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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 National Park Service

United States Department of the Interior
October 1994



SUMMARY

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW

The Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Environmental 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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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 expressedvabout 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
language 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: Imprdvements 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 mectings held 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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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 reference.

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.
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Bayor Jerry Fritsch

Coungilvonan Sharos arko
Comnciluan Jeff Burgoyse Cowmvilmen Bexil Lovelasd
Connoilsan ¥in Soveghlty

City Muiaistrator -
Gary €. Patterson

July 23,1993

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippt National River & Recreation Area
173 Fifth Street East

Suite A48, Box 41

5t. Paul, Minnesota S5101-2901

RE: Newport response to DEIS.
Ms. Kyral:

After a review of the draft Comprehensive Management Plan and
Environmental impact Statement for the Mississipp! National
River and Recreation Area, the City of Newport has the foliowing
official comments for the record:

1. The City of Rewport feels it is extremely important for local
Jurisdictions to retain local zoning control as the local

jurisdictions are more accountable to the citizens of the
particular community.

2. The City of Newport Is agalnst any increase n barge fleeting
south of the Interstate 494 Bridge to the southern boundary of
Newport as was previously established In Newport Resolution R-
2-84, which was adopted in 1984. Newport Is primarily a

T TESTURTILTaT CommunIty and wants to preserve Its residential

property values as welf as a more rural residential visual image.
This comment regarding barge fleeting is in keeping with
Newport's Comprehensive Plan, which was recentlv updated.

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

The draft plan stated that cities can continue 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

3. The City of Newport would not be in favor of any type of
recreational trail bordering commercial property In Newport