities and rights for which existing rights have been 
traded are lost due to budgetary constraints, political 
pressures, small activist groups bringing lawsuit after 
lawsuit, etc. 

We have sufficient regulatory bodies - let them acquire park 
land, regulate river front area land use, and promote greater 
use of the river resource. 

I can clearly read new restrictions on river use in the 
proposed w.n description of "provide broad range of 
activities in appropriate area■ 0 

• 
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we need no N.P.s. interpretive and adlainistrative facilities 
in st. Paul and MiMeapo1ia. Minnesota already haa the 
largest wilderness area in the u.s. in the s.w.c.A.W. 

I believe there are adequate controls in place from numerous 
regulatory bodies. 

In the area I know, with e'lliating regulations, I this weekend 
caught bass, walleye, catfish, and northerns. I saw jet 
ski~, wk~er skiers, inner tUDes, pontoon boats, and canoes. 
I heard a Coopers Hawk, aaw an eagle, watched numerous shore 
birds including numerous blue herons. I saw swimmers, 
picnicers, fishing, and bank sitters. Turtles and rafters 
watched each other. 

Thia is an urban area, our urban area, upstream from the I-
694 bridge, and I find it wonderful that the river is 
providing so much to so many. 

Alternative A best suits the natUX"e of the Mississippi in the 
Anoka area. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
J. Stephen Schlll.idt 
JSS:brh 
cc; city of Anoka, Mayor and council 

Governor Arnie Carlson 
u. s. congressman Rod Grams 
State Representative Charlie Weaver 
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(812) 4l!1-0960 

Jff:CEIVED srr O 7 !il93 
September 1, 1993 

Superintendent 
Missfssipp1 National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

re: Mississippi River Coordinating Con1111ission 
and N.P.S. 

I have already responded to the draft surrmary of the work of the comissfon 
I only learned of the plan by requesting II copy. • 

I have asked nearly, 20 people who live on the Mississippi in Anoka coon 
Rapids, Champlin and Brooklyn Park what they thought of the plan a~d 
none ha,,e received I copy. 

W~at sort of method has the N.P.S. and Co11111!ssion used to cOl!lllunicate 
with landowners? 

It has failed in the four munfcipalfties mentioned, and the entire proce,15 
should be stopped until all residents proximate to the river have been • 
properly informed. 

Sincerely, 

J.Ste~ 
JSS:brh ' 

cc:City of Anoka, Mayor and Council 
Governor Arne Carlson 
U.S. Congressmen Rod Grams, Jim Ramstad, Martin Sabo, 81"1Jce Vento 
Senators Dave Durenberger, Paul Wellstone 
State Repre,entative Charles Weaver 
Minnesotans for the Mississippi 
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• co&NTs • 
Superintendent 
Mi1sissippi National River and Rcm,adon Area 
]75 East Fifth Sout. Suite 418 
Box4l 
SL Paul, MN 55101 

RE: River Plan• 

My wife and I have worked all our Jives to make our dream phlce. We an: spending lhousand.11 of 
dollars on our homestead. And now we learn that we may to have deal with a bumbling Federal 
Bumiw::racy who will tell us what we can and cmnot do with our propen.y. 

In July I went ro the afternoon meeting at Anolr::a Tech, I was told many times that the NPS Wlllltl 

only to help us that they were not coming here to dictate. That is 11. smoke sc~. I also allended the 
evening meeting. I did speak 10 the fact lhat we: don't want any federal government iniervenlion. My 
word! were not what the panel wanted to hear, bu! I did get applause from the audience of 
homeowners present. And several came to me after 1hc ma:ting. wbo are 100 timid to speak up, who 
ddiniiely do not want the federal government involved. 

When I see in plans that say the local ,overnmcnt is requittd to pus local laws to accomrnodale d!is 
plan I !mow we 're in big 'lrOllble. Next comes eminent domain so that we: at the local level won't 
bave any choice in matters. For the sake of our community let's not have aoO!her layer of govern
ment to lake away our fm:dom choice. In order for our voice IO be heard we would have to go 
through the local government. !hen to the DNR and then to Washington. The average person would 
not be able to be heard without hiring an attorney and wait for long periods of time to get a decision 
that should be made at the local level. I know that we: do not always lhlnlc alike and get along per. 
fcctly, but it does not make - to have some bureaucrat in Washington make our decisions for us. 

We in the stale of Minnesota an,doing a fine jol>ahcady (it says so in lhe plan booklet), Lctus have 
NPS 10 back Ill Washington lllld tell the legislalon tlw we don't need their help. I was to the Brook
lyn Par1t Council Meeting,Sepll:mber 7. The NPS carrot dangled in front of the council was 50% 
malChing funding. Where is the NPS going to get the funds that they are going to give us? Most of 
thejr parks are having to cut personnel from lack of funding. The Federal Government is Broke! 

NPS LEA VE US AWl'<'E--WE ARE DOING FINE LOCALLY. 

OiOOSE AL TERNA TE A--NPS DO NOTIIINO. 

Lei's believe in our selves! Let us stand on our own and do om own planning lllld wor!I: IOgelller to 
!!Cl this done at the local level. The oullined plan is totally within the state of Minlle$0!8. I am 5111'1:> 

you have to agree 1hat the federal government, in a situation like ours. cannot do anything that would 

help us do any more than we can do ourselves. 

I believe in what I say so r am volunteering my lime to belp with this cause to make our river area a 
beuer place for all of us. I can be reached at my office at 42!1-1167 or my home -

;p7;Y•/) . 
~~ 

My record of community service includes: 

Brooklyn Park Planning Commismon 
Commissioner 

North Hennepin Ownber of Cammctt:e 
Board of Dim:loTs\ 
Past Olair of Oovemmelllal Relations Commilll:e 

Oiairmu Career Advisory Council, Dist. 279 
Advisory Council, North Hennepin Community College 
Broolclyn Part: Business and Community Development Asiio. 

Board ofDilfflors 
Brooklyn Area Youth Center 

Board of Directors 
Osseo Schools 2000 

Board of Directors 
Our Saviors Lutheran (,'bun::h 

Past President 



I 

COMMENTS 

ROBERT M. HOGG 

II 
5 September 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyral 
Superintendent 
Mtssissfppf Natfonal River and Recreatlon Area 
175 East Filth Street. Suite 418. Box 41 
Saint Paul. MN 55101 

RE: Draft Comprehensh'e Malllllemeat l'lall./Emlroameotal Impact 
&tatemeDt for die Ml_,alppl lllatloDld Rlftlr ad Rec:reatloD Ania 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

I am a law student at the Unnerslty of Mtnnesota and a member of the Sue 
Our Rherfront Campaign. I am pleased to submit the enclosed comment~ 
on the Draft ComprehensfYe Management Plan/Environmental hnpact 
Statement for the Miss1sslppf NaUonal River and Recreatfon Area (MNRRA). 

1be Save Our Riverfront Campatgn Is an effort by students, neighbors, 
faculty, local elected ofDcials, envfronmental organizations, and other 
interested citizens to stop the Unlverstty of Minnesota's current proposal to 
reconstruct its largely coal-burning beatlDg plant on the east bank of the 
Mississippi River at the St. Anthony Fa118. Since the University's proposed 
site for Its reconstructfon falls wttbJn the boundaries of the MNRRA (fn&~. 
at a central part of tbe MNRRA), the Save Our Rtvemont Cempalgn le det::ply 
Interested fn the MNRRA plan. 

Although the MNRRA plan does not address sped!lc sites, the plan could 
bave a slgofficant hnpact on the regu1atCl'y review of the Universtty's 
proposal. At present the University's proposal Is lncons1stent with the draft 
plan. as It sho11ld be. For example, Its proposed use Is a "utllitlYt not 
requfrlng a river location" (see page 25) and wm violate the plan's 
architectural g,1ddellnes fur bulkling locaUon and height near the shoreliue 
(see page 210),. 1bere are numerous other incons!stencfes between the 
University's pn,posal and the draft plan. 

1be plan should continue to Include these restrlcdons whJch make the 
University Inconsistent with the plan. However, the plan should be a mo:re 
fi:>n:eful statement agaJnst unnecessary Industrial uses of the riverfront In 
general. In this way the plan could help neighborhoods and citizens In the • 
hln Cities enhance the recreational value ol the river. While 
netghborhoods such as Prospect Park East River Road Improvement 
Association are building park w:llltJes along the river, public Institutions 
Hke the Unwerstty should not be rebuilding polluting Industrial barriers to 
recreational development. 1be plan must belp us stop the U's plans. 

• • 

Letter to Jo/tnn M. Kyral 
RollertM. Hogg 
Sept. 5, ]!193 

Specffically, the MNRRA plan should be amended to state: 

"IDcl1l9trla1 riverfront land - sllould be remowed 'lllulre a rtn:r 
1oeat1on la non-euentlal and when: feaalb1e and prudent ofl'-1iYer 
alternatlftS exist wblcll would enable tbe aherfnmt JllrOpelty to be 
ued far puhUc ue ao4 eojoymeat. • 

2 

'lbts type of policy would bring the MNRRA plan In line wfth the Minnesota 
Environmental Polley Act and is especially Important fur recreattonal hot 
spots such as the St. Anthony Falls area, whJch should showcase recreatJonal 
uae and access to the river. 

'Ibe National Parlt Service should ~ bow important the MNRRA plan 
18 ilr the future of the Twin ctdes.. In an era when central ctttes are 
struggling to malDtaJn populatfon and quality of life. the potentlal value of a 
great mer recreational corridor cannot be underesUmated. 1h18 plan 
should provide a vision i>r the Mfssl8alppf River which would dramattcally 
enhance the quality of life for reatdents and vJsiton to the Twin Cities. By 
favortng recreational uses, public enjoyment, urban quality of life, and 
emlromnent.al quality, the MNRRA could attract people to visit, I.he, and 
study in Minneapolis and Se.tnt Paul. 

'The MNRRA. fur example. should be a central part of the University's etrorts 
to recruit top-notch students and faculty. In a competitive educatlonal 
enYlronment. the MNRRA could make the Unf'V'erslty of Minnesota stand out 
among fnstttutions of htgher education. But unbtunately, on the steam 
plant Issue. the Unlvendty is Ignoring lt8 self-interest. Instead, ft has 
become a leading opponent of recreational reclamation Blong the m,erl'ront. 
'Ibe Unhersity asked the EnVlfrollmental Quality Board to study alterna.tne 
lndustrfal uses of the rlverfro11t,. wbk:h nobody else wanted. 'The Unherslty 
has emphasJzed the "working mer" aspect of the MNRRA plan to the 
detriment of recreational opportunmes and envfronmental quality. It Is one 
of the Ullltverstty's most serlo\.18 black marks that It is taking such a wrong
headed approach on tins Assu,~. 

The truth Is, the Unherafty dl>es not understand what a working river 18: A 
"working mer" tnvol~ river-related commercial uees, like barge traffic and 
hydroelectric power, not coal-burning beating plants. 'The MNRRA plan 
must take care not to grandfather In mduatrles that bave been hlstorlcally 
exploiting riverfront loca.Umu,. 

I hope this letter and the enclosed comments are helpful to you In flnall:dng 
this Important plan. 

Sincerely. 

~~.~ 
Robert M. Hogg 

• 
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Commeata OD the Draft Compnihemihe ~ Plau/EllvtroameDtal 
Impact Statement for the Mlssl8slppl N ~ and Recreation Area 

RobertM. ~ 

September 5, 1993 

L Make Recreadcm. 8114 EDW'OlUDelltal Qaallty Top Pdorttln. The plan Jacka a 
clear 'Vision for the Mississippi Rher corridor which would sfgnlflcantly enhance 
the quality of life m the Twin ewes. The plan should signal lnstltutmns and 
governments to make recrea.don and env.lronmental quality their land use 
priorities. This ViSloO of recreation and enviroument 18 spelled out In the 
Project History, which stat.ea (p. 1-2): 

"Congress directed the commlsalon as a coordinator and advisory 
organlmtion to 8581st the 11Ccretary. the st.ate of Minnesota. and local ullltB of 
government. to de-re.lop poUca and programs for: 

•t 1) the presenatlon aad enha:Dcement of the en'rironJneotal values of the 
area 

"(2) enhanced public outdoor recreatton opportuultle8 tn the area 
"(3) the coneervatlon and. protection of the acenic, historical. cultural. 

natural, and sdeotillc values of the area 
"(4) the commerdal use of the area and it8 related natural resources, 

consistent with the protection of the values for which the area was 
established as the Mfssisslppi National Rl9el' 11.Dd Recreation A:rea." 

'Ibe plan should also recognize that the MNRRA was established becauee of 
growing public interest In the rteer, based on the excelleDt recreatfonal 
opportunities m the corridor. According to the Project History (p. 2): 

'1n recent years the mer baa benefttted from a &rowfng public recoa,nwon of 
the value of this resource. Open apace, recreauoo., ancf entertainment 
improvements are drawtng people back to tts banks In record numbers.• 

1bfB ts the context in wbich the MNRRA plan te being developed: legtalattw: 
emphas.ls OD reaeatf0:11 and envfroament and growmg publ.lc demand 1br 
recreational opportunitles tn the mer corridor. The plan should pl.ace a strong 
emphasis on envlroomental values and public recreation. whereas commercial 
uses must be constrained by their "consfatency" with other values. 

IL Mdreea lnappropdate BmtiD& lmlutrlal Uaes. The plan does not 
adequately address mappropriate emttng tndustrtal uees of the merfront. The 
plan abould be amended to clearly df&filvor emttng Industrial or othennse 
polluting land uses which are lncouafsrent with the recreational and 
envtronmental values tn the conidor. especlally when there are feasible a.11d 
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prudent alternatives. Where the potential for recrea.donal opportunities Is 
11Wi,est. the acceptance of eldsttng industnal uses should be lowest. 

Tue plan states {p. 18): "WhBe fmprow:ment along the riverfront ts dealred., this 
plan should concentrate cm new development fn the corridor. Existing 
devdopmetit should not be substantially ctuwged by the plan.• A similar 
statement Is made on p. 20: '1be plan recogwzes extsttng development and 
concentrates on managing new uses ... • This Is a bands-off approach whJch 
does not fulfill the leglslaUve purpose descrlbed In the Project History. 

Tbls bands-off' approach to existing 6u::flWes also baa two other sfgnl8ca:nt 
shortcoming$. First. it means that the plan would have little positive effect In 
the two urban dtieS, where exlstlng uses are a much btgget- issue than new uses. 
Second. it protects. lnduatdal uses whfch do not reflect the working mer aspect 
of the MNRRA Act, which is essentially limlted to comm.erdal navigation. such 
aa barge tJ:anaportatwu. and hydmpower. (See pp. 2 and 4) To fuUil1 the • 
Jeglslat:ion, the MNRRA should only protect mer-dependent economk uses, not 
all mdsting economic uses. Other emt:1ng industrial uses should be Jll8ll8#d in 
a way to remove them from the merfront or ensure that they have no negative 
impact on recreational oppoxtunitles or en't'fronmental quality. 

8pecUlc Amendments 

• {P. 18) Amend the sixth bullet to say; "Improvement of the riverfront ts 
desired. Industrial metfront land U8e8 sbouJd be removed where a 
mer location fs non-essential and where feasible and prudent otr•mer 
alt.ernattves exist which wouJd enable the rtverfront property to be used 
fur publfc use and enjoyment." 1bfa laaguage would bl1ng the MNRRA 
plan in line w1t.h the substanthe standard In the Minnesota 
Environmental Policy Act. 

• {P. 23-24) Amend the fburtb sentence In the Brat paragraph-wider 
"Detailed Policies" to say: "Most exf&ttng reaklentfal. commercial., and 
Industrial dew,lopment In the corridor would not be sfgnBlcantly 
changed by this plan so Jong as the emUng development R!quires a 
river location or Is otherwise consistent wtth eoYironmental wlues, 
recreational opportunities, and the protectfon of other values 1br which 
the area was estabUshed . • 

• (P. 24) Amend the fifth 11e11tence In the fb:st paragraph under "LocaUon 
Policies" to say: "'IhJs policy would protect many values referellced in 
the MNRRA act. includhlg exlst:mg economk resources which are 
oonst&tent wtth en'fironmental values. recreational opportuntttes, and 
the protection of other '1illues fur which the area was established.• 

• (P. 48) Add a new bullet: ·encourage relocation of riverfront economic 
uses wbfch do not rely on the river, eapeclaJly ID. areas of btg'b '9tsitatlon 
or recreational opportunities ud 'llVMre tieaalble and prudent: 



l 

COMMJ~NTS 

Attadunent A • 3 of S 

• {P. 12-13) Amend the Vision eectfOn to SUl.te that •continued ecoruJlllfc 
acttvtty" should be •consistent with w:tse land use management W~ 
w1ues roe :wbk:b the area was CIP!blabecr t,p. 12) and should be 
•encouraged fn a manner that doe8 not degrade the natural or c:ultural 
resources, J'f'Ctfflflonal opp:n:tunKfe!s or enytronmentaJ valJU!S ID...ltb.e 
ao:a.• (p. 13) (underline represents new language). 

m. Addnstl M1Qot' Jl'adllty lfGdlfleatiou and ~t. 1be plan f8 
unclear whether redevelopment. reconstruction, and rebabilltatfon project!, are 
conaiden-Jd as emstmg or new uses. The plan ahould be amended to treat tlleae 
types of major modjficatlons as new uses hr the purpoeea of the plan. 1be 
National Pam Service should strongly encourage redevelopment which ls 
consJstent with recreational 'flllues and enl'fromnental quality. 

1be ecoaOIWC impact of eucb redevelopment would be very poslthe. P'lmt. by 
Integrating river concerns into redevelopment plamdng. drllmatlc recreational 
Improvements along the riverfront could be accompHshed quite economically. 
It mab8 no sense to ln'Ve8t Gd1liona In tr:l.dustrfal merfront uses when lc!Cfd 
governments, the state. ud the federal gore.mment are spendtr:l.g mfillo,as to 
enbaJlce nicreatiOnal opporturlltles. 

Second. redevelopment which f8 orlented. to quality of llft! and recreatio'w 
opportunttiea will almo&t certa1Dly be a good l!IOun:e of economJc growth and 
urban revttalizatl.Oll over the next few decades. Aa the plan states {p. 9): • Al!1 
water quality improves, recreational facfllties and open space along the :mer w1ll 
fncreaae in importance.• 'lbe economic beneftts in tenns of housmg. healtb, 
recreatfonal fndustries, and tourtsm could be enormous. 1bese Issues are 
parttcularty important for MiDneapoUs and Saint Paul as the two dtles stnJIP, 
to attract new reilldents and to maintain quality of lffe. 

• 

Speclflc Amendments 

• {P. 18) Amend the el.gbth bullet to say: "New land uses. which fncltude 
redevelopment, reconatractfon, rehabllltatton, and other major 
modUlcattons. should be COD.Sfstent wtth recniattonal opportumtfell, 
environmental 'flllues. and the other msouree and land protection 
policies articulated fD this plan.• 

{P. 2S-24) Amend the last eenteace begmntng nn p. 23 to say: '1b.e 
plan would allow buemesses and industries in the comdor to ezpu:id 
existing mctllties if (a) the buslness or tndustry requires a riverfront 
locatfon, (bl the expamdoJl ls conatete:nt with resource protectJon and 
site dew~opment pollcles, Bild (c) the expansion '8 consistent ,i,tth 

Jong•terrn environmental quality. If then: le a fiea8ible and prucl-ent 
alt.em.alive to the expal18ion which has a leP negative Impact Olli th,e 
mer corrklor, then the altemath'e sbould be adopted.• 

• 
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• {P. 2S) Amend the first sentence tn the first full paragraph to sar, "New 
land uae and deve1op:ment ...• SPOO!d!nl n:;deye\gpment, 
m:onst:mCUQp rehahQttaUoo and other l!)IU>( JDOdjflrettona. would 
include thoee acttritieS .... • (underlme indicates new language) 

• {P. 25) Strike the phl'Blle "howewr, whoJesaJe redevelopment of the 
nfflmmt area ls not enriifoned. • Add new sentences whlch NT
"Wholesale redtmllopmeat fs not necessarily appropriate: however, the 
plan does recognize that there will be special situation8 in which 
recreational and e:n'ritmlmental values wm require large-scale 
redevlopment and lacfltty relocatlon. Where there ls a feasible and 
prudent alternative to an exlsUng use, which is unrelated to the rm,r or 
otherwise inconststent with this plan, relocation will be stronatY 
encouraged. E4orts at retocatlon will be pursued fi>r merfront sttes 
which have a high potentlal m publfc uae and enjoyment.• 

IV, Pro't'ldefwallorePrombleatllatlcma1PadlSentceRole. 1becbeclalred 
mxird on merfront planning ell:>rts. such as the a1tlCal areas process, 11!1 
effdence of the need tor a more actf9e Natkmal Pa.tk Service role than called fi:>r 
tn the draft plan. As the Project H!st.ory atates (p. S): 

•[Cril:ical areas) plans Bild tmplemeutatlon etforts varied, ranging &om 
aggresst-ve land acqutattion BDd ttaD. constrw::tton to pl.ans destgrl.ed tn meet 
tbC" mtnfrnnro -requirements of the leg,slation, 1here were a number of 
problems (wfth the plans]. Including lack of funding for coon:Uoatlon and 
motlitortng, Jack of !mp1emerrtatlon, unewn quality of plans and 
tmplementation, and mfafrna1 eni>rcement. • 

'lbe Umveratty of Mbmeeota's c::rlt1c:al areas plan, mr mmmpte, provided lbr a 
acemc ow:dook at b Southeast plant and an east bank trail; however. the 
Ualvendty baa implemented nEdtber in the fburteen years since It wrote Its plan. 
1be Metropolitan Counctl crltleiRd the Unmrsity"s plan for lack of 
opportwuties for public Input, and that could partly esp1afn the fa.llu.re of the 
University's plaD. The publfc cannot be expected to dde herd 09!1' narrow• 
minded tnstitutionS; the Natlona1 Park Semce should fbllow up thts plann!Dg 
process by fmcefully representing recreaUonal concerns. 

Spec,18c Ameadm.ente 

• {P. 18) Amend the 8fth bullet to say: "'!be NaUOnal Parle Semce abould 
not necessarily own. a.ddltloo.a1 land& wider the plan, but merfn>nt laAd 
fn areas of potentially b.fgb Wdmr uae and recreatJonal opportunity 
could be acquiftld by tJae National Pa.tk Se:rric:e through donation or 
negotiation, IC owner bas abandolled or plami to abarulon the land.• 

Sfrnlar tangua,e aboold be added oa page 26 in paragraph (S) on 
inconrslstent land uaes 11hr the flrat aemence md on page SS in the 
pamgraph on "land accl1,U81tfon concept• after the third sentence . 

• 
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• (P. 23) Amend paragraph (41 on destgn guidelines tD say. •0efllfgn 
guidellnes would be administered at the .local level With tbe support af' 
the National Park Setvlce .... The Metropolitan Council, the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resoun!es, and the National Parle Service would 
work with commullitles to further dewlop these guidelines and apply 
them to spec.Ifie areas. The National Park Service would focus on a:reae 
with the potential in' hJgh 'risltDr uee a.ud recreational opportwlitles. • 

• (P. 47} Add two new pamgraphs at the bottom of tbe page: "The 
National Parle Service should enaute tbat existing economic resoun:es 
m tbe conidor are consi8tent with envuomnental values, recreational 
opportunltles, and other values for which the aitt was establlabed. 
especially m areas of potentially high Yl8Stos" ue and recreatlOnal 
delielopment. Where there are feasible and prudent alternatives with 
less impact on the d'ft:l' con1dor, the NatiOnal Park Service should 
advocate for the removal cf the existing use. 

'"!be National Park Serrice should also ensure that redew!lopme:ot, 
ieconstructfon, ud rebabilltatfon plans and proposals are consl8teot 
with the values for 'IVhlcb the area was established. Such major 
modifications to e:&:lstmg resources should be conafdered as new uses 
ibr the purposes of the plan's locatton and site development po)ides." 

• (P. 48} Amend the eleftnth buDet to say: "rntntrnlze National Park 
Service land acquisition except for rtl'erftont lands which ba'fe 
potentially high Ylsitor use and recreatfronal opportunity, if the owner 
has abandoned or plans to abandon the laud.• 

V. Protect Stptflcaat IDltorlcal Valaea Appropr:lalely. Hilltortcal faclWes are 
one of the resources fur wbJcb the area was estabUshed. Historical preaenatfon 
and lnterpretatloD sbould be stron&1Y encouraged where historical values 
complement recreational and en'Vlromnental values, although Inappropriate uses 
of historical structures have the potenUal b conllct with other value& In the 
area. Historical preservation should be prlorltfzed based on the level of tntereet 
by the pub!Jc In a parUcu1ar fadl1ty wblcb wtl1 tndlcate potential for Yl8tto!" uae. 

Spedflc Amendment• 

• (P. 11) Amend the vision section to: • .. , adaptive reuse of bfstortc 
structw-es consistent wtth pmtcctfcm of natuAJ resoun:es and 
en,tmnmeotal values IQ the 81J!ll. • (underllnfng indicates new language) 

• (P. 48) Amend the !leCOlld buDet to: "protect hlatorieal bulldmgs for 
adaptive reuse whl(;h IA ronatetc:Dt wJth cm1mnmeota1 QJMJ'O' md 
rec,eatlonal o,gportunlttes. • (underlining tndicatcs new language) 
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Superintendent 

Mississippi Nation.al River and Recreation Area 

175 E11.1t 5th Street 

Suite 418, Box 41 

St. Paul, MN SS 101 

September S, 1993 

re: Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and N.P.S. 

Having read the draft summary of the work of the commission we believe the best 

plan is A. followed by plan C. 

There are enough agencies to see to the protection and proper use of the river. In 

these times of Federal and local budget constraints our tax dollars can be better used in 

olher areas. We do not need another layer of administration to fix what is not broken. 

Susan and Abbas Tabibi 

~.~ IU1v Tllburr • 

• 
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COMMl~NTS 

Ai.Qust 29, l 993 

Jol\nn H Kyral: MNRRA 

Dear Mrs. Kyral, 

I have read the earc,rehenslve HarlaQEment Plen/Envlronmental !Jrl)aet Dral:t 
for the proposed Mississippi National River and Racreattoo Areai DlB !MISS) . 
I have found the proposal very interestinQ and exc1 tinQ. as I am cu:rnntly 
involved with Kennepin County Reqional Parks' JIDll accesslblllty study ll.lld 
illl)lEmmtation. 

I haVe a bacltoround in park and recreation and environmental education .. 
and since a divi!IQ' accident in 1978. a disabled user of the park systan. I 
have found the local araa to be rich in both C'llltur• and resources. CW: pa::k 
and trall systam are a proud exa!ll)le of the balance of natural resow:ce 
preservation and hlllllll'l use. 

I was reminded of this delicate balance i.tiile visitinq the Fort Snelll!JQ 
area. While reviewino the trails around the Mendota Brl&;e, I stopped and 
chatted with a flshelTni!ln on the Minnesota river, He landed a 18+ pound 
northern pike. After I took a picture of his catch for him, he released thu 
fish, and talked of the hope of a cl~ river. An hour later, I was talki.nq 
to a man oroani:zing the setup of the annual welt 1onq .Airericen Indian Mol/anlint 
canplE!l'lt. The tffpees beino raised on the o;rounds below the h.!llrmerinq of 
brtdQe oonstruotion, canbined with the Cl\l8l'head Jet traffic was an environrraint 
to ponder. To make one think of past and present, and a reminder of our nee:! • 
to preserve in the path of progress. . 

I have enclosed eaie brief notes on the proposed corridor. I do not hl1w 
extensive knowledge of the feasibility of eu--.t developnent, but I 11111 
f111111liar wlth all the trails and fac1litles fran the Coon Rapids Dam thrOUQt1 
Fort Snel Unq. I beli8\/e WI.th dedicated federal. state, c,ounty and local 
involVl!lllel'lt, a continuous trail can be achieved. I also believe a limi tad 
recreational ~sis would be p.refered for less ill'i)llct on the enviroment. 
By limited I refer to erplll.Sis on trails, fishillQ' piers. scenic overlooks, 
sionaqe/interpretive stations and envirO!llllllntally friendly restroat111/-
were needed. 

I would like to be involved in the proQreSS of the proposed part en:l 
wi 11 offer l!fi 11:n:Jwledge of the existinq trails and faci 11 ties with an insiot,t 
of an enviromrant for l/OUl'IQ and old to enjoy. 

Sincerely, 

enc. 

• • 

The proposed plan of a contlnuau.s trail along or near the riwr wUl be 
feasable with cooperation of local existing tralls and future d-lopnent 
plans of these carmmtties. The northern stretch of the river \,IOUld be the 
the exc:eptioo. The c:all)l"ehensive reoional tra1l plen will be lnstnmmtal in 
achievinq the needed cooperation for this project. I USUIIB the fundll'IQ for 
this will not be a larQQ obstacle for the project. 

In Qeneral. I B.Qree with the propoeed plan of NPS involY8!1Snt in the effort 
to provide ad:iitional pedestrian and bicycle paths, 11(.!UlrintJ abandoned rail 
;road for trail/open space needs, and oontinued use of existtnq ll'IIU'inas and 
ri\lQI' acoei;g llites. I do not ho.leYer, foresee the ~lo;:mm.t of new nrinas 
or larQe visitor recreational facllitles as en attraction for tourists. theses 
11111.y be m:>re of en enviromsntal intrusion than an attractinq feature of the 
corridor. 

'l'he IR::Gl recreation opportunity epectrun, may be used to maasure 
~tional aet1vlt1es available 1n the propoeed =ridor. But because of the 
varied settlDQ within the corridor. urban to semi-primitive. recreational 
activities vary widely • .l\l'ld the nmiaoanent approach to establish a particular 
framework definin,;r recreational needs and opportunities in one specific area 
of the corridor wll l not be oonsistant with other areas. 'lhis shallld be 
considered ln the oven.lL pla.n, since sa11e areas within the cort1<lt>r will 
offer or even danand a different recreational experience. 

c.am-ercial navlqation uses hued on the desired balances listed in the 
:proposal and reviewed by Corps of EnoineeI'lll and DNR for oonfonnHy, shallld 
take into aoa:iunt r;ienaral water quality. lklder the proposed plan w:ruld NPS 
lll'.lllitorina be 111:1re strillQ8llt than existino l!llllter quality standalds? Or wou.ld 
existinq local water quaHty standards be used as a measure. otber for:ms of 
illl)llct such as noise pollution would be at a ml.ninun if plans such as alter
native IC are avoided, 

'1'he proposal did not specify particulars of it's ill'O&ct on the pr1viate 
sector. I would assme l:lwliness as well as individual land owners each have 
their interests to protect. Just as a more highly developed recreationally 
oriented plan llilY enhance the opportunitities of sane businesses. the hale
owner 11111.y see this as an intr1111ion. '1'he envircmmerital!st as a scorn. Elll)hasis 
on a continuous coordinated effort on all 1-ls of qovernment and priVllte 
sectors is essential to the sw:cess of this plan. 

In conclllllion, I feel the proposed plan w111 benefit both the environmant 
and the c,pport1B1ities it has to offer. I ~. am sincerely ccnoerned with 
the rather 'hiQh profile' plll!lll of the NPS interpretive center. No 1110llies 
have been allocated for an intarp.retive center at Fort Snellinc;r, although 
plans are underway for such developmnt. The other centers, usinq existil'IQ 
facilities seem fine for the purpose of interpretation. But could the center 
at !fan:iet Island be scaled down, and unspent !l'Cllies 90 elsewhere in the 
oorridor? Will the int6Ipl"8tive materials at the center be 'user friendly', 
ar on a scale gEIIU'ed for the m::,re intellectual tourist? The center will lxlst 
a lar,;re minority population. Wi 11 they have the opportunity to pci:rtlcipate in 
the envh:onmantal lnterpretive proc:ess? 1lnd will the displaye be on a. level 
that is understood by sch.:>ol-ar;,e visitors and minorities with limited cultural 
and linquistk k:nowlec!Qe? l'hea~ questlons/=e:rns were expressed by varioua 
individuals and professionals 1n the environmental education field. 

ConoerninQ the ADI\. c:arpllanee of the proposed center, trails, 1nteqiNtat1on 
and other facilities, I assume such references as the Des11111 Clulde for 
Universal .l\ccess to ().ltdoor Recreation and other currently published 11111.terials 

""u ... G.f.·,i ..1• , ,.·, ., • 

• 
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James 111. Hard 

JoAnn H. Kryal, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River I Recreation Area 
17S Bast Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kryal: 

.Having just received the draft comprehensive managemant plan/DIIS 
for the MJl'RRA, I would like to make a few comments on it before 
tbe end of the comment period, which ia September 10. 

The report notes that the affectad environ-nt includes exotic 
plants such ae Burasian watermilfoil and purple loosestrife, and 
threatened and endangered species sucb as tbe Higgins eye mussel 
and the Uncas Skipper(wbatever tbat is). Also included in the 
report are discussions of the benefits to visitors to HNRRA and 
what business owners "of an inconsistent land use" can do if the:r 
wish to move away, but nowhere in the dOCUllllnt do I see an 
analysis of the enviroJ1J11ental impact on the eurrent residents of 
these areas! Since there are about 300 of us living in Grey Cloud 
Island Township, and since from what I can see in the report, you 
have not even mentioned our existence, what can we conclude from 
this omission? Was it deliberate? Are tbe opinions of tboae of us 
who live here and who would be affected by MNRRA not important? I 
believe that MIIRRA owes us a very detailed explanation. 
unsupported statements such as "Additional recreational use in 
the corridor would cause increases in noise; however, these would 
he insignificant, especially when co11111ared to the existing 
background noise in a large urban area." are not very meaningful 
in a township where the loudest noise on some days is the banking 
of Canada geese 10 yards up! Or, bow about impacts relating to 
visitor use, "Increased personal accountability should result in 
reduced levels of vandalism and other destructive behavior, and 
increased citizen monitoring of enviroJllllental and social 
conditions." At a time in Minnesota history where Park Rangers 
are being shot only because they are doing their jobs and where a 
walk in Minnehaha Park at any tilllB of day becomes a lesaon in 
jungle survival, to say that we will be safer with MNRRA is a 
ludicrous statement. 

For all of these reasons and man:r more, a.nd since the residents 
of Grey Cloud Island Township have not even been given the 
courtesy of a briefing by the MNRBA planners before tbe end of 
comment period, l conclude that in my opinion the appropriate 
action to be taken is that described in Alternative A(Ho Action). 
We can manage very well without lfflRRA, thank you! 

Sincerely, 
James B, ..!1-d / 

~<C:7Y~ 

• 



COMMJ~NTS 

11IOMAS C. KAYSER 

September 8, 1993 

Mississippi River coordinating commission 
National Park Service 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Comlnission: 

I have lived at the above address for almost 23 years and have been 
active in a variety of matters that affect the Mississippi :River 
:Boulevard in Saint Paul. 

I recently received a draft copy of the Comprehensive Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement published by the 
COllllllission. I also recently had the opportunity to meet with 
Ms. JoAnn M. K)'ral and Mr. R. Michael Madell. They were extremely 
helpful in clarifying for me and one of my neighbors various issues 
that were of concern to us relative to the impact of the draft plan 
on our neighborhood. We are most appreciative of the assistance 
given to us by both of them. 

While I understand there was publicity given to the meetings of the 
co111111ission, ne.ither I nor other neighbors who have been involved 
in Mississippi River Boulevard matters had any idea that those 
meetings were, in fact, taking place. I am concerned that the 
Co111111ission has not had the benefit of an exchange of views with the 
people who might be affected by this plan living on both sides of 
the MississippJ, River in Minneapolis and Saint Paul. To the e·ictent 
that we are affected by anything that is finally passed by this 
Co111111ission, I think we deserve to be consulted prior to its 
happening. 

I would suggest that there be some opportunity for eithei: the 
COllllllission or a subcommittee thereof to meet with residents living 
along the Mississippi River in both cities and fully eicplai1~ tile 
impact of this plan on their properties. In addition, it would 
probably also be useful to fully develop the interaction be·tween 

• • 

Mississippi River Coordinating commission 
Page 2 
September e, 1993 

the federal gover!llllent and local governments affecting not only the 
Mississippi River in that area. but the streets on either side of 
the river in the 'l'win cities. In other words, if the City of 
Minneapolis or Saint Paul wishes to do something on the River 
Soulevard in their respective cities that conflicts in some fashion 
with this management plan, who prevails? 

I appreciate your consideration of these matters. 

Respectfully submitted, 

./[1-z.. .. dy 
TCK:blg 

cc: Ms. Nancy Kapps 

• I 
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~Mickman 
'lIJ/ Brothers 

Quality Wreaths Since 1934 
To Whom it may concern: 

co&NTs 

I live at 1168 Benton street in anoka. I purchased the property 
4 years ago and because of the location and my 150 feet on the 
river I paid a premium price for the property. 

I understand that there is a possibility that there might be a· 
trail built right in my back yard that will infringe on my right 
to enjoy my property and lower my property value. I want to go 
on record saying that I oppose this plan and I do not want my 
enjoyment of my property or property value to suffer. Thank you 
for your time. 

• 
September 7, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, Mn 55101 

re: Mississippi River 
Coordinating 
Commission and N.P.S. 

I am a 40+ year resident of the Anoka area and have 
lived on the Mississippi River for nearly 14 years. 

I believe the best and more.desirable plan is 
Alternative A, followed by Alternative C. My 
comments apply to that portion of the river I know 
best, namely up river from the Coon Rapids Dam to 
Dayton. 

We have sufficient regulatory bodies involved with the 
river • lef them acquire park land, regulate river front 
area land use, and promote greater use of the river 
resource. 

I have great concerns for the lack of details in the plan 
and feel that local bodies can more effectively deal 
with related river issues in my area. I see no need for 
interpretive and administrative facilities in the Twin 
Cities. 

Sincerely, 

fie.-
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Ronald J. & Ru!.h B. 1e1irx:k -
~t 
Mi-.ippi Nab<mal River & ReorcatiM Ana 
!75 E. 5th St 
Box41 
Sr. Paul, MN 55101 

DcarSlf: 

We an Mi.,iHippi proporty.,,..,...concemed llboU1 lho propooedplm "'funhcrrqul ... !mid mul
UNQC alq d:ic IIIKffline: of chis river. We bclie.e thnt &he ki4;at zuning boenls and DNR c-e ~ than 
adequate u.i Lbis wk and that furt.h.cr rcgula1iw1 will only mah: the 1yatcm mon unwieldy Gnd it1SCB1it1vc co 
lhen«do and rights ofW<-l"'Y"li I~ ai""l!theriv<r. 

A, I - is the propo,,d pion laol<> ap<cif>cs ._,iing whosc larul will b< gnbb<d and what lho 
com~tion will bt- if any. lt also~ 1peeifict "9etd.ing whom will ha~ t.be final ta)' insofar u any 
wad UIJl'l permit,, .ire concemed Aa it i• now, we have two 1ayers of ffgWttcn to deal with- &11d they can be 
ve:.ry wltxib\c. ns1rictivc. Wld txpt.n.1,ivtc-bt.\\'C11cwi. ,Wedo not ntCd fwthet rcy.ubci.on.bw if it,, inevitlblf 
we:woWdot lcut liu to know how it 111 goingtoaffcct{)UJ'ownUSlljeOfchiap:ropcrtytind it's marke, ftl_w. 

We: would apflf«:tllle }'O\I' ~011 in du$ very uopor!,.llnl, mat1ct. 

Roneld I. Jclinekcnd.Ruth8- Jdinek 

COMMENTS 
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September 8, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River 

and Recreation Area 
Suite 418, Box 41 
17S IE.ast Fifth Street 
SL \Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Lady or Gentleman: 

I am a homeowner living on property located within the 72 mile Mississippi River corridor 
which is the subject of a comprchensiYc management plan. I recently became aware of this 
plan and would like to submit the following written testimony regarding it: 

I support stewardship of the riYcr - but I believe, however, that this process is best 
controlled at the local :level. 

Management of the river has been in the hands of local government for many 
years. They have done a creditable job in its preservation as witnessed by the 
number of people who choose to liYc on its banks and the even greater number 
who use it for recreational purposes. It seems to me that the "System Ain't 
Broke" and adding additional supervision to this process is costly and 
unnecessary, Supervision of this resource by local government, the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources and The Corps of Engineers provides ample 
opportunity to implement development and conservation of this corridor. 
Superimpose on this, today's informed citizenry and I am quite certain that an 
appropriate balance of environmental and economic concerns can be achieved. 

The plan calls for land acquisition within the corridor • but does not desenbe the 
process. 

The draft plan recites an intention to acquire land along the corridor. Which 
land is intended for acquisition? What procedum will be in place to determine 
economic value of land to be acquired? How will land OWl'lers be 
compensated? There are IUl destriptions of how these sjtuations will be dealt 
with in the plan draft and as a homeowner I have concerns about these matters. 
The plan should be expanded to provide adequate clarification concerning these 
matters. 

• 
Mississippi National River 

and Recreation Area 
September 8, 1993 
Page Two 

My interpretation of the plan is such that it gives the Park Service veto authority 
over local ordinances. 

This authority adds another layer of government to an already complicated 
process and undoubtedly will make it even more difflCl.llt for land owners to 
make modifications to their own property. Further, the draft does not provide 
for any appeal• proces.<1 in th<'-!IC m11tten:. 

Consider expansion of your mailing list in connection with this plan. 

As a resident and owner of property within the effected corridor, I came to an 
awareness of this draft in a second band fashion. I would suggest that the 
Department's mailing list be expanded to include persons effected by these plans. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify. 

Very truly yours, ----
:?UeA~~ 

Erling Dokken\ 

ED/mjp 
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• CO~NTS 

September 7, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street, Suite #418 
Box41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Superintendent: 

I love the Mississippi and want to keep it dean and natural. I want the river to 

be used by the people of the United States and Minnesota for both commercial 

and residential purposes. I am writing as a concerned citizen about the 

comprehensive management plan/draft environmental impact statement for 
the Mississippi River corridor from Dayton to Hastings. 

I am a home owner along the river, and It is very unclear what Improvements 

or additions I could make to my existing home or praperty from your draft. I 

am concerned, as a residential property owner that I will be unable to make 

improvements to my property because of these new proposed regulations. I 

believe that there must be some assurances that property owners who 

presently own homes along the Mississippi river be allowed to continue to use 

their property as it was Initially intended when they purchased that property. 

It is unclear from the draft whether home owners wHI be allowed to make 

changes to their property because they would not comply with the proposed 

plan, but would comply with present local zoning rules. This would inhibit tha 

property owners from expanding their homes to meet the needs of their 

families, as was initially planned when the property was purchased. The plan 

would seem to restrict the bulldlng or replacing of retaining walls that prevent 

erosion and protect praperty. 

It is because of these concerns that I strongly recommend that the local 

communities have primary control and local governance over the river way. 

recommend that all present owners be allowed to continue to function under 

the current zoning rules. If newer more restlctlve rules are adopted then they 

would go Into affect after the property Is sold. 

Please keep me informed of the progress of this proposal. I would like a copy 
of the final plan. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Steven Begicli 

• 
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September e, 1993 

superintendent. 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
l7S Eaet 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

RB: Mississippi River coordinating Commission and N.P.S. 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

My family has lived on the ehOre of the Mississippi River in 
the City of Anoka for twenty one years. During this time we 
have enjoyed ~he recreational and natural features of the 
river and also have paid substantial real estate taxes for the 
enhanced value of our property because of its location. 

Now I learn that there have been plans proposed that would 
drastically alter and diminish the benefit for which we have 
paid for so dearly, and have enjoyed for eo many years. 

After having reviewed the draft •Alternatives S1.l.lllD:lary by 
Issue•, I would recommend that the Agency adopt Alternative A. 
A reluctant second choice would be Alternative C. Any other 
alternative would impact severely on the thousands of people 
who lose the opporturtities p~ovided by the river as it is. not 
to mention the drastic effect on their property values. 

Be assured that we, along with countless others, will pursue 
this goal to the limit. Thank you for your consideration. 

Missiesippi National River and Recreations! Area 
September 8, 1993 
Page 2 

Yours very truly, 

JENSEN, HICICEJ!, GliDDB & SCOTT, P.A. 

J~'t~~="!:--
JPH:jpb 

cc, Mark Nagel 
Allolca City Manager 

• I 
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JRAMSHORN 
CONStRUC110N INC -

Superintendent 
ltiaaiseippi NH-tional River & Recrcat.ion Area 
175 East fifth Street, Suite 418, Do~ 41 
St. P,ml, Unneaot& 05101 

Atten1 JoA.nn M. Kyn,,l 

7 Sept. 1993 

This letter is in response to our telephone convera,.tion of Anguet 
26, 1993, rego.rding the propoaed 12-ile development plan for the 
llisaisdppi river. A1. 1,h111. time I informed 7ou of the fact t.ha.t I 
..., 11D ajacent property o,mer 11nd tha1, I have an 1invested"intenst 
in this project. I also mentioned to you that l had developed a pro
posed design study for t,he Lake Street Bridge Replacement Project. 

I hAve enclosed a copy of that study for yo\lr revi••• ~ly origiw,l 
position was tb&t I -s not inclined to support a vehicular unde,
paae for \feat River Parkwa7 traffic, Ho,rever, after further study 
by the Minneapolis Park Board llnd through their comn,unicat.lons with 
the neighborhood collllllU.Dity, I decided to aupport the propoHl. 

I have revieved the Commission'• plan/draft t,hat you sent to me, Dnd 
I do not believe t.hat l have eny major objections to thia proposal. 
I ,...,. add that 1 e.ho speak aa a retired, professional arcbU...ctural 
designer; employed as a senior project desiper with a local archi
tecturol fl rm. 

However, I do bave one -jor e>onceni about adjacent propert7 develop
ment. lly property taxes eacllla1.ed UJ>Yarde dramatically this year, and 
I have begun to wonder if I am being asked to pay for more thlta my 
share of your project. With what little kno•ledge l have about o1.her 
cities in the U .s., l have obserYed that high property t,u;es along 
the rivers hawresulted in expensive higb-riae developent, •ince that 
is tho only •ay to eupport the excessive te.x r&te. I &lBo observed in 
your study somewhere that you did not want the enme thing to happen 
here, however, I did not see any solution to the problem. lla7 I eag
gut that your oft'ice reoommend tbat 1.,,.-riee developmen1, he alloY•d 
along the river corridor, and/or multiple dwellings of two to four 
units, Thie oction could assist me in obtaining spot zoning for a du
plex unit on my lot, othenrise this lot will not be able to support 
future t..x rates. 

• 
Anotber concern that l bava, ia that 7our stud7 euggeated *' any 
futuN bridges over the Misahaippi be atone arch bridges if at all 
poaaible. As a professional deaigner,,m7 1 suggest th,.t tbie appro
ach ,rould be rather rigid aad limiting to a very cr..,.tive designer. 
With that kind of thinking, it would never have been poaaibl• for the 
U.S. to bave put mea on the •oon. 117 encloaed Lake Street Bridge pro
poaal ia an example in kind. It,.,.. not intended to be o final aolu
tio.n, but a very creative poaaibilit7. 

,ty OV'D perao,...l taste arid opinion ia that tbe original Lake Street 
Bridge was a mt.her elegaat, steel lattice structure. Some people even 
proposed tha.t it be placed in the Na.tional lleghter of llhtorio Struc
tures • .As an architect, I loved 11. so DNch, thnt I took severnl atereo
graphic elidee of it before it -• demolished. 11ho is to say t.bat • 
atone arch bridge is more beautiful than a etael lattice etructure? 
The ..,.,..,r to tliat question is olrrlollA. It &bould be decided h7 aome
one ,rho is & multidiscipliaartaa who is erperienced in several £ielda 
of. crea.tivit7, of which I GIi one. Do I have sometJ1ing against atone 
arch bridges? No, of course not. The aecre1, is in knowing when to UH 

one over the other, wit.hou1. excluding o1.ber possibilities. 

1 rish you the best in your esci ting poject.. 

~iu,.rely,. { /J 

---n:12 ~ 
Harle7 R. Jensen 
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JULX 7T!I 1 1980 

stlllJECI, Pi!lll'\l3ED LAKE S'l'IIU'I' B!UDGE llEPU.CllllF.N't »ll> .ALUR&Tl0!/5 TO 
:rJ>ST RIVER PARh.111..Y. 

TO: 

rao1:, 

ALDEl11,lA!I 2ND WAIUl, JUDY l,. COR!\,\O I STJ.TE REPRESmT.i.TIVE, 00~1/A 
PE'l:Er~Oll1 liDiNEl'lN COUNTY co:1m,s10NER, JEFF SPA.11.T:1;1 ~il,lNE:;OT.ol. 
llEPAR1llEl,'T OF 'l'!WlSl'ORTATIONj l:INNUl'OLlS PARK AIID R.ECRE.\TION 
OOARD; IJI!lliEAJ>OLIS PUJJLIC \tORICI lW'All'tm:h"l'. 

NEIGROORIIOOD l.!EETING OF JULY 9, 1980, OF 7 P.l!. AT ST, ALBERT'S, 
CliURCH, 2833 32ND AVE. so. 1 ::PLS. 1 !.:N. 

!L',RLEY R • .m-lSEN FREE L,;,NCE ARCHI'l'ECTUR.U, Dl:SlG!I CONStiLT..un' 

A VWLE ALTEIINA.TI'VE. 

'NI 1'11011 IT Ai.i.Y CONCERll1 

FlllST OF ALL, I UOIJLD LIKE TO sr.uE 'fl!AT IT IS !IOT MY INTENTION 
TO TAD AN A llVt11SA.!UAL ROLE IN T:!IS PBOJECT, JIU'!' ONLY TO AllY.ANCE sot.IE CON
STRllC'l'IVE Tl!OUG!ITS ON '!'iii l!An'ER. 

IT IS IN ),Y OPINION, Tlll.T TllE PROPOS:tll NEW LAKE STltEEI' BRillGE 
SllO\JLD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS JUST ANOT!lm BRIDGE llEPU.CmEN'l'. I BELlEVE 
TIIERE J..llll TOO l.wcr IN'l'ER.I\EUTEtl FAcr<>RS INVOLVED Tl!U ~ ll,\VE A DEFil!ITE 
INFl.UEIICE UFON IT'S Fll!AL JliSIGN SOLUl'ION, I \fILL TRY 10 STA1'E THESE CON
CERJ;s CLE.i.!lLY, DUT ;;OT NECESS,Jl!LY IN THEIR REUTl\ll: ORDER OF Ul."OR'U.NCE. 

m:.: I. om: 11.:FOnTANT CC·KSIDE!ll.:rION IS TIU: IIE!!til!lBD :.:o-ro11. VEl!ICLE .l.CCl:::iS 
"i'O TILE UPLli. RD·JING CLUB AND TIIE !.!?LS. SANITAfl.Y SE",i'ER l'lll.!Pl!IG STA.TIO!/. DOTH 
OF TllESE STIWC'l'Ul!l'S ARE LOCAT&D ON THE IUVER FU.TS JUST !IOIIT'li OF TUE PRFS?:IIT 
BRIDGE. NOii Fill!. THE EXISTING VEHICLE ENTRANCE AND ACCESS 00.lll TO RE.IA.Ill AT 
IT'S Pll&.EN'f LOCA'UON, .AT THE VERY 11','TEBSECTION OF L\XE :;TR.EET AND \!EST 

I 

Riv;;R PA.llK\1"Y, IS TO'fA.LLY tillA.CCEPTABU: FB0!.1 A TRAFFIC ST,\NDPOI!,'T, (SE£ Eml:BIT 'D') 

I U2LIEVE A REA.SOIIA.!JLE J.LTERl'IATIVE OR SOWTIO.!l ,/OUJ.D DE TO RE
LOC.\TE Tl!IS ENTIWICE 'lfITI! A NE'I ACCESS 11.0AD TO TIU: SOUTH SIDE OF I.AKE ST!IE!!,'T 
COJ..UIG Oft' OF T!IE PARL.";t.l.Y. T:[IS ACCESS ROAD OR lW:P llOIJLD DWIN .AT A L:UCB 
LO"IIER .EUSTlNG ELEV.lTIOll1 SOl,IE\IIIE!IE Jm.\R TUE llOUNIIUIY LINE m:T'.n:EII l!lllh'E!Wl.l 
A.CAl)E!..'Y AND Tl!E DU/EBO llOllE PII.OPERTY • TIIIS MAD llOULD THEN IU!N NOR'l'II UNllER 
THE EXT!Ull.1.E "lEST END OF THE IIE'I BRIOOE '1'0 SERVICE WE RO,!ING CW!l A.ND THE 
l'Ul.!l'lNG ST.\'UON, THIS SOUJTIOll l.lAY .USO UI.:INATE Till: SUAll.P AND !II.\.!I n;.. 
POs:;llJLE IIOR3ESIIOE TURN ON T!IE EllSTIIIG ROAD, IT \IOIJLD FACILlT,.rE T!IE ~ 
JELIV";;;r.y i.ND P.AlllCTNO OF TllE =m:.::ELY LC;l/0 llOA.'£ TRAIU:11S 11..liLI!-:G TJIE \IE!\Y 
llELIC.u'E oo:mm Sl[ELI.S TO TILE CLUB'S L.lUNCHING SITE, 

IT ,WOULD DE POINTED 01."T THAT ·mis NE'\i !UltJ) Sl!OULD liO'f llE CON
SIDEil.ED AN £1?£NSIVE GIFT TO A :iPECIAL INTEREST GROUP DECAIJSE OF THE VERY 
PJIESE?,'f NEED i'OR VEIIICLE ACCESS TO THE l'UllPING STATION ITSELf' AND Al.SO Fl>R 
POLICE VEl!ICLES allD FOSSil!LY LONG LADDER FIRE '(IIIJCKS. 

'J_JiEIT l'tt&. A Ul~ ~ FIRE 7RIJ<X Ar!ffl1Pl!ri> To ~S' TI/1f Na.i ~
~'1?> iiJi ~ltJ~ C4/B 11,S,:. 7o Jr,Jfl(fl~Ac,o,lrJ 0~ 77J ~~ A· 
f=1 R€ 4T 1l)g 1"<.IJJ.>1r'G. CJ.US - IT w,tl-.S ~ ?o ~ Sb, gEcA(.)£t; PI.GE 1. 
Cf;~ l.)!'S/t;tJ Of T11E' FAAf)t,,.JA'f IT Ct).A.of-Jb'T ~~ 
!!!U'!!!!!. Ff!!~. Cif'f }1/f ~ W~AS.t P-t,;t{X,,A'f. ·rt/6 m/1:.S. ~ &v.AD 1-ltio 

• • 

ITEi! 2. NOii IF THIS CONCEPT SOU!l!E RF.ASOl!.\BLE A.'<D ACCEl'!ABLE, IT ll"ILL 
THEN SOLVE ONE LAKE STllEEI' IN'rEIISECrlON PROl3Ull1 !JliT I'i' IIIL.L ALSO Rl!QUIR& 
AN ~NDElll'ASS UN.DER T!IE Errru:::.;r,: WEST END OF rllE m:, ll!UOOE. -ri!I:l lu,Y OIi ::u 
l10T !Ul;.Ullli! •mi;; JlU OOE US.ELF TO B!:CQLJ: :.;OL".F.Wl\A.T LONGER. 

Hu~ 3. .ll'rll WE ACCEPTANCE OF THIS NE",I CNDl.'llPAli.:i 00.-D F1101: rHE SOUTII I 
IT NO\! BRINGS UP -rllE !)Ul:STION OF ll'lll."l'IIE!I OR NOT TO E.ITE!ID TIIIS Nt1f ROAD 
NO!lT!r.i..RD AND llACK 1/P THE IUVER BAliK TO TIE llA.CK I1'"TO TU:E E.DSTING 1/IST 
RIVER PAB.K11.1.Y. THIS ~ULD '!'KEN !!AVE TIIE EFFECT OF SEPA.AATING WE 1'ES'I' RIVER 
PARK\IAY COOSSOVER TllA.FFIC FROll THE I..I.ICE STREET 1NTE8'.i£C!ION1 ;,S [IA::i BEEN 
SUGGES,ED 111 .U.DEllllAN CORRA.O'S U:rTER OF ..IUA"ll 11, 1980 1 TO Tl!I: NEIG!!DOR!WOD. 

IF Tll.E llEClSION IS ro ACCEPT THIS UNDERPASS ROAD EXTEN"I' ION IT \IOULD Tl!EN 
BRING UP THE rtUESTlOll OF JUST EI.lC'i'LY \lllEIU: TllIS h'E.t flOAll SllOlJLD TlE !IA.CK IM!O 
'JEST Ill 'l'fill p.A.Jll;,,.._y ON THE NO llTll SI ilE OF LAKE :;'ff!E:c;f. 

PE!ll.I1' J.;I: NOV TO SUGGEST XllA.T THERE )i&l NO'r DE ONE llI'SlDEh'T IN 1:l!IS 
AR£.\. fl!A.T WOULD '.fANT THAT NEIi W!!' ENT!WlCE RIG!IT IN :'RD!IT OF UIS OR HER 
O\fN l'EllSONIJ. HOil!, lllTH l.'YSELF ll/CLUDED, 

1 llAVE PEllSONALLY LIVED IN Tl!IS ~l\E.I. FOR TlrE PAST TWE!l'l'Y YE;..llS 
AI'PllOllw<TELY, I Sil.11 Wl!AT US DONE O?l THE EAST END OF THE EllSl'ING BRlOOE 
IN SAINT PAUL \jllERE All, Tl!E TRE!S lff:RE INDFSCRll:INA.TELY m:oVED AND A T . .STE
Ll:SS DEVELO!'!.ENT FOIi.CI l!LY U:POSED UPON TUE LA!IDSCA.PE ,flTJ!OUT -..\'Y IU:A.L 
,1.ESTl:etl(! CONSUJ'Ell,\'rlONS INCORPORATED Im'O ?l!L fl!W. SOLUTION. \tE 00 ,I.Jl!IT 
Tl!OUGB, TllERE \fAS A VERY APPIJlEN'f AND P.E.\.L NEED FOR BUILDING THIS UNDERPASS 
UllllEII TJIE llRIOOE Ill s..1.U,"T PAUL. AVTO A!fD BUS TJV.FFIC 110VLD BECOME BLOCKEI> 
Olf TJIE HIIJ.., AalACDfl' TO THE GOLF CWB, IN THE lllNTEll WITH f.ACH NE\f SNO'I
FA.Ll.. Tllil'FIC WOULD BACK. VP ACROSS THE BIUOOE AND TIIE., SmlE'I'lllIS EVEN FOR 
~OTIIER Sll OR SEVEN BLOCKS. INTO 1:11,'NF.l.POLIS. !IOW ON TRll 1iEST END OF THE 
BR: llGE I DO HOT BELIEVE WE llA\ll: TIIAT KIND OF A MUOR PROBLW, AND TIIERE
FOll.E )~Y NOT HAVE THE NEED FOR Tl!E TOTAL UOTOIU ZED VI::!lCLE UNDERPASS ROJ.D, 

IT Al.SO Al/l'E,I.RS fi!Oll PAST ll I:iTOIW, AND FIW~i OTHER ClruPLETED PAJIK 
OOA!!.ll l'llOJEC!S, TllA1' T!IE PARK DOARII 11.\S A LONG STA?,DlNG POLICY OF \WfllNG 
TO DISCOti!IA.GE llOTORIZED TR.U'FIC FllOl.i rm: USE OF THE PAlll:ll'AY IN DEFERE:lCE TO 
JOGG£RS AND DIKES, I 00 NOT IIAVE ANY ll.WOR OBJECTIONS TO Tl!AT KIND OF A 
l'\lLICY, llU'l TO l\01' SUGGE::."T OR J:":NCOVI\AQE 'ti~ CONSTl'l!)CTIO)I OF ;. CONTINUOVS 
~:o·roRlZED VElllCLE llOAD":IA.Y lJllDE!l TllE m,sr END OF TILE NEJ JRIOOE ;ICIJLD NOT 
sm., TO DE COl{SISTANT \ilTI! Tlfil FOru.:ER POLICY OF DISCOURA.GE..'li!N'l' .TO Vll!ICLES, 

ON OCCASIONS Wl:ST IUVF,R llllAD HAS DEEN llLOCl(El) OFF TO ALL !.!OTOIUZED 
TIW'FIC FOR THE PCN'OSE OF WAl..K-A-TllOllS AND BI!CE-A-Tl!Oh'S. NOW IF IT IS Tl!E 
DEPARTMENT'S DESIRE TO ELlllIN/,TE THE PROBLll! OF THIS Kil/1.l OF PEOPLE 'fllAFi'IC 
FllOll CIWSSING OVER THE I..\KE STIIEE": VEHICLE TIU.FFlC, TIIEN I 1'illNK THE PI::OPLE 
OF T,IIS .,JiE.l COULD SUPJ'Olfl' TltS CON""TRIJCTION OF A COlfl'I~'UOUS PED!:STRIAN .lllll 
BIK2 p,.Tlt.Ll.Y !ll.JNNING L"NDEl! i'lilS r:ND OF THE l1Elf llRIDG£, llllT NOT t"OR l:OTOR 
VEHICLES. . -

NOif IF A CONTINUOUS PE.llEST!llAN AND BIKE l'ATIIIIAY IS WILT, TIIEN I 
DELIEVE A GllEA.T llF.AL OF CARI:: :lUOl!LD BE T..ucEII SO AS TO NOT END UP \llTll A 
lii.JOR Dll.llAK IN THE EXISTING Tlu:E Lihl: ON Til.E PA.ll!C.11,.Y, NOR "CO RUIOVE A G!lu.T 
A!.:Ou11'f 01' "CREE> AIIY;fJIERE !,'OR WIS 'fO'fAI, PROJECT. IT w\X JE .;UlOOED l'HA.T YOV 
c..N ,..L,L,l'S FI.n.N'r NlsW 'Ellfil:$, ll')JICll Iii TIIIJE, Ul.11 IT .U.,O ;;vsr llE Si.ID "fl!.l.T IT 
T.iK!l:i 40 OR 60 n:..:tlS FOR TUOSl~ TREES TO l,i,'rtl!IE, 

• 



• CO.NTS • 
LET IJ£ ST.\'lll AllOTflEII F.U:E Ill!IIE1 MINNEILPOL.IS IS NOT SA.Iii'!' PAUL. 

ll&SICALLY Oll TllE E.ST END or ?BE BRIDGE l'OU IIA.VE ?IIE IIAC!ISllZ OF A GOLF 
CLIJB lllllLDING FACING TIIE RIVEi!, A P.IJIKI!IG LOT t AND All OLDER itJ>AR'l'l.lENT 
l!IIILDlllG 1:IIT!I UHLE A'?TB.l.CTlVE LANU.Ct.l'INO. ON THB lilllNEAPOUS SlDE YOU 
IL\VE A NE\1,l;ll., ATTRACl'IVE Al'ARTl;El!T BUILDING lfITH GCOD Lalm~c..rrno, ·rill! 
$·1.w'ln..llll OIL ST.A."rloN, .A.ND THEN ATT!l.l.CTIVE, Wl!LL CARED FOR BI'SID!li'CES. 11.A.Y 
I SUGGEST TII.U WIIEll THIS BIIIDGE PROJECT IS DOIIE T&T 111. WILL HA.VE All Alll::l 
Tli#.T IS !MIN MORE ATT!I.\CTIVE •rH.IJI IT IS llOII 

ITEi: 4. NOW 11!' THE SOUIICE OF MY INFO!lf.lA.TIOII IS OOIIRECT, W!!ICII I RT.CIEVED 
AIIOUT A YE.I.II .t.G-O, IT AP.l'EAllS THAT THE IIIST WAY TO BUILD THIS ND BIIIDGE 
'WOULD BE TO CONSTIWCT IT lUGHl' ALOllGSIDE OJI THE NORTH SIDE OF Tim El'.ISTING 
B!IIIJGE. THIS IIOULD BE lll)!iE IN ORDER TO &VE CONTINUOUS DIUllGE AVAILUlILITY 
ACIIOSS THE A.IVER, 110\1 'rl!IS 'iOVLD llECE::lSITATE f!IE tl&LIONl.:ENT OF 'l'IIE cmrJm.. 
LmFl:l Of I.Af:l> Sl'REET AND I.IA.11SIWJ. AVElll,'E P.ESPECTIVELY. TIIIS r,&1.IGlGIENT 
\IOVLl> RE~Uil1l: ?HE l!.EIJOVAL OF TIIE STA.'illlRD OIL STATION IN IHNNUJ'OLIS AND 
TI.IE TAXING or PA.ttr OF THE GOLF CLUll'S l'AWNG LOT IN SAINT PA.UL. 

Tll!IIE .lllE SOlIE PEOPLE Wl!O !JAY NOT OIIJEC'I' TO TllE LA)SS or THE OIL 
STATION SINCE IT llA.Y WO OFFE& THE Ol'l'ORl'UNITY OF DEVELOPING A IJOR:! •PAlllt
UKE" CUA!U.crEa. TO TRIS EIID Oi' TUC Blll!XiE, 111/T T!IEIU: ARE OTm:tlS '\IIJD FEEL 
VERY STRONGLY THAT TUE AREA. lfOULD BE lll1Rr A.ESTRETICALLY \IITH 'flllS PROPOSED 
JOG IN ALIGNIIL'\IT AND 110IILD PREFER THAT T1I! NEIi BRlllillil DE l!CILT Ill THE SAllll 
LOCA.TION AS THE EXISTING BIIIOOE. IT IS NOT FELT TIIAT THE LOSS OF CONTINUOUS 
BRIDGE AVAILAJIILITY ACIIOSS. TIii! BIVER 1IOL'LD BE A GREAT IN'QOIIVENIENCE AND 
lfOULD !IE WORTH THE PIIICB, MTIIEII TIWI TO 11,\VE A NE:f D .• IlJGE LOOK LIKE AN EMGR BY 
l.l'l'f.,\JIING. TO BE· LOC..TED IN ~ra; 11RONG PUCE. IT \10ULl) llE Lll:E !Ll.VEING A 
ll,.lJ JOG lli YOl.iR DIUVE',U.Y AND llOT l!:NllING UP IN FIIDllT OF THE G.UIA.!lE DOOR. 

IT&! IS, AIIOTIWl SllOGFSTION rtll'Ol.D BE TO ALTER THE EXTRRIE WT END OF 
ii5iiliill AVE!IUE BY ELII..INATING TIIE llOl!l'lt/SOUTH SECTION '.m:E!U! IT TIES INTO 
i:...Ja: STR&Er AND REROU'l'E IT STIIA.IGUT EAST TO 'llE INrO THE \l&'lT IIIV!ll l'AllnAY. 

THIS ilTERt.TIOII llOULD DO FOUR TlllllGS 1 

A. IT WOULD .ELI!:IN&TE CONRJSION AIID D.\NGEIIO'US TRAFFIC ON LAKE 
S?l\ilEr B.ECAVSE OF DOlll!.A.N'S ElTIIDU! CLOSE l'ROXll;ITY TO THE 
mstING l!ITEllSECTION AIID J.I.SO TIWTIC •·ru:ru 'fllE ACCESS Al'IIOII 
TO THE ST.U.D.l.llll OlL STATION. 

B, 1'1113 ALTEII.I.TIOJI itOULD llOPEFU'LLY !J.IJ..lll,.·,E tn.'NECESSARY, ll01SY1 
AND El.Ct.SIVE TIW'FIC GENI!IU.TED BY TIii! OIL S'.I'.\.TIOII ILi.CK 
TliROllllll THIS &\ST END OF DOIWA.ll AVEl!l.JE, :.ntICH INCilll!NTALLY, 
lS HISTORICALLY AND BASICALLY IJI ALLEY AND Cl!ILDRJ.:H'S PLlY 
GROUND. 

C, Tl!IS ALTERATION \!OULl> N01f EXIT DOmJA.N AVJ::NOE ro!trHEll. A.JAY 
t'llOll TIIE IN'rERSECTION AT L.-.:KE STREE'l AND T!IEI\EBY GIVE DETTEII 
OONTfiOL OVllll YEltICLE 'l!WfFIC FOIi Gl!F.A.TE!l :;.;J;'E'J'Y, BOTD ON 
u.&E ST!l.EEI' AND ON lll)m:..11 AVENUE, AS 'oiELL AS Till! IN"lEllSECTIOII 
lTi:IELF. 

D. I'J' lll'OULD ELil!INII.TE TUE BLIND CURVE ON DO!lli&N AVENUE AND TUE 
llllSULTING n.JIGEll 'EO CUILOOEN Y/!IICII lS C..USED UY 'EllE OIL 
:;T .. 'l'ION'S SOLID .OOD t'.l!NCE. IIOmwl .1.\/D.'VE WOULD TIIE!I llECO!.:E 
A :.TR.lIG!IT .I.Nil SJ.FER DI\IVE 'l'IlllOUGII TO SOL'TII 461ll .it.VEWE. 
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l?DI 6. NO'l I IIOULD LIKE TO .lllDRESS YOUR ATTE!rrION TO TllE .l'IIOPOSED NE'I 
DRI.llGE ITS.ELF A.ND i:101.:E RELi.TED PAllKlfAY FACTOllS. 

IT IS IN l!Y OPINION Tllt.'f THIS llE\f BRIOOE PllOJECT COULD VEIIY 
USILY DEC®E A 1,;oDEL FOIi. TI.IE IIA.TION AS All ELU:l'LE OF Bt;.UTY t lN'lEREST, 
QUALITY, PERFOllll.WCE .A.'ID EQVITY.U/,FOll?.'ll!U.TELY THOCGII, IT APPE,rns, IN ORDER 
TO DO A vllALITY JOB IT AL11AYS SEWS ·to COST IIORE :.!ONEY. I .ilSO UNllEIISTAND 
COR!l.1.0 'S LEl"fEII TO MY THAT "TllE!iE IIII.J.. BE NO ASSE::iSl.:ENT AG.UNST ,UIY l!lllll
EA.POLlS llESIDEt.'T FOR TllE BRIDGE REPLA.cD!EN'f PROJECT". MAY I POtNT OUT TBOUGtt, 
THIS IS STILL llEING PAID t'OR DY Til IIOlJ..A.BS, A.ND UL1'li.;;.7ELY 'l'IIESE Til IJOLL.\l'IS 
SrIIJ, coia: OU'l' Or' ;;;..cl! OJ! CUR .l'OC!illl'S TtlllCUGI! VAIUCU;; !U:.'YZNUE PllO:xJCI:m 
.;i;.r:;;;..'II~s • ..,.'ii) n;ER;; AR,; ,\L'IAY'.l l!Ol!E i'!lOJECTJ AL,1.,1.YS REl,UIREING !,ORE Til 
IX)LL,,.RS. PEl!:.:Il' UE TO SAY 1IEllE THOUGH, THAT IF OUR GOVEl.lN11ml' WAS lWN LIU 
I'llIVATE BCSI~ IIIJN, EVERY GOVEIIHl!EliT PROJECT WOULD BE A PlllJ!l!CEll AND NOT 
JUST A CONSur.lER OF FINA.111:m ONLY. 

SO, IDE.1.LLY r!llll, IT IIOULD DE llESIRF.AllLE TO CONSTI!11CT A DRIDGE 
Tl!J.T WOULD PROWCE 1'1'1S OWN IIEVEllUI! AND BEOOl:B !!Ol!E! 01\ USS SELF SUSTAIN!l!G. 
TlllS IS NOT A NE'I IllF.l .a.HD 1145 BEEN ACCOJ.IPLISHED IN THE l',~'T BY ESTABLISHING 
A FEE FOIi USE. TlllS IS COUllOllLY C.U.U:D A. TOLL llRl'WE. NOW u:r }IE POT YOUII 
F.E1.BS TO REST RlGI!T HERE, I DO NOT PRlll'OSE Tl!t.T THE liE:1 BlllOOE DECCIJE A TOU. 
llJUIXlE, 1111AT I DO PRO.POSE H011EVER, IS TIU.T '.IE SEIUOU!3LY LOOK FOR OTI!Ell 'l.l.YS 
Ill \IIIICJI OUR PROJECTS, SUCH AS THIS BlUJlQE AND P.A.RK1QY DEVEl.Ol'llENT I CAN IIELl' 
PAY Tl!Eill Olill '.rAY '!IIIIOUGH LIFE JUST AS YOU AND I I.IUST DO EVERY llAl'. IN THIS 
ll,ll( or IMFLA.TlON, 11.ECESSION AND Sll,\.Kl' ECO!IOUY,IIE laJST !IAVE PROJECTS TIIAT DO 
NOT ADD TO 01111 OVl:11.\LL Til llURllEII, llUT PROJECTS TIIA.T ACTU..LLY GE!,'E!IA.TE 
.Fllli.NCUL lliCOl:E FllOl,I VAJIIOUS SOURCE, FOR T!I£ PECl'LE, ·l',lE CliY ..ND 'WE s·r.:..i.'E. 
EVJ::N TICE PRE.IDE.>l?UL c.JIDITi,.TE JOHii ;Jll:1Ell$Or; IIAS BEEN FAIID TO SA.Y Tll.l.T 
"TUlii JIATIOll C,\11 NOT OOllrlNUI! l'IIDIARILY DEillO JUST A COKSUMER 11ITHOUT .Al$0 
il£ING A l'l!O.WCER AS WW.•• 

OX, IJEFO!!E 1IE Ci..N LOOK FORW..lUl WE UUST LOOK IIACh."lLUID FOR JUST A 
BRII:F UOUENT, Y&I.RS AGO A LOT OF L.\XE STREEr lllJSINES!iES SUFFEIIED AND SOIIE 
CLOSED AF'tm T!I.I.FFIC SIIUTED TO THJ: llE'I 1-94 BRllXlE lillICI! OPENED '!JP'.:&: lll,1r.1U.Y 
TO ST. PAUL, NOii llE 00 1T BBING-Ttl.lT TMFFIC BACK TO HELP LI.KI! STREET BUS
lll!SS, NOil IJOULD \IE NE=s.\.RIL'f IWIT TO II() T!IAT I DUT l J'UINK \'IE CAN llO SOt:E
l'lll!iG A.ll()UT ,1.tTMCTINO ;., llIFFEI\DIT K.IllD OF CLIOOELE. 

ill,; ARE 'i:OL!I 'l,L,T IF OW CE.'lrl\.\L CITIES AnE i:O SURVIVE T!!Ell llE i,!UST 
STOP •rt!E EI.O!l!S 01' R.&SIDENTS TO Tb"E SUBUtUlS. \YE IIUS? INCRE1SE Tl!E 1.U .!IA.SE 
IN OllDEII TO PAY FOIi. OUI\ IIISINO 00STS OF CITY SEIi.VICES. llE 1:UST GENERATE 
l.!OBE Joas IN THE CITY. VE 11UST AHMCT llUSl!IESS BACK nrro THE CITY. I IIELIEVE 
TIIAT IN 01\DER TO SJ.TISFJ'. 111.ESE CRlTICA.L lil!:ED'I 'l.t lYlLL JlA.VE TO BE OPEN TO 
:OOING 'l'!!INGS DIFFEREl>'rLY '!'IWl fflE \flY \IE HAVE IIONl: IT IN TIIE PA.ST. IT l:A.1 llE 
li.i<ID T!l.i.T SOW:'rlllES UNIJSl.lAL POOBLl:MS OFl'IIN REQUIRE UNUsl/.U. SOLUTIO~'S. 

I llE',IEVE TILI.T I 11:,.'Vli: .,. PlllJPOSA.l. TIL\T ICAY DE .u!LE TO HELP !iOl.iE Of' 
'rllE:lE P!IOOLU,;S IN :;Oi:.& :,!...LL \IJ.Y, llUT IT li'ILL T...ia: A GOOD llE:A.L OF COOPEll-
i..TlOll llY ..LL p,;.;rm::s I!NOLVED. 

i.:liiNEAJ'OLIS ,.ND SAINT PAUL !!AVE lo. 11!.a!ENDOUS AS:lET IIE!Ul wrm THE 
llISSISSIPPI RIVER lllJI,'llIIIG TIUlOUG!I TUE CITIES. I BELIEVE IT IS A Slw:I! TIL\'r 
\IE ll.l.VEN'T AJ!I'RECl..l.TED IT 1:01\E AND DEV'.&LOPED IT t.:01\E FOil. l'UllLIC USE AS :lOl:E 
OT;,l::11 CITI!;;:; i:.,V'E '!/ITll ,:r.t:11!. ,,,fi:R,i.,Yli ;.ND l!;.BllOllS, ;JOTll I'.\' TUE U.:;. AND 
IN or!IER OOUliTlllES. ONE D.A!.!PLE IJ THE NE'd INlilll! !WIDO!l UlM:l»l'IIE!IT IN 
llALTIJ,;OIIE,(= EXllIBir 'A'), :t:IICII SO!.:E OF YOU l:AY Dll ,;;i,\.P,E OF. 
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COMMENTS 

I WOULD UKE TO PIIOPOSB ·tO WIS .ol.SS&:llLY ·tJLlT ALLO:U.Nc.!3 DE LLUIE 
IN TIIE llRIDGE A.ND PARK DlM!LOJ\!ENT PIIOGIWlS1 THAT WILL PERIIIT THE CONTACTING 
OF ONE OR l!Oill: PRIV&TE llEVEU)PERS lflT11 Tlll'I IIITEll'l' OF OBTAINING THEIR ASSIST·• 
J.NCE AND COOI'Eai.TION TOIWlm J.Wi'.INII THIS DRlllGE/P&RKUY .DEVELOPl!ENT J. .PROFI'.r 
ORIENTED POOJECT. I m SINCERELY BELIEVE Tlt.!.T IT IS POSS IDLE TO INCORPOR.t.TE 
ll>"l'O l'JIIS PROJECT TIIE 11'.EC-lll' FACTORS TIU.T JIDVLD .ATTRACT llUSilllSS CAPJT.U. 
11/'Vllll'l.'ll.ENT IF TUE VARIOUS llEPARTIJD,'TS ffllULD PROVlDll THE NECESSA.Rr OPPOIITUNI'.l'Y 
.u!D COOPER.UION, (SEE EXIIIDIT 1111 ) 

YOU l,AY ll.ECilL OF IIAVING SEEi/ PIC1'1JRES OF ilRIDGES IN CITIES OF 
EU!lOPE Wl!EllE 'tl!EY IIAD ::!!,\ALL SllO~. LINED UP ALONG E!Cll SIDE 0~' THE llllIDGE, SOME 
11.: .. :,GING OUT OVE!l. TUE EDGE SO:~E'illAT PRECARIOUSLY, rBE ADDITION OF TH.ESE SllOP'.J 
lfERE IlJls P!UllilRILY 'fO A !..\CK OF llEVELOR:ENT SP.ACE, 7E LOOK BA.CK ,\ND c.uJ. lT 
{,UAINl' 1 D\/T Tll;;I RETAINED A !ruw.N, COL:liERCUL ;\l/D so CL.L llEl..4.TIO!ISillP IN Tn:1s 
ll'A.Y, ;r.=,: Ill :SOi:E -.r.l.YS I T!IINK \1ll l!.i.\1£ LOS'f .:."UCH OF OURS, ',';!IS PRJ.Cl'ICE 
.A.LsO Ti:HllE:i:l ·,o DRI!IG A DIVIDED CITY Ill.CK l'OOET!IEI< .:.Gilli. A SO!.lEll!!.1.T FEEBLE 
.. TTEll'r sIL;u .... a ·ro ·mis llAl, IXlNE WITH TIIE NE~ ~ING'fO!i AVENUE BRIDGE, WHEllE 
A. PEIIESTJW..li J;;..LK';'AY 11\1.S PROVIDED TO TRI AND TIE TIIE \r.:ST lliLNK C.WWS ILi.CiC. 
INl'O TIIE l.lilll l'A.!IT OF TIIE Ul1IVEllSITY OF 1.ln1iF.SOTA Oll TIIE OTIJER SIDE OF THE 
IUVE!l.. l'l'S :.UCClSS oa !..\CK OF IT !llllAINS DEBA1'Ea.DLE, WE TO A. POS:iillLE UCK. 
OF A.DEgUAtil zWDillG, 

I llELIEVE IT IS PO!!.lilDLE TO IllCOlll>OR.\.fE IliTO TIIE N'Eil LAD STIIEEI' 
BRI:OOE, ENTIIIELY OUT OF PRIVATE FUNllING, A PROPER COllBINATION OF Al'AllnlEN'l'S 
Oil CONDOlllNit.n:S, SPECIALTY SHOPS, J. UNIQUE 11:&STJ.URANT A!!D CIWIOI: PJ.RKill-0. 
IT \IOULll BE LIKE A. LJTtu: SELF CONl' . .UNl:D YILL.I.GB. IT llllULDll''t RA.VE TO llE 
IJUCH DIFrERENT Tl!.I.N Ji. ilELlJXE lllOH RISE J.PAlmiENT IIUILDING, t:XCEPT THAT IT ll(lllLD 
LUil OU? IWIUZONT&LLY, ALL BURIED INTO Tl!E BRIDGE 3UPERS1lll'.IC1'VRE 111'.rlf \IEIIICl.B 
'flll.FFI C IWllNING OVE.li!IEA.D. (SEE EXllI!IIT • C • ) • 

'fllE COST OF QlNSTIUICTIOM 10 THE PRIVATE llllVELOl'Ell Sl!OVLD BE I.ms 
Tu..N NOW.W.. BECA.USE THERE WOULD NOT BE ANY EXPENSIVE J..,UID TO lJll).', l'LI/S Ill/CH 
OF !!IS ::mwcruru: 'lllULD AL!lE,lllY BE THERE IN T1tll FOil.\! OF TIJE DRI:OOB SUPEll,.. 
STllllC'l'UBE WHICH lS IIEIIUIRED ANY\!AY. l!E M&Y ONLY llicVE TO PAY FOB. TICE ADllITlOMAJ .. 
ENGINEERING ,.ND la.'fE!U.AL IN BEEFING UP TlfE StlUJCTIJRE, FUl'.; ;. PC~~IllLE ;Jr.lU.Al, 
1.Ei.::;ING •=•'l'llIS 1,.IUl,l.NGl::,:E.NT SllOULD ~:AKE 'tl!E ll'IIOLE BRIDGE l'llOJECT SELF 
SUPPORTING AND No·r A CONTINUEING 'f.U: WRDE>i'. llY IW{l!i(l THE PllOJECT J..\llGER 
IT 110\lLD ALSO OENEMTE l!OllE JOBS AT A TD!E l'IHEN UNEMl'LOYl!ENT IS BECOMING 
EVEN 1:ollE or A PllOBLW. 

THEDE A.RE AIJ!Ei,.llY EXISUNG APARTIIEIITS AT EI'rH.t:n END OF THE BRIDGE, 
AS \lELL AS nruIVIDUA.L llESillEllCFS Tll.l.T WOULD LEND ;I. PERIPIIEIW. FIN.I.NCI.AL 
SO'PPOl\l' BA:;E, IT WOULD EIIJOY A COIU'.!:rlTIVl: ADVAJIT •• GE WE TO A L,CK OF COII
VENJENT AND ,\.?l'JUC'tIVE SHOPPING IN fflE liE.IJI VICINITY. 

I 1•:11h1' Tills LIUU: VILLAGE ·Sl!Ol/LD ILi.VE .ii. 11.iJ.!E TOO, SO FllR <llE 
L..\.CIC OF 30~!!:-rllING llE't'tl:ll 1 ·,,:rn1, ',IE \IJLL CALL IT 11·mc.LL VJJ..L.,\.G1:", YOU SEE, 
EVERYllCDll' 1~;c;r..; m,;.:r ONLY 'ill.OLI.S LIV£ lJNllEll. Blll:OO&;, 

A. JOINT !:EKtlNG lfI'l'H :;JJ.IN'f l'/,l/L l'!l/PLB IS AL'.;() llESIRE..!.DLl! IN 
OllllER TO G.E'i' ,m,:rn INP\IT. Tl!llIII COOPEllAT]ON IS NE=s..RY ON ALL Fl!ONTS 
SINCE ·rUEY ·roo ',ILL DE DENEFITING FOO~! Tll.E PROJECT. ·rnE PARTICIPATION A!lll 
COOPE!U.TION 01'' THE ·!'OWN AND COU~'TllY GOLF CLUB '.IOULD DE A YIT.:..L F .. CTOR, WHDUi: 
ELSE CAN A rnxv.:.TE lll:.-v:ELOPED l'l)'f A l'IIO~CT Ill' lllGlrr NEn OOOR 'tO .\II EIISTINO 
CIOLF COU!ISE A,'il) S\m::.rna l'OIIL? Tl!E GOLF CLIJD'S P,\11:0NG LOT COULD ·ru: l!ITO 
Tm: "Tll()LL VlI..L,,Gt" PROJECT AS A SITE FOR A l'll:i.iIBLE !'ARKING Jl,UIP, A !:it,i,,\U. 
IWlP liDI:Ll> • .iso OENE!l/lTE Al>liIUONAL lNC()l!E FOR Tll.E GOLF curn, 

• 

Till: m:vllLOl'l.!ENT or J. PARK-LIKE SfflING lN SAiqAtJL AT Tilt lllLillG! 
IS .U.SO &s::ll!NTlAL. THE llRlllGE BEGINS AIID ZNtUDJAcn.-T 10 J/AlllC llO;\,l!l> Plll)l'!lr.U 1 
;JJ't Tl:X.i l'.\ll:(-Lil<E C.11.ilo,CTER 11,..:.; .u;,;osT llEEII LOST ON -r;,£ ... ,1~-. P.WL :.lot. 
Tllll OPPOll.'i'UNITY El.ISTS 'i'II.ERll TO 'i'U: TU£ ll!UDGE AlW. It;'TO TUE WSTING GOLF 
COUB.iiE FAil!'.l;.Y J.11.E.1. \flTH A 011EE!i1U.Y WHICH IIOULD IIELP BEGAIN soi.a: OF T.11.t.T 1111ICB 
11.1.S BED/ LOST. 

NO'I FOa TIIE lll\lELOPER, TllE •raou. VILLAGE" SIIOl/S SUOULD NOT !IE BAIID 
'lO Rl!:N'I' JlOR TI!.E CONllOl!INIIJl,IS ~l\ll TO SW. WE TO 'fHE IIE4LLY 'Y:E!lY lllWlTIFIJL 
VIE'I llOTll UP AND D01tli' TIIE RIVBI\, Tll.E OVE&.LL VIEl1 OF TIIK \11101.E lllUDGE ITSELF 
COULIJ VERY "JIU.L DE J.:UCH IIOIIE ATl'&,crIVE LOOKING TUAN TllE RAT:tm lltlZiY LOOK OF 
TBE aISl:IllG DIIIDGE, TliE •vu.w.G&• 11CULD DE \'IELL LOCATED SIKCE IT IS CLOSE 
'l'O ll011N'rO,lN ;;1;.1;;;;..rous, 'f!IE J.,Ilfl' 1•;.UL t:IDIL,Y .111.:.., ·,·:1E 1:llIVEIISITY OF l:11/:1,, 
.-ZC.li i.ND I'll! Ilfi'ERX..'tlOKA.L Al!U'OR!', THE PllOJJ::CT IIOULD WOT BE A lfIGB BLOTCK 
ON TIil: SD'Ll!IE AJID 1'0'1JLD NOT OllSTIWCT ANYONE El.SElS VIt.f, NOR WOULD IT Oil
STIUJCT ....!.'YO.HE'S SOL.I.ti IUGBTS, 

TILE '!TBOLL VILU.0! 11 lllltll.D NOT IIA VE TO BE AH ENEIIQY CONSllllm L1KB 
so 1:...liY O?llER Pl!OJ'l;;CTS, 00T 00\lLU AC'l'I/J.LLY BE AN l!NEIIOY Pl!OWCEB., TU HOil.I• 
ZON'l'AL SOUTH FA.CE or THE BRIDGE lS .aJISOUJTELY Ill£AL FOIi P.c!SIVE SOUII. COLUlC
'tION, FOR A!Ol11'1T1Nll ACTIVE SOI.la COLLliCTOII P~ AND l'ilO'l'OVOLT,UC .ILBCTIUCU. 
GENERt..TlNG CELL UNITS, l'l' l!Jt.Y EVEN llE l'OSSlDLE TO INSTALL A. ltYllRO-ELECTR.IC 
TllllDIN Ill THE BASE 0)' TIIE BRIDGE l'IEB. SUPPORT IN TUE IUDDLll 01' Tl.IE RIVER TO 
lWll OFF THE lUVER CUIIRE!iT. AGI.IN, SINCE 1:ost 01' TIIE STRUCTURE WOULD JIAVE TO 
D THERE Alml.A.Y ?!IE EXTRA. COST ·ro TUE nr:vELOPl!!I!. "110ULD JE RZLi,TIVELY SI.IALL, 
I ALSO SUSPECT Tlf.A.T \l'l'J'll ll'ITll SOUE FACTORY OUTUTs Ul/STREA/.1 !AA;PING IIElTED 
lLlTEll IN'i:O THE !\IVER IN 'l'HE illir£til, THAT YOU COULD 1~ UIGIITY GOOll USJ: OF 
$0\lE IIE&.I' PtJhll'S INS'C.il.LED IN THE RIVER 'l'O HELP 11£1.T rm:. "VILLAGE•, Iii THE 
SW.ER YOU REVERSE THE PROCESS AND P110VlllE COOUNll ..ulll ELil.ll!IA.TB 'fHE Ell.'N. 
LOAD ON 11,S.l', 

'.l'ltlS PROJECT WOULD DE lN KEEPiliQ WITH ALL OUII NA'fIONil GOALS OF 
EliEllGY IlillEPENllENCE. IT 'IIIIULD NOT IIEl'lJ:l'E J. NATUllAL _IIE:50URCE, IT 11!l1JLD NO'I' 
Ul'i!ER A>,'YONE 'S ,QU...tnY OF LIFE r,on ',IOULD Ir id.TEii THE EWIRO:"-:Dl'l'. 11' 'l'OULJ> 
!lO? :•ROl)'J.;E i,. ll,,Z,..!UX)U!.l ·,/A!iTE 1;011 illl;.UIRl': w:;; COlLi'llUJ.;nc11 Cl' A. IGJ !,1JCLI..R 
fl.,ril•'T. ll' :J\Y EV'E:4 :;.,nciJJCE A :.iUnPWS OF ElraaGY. IF 'flC 2ltlV.a"L:,.•z O.::."VI:LOPER 
;>I c:~ uP Tllll T;Jl FOR ALL ;.l)l)I?IOllAL COSTS I 7.IICII !IE :.mot.>1.D, T!iE!I TBE llE'l' 
Rlil,;UL'I' TO T!!E CITY .ND STA.TE SHOl.'LD llE TIIAT 'fl!:E 1111.IOOE JllO\lLD NOT COST J. 
PEN1''Y !..ORE iO l!UILll TIWI A CON'll:liTIOKAL BIIIIKIB, AND J.l.l.YIIE m:li Lf25, YOU 
WOULD 'tllEII l1i,,VE iJl lNCOllli: :POOruClNG STIWCTUll!:1 .I.II D1£ROY PltOIIUClllO STIWC'l'UIU: 
JJiD JJi A.!>iil!:r TO THE SURROUllDING CCsl:UlUTY, TO THE '!\YIN CI'.i'IES .u!D TO TIIE 
STATE OF r.llN'I/C;;OTJ.. NOV DOIIISll''T 'l'W..T SOUND DEUEii Tlla\l/ JIJJT J\NOTHEn llRlllOE 
IU!PLACD:E)".I' llflICll lllU. CONTINW l'O Sil J. TAX lll/lUIE!,T ll!;;CJ.USli: 01' 1!.t.INl'EIWIC! 
COS'l'Sf 

ITl!l! T, NO'.t L£T'lil LOOK u SOME .ASPECTS or THE 11.tLATED P.,UU,.1(AY DEVILOPIIENT. 
THE RIVER FUT All£\ OFFEIIS EXCELLIIN'l' I'OTEN'l'IAL n)R AH .A,'fTR.i.CTIVl: PROJ:tCT 
TIIA'f \IOULD DE Iii COllCEII.T lflTII TlfE P,UIK'I/A.Y TRAIL SYST!lll1 RIVl'J'!. Dl:.'VELOPLtENT 
AND 'fllE •TllCLL VILLAGE• PROPOSAL, 

A. TUE ?,:X:-11!.U>oLIS llOUINO CUJB IS ALR&,DY Oil LOC..TION ;,Jll) I VOULD 
llOPE rnu WEY ;..r..i: p,.n110 RD,'T roo BY . fl!E 11,;,r, •rm: cLUJ .:wLu DE ;.J,1 EXCE1.
LE1.-1 LOl!,,J,. ,.:n-1~,Ci'ION nm ..,, 11.::Gi .. ~'r& IN CONN'l::C'nON ·;aw :/,ii,; t..H,'N&l!'CLIS 
.i.!IU .. ·l'ENNLJ.. l'llE NEW DRIDGE COULD m, u..:::;10NED ·ro GIVE ,..N UNSCIU'A..iSED VIE,! 
OF ...LL TSE L"Vl::liT'~ l:'OR 'fllE SPllCl',-.TOR, ,.:, ,1};LL .io.S ;Y,,'l'ClllllO V CC.WlON.U. &RllE 
1'RA.rf'I C ,.ND El'C. 

PAQI fl, 

• I 



• 
ll, AN EI.J:.,'A'fOR COULD BE DESIGNED lllTO THE BRIDGE PlEll SUPPORT !T 
THE RIVER Bu.it I.Ill.A. AI' IT'S IIASE COULD BE A WELL IlESIG!IEll DOCK iJIFA WITH 
J. l.\UNCH R.U,P. TlllS COI/Lll llE A DEPARTURE POiliT FOR CHARTER BOAT RllllS UP 
A.Ill) ll011N Tl!E RIVER. ·,JIIS \JO\i'Lll Bli: .1:1,PECULLY A1'TRA.CrlVE Ill Tl!E FALL 111!EN ALL 
THE Lr...YEs ARE '1'Ull."UNG COLOR. THE CIIARTER BOAT 1i'OULD PAY A OOCK FEE OF 
COV!lSE. 

c. ·mis lXI CK .o.:t&I. COtlLP AL:;O BE A :;1.i,.LL 11.1.ROO,! -.ND t:..Rilli,. 'lll'H [ll;!lt.Al. 
SLU'S FOR A Lll..l'i'Ell lM\llEll OF s • ..ui IIOTllRIZEll BQ;,:rs •• t llI:SlDElfr or "Tll,OLL 
VILL;.GE" COL'LD 'fAKE HIS BOAT TO 110111( Hl 00'.INTP'.YN 1'.!'!'!<:!."'0Ll':i INSTEAD CF lllS 
CAR. HE COVLD ALSO VISIT THE VE'tEIWl'S J.llllNlSTR.lTION HOSl'lTAL, DO\'INT0\111 
S.llNT PAUL OR EVEN nouw. FIELD .l<IRFllRT. ,;oronu.ED cu.: .. n .. ru: xo·r ALL01fi:ll ON 
CI'fY LA.KES ~o r::Is COULD DE i<. VERY aTl'R.',.CTIVE ALTh'!lll .. :rIVE. 

D, A CANOE RE!IT..U. FIWICl!ISE COULD ALSO BE EXPLORED FOR TRIS OOCK ARE&, 
AALIN UNilEl< A LF-SE J.GREillEN'I: • 

E. TIIE SfEIUI WHEELER PAllllLE lll)AT FIIOl! TIIE l/NIVER:;ITY COULD AlSO DOCI!. 
!!Elli: Jll!D FRO;.; TI.:E TO TIil.i PIIESEIIT :Sm!E OF 'l'li.ElR RIVER llOA'i' PLUS. 

Ii. I:i' .:roar AL\iO BE CCNSlm:I\ED 1fl!ErllER OR ll01' 1'0 PROVIDE J.:OORINGS liOR 
Ji. LU:lTEll l!lll.:BER OF IIOllSE BO...TS, SI!.:ILA.11 TO lffll,.T IS llONE IN :il,..'I FR.UISISCO OR 
P.lRIS, ·,rrH .- 1:oORING FEE .o\TTACIIED. 

G. TIIE lf.!OLE RIVER Fl.I.TS .l,,Ri:,\, SHOlJLil DE VPG!l.l.:>El! ./IS A SCEl!l C ,\RU, IF 
'l'!iIS ·,;-;;iu;: DONE YCU UY ALSO FIND oooi: FOR .. ::i:.!ALL l'\ECRE.,TIONAL !VBLIC PAIIK 
GllOUNllS, IT J.:.i\.Y EVEN BE POSSI!1LE TO PROVIDE A REStRICTED c.;:p OROUNIS FOR 
Cl,J,IOEllS A.ND BACK PACKERS, SCOUTS ..Nil ETC. UPGRA.llElNG THE IUVER FLA'l'S FOIi 
GRE.A.TJ':R .l'IJDLIC USE Sl!OULD NOT llEA.!i msTIIOYlliG IT'S ,llLDi:run;ss OR 114'l'I/RI.L 
B&UTY. Tl!E INCOll! FllOII THE Alla SHOVLD PROVIDE FOR BEl'TEll SUl!Vll.ILI.AJICE Allll 
i.:>.11''T:tlWICE. SlNCE l'.! 1ilO'ULl) BE SELF SUS'tA.l!!lNO THE J.IOIIEY ALSO SllllULll NOT BE 
SPEll'T ELSElll!EllE, BUT llilNV'ESTEll TO lllPROVE THE PROJECT. 1T IS IN UY OPINION 
THAT IJOlilES ALLOCATED FOR J. POSSlllLll 111:l!lCLE UNDERPASS ro IIElll)'UTE RIVER ROAD 
TILU'FIC WOVLO llE BE'fTER SPE!n' TO U:PROVB 'fl!E RIVER FLA.TS AND RE.l.LIZE SOl:E 
FINANCIAL IUITVRNS, ..U.SO SINCE TllE COJ.'TINUOUS UNIJERP,A:,S ROAII APPEARS TO DE OF 
A !,llil:S'rlOlWlLE NA'l'll!IE. 

UT I.IE CONCUJllE DY S:,YING TMT I W'T 'l'HI!IK OF J. BETTU! TR:E OR 
PLACE, Oil A DEITER !:llTUAi'lON IN ',l!IICII TC 'tAlill ADV...NTAGE OF .\ VERY lli.ilZ SET 
Of OP1l();'IJNI'l'll:S IN \lllICH ·ro 00 !iO!!ET!llNG llE..LLY \IOR'l'lr.r.1ILE ,UII) !a:/JllNGnJL, 
PROWCrIVE AN!.I CONSTRUCTlVE ON ·rHE ms~I:iSlPPI RIVER .IJID FOR rm: Pm.PU: O.!' 
T!lE T ,IIN CITY .ARU. I WULD LIKE :1'0 •ENCOU!laG& .U.X. llEPAI\TI.ENTS INVOL'YEll IN 
'ilmU: PllOJllCTS TO SEIU.llUSLY CON~lllER THE l/0!.lSillLE AND .!'.Jl M,..Cl!U:G ~'UI'l'3 
Til...T i:..Y ni: WUVE!l rno,; T:iIS ALl'EllNAl'IVE l'I\OP0""'1. • ...OOVE Alill in."IQNll TIIE 
ODVIOU.-; &OONOL:IC !Wt'll!INS .A.Ju: TllE lNC!IE.l.liEll RECRE...'fION:..L, CllLTUR,;,L AllD SOCUL 
..I.Sl'ECTS I PllJS l'()LlTlCAL .I.JIil s·r.A.TE IIECOGNITlOII AND PllOllOTION,J. DE!IEFITS. 

Nov, llOESN'T THb SOVND BETTER 1'11A.N JUST ANOTl!E!l BRIDGE 11.EPl..CI').. 
r.:EN'l' l'ROJEC'f? IF I'r OOES, T!ll:N I? SllOULll "'1.SO DE ®l!Tll 'flLE EX'rlM. COST Of 
oon:o ,1. ,'E;.;;rnILnY S'roDY. u· alJCll ;,. J·,vDY 1.:. lND.El;;ll ;;.l!l'iiOIUZ!D, i;;.y l 
:;uooi::...·r f:!.ct I ·,/OULll LIIJ:. TO COll"lll>VE ·ro llll ll!VOLY:Ell Al(I) n;.R.O!U'I.JSLY \IO~rno 
tOGZ!'llER ~ill'll JJ..L, TO S.t:E THESE l'OOJECl'S BECOIJE A REALI?Y, 

SINCEllELY, lliJlLEY R, JI;IISEII 
.AIIClilTEC'.WIIAL DJ::>lGN COllSUL:l'ANT 

~altimore has hopes • 
fOf,festival market 
~~........ • 

~ 
P1fteea J'Nft a,o the lllaer 8arbot 
ar;!llt - Old port <IIJ ,... ..._...,.._lie!'""'"'-,_ ...... ----•-· 
---•IIM ..... ofur1Ju ... ..,.,·· 
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-:- lllltlmott-..., "" ... ,.. ., ... k. fDr c.ltiN at:11)9 Uu! ... 

• llioCl---pfk.eOl'llbewaterfroot . ., __ lit __ _ ·----·plll,ce. •• ZOirllllloo ~ t'eD-
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-llld--"111-lll 
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~ dtoci: taey'tt pred1Ctl.Dg. 
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BRIOCE PLACE 
THEMOSTEXTMVAGANT 
$6QOOO CONIX)MINIUM 

YOUCANOWN. 

Tak,• c"- look at IJrid,g,, l'l,aa. r,/!Rctingpoo/. An tal>;,:.nu, ,.uty 
It~• """"in& 26'"""'1f riw:,front mom on th, 26th /foor; ANf•,.,; • 
a,ndominium lowff; lo be /oa,t,d eun:i,w room ,mf/, • ~ 
al tit,, tlau,nt.,,.,.. md of th, nlW and.....,.._ fum, the lobby and 
Third ;t,,.,_ Bridge. ~hd lr«llwcM,.,. as 

Ona y,>uw ..... it, /lr,m,'1/ 1-utifuJlydesign,,ittnd.ikam,t,,d 
i,. oqdoubt m y,>urmmdthm, •~~ ... -~~ 
..,J,itu,1//1,i,tlt,,fin,,st '""""" _.,._,_ 
condominium in ibJ d.m. nothing lo off,t you a simply 

To b,,gi,t with, -h ~ ,!q,mt dow,,toum ,__, 
.,,..,.,,...,, lt,u • l,nallt-tai<ing a m°"""t pric,. 
wwofth,dtyorth,river. Co,,sid,,/Jrid,gel'lm:,,{ir,I. 
Or both. Thm,""' _,,ion, Thm,', nothing M ~ it. 
and two bedroom/loar,,lims from • 
which to d.oo.e. And m,my Candornihiun. 
intffl01' fi..W. • ..i«tion5 will In the Cltiee 
i,,11',,m,toma"t. . Ou---• 

YoM7/mjoyuncom"""!!v ••>00-"" 
nict"""""°",.,_·A /mu,li]ul/y -- ""'"""° 
""""-" COMrtyOTd mu/ a 375-1655 

~ and two bedroom condominiums from thet/Ys-'#r.. 
Wi/11,;;,u;O'lirifflAa.c., /nc.Armitm, •M/,1,.. MN 

COMMENTS 
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• co&NTs • 
September a, 1993 

Superint,mdent 
Mississippi NAtional River and Recreation Area 
175 E11et 5th Street, Suite 410 
Box 41 
SIi.int • Ps.ul, ll'inn1>sota 55101 

Rt' 1 Missiseippi National River and R•crestion Area (lf,t!Rl\A} 

nur sir, 

My husband and I hsvt' worked industriously all of our lives rearing 

our frunilies And saving money in order to bl! able to enjoy our re

tiNment in peace and quiet and, hopefully, seclusion - free from 

hArrsssment, At last --- the first day of spring of 1992 we moved 

into the home or our drell!lls at 6668 East River Road, Fridley, MN-

on the Mississippi River - I have dN&med of living vr. tH•t rh-E,r 

ever since reading TOm Sawyer and Huckleberry Finn ass youngster 

years ago, July 1.S, 199J we both retired and are now enjoying our 

bea.utiful home llnd river view. 

It has come to our Attention that our dre11111 could possibly~ 

shs.ttered by the "Draft Comprehensive M~ement Pl11.n Environmental 

I11pact St11temE>nt" prepared by the "Minil.lsippi River Coordinating 

Commission and NRtionlll Park Service" which concerns development, 

manae;ement Md maintenance of a ?2-mile-long corridor from northern 

Anoka county south ae far 11e Hastings. MiMesota - Along the Miseieeippi 

River. 

Si.pt• 8, 199J 

Our home and property lie within that ares, in Pridlty, ~N bordering 

the south side aide of Manomin Perk, on the east side of the river• 

lolY HUSBAND Arm I WOULD BE DEVASTATED II" A WALK-W,\Y OF Arr! Y..IND 

WERE TO BE RUN THROUGH OUR PROPERTY A!ANG OUR RIVER FRONTI 

This would teke Bway the very reeeons we purche.sed our home1i,e,peace, 

quite And p.rivocy of natural seclusion which we now enjoy - And thank 

Almigl>ty (lOd for daily I 

Plenee note thAt on page 19 of the Draft, lowr perPgrsph, is stated, 

"This plan includes protection for all resorces listed in the act, 

and it recognizes that most of the 111.nd in the corridor is and will 

nmAin privately owned. This plan respects the right of' private 

property owner 0 tr; '"•termine appropriate usea of their land 1111.ibJect 

to adopted community land use regulations ••• ,• and so on, also, on 

page 2J is stated in first paragrAph "A variety or •••• uses could exist 

near the river. These would include recNational, educational, 

~eeidential, and so on•. The plffn continues on the bottom of page 2J 

to state that "Most exiflting residential, commercial and industrial 

development in the corridor would not bl! significantly changed by 

this plan••••" 11.nd other equally vague references to property ownere' 

rights, however, nothing truly specific that we can find, 

We do f'lnd, however. on page 19 top para.graph clearly 11teted ae follows 

•l!IIIINENT DIIMAIN ehould only be used ae B lut resort to protect 

corridor resources toa .. epecified in the MNRRA legislation•.•" and so on, 

Also stated on peg~ 86, bottom paragraph, "There ie a possibility that 

land ~cquieition costs would be incurred if eminent domain proceedings 
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Page J - Supt, MNRRA Sept. 8, 1993 

rtNI required to protect thrH1tenell Nsources under t~e terms of the 

~NRRA legislation and this plnn1 however, eminent domain would be 

ust>d only al! a la.st resort in Vt''ry limited circU111stencts, • •. •" and 1!0 on 

holffVt'r, clearly indicating •eminent domain" can be forced on the 

homeowners I 

we find no specific la.ngus,:e to protect us as homeowners, from our 

land being ueurppsd. Por this reason nlone, we an against this druftll 

we do not agree that a.n_yone should be allowed to take all or any of our 

prope,rty for e r:ation11l Parkway Syet•m1 not even if we were reimburued 

the so-called "M&.rkt>t value•. 

our home dot's lie within the JOO root River Front ArH.,· es described 

in tht> Glossary on page 240. If the Shoreline Setb11ck Area of 1 ~o teet, 

also described in the glossary on page 241, were taken from us, l.t 110uld 

use up ell of our yar., beyond our dt>Ck from which we view the rher .. 

This would totally destroy the sanctity of our existance, It wo~ld also 

drsstlcally reduce the valu• o:t our home ~ who would waj:tt to buy it then? 

would you???? 

ffy husb11nd ana I hsve always been promoters of clesn air and wawr nnd 

wish to contribute in any w11y possible to environmental clean-up, we 

long for the day when all people can ewilll and fish tht rivers witt,out 

fear ot contaniination, 

Lastly! what or th• tr•mendous expens• to tax payers "' Where will tit• 

money come from??'/ ws hav• read recently in the daily pa!)ltllls th;,t ,:J-e 

fur,iis for mRintl'ining Yt'llowstone- Nation11l Park Ml well ss oth•r 

Nstionsl Psrki,, elso, StAte Parks, have bel'n so draaticnlly redu,,.,d 

• 

Sept o, \99.'.3 

t"r,t much needed Perk Rangers ant! other personnel hsve had to be 

curt&iled resulting in v11nd11lism in the Parks, and so on, 

WE CAN"T AFFORD 'l'HE PARI(S WE HAVE NOWI!! 

Please consider thnt home owners living along the V.iesiseippi River 

pay a gre&t shart' of the taxes needed to maintain surroundin@ areas 

11lready in existence, Are they to be taxed more? Are they to lose 

some ot their land? or be forced to move?? Local governments are 

in nee~ of these monies,,, •.•• 

In conclusion, we wieh to reaffirm our objections to this "Draft•• 

we are very concerned ths.t the l1mguege is not at all specific enough 

about mnny ittma and policies, 

Th• entiN draft ie much too v&gue1 contradictory in pnrts1 

incoh•sive in others, 

Rtsptctfully yours,~ 
4 

__ 
~ .. ~.~~ 
Mr. and Mra. Richard GBtt'S 

P s. we are apainst "l1JI more Ft>deral Lawa and re~ulations concerning 
our river corridor, we are doing a good job locally and wish 
to continue workin~ on thBt level, 

• I 
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ff Re r rws:J , 1f/. -f he l::m:i.:Pt o F -I-~ e H N t-2 RA 
Propo-:ic:JJ ...Lwou/d 1,/<,e. To'<'.J<pre-5:') o.___ ~1--0 

op111,ol)S 0/l /-t: 
Re~t'du;-fia.../ COllceoJ.;s a.r~llo"Tcdo_qucf/-ei~ 

a...dd..re5.5'¾:f - ar,ef/T home.owner.5 J'leed -to 

Aci..va... -ff,~,r properfg. rigfifo pR!:>+ec f-ed~ 

rn;)..,ny. or v:5 bvi 1-t- ovr Aof)1e.:5 /on8 he-ro',-e 
f-1 I\ I I< RI+ . 

Alfer/)4..,1,vtL. /3 'v />oTaaepra..hle. 7he.. 
NP.5 1::. (jrwTt_,ed Too muc.~p:>u1er-. ::Ef 1..S 

<:.o.St/'rf. Ifs /cuv::1 a«fUi.5 /17on prvr,ra..1n.5 
cu-e. 1./ etg u ,2_ a..n d op1211· <2.rde..d., 

T don t_ /i;_/ -t1i~ pub/ iC L-Va.~ ad"Yva.i?L/µ 
1/l for;nJ. --I-re.cuve.t:1 "lot1 ce o...f-+Ae ~lld ~ 

~~/'ti'. !v/2f we.rel) '-f-w_e. C-l/'I d._ rnore.. cf;71;f- . 
/Je.1~~ bo(S i~'~ flut,he.d or-Hi L HA!R_M propa:x:tt1 

J;/'/CJZ.re2f_1 
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GREEN •WAY Illa, NVR•ERY 

Jl:N'C. 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National Rive?' and Recreational Area 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite ~18, Box 41 
St. Paul, Mn. 55101 

RE: Mississippi River Coordinating 
Commission and N.P.S. 

As a homeowner on the Mississippi in Anoka, we feel that 

Altex·native A best suits the nature.of the Mississippi in 

our area. 

Sincerely~ 

R~ Peterson 

RRP/s 

• 
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September 9,. 1993 

Super int.en dent 

L. EDWARD EVANS, D.o.s .. P.A. 

Pra::Uce l1mlt1d lo Or11 & MaxillOIKlal Surgety 

'lississippi National River & Recreation Aren 

Dear Sir: 

I have had the opportunity to revie\f the alternative summery by issue sheet 
which listed the issue, the Proposed Plan, Alternative-A, Alternative-8, e:oO 
AJ ter1U1ri ve-C,. 

I definitely would favor Alternative-A vi.th Alternatlve-C a far second and 
Alternative-B as totally non-acceptable, itwasive. h12hl:, cost ineffective, 
terribly spendy of already overstressed tarpayers' resources, along vith 
adding hUfflOng.ous co9t:S to use of the river. 

I have been a lifelona liver on the river end at present I affl 56 years of 
age. I was born on tile Mississippi in Sauk Rapids and for the last 1$ year,; 
hove lived directly on the Mtesi.ssippi River in Anoka, es well as have had 
e boat on the river for 16 years previous to that that I have been a resi
dent or Anoka. Last Sunday I had the prhilege of paddling a con()(' from 
HOT".titello down to our home in Anoka with a lad from Austria. I have found 
the riveT to be a such more eacit.ins place than it wos a numbet' of years ag(1. 

1 have found the river to be a much more exc.itint place than it was a number 
of year's ago. I have found the river to be much c;leane:r- ln that there is 
little or no open sewage dumped into the river above the l-69£. bridge. I 
ha"'e been on the river through the lochs with my pover boat all the way down 
as far as Lake City I as vell as up to St .. Croix:. I do set the St. Paul papur 
and realize that there is a tremendous amount of sewage dumped in the river 
l,y the Pigs Plant in St, Paul, as well ao by the city of St. l'a~l. There
fore, 1 do not use the river other than just to boat in it end refuse to s"'itc 
in :!t south of there due to tile government liar ENFORCING UREADY IN PUCE 
RULES AND R:£GUUTIONS. It is one of the reasons vhy I do not see any reason 
for more ru.les and regulations vhen those that already exist are not being 
enforced by the po"'ers that control the river at this point. 

The river provides an array of entertainment and activity for many peoples .. 
There are Bass fishermen, Walleye fishermen, floaters. s1,dmroers, walkers, 
pink users visually as vel1 as f>hysieally that are on the river. The river 
is used Oya multitude of people in different wsrs and I would definitely 
hate to see any restric:.llons placed on the riyer. Because of being a life
long user of the river I am finally seeing th~ river starting to be useG mUt:h 
more than it ever ·has been it\ the past. but not in a detrimental vay, but in 
a very positive way. 

lt vould be my concern that any fu.r-ther regulatory bodies. acquisition of 
private land ln front of already existing llOIJles or any type of ideas allow
ing people to trespass across pTopetty that is adjacent to the river, being 
that on many-of the oJder lots the homes are very close to the river, vhic:h 

Page 2 

vould allov for the opportunity of theft, gar™!ge being thtown in your ye.rd. 
boats being taken, etc.. It would certainly turn the river into a "shoppina 
center« for th.ie•es~ There is 4 problem vith stealina at the present time 
and we certainly do not need to put our wares out for the public to walk Qr 
ride by and select vhere they 1o1ould like to hit that evening. ~ 

If you are going to propose anything or !ollov up on anychtns, I feel Al
ternative-A is the position to be in. As. 1 wanted to say earlier in the 
letter, at the present time ve are having problems with bankwasb and erosion 
and the reaul.Ptions .ire such that 1t is making it. difficult for us to follow 
up end do what ve need to do to stop these bank& from eroding and lo.sing 
land..- a ptoperty which we already have, due to all of the hoops end regula
tions whicb we must jump tbroush. There!ore, we ,certainly do not need A.1-
tern.ative-B or C, which in turn YOuld only add to the aheady "boatload" of 
restrictions that do ea.1st on the riv~r at the present time. 

• I 
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08 September 1993 

Superintendent 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 

175 East Fifth Street. Suite 418 

Box 41 

Saint Paul, l·!innesota 5510 l 

Dear Sir: 

My name is Keith u. Gn1ham and I am a homeowner on the aage of the 

Mississippi ri11er in Champlin. I have receiYed the Draft Co.nprehensive 

Man119ement Plan Environmentol Impact Stoternent. l hfM, rmmy concerns 

obout the plar1 llrtd the new authorities 1t recommends for governmental 

agencies ebove and outside our local goveroment. 1 would 1,ka to see th& 

plan curtailed as much as possible, even to the extent of deeuthorizing the 

MNRRA. 

In terms of the plen·s alternatives (p. vH), my choices (in decre!lsing order 

of oreferericl:/) are as follows: 

• Alternative A-rio action (with luck, leading to deauthorization of ,'1NRRA} 

• Proposed plan-because it is bfllanced between more extreme alternatives 

• Alterrnutve fl-because if an extremt view wins, l'II opt for conservation 

• Alternative C 

• 
Now to be more soecific. First, I understand that the enabling leflisletion 

directs the plan to build upon existir,g local plans and prograrns for local 

zoning and variance decisions. Yet the report is liberally sprinkled with 

statements that '.he NPS and/or the ONR shal J have review flli~~")ri '..~ over 

plans and decisions of local government. This implies 11eto authority for the 

NPS and/or t:·,e DNR. to which I am strongly opposed. It 1s another :eve! of 

bureacracy ihilt is not necessary, hence it is undesirable. it is unneccessary 

because the local governments (at least on this northern section oi tt,e 

ri•,;er) are a:most draconian in enforcing current regulatior1s aiuri9 the ri11er. 

I ha..-e wiinesseci my own city's planning commission and coum::1 I be t::itelly 

picayune in not even permitting my neighbor to change f:-r,m as·,, ir,ging door 

to a sliding -jOCr ::ir. his ·gradfathered· riverfront porch. Vet, , k.now the 

council i1es spent ~ime consulting w1th other councils aiong :he :·:·,.er tc 

become convinced that their actions ore generally consistent ·,.;ith other 

local governments. In short, the local councils are protectir,g the riYerfront 

11ery carefully And the homeowners 61so Bre genernlly cflreful abcut 

protecting tne river. If we don't take care of our riverfront, the river t6kes 

it away during oeriods of high water. 

I h11ve read true and authenticated horror stories (e.g. in Farm Journal and 

National Geognir,hic) about l)roblems of landowners fight:ng off sc:vere 

restrictions on ler.d use or the actuai taking of land by gover.imental 

agencies. I dori·t want there to be any new opportunity for ti•,at to happen 

here. And sucn tmngs do eventually happen when authority for t:iem is 

granted to some agency. 



COlVCME\NTS 

K11wll ;;Qntr::il of ~!'11, rivRr Inca!. i::1.1rnrnt n~gulatinns: ni~uir" :h;; :c.:::z.l 

governments to fo,;ow a careful and balancM policy. Tha~ is aoproor:ate 

and that is i!nough. 

1 am concerned about the report's lBck of specifics., parliculare1y with 

respect to ori•.ate residential prwate property. 

! think there sriouid ne clear and reasonable appeal processes soe1:ed out flr 

ell prooerty owners and local governments who may be affected tiy ,my nevi 

authority granted to non-local agencies (e.g., NPS and DNR: 

We haYe a generally balanced approach now between commur.ity economic 

and enviror.msntal interests in managing the riverfront, and lt is Ming dor:e 

well bl} local governments. We should keep it that way. If we are forced to 

follow the path of increased governmental activism and oddit:onoi out:~ide 

autrrority, a ae.-lar.ced approach in weighing the needs of th& cornmur.itlas 

along the river. Extreme 11iews are almost always unwise, whei.ner they be 

those of the greenest en11ironmentalist or the promot:ngest rs::il estattl 

developer. 

Very truly yours. 

Keith D. Grehl!m. PhD 

• 

September 8, 1993 

Dear Director and Commissioners: 

We favor local management and control of the River corridor with 
input and reView from the Mississippi River Commisssion. The issue 
of "veto" authority given the Commission over the local management 
group is not well explained and is very controversial. 

As homeowners and taxpayers living along the great Mississippi 
River bank we are oppossed to the condemnation of private property 
along the residential sections of the river to provtde a public hiking 
and bicycling trail 

The concern of residents about these issues should be recognized 
and addressed as many stories and interpretations are currently 
being advanced. 

Thank you, 

7(~ Jr~ ~ ~ 

• 
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Superintendent 
Mlaalaalppl National Alvar 

end Recreation Area 
Bult■ 418 1 Box 41 
175 Ea■t Fifth Street 
Saint Paul MN 55101 

4oAnn M. Kyrel, Superintandent 
Mi•■ieeippl National Riv■~ & Racr■■tlon Area 

The draft comprehensive mene9ement plan/DEIS contain• 
■ lemanta that could enh■nca th• Mi ■aiaaippi Rivar corridor 
for futura ganaratlone. Our children will look beck to our 
ganeretlon end ■ey that we were good l•nd atewerds 1 if the 
Alt■rn■tiv■ B la selected. The pre■ent over■ ite by th■ ONR 
end the Met Councll h■a led to th• preaent degraded 
condition oF the Mi ■ ei ■eippi River. The plan must recommend 
a etrong Federal involv ■mant in the corridor with enough 
reaource• to coordinate with and ccnaidar the activltiae of 
the local ent!tiee. The preaent lev■la of monitoring, 
implementation end enforcement ■re in■ufficient. The MN Dept. 
oF Netur ■ l Aeaourcea end the Metropolitan Council will need 
to heve impcrtent parta in the MNRAA, but the overall control 
end edminiatrat!on of the Recreation Area must be the 
r■eponeibllity of the National Perk Sarvlce. 

There muet be a reduction in the pollution coming into th■ 
river from source■ along the river. A goal for the river 
■hould be that the water quality at H■■tlnga be no wore• 
than the.water quality et the beginning of the corridor et 
the Crow River. The problem• of the poor water quality of 
the Mlnneeota River, due to agricultural runoff, need• to b• 
■ddr■•••d by the MNRRA plan. The corridor must be• modal 
For the nation to prove that river pollution cen be 
prevented and controlled. A naw review of tho currently 
approved diacherge permits into would allow e baae line to be 
eatebli ■hed, ao the total toxJc load on the River could b■ 

determined. Thar ■ mu■t be• declining level of toxic loading 
in the River. In the future, new development• that would 
add toxio lo■dins on the River would requir• e belencad 
reduction or toxic loading from other exi•tina toxic 
aourcee. 

The Recrastionel value of the Rivar would be greatly 
enhanced by a continuoue Syetem of Treile end Green Belt• 
elong the eide of the River. Aoquieition of land along the 
corridor muet be given high priority to add to the Trail 
Systam. Private land owners must be given incentive• to 

grant ea■ement■ to permit the extenaion cf th• Trail. A 
higher priority muet be e ■tebliahad to grant Public Accese 
to the River over demands for the enlargement of Induatriel 
and private uae■. The Public Acee•• muat be limited into 
Critical Habitat end Watlend ar■ ea. 

Open Speoe end Wetlanda within the corridor must be 
raetored, enhanced and protectad. No net loae of Wetlenda 
policy must be more then juat rhetoric. Th• Plan must atate 
epeciflcally how the policy will be eocampliahed and 
impl ■mented. 

Land usea that degrade th■ riv■ r•a natural qualitiea through 
pollution muat be haltad. Exi ■ting protaction cf critical 
■re•• must be atrengthened and whara thaaa protection• ere 
atron9er th■n tha MNRRA plen, then the loc■ l regulation• 
muat remain in place. 

The problems of Non-Point aouraee of water pollution muat be 
eddrea■ed with• plen for the reduction cf these toxic• Prom 
th••• sourcaa. The re■toratlon of degraded wetlands could 
ba employed to claen up the•• ■ouroea prior to diacherga 
into the river. 

Th■ pre■ent m■neaemant of the portion of the Miaelssippi River 
flowing through the Twin Citie■ c•n not be considered ■uocae■Pu 
•h•n it ls not healthy to swim in tha river er eat fiah that 
heve baan caught in th• river. The preaent management of 
ths river can not be conaidered aucceaaful when the public he• 
few opportunities to eee the rlvsr clceeup becauae of 
improper development along the banku. 

Congraee he• determlnad that the MNRRA 1• of netional 
elgn!flcence end lmport■naa. W■ muet not permit local 
cammarclel, induatrial end governmental interest• to bleak 
the creation of a truly national river corridor. We have en 
opportunity to make an urban river corridor that would baa 
national model to d■manetrete that environmental improvement 
and accnomic health can ocexiat. 

Sinc■raly your■, 
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~-1111 . CONSULTING GROOP 

To: National Park Service 
Aun, JoAnn Kyral, Superinlendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 E. fifth St., Suite 418 
St. Paul, MN 55l0l 

co&NTs 

Writlen Statement of Mike PriesnilZ, Pres14enl, Foresight Consulting Group, JDC. 
for lhe Hearing R-nl <Oftttralng 

the Misslr.sippl Nallo111I River and lhcreatl011 Area Draft Plan/EIS. 
September 10, 1993 

"/l's Deja Vu all over again." 
- Yogi Berra 

The reason I lind lhc Yankees' catcher'• llalem,nt IO-apropGII is !hat I've been involved.lit a 
leldorship capacity with this issue llil:lcc 1979. At lhit'.lime I - asked lo undertake a • • 
COIIIIIIIW\t role lo refashion a com111wtil)t COllll!IIIIDI lllJIUld Ille National Parle ServiQl'S '. 
"llcconnaissance Study.' My participation waa funded by private foundalions and at !he 
apecilic request of congressional off'ICCS which wen: dismayed by the inability lo get a 
c:oeacnsus on the NI'S study. Consensus arotlnd a fnlmework for multiple use or the 
Mississippi River Conidor was finally acllieved after considenible time and effort. Now, 
8"Uly a decade later, that hard-bargained con5e11Sus bu evaporated. 

As MRCSC project manager through ils ciristcna:; IS the chief staff person leading the 
inleragcncy work group's drafting of what was 10 become P.L. 100-6%; and as an intensled 
citizen and volunleer who wanes lo sec the MNRRA designalion and plan be a posilivt force 
for enhanced n,creational opportunities and economic growth, 1 believe the MNR RA draft 
plan/EIS departs significantly from lhe intentions af and goals for rhc management of the 
riverway. 

My major objection to the draft plan is Ibis: In cenltal policy issues wch u land acqnisilion, 
land use regulations, intcrsovemmental relationships. and the balancing of competing 
inlcrulS. the MNRRA plan/EIS abandons the local consensus arrived al earlier, which made 
passage or P.L 100..696 pos.ible. As the chief siaff person responsible for fashioning a 
communily•bascd consensus for lhe passage of P.L lQ0.696, I urge you in the stran8"'1 way 
lo adopt the draft plan changes recommended In the Slakeholders' posilion paper. J believe 
that only. if the plan is realigned wilh lhcac eadilr .pril1d11laH111d objectives will it have IIJ. 
opportunity for suc:c:cs.sful, efficlcnl lmplcme~ TIil dnft plan will require slate • 

MlcbMI Prlesnltz • W rillen SlalnllW 

legislation and cooperation from ~• '. 
in order lo work. The likelihood of alldJ 
the lllakeboldcrs is problematic. 

• 
' p,vemmcnbl and the private -
bout Ille changes ™Xlfflmendcd by 

T1lc lack of responsiveness to Ille concems of ihe ·dlv!lne illtm:&1!1 in the MNRRA will be 
evident in the broad.based, determined opposillon vvkled lo lhc draft plan. The 
Superintendent has speculated thal a single company Is somehow the sole source of this 
opposition, but this is not credible, and this theory will not be believed by decision-makers. 
Moreover, advancing 1his n01ion as 1he genesis of the dispute lrivializes the hours of study 
invested by an array of businesses, trade usocialiolls, labor unions, local govemmcn!s and 
others, all of whom have mched a similllr ~ ead! from their own pet5pcctive. 

In closing, I =JI the final MRCSC policy ~- )litrcat which was held lo discuss what 
would be the substance of lhe MRCSC recommolidltlons. Chief among the rerommendaliom 
was !he designation of !he Mississippi 1Uver 1111.:9·Nation111 River. Along wilh this was lhc 
issue of who should be the lead federal~;. Oli l!li& pobsl, my meeting notes of the 
retttat show that Pelc, Gove made a tndioll, biMd oii a staff recommendation, th.at the U.S. 
Anny Corps of Engineers be rec:ommelldod as ti; ic:ad fedml agimcy. The Gove motion was 
11!!1 made aa any criticism of the NPS. : No, !Iii~ 1how that the rationale advanccd by 
Gove was that (1.) the USACE all'elldj bd:a,~.OII the river; and (2.) he and olbm on 
the Mll.CSC felt the Corps of ~~,-:M11,et11Me to fashion a plan which 
ptoVidcd for lbe special economic~- of an urban river lib, the 
Missl&sippi. '"· -. : ,, ,,:,··1·1.1i, • • 

]t-, oc:cwffll to me that Im!! seci;til'i''""' 
tuue. But it b.u. The Denver pla~: •·. 
economic utilizalion of 1he river • 
evalualion mUBI be reexamined irl 
economic development and n:J• 
economic intercats. 

n it now lime to lake the concerns . . . 
meedqs the NPS attends, If the pll\llC •• • • 
plll'lles will judge it IO be a failure. ';/ .,, •• ' " 

TIie oppommity still exists £or the . . 
ICCOll!modatts Ill of the varied in • •' ' .. f,. 
will continue to offer my llme IIJld ~. 

~'t, 

Sllll:ettly, 

~ f'. /),;_~ 
Mil:bael F. Priemitz, l'resldcnt 
Pon:slght Coosulting Group, Inc. 

llqrested In 1985 would become.an 
'fflan adequalcly provides for 

cmnpeting uses. Surely this OUl8ide 
of IOCII business, labor, 

. plaa la unbalanced and will damqe 

of die 'number of intmst group 
to these concerns, the affl:ded 

a mlistic 11n11egy that 
be made to do so, and r, for one, 
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September 7, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyra!, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyra I , 

I iive on the West bank of the Mississippi. I wholeheartedly 

support the proposed management plan ror the .Mississippi 

National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA), Severe.I 

neighbors I've talked with unanimously support the proposed 

plan. Our neighborhood has fought unwanted development in 

the past without very much success. We welcome the National 

Park Service who with the DNR will provide coordinated and 

long needed oversight. I believe that we need a watchdog 

with a "preserve and protect· philosophy like our own to 

bring some order and communication to a multi-jurisdictional 

area like MNRRA. 

l am disturbed by severe.I mail lngs that I have received frc,m 
a group (or individual?) called Minnesotans tor the 
Mississippi that seem to advocate "do nothing, leave thingB 
alone, everything is just tine·. I called and only got a 
recording. They said they didn't want any mone)'.. I left my 
name and phone number and asked someone to call me. 1 wanted 
to ask who were members of the group and what was the source 
of their funds. Unfortunately, no one returned my call. lt 
Is my opinion that this effort is a well financ~tl but thinly 
disguised specjal interest group that is more 1nterested in 
themselves than in the welfare of the River. 

Sincerely, 

• 

Jo.Ann M, Kyral, ~perintendent 
Hiasi11ippi National Riyer and leoreatiDl:I Area 
175 Fif'th Street laet, SI.lite 418 
St. Paul, Minnesota ,,101-2901 

Dea.r Superintendent lyral, 

In reference to D18(MISS) the Draft Colll)lrehen•i•e Management Plan 
lnTironmental Impact Statement1 

It i• a 11111tter of the greateat importance that the final document 
■upporte the earlie1t re1toration of the water quality of the B1Ttr. 

le 111.1st act troa the understanding that the water cycle ia not 
11parat1 from ouratlTta, our health or our cultural and apiritu■l 
well being. 

Ou.r behayior a• individual• and as organieation■ muet change. We 
can change our industrial, agr1ou1tural and tre.naport practleea. 
llhat we have done to the Riyer, we haYa done to ourael•••• llhat we 
do tor the River n v1ll do tor ouraelyea and our children. 

It require• yie1on and courage to act, not for the moment, but for 
the future. Let our act.ions reeetablhh a spiritual relation■hi11 
with tbe Rher. Colleet.ivel:, we can hel11 reatore the health ot the 
River, the Oceana, the Sky, the Planet and ourselves. 

Sincerely, 

;:}-,;( -J 
Dadd Luce r-
Hawthorn• Neighborhoo• 
IUnneapoHa 

• I 
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September 9, 1993 

JoAnn M. Kyral, 
Superintendent, Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street. Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms Kyral 

Let me first co~pliment the Coordinating Commission, Contributors, Planning 
Team, and Publishers for the excellence of their efforts in the preparation of the 
draft document. I also apologize for not finding the time to review the document 
and prepare my input in the detail that it deserves. 

My_o~servations are those of a twenty-two year resident of Champlin. MN 
r&S1d1ng along the shores of !he Mississippi on what I refer to as "Lake 
Haviland", the pool above the Coon Rapids Dam. My comments are limited to 
that perspective and the impacts as I perceive them from that experience. 

I find myseH favorab~ incHned to the general and overall aspects of the plan, 
and alth~ugh I may_ d1sag~ee with some of the specifics, I will limit my 
observations to topics which I feel should be included in the plan, but are not 

Plan Purpose and Visions {p.10): 
Although the plan recognizes the extensive private ownership and residential 
develo~ment abo~e the l-~94 bridge, the E.wllwia and ~ of the plan do not 
recognize and valtdate private residential ownership as an appropriate use. 
Neither does 11 outline any plan for respect of privacy or quality of the residential 
environment, but emphasizes only public access and use. 

Tran System {p. Iv; p. 33): 
The plan recommends the use of utility easements tor public access through 
~si~ential areas. My home. like many of the older homes in the area, is located 
within 50 feet of the edge of the river bluff, yet an ear1ier proposal by Hennepin 
County_ Parks Depart'!lent recommended a dual trail system through the 
properties_ along the nver. Horses and cross-country skiing were recommended 
for the trail between the ~ouses and the street. Jogging and Snowmobiles were 
recom_mended for the trail between the houses and the river, fifteen feet from 
our Rvmg room, den, and bedroom patio doors. Such a proposal shows little 
respect for private residential ownership. . 

Visitor Recreational Use (p. v): 
The pl~n recommends an emphasis on the encouragement of additional 
recreational use. The recent restrictions imposed on the BWCA would indicate 
that the environmental i!'"~a~, on an already heavUy used and polluted 
resource such as the Mississippi, must be carefully considered prior to any 
encouragement to increase its use. 

Riverbank Erosion (p. 37, Item 3): 
The problem of bank erosion is recognized in the section addressing 
Commercial Navigation but should also be addressed for recreational areas. I 
do not know if the reference on p. 41, item 19 to •streambank protection• should 

be interpreted to address this concem. The enormous increase in recreational 
beating activity over the years has significantly increased the rate of erosion 
along the shores of "Lake Haviland" and as a resuH many residents have had to 
lnst3.!I a v~iety of fill and shoring to slow the process. The result is most often in 
conflict with the shoreline preservation and restoration aspects of the plan. 

Noise Impacts (p. 38, Item 4): 
The probl~m of ~oi~ impact is recognized In the section addressing 
Commercial NavIgat1on and should also be addressed for recreational areas 
~hat adjoin_ resi~ential areas (as on p. 40 item 8 but more specifically as they 
impact residential areas). The extensive use of high speed recreational boats 
along the narrow sections of the lake between the bluffs, results in noise ' 
impacts that are well above the levels generated by barge operations. Specific 
plans should be developed to address noise pollution in the high use 
recreational areas. 

Threatened and Endangered Species (p. 41): 
I applaud the inclusion of this section of the plan but would like to see the 
concept expanded to include wildli1e ln general and waterfowl specifically. The 
preservation and restoration ot the riverbank and the requirement for natural 
vegetation in the ~etback area will do a great deal to accomplish this but it 
should be a specific goal of the plan. The river area has enormous potential for 
wildli1e and waterfowl production and there should be specific 
recommendations. and encouragements, for the development of nesting areas 
on both public and private lands. 

lnterpreUve Facilities at the Coon Rapid• Dam 
Plans for the interpretive facilities, and the recreational activities at the Coon 
Rapids Dam location seem to ignore the tact that Hennepin Parks, in their letter 
of June 9, 1993 to "Coon Rapids Dam Neighbor" has indicated that the future of 
the dam is in question. In the enclosed flyer they state, "Hennepin Parks may 
have no choice but to remove the Coon Rapids Dam ... • it hydro-electric 
generation is not feasible. This would seem to be a point of significant potential 
impact and should perhaps l:>e addressed in the plan. 

Thank you tor the opportunity to participate In the process, and keep up the 
good workl 

John M. Haviland 

c: City of Champlin, MN 
Minnesotans for the Mississippi 
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COMMENTS 

September 7, 1993 

Superintendent, Mississippi National River snd Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, 
Suite 418 
Bo"- 41 
St. Paul, MN 56101 

Dear Sir: 

I have been reviewing the Draft of the Comprehensive Management 
Plan Environmental Impact Statement da.ted June 1993. It list three 
alternative federal actions: 

Alternative A--no action 

Alternative B-- resource protection, more restrictive la"d 
m.anage111ent etc, 

Alternative c--increa11ed development, increased tourism a111d 
new co111111ercial and industrial development etc. 

I feel the best course of action has two pe.rts (1.) Alternative A
-no action and (2.) kill the whole program at the federal level. 
My reasons are listed below. The list is not neces11arily in the 
order of importance. 

l. Page 2 "., ,However, in spite of' the excellent efforts ,of 
individual cities, there is a general lack of coordination in 
the corridor ... , that this plan seeks to correct." 

The text of the entire project ia that somebody in the 
"Beltway" has a better idea on how the local people should be 
doing things. Therefore, we I "we in the beltway") are going 
to take it away from them (the state and local populace) and 
have the UPS do it properly. The UPS does have a proven track 
record of increasing traffic flow int.o an area. And we all 
know that the more people in an area the more damage to an 
area is done, Sounds like a great plan--bring in more people 
into a fragile area, 

To better underet.and the thought proceas of how the "Bel twa:,• 
feels about the abilities of the locals read page 4, ".,,As 
use of th" river and adjacent lands in the corridor grow, 
there is increasing potential for conflicts between uses." I 
ask --"who is better equipped to resolve these differences? 
Someone locally or someone in Washington.• 

Solution--consistent zoning laws written and enforced. I am 

• • 

2. 

3. 

not saying the river ia not fragile, But I am saying it is 
better done at a local level, With this act the local say is 
of no importance. Despite what I say or any others who may 
object to this project--the UPS will control all decisions. 

Page 10 •,.,One issue raised periodically during the course of 
this planning process but not addressed in the plan ia 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 Hexico. There ia a separate 
stud:r curr..ntb being undertaken b:, and independent 
congressionall:restablished copiasion, the Mississippi River 
§tyd:r Couission. to determine the feasibilitx of de1isnatins 
the entire river as a national heritace cotridor, The 
National Park Service is p,:oyidirul'. aoae staff assistance to 
that copission, but it does not control the results of the 
~ THERE IS REASON TO BE CONCERNED! 
As an example, consider the fact that currently rumors have it 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife have a hidden agenda to gain 
control.of as many waterways as possible through the use of 
the endansered species act. The U,S. Fish and Wildlife's 
internal memo's concernins these matters are considered 
"privileged" and are not accessible through the freedo11 of' 
information act. 

Having read what congressman Penny has been saying about the 
power ot the bureaucrats and their lust for more it is easy 
for me to assume the same to be true of this whole project, 
It is only the tip of the iceberg, I have yet to see less 
government involvement--in anything. 

Finances 

Page 85 Harriet Island 
St. Anthony Falla 
Wayside exhibits 

Page 86 Annual NPS salaries 
Maintenance 
DNR Salaries 
Co11t of' land 

uo,000,000 
2,300,000 

180,000 
1.288,000 per ye•r 

180,000 per year 
300,000 per year 

HQ ESTIMATE POSSIBLE 
This is a typical boondoggle, The government wants to start 
a project without a cost on the main ingredients--the land to 
put the buildings on .nor the land they want to conde11n and 
take into the corridor.. The taking of land is another story-
we need but ask the American Indian how honorable the U.S. 
Government is when it comes to taking land, 

Page 20 " ... Unlike 11ar.,y floodplain manasement programs where 
the long term goal is to remove structures from the 100-year 
floodplain, this plan is to preserve existing conditions," 
This could be interpreted to maintain the Coon Rapids Dam. 
While I enjoy the bene1tits that da11 brings to me I don't think 
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the taxpayers in other parts of the country should pay for its 
replacement, I know people in positions of authority will say 
it won't happen--stranger things have happened. 

The idea of continuous bicycle trails etc. along the river 
sounds romantic. However, the more people brought into an 
area the more damage they do, The banks of the river are 
fragile, Let's protect them in a manner that is consistent 
with good ecological senae--that is don't make the land easily 
accessible, 

5. The idea that only the federal government can provide ua with 
this corridor ia wrong, If there is to be a corridor along 
the Hississippi--let the people of Minnesota do it. We have 
the people and the talent. If the will is there we can find 
the moneys to do it--and do it better and more economical than 
the U.S. Government. 

6, By doing nothing we can save $12, 5 mill ion dollars in 
construction expensea--not to mention land expenses and trails 
etc, Using President Clintons math of reducing the need for 
staff at $1.788 million per year--by the year 2,000 we will 
have reduced the deficit by over $23 million dollars, The way 
the government works it probably will be more. 

Sincerely, 

~--C:-;;: 
John D, Tracy, Ph,D. 

cc: Carlson, Durenberger, Wellstone, Graas 

September 9, 1993 

United states Department of the 
Interior - National Park Service 
Mississippi Rational River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street Suite 418 BoK 41 
st Paul MIi 55101 

Dear Superintendent, 

Regarding Draft for Mississippi National River Comprehensive 
Management Plan. 

I am very happy that this plan has been developed. Returning 
the river and river front to its natural state is wonderful, The 
Mississippi River is one of our greatest assets and we need to do 
what we can to preserve its beauty and keep it clean. It is 
eKciting that people will have a way to better enjoy this natural 
wonder. 

As a part of this plan, l support the following concepts: 
·Offering support, assistance and resources to cities, towns, 

and groups of individuals who are working to have recreational 
trails that will connect communities and parks up to the river 
trail. 

-Helping communities develop policies to protect natural 
resources and historic sites. 

-Offering technical assistance and education to communities 
interested in raiaing creeks that have been buried in the storm 
sewer system. 

-Promoting non-motorized use of the river. 
-The potential of many other trails being developed to connect 

with this trail. 
-Providing all citi:r.ena with an opportunity to enjoy the 

river. 
-conaidering recreational uaes of the river as being of the 

same importance as economic Wies. 
-Restoring and protecting natural wetlands. 
•Protecting our needed. open apaces. 

Thank You 
Sincerely, 

K(J/LM;, !lo lkL 



°' 0 
tv 

• 

COMMJBJNTS 

• I 



0, 
0 
CA:) 

• • 



C1l 
0 
,I>,. 

O0MMl~NTS 

1Ccith Harris 

MNRRA-comment 
17S E. Sth St STE 418 Box 41 
STP MN .55101 

To tho CommissiollCl'S 

I have only m:cally heard about tbc MNRRA plao and as SOIDCOIIC who has liwd llD. this 
ma for aboUI 12 years I would lite to cxprc:as my thoushlll. I luwc not had time 10 n::vic11r !he 
plan as closely as I \\'Ould like to and so will be iCOCfU in tbc nature of my commcnlli. 

I endone the idea of a pl:iD for dcvclopmcm of the Metro uca River corridor. This area 
baa JrOWD ,apidly allll wilhoul an ordcrJy plan will. I believe; Jo,c many of Ille anribllle8 Mlicb 
baYe made Ibis a good ID& to liw: iD. 

I support Ille idea of a s1foD8 eenual llllbority to gomu the River in the melrO amL Tbil 
IDIIIIY QOIDpcting agcnc;ics have to often aat c:ompletcd the job of river protection. Their are 
many abuses a.Ions lhc River that are only a techll.ical compli.1Dce and aay reasonable person can 
see that they are degrading water quality. I think one agency should have a charge to ovcrnee tile 
odas and have some 90rt or tevcraac 00 deciaioaa made by Olbcr agcacies. 

Living near the River I support a CODtinumg of tbc lrail sys1em al0!18 the conidor. The 
idea of trails appears to bave become a standatd metro wide and the River should be updaled 1,s 

all the submbs now also have trail sy1,1ems. The River system should be the tey and the goal (,f 
other subwban trail systems. 

I object lo the barge industry use of smsl• bulled barges in 1be cotridor. Jt should be 
maodatory that these be removed from this area. The baracs are subsidiz.cd to a great degree by 
low fuel FK:Ca aod taus aw do aat reJJca die i;:oss ofu.cpiDs tbcJuvcr op:o io !heir 
IIIIViption. ID the ligbl of all that, I 3CC no RaSOD why they should oot agrce to this ,mall 
cooccssioa. 

I support the economic: features of lbc plan especially those that suppon small busi.ncss. J 
have chaapd catcers stveni! times in tbc 1980's ud ao 1oagcr believe that bis business 'llill 
provide aay jobs. Tbcy are just DOI biriDg people ud when they do ilS tcmponiry. The plan 
abould eoasidcr !he at.eds of small busiocsses 811d cspceially diose which might bellcfit from tl:ie 
p::ac:ral lmpro~mc11t of the area and more tourism. 

• • 

Septe:mber 10, 1993 

superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 B. 5th Street 
suite 418, Box 41 
St.·Paul, MN 55101 

RE: Mississippi River Coordinating commission and N.P.S. 

I 8l1l writing this letter to explain my position, as a homeowner 
on the Mississippi in Anoka, and as a lifelong (48 years) resi
dent of the Anoka area of the Mississippi. We have owned our 185 
feet of river frontage since 1985, but I can tell you that the 
Mississippi has been Jtnown to me and my friends and relative• 
intimately for four generations. 

I have used the river as a fishing hole, a water skiing lake, a 
swilllllling area (had my first swimming lessons at Rice Street 
Beach), and love the way the River has been accessible to me, my 
fellow Anokans, and my friends from other communities. 

I detest any idea that amacks of making this a "wild and scenic" 
area or one controlled more extensively than it has been by any 
govermaental agency/agencies. The Mississippi has 'been used for 
recreational and commercial purposes in our area since the l840's 
- Anoka, because of its position in cOlllllerce on the Mississippi, 
at one ti111e having been considered as the State Capital. 

The way the river used today is, without question, the best use 
of this resource and should continue. 

I would make only one suggestion. There is a need for policing 
of individual homeowners and companies d1ll!lping refuse and human 
solid waste into the river upstream or Anoka. I was going to say 
•stronger policing", but I have not witnessed any policing to 
date, 

Thank you for your hard w,)rk and planning. We are very concerned 
al>out any approach that l:Lmits our use, but - are pleased that 
you have taken an interest. 

sincerely 

Q--..>Ls ~ctl~--.::::) 
Ronald G. Chamberlain 
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811perintendent 
Mi••iu■ippi. National 
175 8 5th SL St• 418 
Box U 
St Paul MK 55101 

JoAru:I M. Jtyral1 

10 Septuiber 1993 

River l Recreation Area 

Thi■ i■ in re1pon■• to your requ■•t for public co.,..nt in r•• 
the development of a managamant plan for the JINRRA 1ubaequ•nt 
to the pa1aage of Public Law 100-696 dtd 18 Nov 1988, 

We havo a nullll:>er uf conoerna about thi•r 

1, The lack of apecific• in the plan. 

2. Th• •veto• authority granted to tba KN DHR. Thia agancy 
o.l:r•o.dy ia a pri.nw ••xalllPl• of bloated bur■aucracy which i,■ 
ruipant in tbia atate. We don't need to add another level 
government meddling in the live1 of the citizenry, 
eapeoially fr0111 thin depart-nt which haa -hibited it■' 
willingness to impoue ita' deair•• on th• peofle daapite 
their oppo1ition. ~• DNR haa taken the publ~c ra■ourc•• 
of thia state o.nd through manipulation and implementation 

PAGE 

of feea and regulations reduced the aco••• to th••• re101U"Ce1 
to a point where faJ; too mauy people are not abl• to partake 
of 1omething which their tax•• hava eatabliahed over the 
year1, iai ra-eatal:IJ.iahing fiahing lican•• f••• for people 
ov•r 651 Theu, ar• ot:har abu••• far too nU111erou• to 1B■ntio11 
in thi• c0JIUD8nt, 

Th• ourr•nt pLoc••• ia working wall, "If it &in' broke, 
don't fi,. itl" 

3, .Pr0111 the aelfi11b at1indpoint, we fail to ■tHl why we, as 
property owner• and taxpayer•, •hould be forced to put 
up with people tr011 all areas of the U.S. traip•ing aero•• 
th• back •id• of ou1: lot(oity •tr••tl much l••• acroa11 
ou.:c w .. le:t h·ontage, When we view what. they du lo th■ir 
own area• plua the 11ublic roaclwar• in thi■ country do you. 
want Uus111 tr••hing }'011r ruaid•nl al ar.ea th• ■ a..me way? 

:tt:Df ·l'.?Ud< t2---~!. 
Ir1 • • ctrol t,ar■W ., Le'.-«_. 

• I 



• co&NTs • 
Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
Superintendent, MNARA 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418 - Box 41 
St Paul, MN 55101 

S.muel H. Morgen 

Home: 
September 13, 1993 

Re: Draft Comprehensive Management Pian EIS• June 1993 

Dear Ms. Kyral: 

Back in late July I received a personal letter from Chairman Peter Gove expressing 
his hope that because of my longtime interest in our state's resources I would provide 
some 1houghts of my own on the draft plan. However, after being appointed a member 
of the Minnesota Parks and Trails Council's M f:lQQ Committee composed of Mr. Michael 
Bosanko, Ms. Peggy Lynch, Ms. Kikle Sonnen, myself, and Council president Michael 
Prichard as chairman, I felt that the comments of this committee might adequately and 
accvrate/y cover my own thoughts as to render any separate comments of mine 
superfluous. 

However, upon reading our chairman Mike Prichard's draft comments of 
September 9, 1993, and discussing them briefly with him, and with fellow committee 
member Peggy Lynch, I have concluded that some separate comments of mine should 
be made a matter of record. 

El!:m, I might register strong support for the proposed Harriet Island 
Interpretive/Headquarters facility. For one thing the very tact that the NPS is not expected 
to be administering any significant amount of parkland In this unique National River and 
Recreation Area make it crucial, if it Is to play a large role in enhancing and protecting thls 
metropofitan area riverway, that it have a pubftcly visible physical presence. How better 
can it do this than by having an attractive headquarters and interpretive center in St. Paul, 
1he historic head of navigation, which could be a real drawing card to 1M Just developing 
Harriet Island-Lilydale Regional Park. It could give a signifteant ooost to our city's entire 
downtown riverfront developments plans. 

Ms. JoAnn Kyral 
September 13, 1993 
Page 2 

~- I do strongly support the SUggestlon in the Ad J:i22 Committee's 
comments that Grey Cloud Island be specifically identifi&d as a prospective major new 
regional park in the riverway, a point I had also addressed In my remwks at one of the 
public hearings. I am a believer in specifics. The Grey Cloud area is probably the only 
possible site in the entire metro ri\lerway where a new major park has a chal'lee to be 
created and now that Just since the draft plan was proposed, the Washington County 
study committee has reached the point of recommending a major new parl< at Grey 
Cloud, the time Is appropriate for the plan to be revised to name the Grey Cloud area as 
a prospective major component of this nverway's recreational resources. Such 
appropriate recognition of Grey Cloud's potential In the Plan could encourage this park's 
supporters and could give support for the possible federal matching funding that is 
authorized In the legislation creating the MNRRA. 

Illi[g. I heartily second our M J:i22 Committee's concerns with overlapping 
management. Recent personal experiences I have had in efforts to get all necessary 
clearances for the St. Croix Scenic Riverway have brought home to me the ahnost 
impossible burden citizens face in even trying to find out, much less deal With, all ~ 
different governmental entitles Involved. I can fully understand the conce~ some l'MjOr 
business interests have expressed. If NPS cOUld help actively to develop in collaboration 
with the many townships, cltles, counties, and other governmental agencies involved as 
well as with representatives of recreational and commercial interests, arrangaments (a) 
by which citizens could go to one source of comprehensive information about au 
approvals needed and (b) by which consolidated hearings could be required to save 
time, expense, and frustration, It would be doing a great service to both environmentalists 
and those undertaking appropriate new activities and projects within the rlverway. 

Fourth. I must begin with a confession lllat my eyes began to gla?e over at the 
thought of trying to go carefully through this 249-page Draft Plan. II would be most 
helpful to all concemed W the final Plan EIS could begin with a clear, comprehensive and 
concise summary of about twenty pages. This should be as specific as possible, 
perhaps with appropriate page references to the whole statement. 

Finally. I do want to express wholehearted concurrence with the M .l::!9.Q 
Committee's recommendation that the Commission adopt. at least in large part, 
Alternative B. 
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Ms JoAnn Kyra! 
September 13, 1993 
Page 3 

I regret that ii was not possible to get these comments in untH this late cl.Ite but 
trust that they can be considered duly received and become part of the record to l:>e 
considered. 

SHM:ar 

cc: Mr. Peter Gove 
Mr. Michael Prichard 
Ms. Peggy Lynch 

• 

Mr. Michael Bosanki 
Ms. Kiki Sonnen 
Mr. Raymond Black 

Samuel H. Morgan 

• • I 
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September 7, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National Rlver and Recreation Area 
175 last 5th. Street 
Suite 418 Box 4t 
St. Paul. Mn. 55101 

RE: Mississippi River Coordinating 
COrmiission and N.P.S. 

r have reviewed the draft suFTll\ary of the work of the co11111iss1on. 
l am a l1fe- lon9 resident of the Anoka area, and have lived on 
or near the Rum River or the Mississippi R1ver for 60 years. 

r believe the best and most desirable plan is Alternate A, 
fol lowed by Alternate C. l1Y comnents apply to that portion 
of the river l know best, na..,ly up river frO!II the 1-694 bridge, 

There are to many areas in federal hands, administered by park 
personnel who must make decisions based upon extraordinarily 
cumbersome procedures, resulting in inflexible regulations. 

lie have sufficient regulatory bodies - let them acquire park 
land, regulate river front area land use and promote greater 
use of the river resource. With the proposed plan l can read new 
restrict1ons on river use and broad range •ctlvities 1n 
appropriate areas. We do not need N.P.S. interpretive and 
•dm;nfstrative facl11t1es 1n St. Paul and Minneapolis. 
Minnesota already has the largest wilderness area in the 
United States in the B.W.C.A.W. 

PAGE 2 of 2 

Th1s past weekend, in the area I know, we saw fish caught by 
many people; fish of all types, large and small, boats, jet skis, 
water skiers, inner tubers, pontoon boats, cabin boats, canoes, 
swirrmers and bank sitters. There were so m.,ny different species 
of birds, to numerous to name; this is rea1 life. 

We live in the urban area, upstream from the 1-694 bridge and 
1t's wonderful to have a river that is providing so much to so many. 

Alternate A best suits the nature of the Mlss1ss1ppi in the 
Anoka area, 

Sincerely. 1JJ A . 

4c. ru~ 
A.E. 'Ouke' Grossle1n -
cc: City of Anoka, Mayor and Council 

Governor Arnie Carlson 
U.S. Congressman Rod Grams 
State Hepresentative Charlie Weaver 

• 



Geraldine M. Drew 

Sept. 20. 1993 

1oanne Kyral 
Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth St., Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms Kyra]: 

COM1\1ENTS 

Following are comments on the draft Comprehensive Management Plan Environmmtal 
Impact Statement for the Mississippi National River and Rec!Clllion Area in Anoka, 
Ramsey, Washington, Dakota and Hennepin Coumies, Minnesota. 

Sincerdy, 

...!;J......,.J~%-~ 
Geraldine M. Drewry 

Proactive prevention of potential airport contamination is need,i!d 

Overall, the proposed plan seems like a woritable balance between total enviroamental 
preservation and total development. One area causes concern. 

The National Park Service should be active during the planning process for a potential 
new airport This airport may abut • • • National River and Recreation Area at 
Haslings. The quantity of potential d the accompanying probabilities of 
contamination of the Vermillion and Mississippi Rivers have not been addressed at this time 
by either the Metropolitan Council or the Metropolitan Airports Commission. 

• 

The Comprehensive Management Plan should include requiring the MAC to contain and 
recycle deicing materials at both the present airport and the possible future site. 

The plan should require that runoff from the acres of concrete planned for the new airp<Jrt 
not contaminate either river. The treatment system for runoff and the size of requiied 
holding ponds have not been included in any public discussions of the airport up to thi1; 
time. There may not even be space for adoquatc holding ponds between the runways and 
the rivers. The costs of these pollution-prevention measures arc not included in tht: CO!it 

estimates for a new airport. 

The National Park Seivice should be a participant in the Dual Track Airport Planning 
Process. It should have the ability to suspend or olherwise affect that process if it doe!, not 
address protecti<Jn of the Vermillion and Mississippi Rivers . 

• I 
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September 8, 1993 

Superintelldent 
Mmissippi Naliooal River and Retn'.IIUl)D AMl 
17S E 5th St, SUite 418, Box 41 
St PauJ. MN 55101 

Re: Comments on Draft Comprebensive Mallagemalt Plan for MNRRA 

Dear Superinteadent and Commiss:ioaers: 

The Mississippi Nlllioaal River and Recration Area (MNRRA) OJ)ellS a uew cllapet in 
Natioaal Part Sefvice e~ and offers both mormous challenges and famas:tic 
opporrunilies. I wam ro offer my general support for the Alkir'nllive B form of the MNRRA 
plan, and to propound tbat the definiDg focus of MNRRA sllou.ld be euvironmellllll educaDon tbat 
is tied to positive envirODlllClllal ~ • 

My penpective is as Mimleapolis nsidmt who bas lived widriD a short wait of tbe 
~ River in Minneapolis for nventy ,-rs. 1 am also studying elementary education and 
11111 a practicillg part-time e1cmc:nlll'y IClll:ba-. 

It is appropriate that lbe Mississippi River be ~ as the preeminent llllllmll fcalllnl 
of the c:eutra1 Great P1aim of N01111. Afflerica. It is tbe hub of the ecological web of dlie 
Mid.west. To <bignare thi$ mt,an stretcll as a Natioaal River Area draws sigaificant aumtion 
not only so the natural history and the human llistory emwiDed with dlie river, but abo 
specifically to tbe inte,fo« bdweea the t!ro. And tba'eil1 lies MNRRA 's uniqueness, its 
dlallenge and i1s opportunity. 

How shall we, as a bu1P11n culmre, me widl Dlllll'C, 81111 spccffically with dlis river? Ale 
we living in a sustainable mamier? What IDS'llft'l1 docs tile Mississippi River offer? MNRRA's 
challmge is to help ask and address lbese key questions euctly ill the flllJe of apparent i::onflid&, 
and m lhe face of a sick river. 

Toe MNRRA corridor jumposes two millloD people with a vilal natural i'elltme. 
MNRRA's opportunity is not only tllc immediate community of lllilliolls, but also the fact tbat 
the river offers a close, l8llgible filedbac;t: mechanism. The river's bcal1h reflects our own bcal1h 
as a hwmm community. If two million people ca learn to live hmnoniously with dlie river (we 
am).. our success offers a wellspring of mipe ~our~ (many of whom sttuggle_ with 
despair) and for tbe fumre of bumankiad. Offering hope lS MNRRA's grealf$l opportunity. 

SVccesd'ld enviromneatal educatiDll does 11111 end w:idl beautifll1 interpretive signagc, 
inUnctive coq,uter simulatioos, DOI' e"fal w:idl die best undmllaDdiDg of complex ccok>gical 
procases. EnvirolulleDtal educalio8 - be couplod widl aclioa. If it is not, people lelm dlat 
it is oav to laJt 11.00d talk without daioa llll9dlilla differeotly: or dl,e lessoa mav be that 

• 
~g difficult (albeit crucial) problems is not, after all, realistic. But if it is coupled with 
action, people will find hope. And bope begets more ad.ion. 

Action in the form of proactive pollu1ioll prevcmioa and river restoration activities should 
be tbe hallmark of MNRRA. To dlis cod, MNRR.A should designale specialist personnel i.u these 
llR\85 to wort alongside en\'iroomental education penomiel. I strongly support dlie MNRRA 
plan's proposed policies and actiolls regarding Natural Resource Management (pp. 40-41) 1111d 
the Alternative B refuJemeats in Ibis area (pp. 96-97). 

Coosisteot with the previous comments, I suggest that the General Concept of die 
MNRRA Management Plan (pp. 17-18) be rewrillm ill die lll8JlDer of Alternative B, hilt witb 
a fOt"OS oo environmental educatioa. (E.g., Ue cenm,l Qm«l1l afMNRRA wUb(tn emrutrr 
wt'Pl'J/Bell!Ot olW:atioD whim ii coupled m aiUQ.Siw resource 1'1'Qto;tion l1IUI 
m/gtOOMJl ... ) I fear that tbe "balanced use• and "mamiged growth" tennillology of the 
proposed plan is a wbtelfugc wllicb will lead to a fanber SICrifice of river ecosysrem htaltb (aad 
hDmllll bcaltb as well}. 

Regarding Visitor Use aDd lftta:pretalion, the "visions" refened to under tbe subhcadillg 
"lnteq,relalion, Education alld Visitor Services" (p. S2) ae incomplete. The visions should 
iudvdc the following: 

VM: qublicuntiwfrmdl me wcrtQll1Kf'litull qftfc nw:rwitb tftdrowa Uva an4"'181QTP 
dJdr 111Hkatl1/ll#ne :wilh actions. 
DI.public 4 aware Qfr1re basic rfllli,r.ments tiJc a he4/t"1 rlm:ecom,em. pnd f4emilil/l 
the heaJlb ,tw aver as a (WB/qJl af a ,SlillCqlid ccladonshlP m fKlllll?. 
MNB&1 uoa ioto IW'i!P#on to taiepmer,pl oa«iAt thathw/iJ the dw:«PD#PO 

The second vision Slatelllellt of tbe draft plan, related to "multiple uses• of the river (p. S2), is 
confusing and should be deleted. The Altt:nlative B :suggestions should be incoiporated into this 
section. TIie lllterpretive Tilemes (pp. S3-56) of dlis section - especially UUlDbers 3,6, aod 7 
- arc eaentia1 assets lo die MNRRA plan. 

• I am plead lbat the National Part Service (NPS) will SOOD have 811 opporlllJlity to llelp 
bru,g the natural world into tbe Jives of mt>an people who increasingly feel cstrauged from iL 
It is my hope 1lllrt MNRRA will be wbiooed as a model for a sustainable relationship between 
lmmaas 1111d tbe rest of 1111111re. I hope that with MNRRA's help, our community on lhe 
riverbanks will be able to see ourselves as a pan of lllltllre, DOI apart from it; and that 'ft may 
lelm that wllalr:va' we do to the river we do to our.ielves. We wiB live together, tbe river and 
the city, as two bealOly com111llllities, tnowillg that bod! must be healtlly for either IO be. 

Thank you for your comidesatioo. 

Pkase note: All underlininlt deaoll:s sunested lanmlue. 
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• 
Rhona Wetherille 

October 4, 1993 

Jo.Ann Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth street, Suite 418 
Box 41 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Dear Superintendent Kyral: 

I have read the draft of the comprehensive management plan for the 
Kiesissppi National River and Recreation Area of Minnesota. I was 
alanued at the main proposal and wonder whether we need the proposed 
additional tourist activity in the Twin City Metropolitan Area. one 
can quickly imagine the huge amounts of 1110ney which would be spent on 
the project, starting with the two proposed major interpretive centers. 
Do we really need to allocate federal funds for such a project in this 
time of federal fiscal belt tightening? I think not, Therefore, my 
reco111111endation is Alternative A--take no action, 

,_Living along the river in Minneapolis as I have done for the past 20 
·•ears has given me somewhat of a feel for the amount of traffio already 
,n the river, both oo-ercial and recreational, I also have friends 
who live on the river near Anoka, and have heard them talk of the boat 
traffio. I have been boating on the river and found it a harrowing 
experience, especially near the looks, where many boats mills around 
awaiting their turn to go through the locks. My friends sold their 
power boat after only a year of use as they found the recreational 
traffic too heavy. Mith these observations in mind, I believe we do 
not need to encourage more water traffic on the river. 

PinallY, I must state my philosophy on government. I believe in 
government at the lowest practical and possible level and state we do 
not need to add an additional layer of government to the river in our 
area. I believe we can do any development along the river with looal 
governments. Each time I pass the main united States Post Office 
downtown I am reminded of the federal government's folly in building 
that huge building right on tbe bank& of tbe river wbere we should have 
bad a park setting. Why was.n•t the federal governJ11ent more concerned 
about the river away beck then? Mo, leave the federal government out 
of this river development. 

Sinoerely, 

~~J !YJi!tt,lt.. 

October 1, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River &. Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418 
Boit 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

As a resident of Coon Rapids that lives on the Mississippi River, 
I am greatly concerned about the draft plan for the River. 

Following is an outline of my concerns: 

1. Coon Rapids Dam • It is imperative that the dam be 
repaired and maintained in its 
present state. 

2. Winter water elevations - to minimize the flooding 
and bank destruction the locks 
must be lowered to the current 
level. 

3. Federal Government Control - We do not need any 
additional government control: 
Keep control at local level. 

I encourage the commission to view the many improvements 
done by the numerous property owners to enhance the beauty 
and protect the natural river bank. Millions of dollars have 
been spent to enhance propeny values and help keep the river 
as a valuable natural resource. 

Sincerely, 

~.JJ."lf~ 

Llarrie G. Nettwn 

LN/co 

• 
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October 4, 1993 

Superintendent, Miaaiasippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Boll 41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

RE: Anoka area of Mississippi River 

I think the river is being controlled just fine at this point. I 

would not encourage the federal government to get control of it, 

there is plenty of other lands the National Park Service can control 

in this state. 

My main concern is the Coon Rapids Dam which I feel should be 

upgraded and controlled by the Corp of Engineers. 

We do not need some body of government in Washington telling us what 

land and usage is needed up river from the Coon Rapids oam. we have 

a lot of wild life and go,)d fishing in this part of the river. 

LB/akt 
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COMMENTS 

10/06/93 

To: 

Superintendent, Miss. National River and Recreation Area 

Ccmnissioners, 

As a landowner along the Mississippi I am greatly concerned about recent 

proposals that deeti to acquire land against the owner's wishes. I believe 

that there now exists enough public lands that are in need of devel()J:mmt 

for public uses without the additional expense of acquiring m:,re prnperty. 

To hold a virtual S'WOrd of Damacles aver land owner's heads that their 

property could be taken away against their will and at a price that might 

not reflect the true value as it exists now will destroy the value c>f their 

hemes and property in the future. If this process is carried through, 

landowners along the river will lose the value of their investments, the 

government will lose needed inonetary resources to develop land alre,idy 

public, and m::ire land along the river will be neglected to the detriment 
of the public good. 

As I see it there is no reason for federal intervention in local aint.rol 

of the Mississippi Corridor other than the waste of tax dollars and the 

erosion of local real estate values. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
'lballas Robert Ericksen 

• • 

October 5 , l 99 J 

Superintendent, MiHiHippi l'llltional !liver & llacreation Ana 
175 Bast Fifth Streat 
Suite 415 
Box 41 
st. Paul, 1111 55101 

we reeantly received a letter referring to the draft plan from ti.. 
Rational Park service with Allpect to the Upper Mi .. ieaippi !liver. We own tha 
land- known as Island station at mile 841 aM would appreciate a ,:opy of tbia 
draft plan. We have not r-ivlld ona previoualy. 

Since tnre ia probably not time for ua to receive tbia draft plan and 
aul:IIDit c"'"""""ta, - would lilm to -rely state tbat - believe the Hi••iaaippi 
is a multiple uae resource. 1fe believe tbara is plenty of room on the 
Hiuiaaippi for diverae u•••· lie believe that a large amount of publicly 
owned wilderneH and public u11age land i• good for the river. We likawiae 
believe that other uH•, parhitps in Hl&ller atretcna of river, u• 
appropriate. TbHe use• should include induatrial, private houa.i.ng, etc. lfe 
eapeeially tbl.nlt that uaa that provida accaH from the land to the river and 
from the river to the land ahould be encouraged .. Before attempt• to regulat• 
the UIO\lnt of boat uaa9e, the conduct of boatara should be re9ulated 
by lieen•ing, as waa clone .with motor vehiclaa in al>cut 1910, 

.1JJC,mf 

• 
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October 7, 19'J3 

JoAnn M. Kyral 
Superintendent 
MNRRA 
175 F.ast Fifth Street 
Suite 418 
Saint Paul, MN 55101 

Dan McGuiness 

Re: Draft QnnprehelllOYe Management Plan 
Review Comments 

In ~ponse to your letter of June 30, 1993 and the notice of the elrtcllded time fat 
review of the draft Comprehemivc Management Plan for the Missmippi National River 
end Recreation Area, J am providing the following a:>mments as a resident of Saint 
Paul and a private property owner of residential property within lhe legal boundarim of 
the MNRRA area. 

1. General Comments About the Report Development Process 

Against incredible odds and with every assurance that you would not be able to satisfy 
most of the people most of the lime, the National Park Service staff and the Missisaippi 
River O:>ordinating Commission has reached this c:rilical stage of releasing a draft 
report for public scrutiny and review. As a landowner in the area with a direct interest 
in Ibis process and its outcome, I extend my thanks to die staff and Commissionc:n who 
have worked Jong hoUD tow-,mJ this end. I think you have done a commendable job of 
sorting through a reasonable set of oplio.ns and reoommending one that is cousistcnt 
with the founding legislation. 

2. General Comments about the Report 

The report is well organiald yet concise. It presents a 'lll'Calth of information and a 
discussion of alternatives that enables the average n:ader to compare altematm:s and 
impacts. Given the complexity of the political purzle and the diversity of interests, you. 
have provided about the right amount of information. 

3, Specific Comments Reprdill,s Bluffland Protcctiou 

(a) Of all the issues addrem:d OD pages 3-10, the thftlC (related) iAucs I bdM are 
most in need of acknowledgement and a defined coune of action are the following 
(liltl:d on pages 4 and S}: 

1be eonidor includes many outslallding vistas, areas of scenic: beauty, and 
lnlllquiJ places in die midst of a great urban area. 'Ibese sccnic: and aesthetic 
n:sourees can be advcncly affected by unc:on1IOIJcd development, incompatible 
design. high speed roads and poor land use practices. (page 4) 

Ulll'Cltrieted development OD die dopes or near the edge of the bluffs causes aoll 
emsian and diminishes the quality of the view from die river or opposillg 
overloob. Rc:sidem::ies - built often near the blufl•linc to take advantage of 
rM:l'views. 

Indigenous \IC&Ctatlon alon8 the shoreline, in wedauds and along the bJuBi is 
important to the wuaJ dwacter of the c:on:idm' and support of natural s,sfelllL 
Unrestricted development can strip vegetation if established regulations and 
guidelines are not followed. 

The Missmippi RiYcr in the Twin Qties is more tbaa the -ter and Ille riparlan 
shoreline. it is a greenway of cc:ological, economic, sc:r.nic; historical and recreational 
importanc:e. The MNRRA plan recognizes this fact and the recommended plan takes 
this into c:onalderation. 

(b) The sample design guidelines in Appendix C should be promoted by fedeml and 
state agencies. adopted and enforced as regulations by local units of government (with 
tedmic:al assistanc:c from the National Pait Scnlcc, Metropolitan Couneil and the 
DNR) and MNRRA landowners should be adviled of the guidelines through some form 
of MNRRA landownen guide. available to CUll'l!nt landawners and pl'OYided to -
purchasen via 110111e IDcdlanism such es lending imtitutioDs and realton, or, pemapi, 
mailed to tbem with their teal estnle t."lll: statement. 

(c) To assist MNRRA in implcmell1auon of ils plan. MNRRA agencies should 
aptore cooperative efforts with one or - local DOllprofit land trusu who am bclp 
serve as partnetS in protection of critical MBOUrcel in the corridor. 

(d) The land use and protection polides Clpl"OSSCd on pages 20 • 2!1 address an anay 
of threats to the MNRRA corridor and they should become a part of the linal plan and 
integrated into its implementation suategies. 

2 



COMMENTS 

4. Specific Comments Regarding Open Space and Trails 

Second only to bluflland natural and scenic protection, the aiordinated planning for, 
and creation of; a corridor trails and open IIJl8CC system, can be of immense economic; 
recreational and environlJlental bene6ts to the Twin Qties natural and cultural 111:10U'te 

base. A high priority focus should be given to creating the trail system CD¥ilione:d m1 

this plan. Having access to this resoun:e will engender awarene.u of its beauty and 
importance. That awareness, in tum. will enhance people's understanding of die need 
for protection, which will, in turn, engender for n:soun:e protection a desire for aC'lic,n. 
Serondary benefits will accrue back to the resoun:e.from those who enjoy iL Tbe 
National Part Service can play a valuable role as tcclmical advisor, coordinator, and 
passtbJy a conduit of funds ror this vision to bec::omc reality . 

.5. Commercial Navigation and River-Dependent lndUSlry and Trade 

This Plan bas been met with c::;q,ressions of great coocem by those who believe tbat, for 
the future, its adoption will infringe upon their ability 1D make a livlyhood from the 
riYer and its resources. The right to ply the river for businest. and pleasure is in no 
way diminished by the proposed plan. If anything, it is, once again. acknowledged w au 
important pert of the mers culture and es an important part of our urban and 
agricultural economy. People should cmmine c:arefuDy the arguments of those who 
would run this plan aground with Ci\llllggerated feani of economic adversity. I don't tldnt 
commercial navigation or existing industrial 'IISCa of the mer will be hampered by the: 

01 adoption of this plan. If anything, all current uses can only be further acknowledged 
.r:,. and accepted as they become pan of the ac:ccpted vision for the future. 
00 

6. Conclusion 

The Mississippi, Minnesota and St. Croix Rivers are tremendous assets to the Twin 
Oties Metropolitan Area. 'They may, at times, impede our ability to ID<1W' about in 1!he 
region, but what they 8ive us in return are far in c:n:ess of any problems they cause. 
This plan bring:11 the Mississippi River into the ranks of rivers in this state ackoowled;ged 
for their remarkable role in our cult>.Jra! and natural history and in our present quality 
of life. We now have three men in the metro area that are acknowledged by the U.S. 
Cong,ess to hold special qualities worthy of our atre and stewardship. histcad of 
raising our political armor in battle against a small increment of federal presence, _, 
should be welcoming this effort es yet another source of 1111pport as we give due IO lllis 
nationally-renowned river. 

~~ly, r 

~~~_. 
MNRRA Landowner 
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Oc::tober 4, 1993 

Superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
175 East 5th Street suite 418 Box 41 
st. Paul, MN 55101 

llear Sir or Madlll!l: 

My wife and I are -writing to you to express our concerns regarding 
the development of the plan for management of the Mississippi 
National River and Recreation Area (IINRRA) which directly affects 
our homestead located at 7162 Riverview Terrace, Fridley, NH 55432. 

We have three major concern■ r99arding any proposed plan. First, 
while everyone agrees that preservation or the river corridor is 
essential, there is considerable controversy concerning both the 
process and specific elements of preservation. We choose to live 
near the riverbank because we greatly value the privacy which is 
afforded us in our current location. However, we faar that this 
tranquil atmosphere may change. we do not wish to suffer as other 
residents in the metropolitan area have suffered when their homes 
become incorporated into the functional equivalent of municipal 
parks by virtue of the establishlaent of bicycle trails, the running 
of :marathons, and the utilization of river corridor property for 
every public event involving noise, disorder and large crowds. 

Second, we are extremely concerned with the notion that the plan 
now being considered would add a "veto• authority to the Departlllent 
of Natural Resources and the National Park Service. We believe 
that land use regulation is a local issue and that current local 
controls are working very well. It appears to us that added 
bureaucracy transforms simple actions such as ho111e improve111ent into 
a legal nightmare. There is a11ple precedent in other areas vhere 
land owners have done battle with the National Park Service 
concerning interpretation of local ordinances Which substantially 
diminishes the value, use, and enjoY']llent of private property. In 
addition, analogous if not identical problems can be seen in so 
called historical preservation districts where well-intended plans 
have seriously impaired the use, enjoyment and value of private 
property. We de net want these problems in our area. 

superintendent 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area 
October 4, 1993 
Page ;i 

Finally, we are concerned with the lack of specifics in the 
proposed plan. The plan, which is at best an ambiguous document, 
ia designed eo that any criticism would appear to be unfounded and 
speculative thus paving the way tor adoption of a rather general 
deCUJ1ent which will allow further onerou• restrictions through the 
use of adlllinistrative fiat. we do not believe that this is good 
public policy, and we are gravely concerned for the value and 
enjol"llant of our property. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and if you have any 
questions please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne and Sandra~ 

(U)~/1 // 
J~f:::"~ 
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October 7, 1993 

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418 
Box41 
St. Paul, MN 418 

Re: Mississippi River Commission - Coon Rapids Dam 

Dear Superintendent: 

I have received and rl'.ad information being published and distributed in regards to tbe 
Mississippi River Commission - National Parle Service. The following response: reflects 
some ofmy concerns on this issue. 

The information I have read appears to indicate that the Commission chooses to disregard 
addressing the issue of the future of the Coon Rapids Dam located on the Missiirnippl 
River. If the repair and future of the dam continues to be avoided in your planning, then 
your planning and responsibilities to the river and the communities effected by lhe river 
have not been completed or handled professionally or appropriately. 

The dam effects many people not the least of which are the landowners living adjac,~t to 
the river above the pool created by the Coon Rapids dam. Many of these peoplle hB.ve 
lived in those locations for a long time. They have been responsible citizens and 
taxpayers. A large percentage of these homeowners have invested extensive dc,!Jar:; into 
their land for maintenance of the river bank. If these issues are not given any 
consideration, I am sure these individuals will be affected by this issue without any plan to 
handle this dilemma. I makes no sense to knowingly set-up an incomplete pl.!!! 
potentially creating greater problems in the long nrn, 

I spoke, over the phone, to a member of the Parle Board in regard to this plan curing the 
initial stages and was given the understanding that as the plan developed it would 
reference such needs. Therefore, I did not attend the meeting and take up time in foe 
beginning stag~:s being this was to be dealt with in the later stages. 

When is this issue going to be an agenda item and part of the plan so a re!;olU'lli!!l 
can be ldentified? 

• 

October 6, 1993 
Page2 
Mississippi River Commission 

I have lived in Coon Rapids for 30 years. I have dealt with other issues in the past 
regarding the community and also spec:ifically regarding the river. I am of the 
understanding that Hennepin County accepted the responsibility and the control of the 
dam obligating them to also be financially responsible for its maintenance and repair. Now 
when these issues do not fit their budg,~ they seem to drag their feet. Similarly, when 
others inquire as to what is going on, they then expect Anoka County and others to assist 
with financial contributions. This has i;eemingly resulted in everyone sitting on their hands 
afraid to deal with the issue so it is just stuffed under the rug. The longer this issue or 
the needs of the Coon Rapi!lt,Dam on the Mississippi River is handled in a pass the 
buck and ignoring the inue fashion by Hennepin County and not addressed at your 
commission, the harder It will be to get the community cooperation and the best 
resolution to these issues. 

If in fact this continues to be overlookild, I will personally begin to research options to 
have this issue considered and to obtain appropriate action instead of this on-going game 
that is being played by the main responsible governmental bodies involved. 

I am extremely disappointed with the members that are responsible to address this part of 
the plan and problem of the Coon Rapids Dam on the Mississippi River. I will be copying 
this letter to many in the neighborhood. and prominent officials as well. The reason I 
addressed this issue with very few specifics is to focus on this being a serious agenda item 
for the commission first and then with all the details addressed in the proper setting. l will 
plso be glad to develop a further kn11wh:dge and reference base on this problem, for 
myself and others in the area 1.JUU!.regue5t you as a commission do the same:, 

Thank you the opportunity to submit this response. 

~0-~ 
Ruth A. Frandle 

• I 
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Superintendent 10/9/93 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East 5th. St. Suite 418 
Box 41 
St.Paul, Mn. 55101 

Gentlemen, 

In reference to the MRCC I am concerned about the followingt 

What influence will I have as a property owner on 
restrictions and requirell!ents in the future. 

In the event your group or some form of government wants to 
squire my property will I have the right to negotiate the 
price and can I have a disinterested third party valuation. 

Will the officials of the city of Fridley have a voice in 
the future decisions and how much power will they have. 

As the states should direct the federal government will the 
state of Minnesota have the final say of what is decided 
regarding this subject. 

How much notice will property owners have on future 
decisions. 

Will we have the right to sell our property to another party 
after we have been advised of any future decisions regarding 
this subject, 

Thank you for your considerations, please keep me advised. 

Clelland E. Martinson 

• 
Dear Sirs: 

My family and I live on the East side of the Mississippi River in Fridley 
Minn. and have abOut 92 1 of river frontage. 

We are lllOSt concerned about the possibility of development of land along 
the river which we understand might include a bilce path. We have no 
problems allowing the land to remain in a natural state al,;,ng the river 
and have taken no steps to make it othervise. our concern involves invasion 
of our privacy and •the littsr which is usually seen in public area&. 

we only ask that our property is not turned into public depository for 
paper and garbage. The thought of having a path g?ing through our front ld 
¥ard wide open to view through our front wind"':'& is not pleasant nor wou 
it be for anyone including those members of this commission. 

Very truly yours, 

-o/.~ 4-
• Lo e 
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Oct, 10, 199) 

l-lis61ss1pp1 River Cori:di!Wd1ng 
Commission and National Park Serv1es 

Dear Sirs; 

After en.mining the condenced version of the "Comp:rehon,;1ve 1,;.,.nagomeot 
Plan .,;nverimnent.J.l Iml)flCt Statement" I am very concern<-"il in reie ,.rds to 
the property I own, :Particularly porta.1n1ng to where the ::>0und~ of 
tha corridor are layed out at this pree;,.nt time. I know theso bot.mdI~ 
1es can chunge .. t .my givc,n t.ime as this peroposal movos th.ru itc; prc
oeodings. By concern is wether these ch.,,nges Nill result in a nogiUve 
or posittve ef:'ect pa.rta1n1ng to Ill! property, Thero are not ,:mo'Jj,h 
specifies si;clled o'.lt at this t.1:.mo. .#1th the ~fS11-nt inf'or,,..tic,n I 
"ould be ln favor of alternate "A" plan until .further oxtinslvo in.fo1·
;nation is :,rovide,l ~o business Wld property owners, 

~,/(~ 
Isabelle J., Broz 

• • 

()dobct 8, 1993 

l!da. loam, M. Kyra!, Supcrinlcadenl 
MISSISS.IPPI NATIONAL RIVER & Rf.CR.EATION AREA 
17' E. 5th stn,a #418 
P.O.Box41 
St. Paul, MN .55101 

RE: MINNESO'I'AMS FOB. THI MISSJSSIPl>J 

DeatJOIIDII: 

l have mid the draft of the Com~ Maugcmcllt Plan{EDviroamcntlll Impact Statemear. for the 
Milaissippi Nati<mal RiYCr and Recreation Arca of which :,oar off'"""' pnwlded me. 

My c:ot>tel1IS are numerous, bowl>YCr, lhc issues wmch lilalld Ollt in my mind m°"' blawilly arc lhc inhcWlt 
problems mat exist with a linear open space at the riwt's cclge. Trull left behind from \'isitors, noiae, gralliti 
cam:d in trees and bcndics, wgrants, •-lcra!ed erosion ol tlu:, rm,, bat and FDcral maiaU:oance ptoblema 
ornqlcct. 

Joum. lhc:s: are real iasucs. Siinply aJancc at the pub !hat r:llfflllllly exist and you will wit- all of Ibo 
aforemclllioned iasucs. 

l 8Dl n-, u per your propooal, wlag tho pcoail,illcly of~ thcle isaues "" a daily basir.. lilerally in my 
OWD backyard. FrOIII a more physical &tandpoilll, I c:a.o'I fllhom how dli5 project could be economically feasible. 
As an wduteCI, I understand the process l'cquired 10 transform du, ~ riverbank, fau11a, and·wildlife areas 
llllo ""'1>le park or trail areas. It is w,cooscionablc lo think tlta1 lhc rcmfMII of so mBlly 1,c,es, the additioti of 
retaining wall$, and general regrading ol 1hc ri""' bank will be a positne measur1l, 

I am coafidcnl mat if your proix-1 CDll>CS inlo fnnlioa my property wduc, aloag will, all ol my neighbors' 
property values, will deawc gpmauut,. 

I look forward lo the IIClll mec:liDg rqanliag Ibis proposal. 

Cootact me at 336-1255 with any qocstlm,s lhal )'!>D may have. 

Sincerely, 

~ cs. \~ 
GtepyE.Macbca 
Arcllilect 

• 
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Superintendent 
MNRRA 
175 E. 5th ST., Suite 
ST. Paul.. MN. 

418, Box 41 
55101 

Dear Superintendent ..... 
My name is Hatie Bogren and I go 

to Dowling school. lam in the 5th 
qrade. My school is next to the 
'1ississippi River. I see the River 

almo~ t every day and every day 
I see trees. water, and TRASC-1 where 
it dosn•t belong. People keep on 
polluting the River thinking it•s a big 
trash can. I think that we should 
have more trash cans and less 
garbage in the River. I also think 
that there should be a dam to hold 
some of the sewege. That way the 
sewege dosen•t: get: in the water as 
much. I am not only asking you to do 
this for pretty scenery but for the 
animals as well. 

0:hanks t:Y,: ~" 

9-23-93 

Superintendent 
MNRRA 
175 E. 5th St., Suite 418, BOX 41 
St. Paul MN 55101 

Deaf'" Super•ntendenb 
Hi my name is Jonathan Gardn-or. I"m 
- sutdent .,. Dowling Urban Envior1ne
..tal Learning Center. I am tLfrtt1ng 
about the three dif"f"ernt Mississippi 
plans A,8,and C, 

I think that plan A doesn't do 
anything so what use is it? Plan C 
ends up giving money to the 
gouerment then we end up in debt. 
Plan B cleans the water and helps the 
animals. 

I go u,ith plan B 1 Thank "::!JOU. 

Sincerely 
Jonathan 
Gardner 
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NIINNEAP0LIS MN. 
Sept.23, 1993 
55406 

SUPERINTENDENT 
175 E 5TH ST. SUITE 418,BOX 41 
ST .PAUL MN, 55101 
Dear Superintendent, 

I think the river should stay 
clean. No-one should cut down 
anything. The water should sta'!:11 
clean • and there should be a f'ine f'or 
people who pollute. The f'ine should 
start low and get higher each time, 
I think there should be patrols abouil: 
the river (one every two blocks), 

.- -hey should watch f'or polluters and 
people like that. 

I also think people who are 
causing troiuble such as yelling 
(disturbing people), bothering little 
kids, and disturbing things. like that 
should be kicked of'f' the River 
parkway. 

People shouldn"t have to be 
afraid to go down to the riYer 
because of' these problems or not 
want to go because of' pollution. 

Another problem along the river 
is cutting down trees by the river. 
People shouldn"t be able to cut down 

---trees. l[t creates lots of' problems 
ncludin,g1 destroying animal homes, 

trees, and alot of' others . 

• • 

Please do something. . 
Sincerl"::J, , • 

Q-o· 't- •. .-\ ... L \:;i:1~·., ,, 
Joey H<W.eboom 

• 
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Superintendent 
MNRRA 

1993 

175 E. 5th ST. 1 Suite 418, Box 41 
ST. Paul. MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent: 

Hi ,my name is Ray Colton. I 
am a flf"th grade student at Dowling 
Urban Environmental School. I'm 
writing thi1i. latter .about: t:he 
Mississippi River. 

I think we need to dean up 
the river not only so it looks good, 
--"ut so· all the fish don't die and so 

Je don't have to spend so much 
moneiy to clean the water we drink. 

supe.;n ".ll':!nden..
mnnnn 
; "'15 £ ~ ST H 5 T.,, S ltl TE ·, " i."'° , 
I.H G"r, f'TL'\. ,.rnn 5SIDl 

,'Tr Jt: n ;;: t,'.) Y {HJ. abo1): • r ' ..,-,. 

plan to r:-.:; ean up th. r-· • • ~ ~-:-i:: 1·· 

I 'l:.;r;."",'.'"';·i:rld like for :.i ·~: ,U' 
plan t,:i, tie!p the "vH\11 :· '.,-e 
011 the ~·-iv e!' ., dlld n· ,:.:.. it 

safe {:' ~:-;;.-:·· c.,,_,v inunin;:: • r:: d 
ca tchi n ;J fish (ca tint"
too). 

'"':..r"."", .. 'W"\ 
I; J. ,. ,4, I A, 

• 



COMMJ~NTS 

Superintendent:. 
MNRRA 
175 E. 5th St:. 
Suite 418 
St:. Paul MN 55101 

Oct. 5th 1993 

Dear Superintendent, 

I think,, we should stop the poullt:ion 
everywhere. I'm at Dowling school. 

I'm just: here to say how the 
animals need f'resh, not dirty, wate1r. 
It isn't: f'air f'or the animals to havt! 

0t a bad habitat:. 
Qt 
ex, 

Thank You, 

Tif'f'any Priest 

• • • I 
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Superintendent 
MNRRA 
175 E, 5TH ST , 
Suite 41 
St.Paul MN 55101 

Dear Superintendent. 
1 am a student at 

dou.,ling -school. I am u.,riteing to you 
• !!- ___ _. __ ..., ..... _ .... 

• 
---- - ··-- _, _ _.. r•-•• • ..,. :::,,w..,..,. ......... ..,,...,.... 

11 II start with the bad. I think that 
the animals should have a right to 
live in a clean envierment just like us. 

We all have a job to do, the kids' job 
is to UJork with the enviO,nment. 
Minnesotas job is to clean the 
eniverment. Birds • snakes all kinds 
of' animals need homes and habitats, 

The animals need a enviornment just 
,- 'S much as we do. 

THANH YOU, SJNCERLERLY Sarah 

Suapc~ 

"--·------~-
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COMMENTS 

OP.: ar Super!nten4.e.,.t' 
think that you shouid teach us 

.oout ·saving the M1~ sis sippi River. 
I h.:,i,e the.,a cie-ciln up the JJollvtion 
becauo;.e it ,s v.1Uin'J the -fic.:h and it 
mi,ght af'-fe·r.::t peop!~:. !he peor,!e 
shootd stop poUution thC:!! ri-.,er. Tt',e•::J 
shouid help ch,~ao ~v~r'=' t.hin9 up 

Dear Superiintendent, 

My name is Andy .Johnson. I 
am writing to you about the plan to 
clean up the Mississippi river. 

I choose plan B. Because it 
favors the enviironment. We need to 
think about the animals and people 
who use the Mississippi River. 

-,,-he Mississippi is the source of 
.Jrinllcing water for millions of peop!e 
from Minnesota to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Thank you. 

ANDY 
.JOHNSON 

• I 
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Superintendent 
MNRRA 
175 E. 5th St., 
Suite 418, Box 
41 St. Paul, MN 
55101 

Sept, 23, 1993 

Dear Superintendent ....... . 
I'm in 5th grade at Dowling 

school and m,y name is R,yan O'Hara. 

I think people should help ciean 
up the river. They should stop 
pollutinng the water so it does not 
cost as much to clean it. 

I would like the river to be clean. 

Sincerely, 

Ruan O'Hara 

• 
a v e . s o '~' t [ ; 

Surp,:,-~r it:.-:!ndent 
Ml'{ ii >i ,, .: ? Se 5th st. 

M,y n-c,me i!::
Oerrick f-i,·-•.. 1•:.i:. I am 

,riting .a,1:;,out the 
iver. 

I thk,f, ! we should keep t.he 
Mississip;.:)i cleaner. One timt.~ I was 
fishir.g a;,d ! caught a .fish ,"',;·°"~ its tin 
was blue and green. 

'!fuv .;;:::Hd: do this by '!,IOlH' ,;,3ff. We 
have to 1-!".:•rk togt:!ther to di:11 -~.ni::. 

::.:; i·! ,::::erely 
Derrick ~;-ust 
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tv Dear Superintendent 

I am Audrey Redhead. 
I'm f"rorn DoUJling School. I'm 
writing about what to do with th1:i 
po:tute.d river. I don•t think wa 
siH?U!ci do nothing about it. 1 i.?-,!r,i< 
t.;a ;;tH:~:..:!d clean it sc;. anima:j;. c:.n.:: 
fis~·, t.~_-!t! be i1ap:,y i.:he, .. -e i,nci !~~:•~ 
tt-.i::.-~~ :.-Jinq:;r. f"te:p:-~ wili 
;.~~ ~-z ;-~:.'.:f·!t'!'t~ to s~e ii..: 
;__a;• t ta.~:.,;; t t:·.~;-. 1' ! .-• .g it• s .._;us. t 

at 1"'.J-.~ i:er- <E-bnky.smeihh 
.a~.:::,. ::: t:-,k,k we should 
.-1""·"'1'11 i-hP r-iuPr 

• 

COMMJ~NTS 

so every animal 
will have a better lif"e. 
If' we choose f'or peo~le 
t:o clear out the river!'build 

actories, the animals 
will have no home-s. 

I wish For you to make 
the r-i•J"er 
cleaner-. 

Thank you. 
/)~ ~d/tl.lU, ~ Sincere I y. 
udre.f Redhead 

• I 
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tiUPt:.KlN I tNUt:.N I Mmn, MN 55407 
OUT,5 MNRRA 175 1 ST, Box 41 
ST .PAUL MN 55101 

DEAR 
SUPERINTENDENT 

I am 
Latasha Ann Jones and I 
am a 5th grader. I am 
in room 109. 

I care about flsh. Can 
you take care of' the fish PLEASE? I 
like flsh. I care about the river • 
because I like drinking water. 

Thank you so 
much f'or caring about 
the river. 

Latasha Jones 

THE END 

Dear Superintendent: 

My name is lllalte davis. 

l. am writing about the Mississippi 
1ver. 

I think t:hat: the river will be 
polloute because of' trash. Can you 
help us 

Sincerely 
Blake Davis 

• 



t-ti ·-r,.~ name is st~: ~t.~·" ;\'Z;; 

Svidron. 1 ~Jo to Dowling Sc ·::,,c, in 

Min n e .::."i p o Ii :;:. . I ' m i n 5 t h gr .a d ·"' . ; ii( (7:: 

nature. 

COMMENTS 

I think we should !::.t~ ::.ble to 
drink the •-=-•ater. It should hi,;• cFean,~r 
be ca u s e ii; r-:i o es f' r om Minn r:: ·,-. ;-~. ::-:~. to 
the Gutf' ,:--f MeY.ir.o. The rhhd'' [-:;, the 
longes~ r-fi.:-:- I ha-.::~ ever h,,z-,,·,·1 of" tn 

y lif'e Ur~,~~. Drinking watef' ,, e~:is b.> 
t.e clean~-, 

·:· h <O ::: rid IT", Z., I :; S h OU I ,j 
place th 2 '· ·u,~u •.: an go an·d 
s a f e I ~=-; • ~~~' -~. -r··:\ r:~ o f t h e i n s e .c ~· 
er.ir!"f,:';~ ~-~ :-, -·.i:~7' ~ii•~-.J f'~"om tt:f--: 
I •• Es i ct c n ~: ·.: :·-, -z.: ;:; ,.~: u ri u a r ~es :; t-· 
f'or i~iH;, r.:,. ,:::;.;;:;.1i<.:.- i:!nd natur'='· 

I U·1 ank you For led; tin;,, rn~ 
write Ui1·:;. ;~tter. 

Sincerly, 

• • I 
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COMMJ~NTS 

National Park Service 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, MN. 55101-2901 

Dear Mississippi River Coordinating Commission; 

I am exci tee! to learn that efforts are being made to prote,:t 
and preserve the Mississippi River through the National Missiuippi 
River and Recreation Area (MNRAA). I am also encouraged tha·: t:1e 
river will be a designated area for the enhancement of recreati,)n 
and the protection of wildlife. 

I think that in order to make the management plan a success it 
is important to ensure water quality in the river and protect the 
health of ecosystems. Specifically, the issue of toxics b the 
river must be addressed. Protection and restoration of wetlands 
also must be a key provision in MNRR.~ management plan. 

I support plans to create a trail and greenbelt system along 
the entire river corridor. r believe that linking the trail to 
existing neighborhood parks and trails will greatly increase public 
access. It is irr,portant to insure access for the diversity <:>f 
neighborhoods and communities who enjoy the river. 

It is also important to encoura<;;e non-motorized recreation on 
the river by adding no+wake zones and horsepower limits. 

Please incor1:>orate these elements in the HHRRJ\. plan. 
you for your efforts in protecting the river. 

~~ 
Concerned Citizen 

-
Thank 

II)) 

October 10, 1993 

Superintendent, Mississippi National River &; Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth St., Suite 418 
P.O. Box41 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

RE: Draft Comprehensive Mana.gement/Envimn,mental Impact 
Statement 

We attended the July 28, 1993 publk hearing at Inver Hills Community 
College and have reviewed the captioned document. We have the following 
opinions to offer for consideration. 

We support the "Proposed Plan" except in the following issue areas: 

}3arge F1eetjng Areas. We perceive the proposed "monitor effects" approach 
to be an "after the fact" approach which can create uncertainty for both 
commercial and environmental interests. In our opinion, the approach 
suggested in Alternative B would lend itself to creating more certainty for 
determining future barge fleeting areas. 

Resource • Management. We believe that resource protection, pollution 
reduction and research efforts should be~ (as proposed in Alternative 
B) while protecting cultural and economic resources. 

I.and 1/iie ManagemimtLLocaJ Monitoring: Qptjon. With respect to this issue 
we believe a NFS/Local partnel!'Ship with the DNR and Metropolitan Council 
providing input and supplementary research support is an appropriate 
alternative. However, we don't believe having the Metropolitan Council and 
the DNR review and approve local plans and actions will improve the 
decision-making proce11s. Further, we believe the bordering county 
governments should have representation in the management partner!ihip. 

Thank you for the opportunity to convey our views and for extending the 
public comment period. 

Sincerely, . /l 
zf tn ?_~w-~/,.kJk~-:.. 

Terrif~e Davis 

favii Pagel 

• • I 
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October 10, 1993 

Re: Draft Comprehensive Mana;e11ent Plan, MNRAA 

From: Pat Davies, Environmental Quality Board designee and 
alternate to MNARA Commission 

VISION 

Putting in place protection• and chans•• for the Niaaisaippi that 
conflict with current practices 1a difficult becauae tho•• who 
w111 benefit from changes are not as well organized and aa aware 
aa thoae who directly benefit from the atatus quo. 

When th• National Park Service planning ataff, baaed in Denver, 
began rev1aing 1ts draft to try to accomodate reaervations 
expremaed by the more than fifty local govarnMnt jur1adictiona 
dealtns wfth the rfver, ft had no 1dea of the tenacfousnesa of 
the "local control" and "another level of government" 111antra in 
Minnesota. Tailoring the plan to local govern111anta' expreaaed 
concerns haa n2!. resulted in support but rather the oppoeit•. It 
hae defeated the vision of the legislation. 

The idea of the river aa ONE irreplacable resource to be 
protected and enhanced for future generations, apparent in the 
law, 18 completely miaeing in the plan, It needs to be there. 
The public - cancers, birdwatchers, those who want to vi- and be 
inspired by the river and the activities on it, anglers, hikers, 
history buffs, those who understand the need for wetland• and 
natural habitat, bicyclists, those who want to protect fish and 
wildlife resources - do not 8419 the Niaaiaaippi as a asriea of 
little Jurisdictional areas and neither ahould MNRRA. 

ACCEPTANCE OF STATUS QUO 

The draft plan is too accepting of anything and everything 
"exiating.· Much existing development ia 1ncona1atent with plan 
values and the plan ought to encourage change wherever necessary. 
Oranta may be one method of fac111tating change that would be 
acceptable and readily understood. The draft undereati11111tea the 
power of good 1deaa. 

on Page 18, drop the last oentence: "Existing development ahould 
not be aubatantially changed by this plan.· On Page 23, drop the 
last sentence: "The plan would also allow buaineasea and 
industries in the corridor to expand exiet1ng facilities 1f the 
expansion is consistent with resource protection al'ld aite 
develoPNnt policies." Why should expanding current facilitiea 
be under leas stringent require111anta than new bua1neaeea and 
1 ndustr1 ea? 

on Page 20, the draft neede to mention the Environmental Quality 
Soard and the Cr1t1cal Area program aft..r the aentence: "Local 

• 
governments would continue to have priury land uae planning and 
control raaponaibilitiea.• Because the EQ6 ia charged with 
"'Onitoring compliance w1th th1a program but haa not done so, eome 
localities NY be aurpr1aed to find out that in reqard to 
riverfront dec1a1one, they have b"n bound by Critical Areas 
proviaiona since 1970. 

Alao, on Page 20, the laat sentence of the second paragraph 
reads: "Oevelopment would be compatible with surrounding land uae 
and conform to established c0111J1unity zoning regulations and 
dea1gn guidelines.". Because this sentence only perpetuates 
current C?,nd1tiona, it needs to be eliminated. In its place, 
insert: C0111111unity zoning regu1at1one and design gu1del1nea for 
areas within MNRRA boundaries ahould conform to this plan.• 

CONTINUOUS TRAIL 

In every place in the draft that is appropriate, the concept of a 
cont1nuoue trail should be 1naerted. It ia eaaential, for 
example, in Location Policies, page 2,. Industrial uses, 
recreational uaea, public facilities - all new uses - should be 
planned to foster the continuous tra11 ayatem. 

In addition, the new usea 11ated in the draft on Page 2, include 
housing and office buildings within the 300 foot corridor. 
Office buildings do not require a river location and should not 
be built there, 

New housing also should not have a direct river location if there 
ia any vision of regaining the corridor for the public. The 
faraightednass of Minneapolis in providing public trails around 
all ita lakes, with private h011188 being set back, shows the long 
term advantage to both the public and to the hOffleOWner of th1a 
policy. The moat highly valued homaaitea in M1nnaapo11a abut the 
public trails around the lakes. 

Page 30 deala with Open Space and Trails but contains no poeitive 
emphasis on what the draft admits is ·an important vision of this 
plan", a continuous trail along the corridor. The second 
paragraph on this page should be eliminated; it advancea nothing. 
The third paragraph is not true, if 1t applies to the river, and 
if it doesn't, it is irrelevant. The fourth paragraph should be 
rewritten in a positive manner and if the MNRRA plan 1a for the 
future, the northern stretch should not be excepted. 

Page 34, (8), should read: "Ensure llUbl," instead of "Ensure 
acceee" across al 1 new and rebuilt bridges. 

LEVEES 

On Page 24, the exclua1on for land behind levees should be 
eliminated. The moat cogent reason for thia elimination 18 in 
the co-nta by the M1nnaapo11a Park Board. . .• recreation, 
preservation and econ0111ic devel~nt ..• are not mutually 
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axclue;va. Preserving and developing the River has, in fact, 
bean a significant economic development tool in Minnaapolia.• 
The draft ought not exempt the land behind laveaa just becauea 
two communities along the corridor protest because they do nc,t 
have the vision to see how enhancing the river for public uee, can 
make the land behind that public portion more attractive, ave,n 
when used for industry. 

PLANNING 

In Location Pollciea, the draft saya in (7) on Paga 26: 
"Encourage high quality and sustainable open apace, public 
plazaa, historic landscapes, interpretive facilities, and 
reaidential, commercial, and induatrial development in the 
corridor aubject to location policies and local land use pla11 
objact;ves." If MNRRA ia to have any affect, thia sentence tiaa 
to read: • . local land use and MHRRA olan objectives.• 

PUBLIC ACCESS 

on Paga 29 (16), the vision of the MNRRA commiasion for ;mprovad 
public access is loat. It aeka only that currant acceaa be 
"maintained" and more access be allowed in redevelopment and nm, 
projects "if practical." The concept of increased public ac,:ao•• 
and uae of the river needs to permeate the draft more than 11. 
does. In (18), "if practical" should be eliminated. 

HISTORIC USE 

on Page 42, (1), the draft proposea a policy under Cultural 
Resources Management to "'continue the historic uee of historic 
properties," Thie can be misread to protect current induatr1al 
uaee ,in conflict with good environmental policy and economic 
raal ity. An axa,mple is the Univerai ty steam plant. El imina-r.e 
the firat 8f1ntence and leave the second: "Develop incentive,, ~> 
retain hiat1>ric uses where feaaible and in compliance with 
environmental laws and regulationa.· 

PERSONAL COMMENT 

I have earvsd as the EQB daaignH and alternate to MNRRA for over 
three years with a 92• attendance record at MNRRA -tinge in all 
parts of ths corridor, MNRRA c011111ittea -•tinge, community 
meetinga and hearings on MHRRA, seminars and public discuaaiona 
on the M1saiae1ppi, legislative and congreaaional meetings en 
river 1asuea. I have authored pertinent memoa to drafting staff 
throughout the process. I have done this on a volunteer bae,ia 
with no per diems or expense coverage and my only intent has been 
to serve the public interest. I have enjoyed every minute c,f i,y 
participation because it is a worthwhile endeavor. I have 
learned how significant a resource the urban Miaaiasippi is and 
how hard it. is to sustain a c0111111itment to "preserve, protect. and 
enhance the metropolitan river for the people of the United 
States" - aa we are charged to do in the national legialatic,n . 

We. face special intsreata that have money and power and would 
prefer to do the opposite. 

I have read all the written co-nts on the plan and I have 
listened to most of the oral co-nta on the plan. The two that 
should have the most impact on the drafting staff, on the 
National Park Service and on Secretary Babbitt are the written 
responses from Rod Sando, C011111isaioner, Department of Natural 
Resources, and from the Minneapolia Park and Recreation Board. 
These two agencies have, over the years, cared more about and 
done more for the urban Miaaiaaippi and ita resources than anyone 
else including all the other conm.ntatore combined. Please give 
the OHR and the Park Board responses the attention they deserve. 

c;:.,..~ 
Pat Davies 

• I 
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• National Park Service 
175 East 5th Street 
Suite 418, BOX 41 
St. Paul, MN. 55101-2901 

Dear Mississippi River Coordinating Commission; 

I e.m excited to learn that efforts are being mede to protect 
and preserve the Mississippi River through the National Miuisllippi 
River and Recreation Area (MNiU!.A). I am also encouraged that the 
river will' be a designated area for the enhancement of recreation 
and the protection of wildlife. 

I think that in order to :,iake the management plan a success it 
Ls impcrtant to ensure water quality in the river and protect the 
health of ecosystems. Specifically, the issue of toxics in the 
river must be addressed. Protection and restoration of wetlands 
also must be a key provision in MNRRA management plan. 

I support plans to create a trail and greenbelt system along 
the entire river corridor. I believe that linking the trail to 
existing neighborhood parks and trails will greatly increase -public 
access. It is imoortant to insure access for the diversity of 
neighborhoods and·corr.munities who enjoy the river. 

It is also important to encourage non-motorized recreation on 
the river by adding no-wake zones and horsepower limits. 

Please incorporate these elements in the MNRRA plan. 
you £or your efforts in protecting the river. 

Thank 

]J~~'<J/JU'JL ~ 
Concerned Citizen 

October 21, 1993 

Ma, JaAnn It. Kyral, Superintendent 
Mississippi National River and l!eereation JU:ea 
us National Park service 
175 Bast Fifth Street, suite 418, Box 41 
St, Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Ms. Kyral1 

•• 

Aa a concerned citi2en I must express my disl:>elief over the proposed 
Draft Plan for the Mississippi National Jtiver and Mereation Area 
(MNRRA} • 

Pirst and foremost, the Kississippi ll.iver is tbe most ililportant 
co111111ercial waterway in the United States. As evinced this past spring 
and awnmer, interruption of the natural ''buaineas" of the river haa a 
negative, if not devastating, effect on a great 11111U1y people. The 
Mississippi is a •working river" and it needs to continue to be so. 

Second, as a privata citizen, I greatly enjoy the "recreational" upect 
of the river. A big po.rt of tbe enjoyment and fascination ie watching 
the trains, the barge traffic and the people at work on a.nd near tbe 
water. 

The propoaed Praft Plan needs to be modified in auch a way as to prevent 
any disruption of barge and rail traffic or any other "river bueiness" 
that needs to be Uken care ot. 

Sincerely, 
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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 resources. This includes fostering sound use 
of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; 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 by 
encouraging stewardship and 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. 
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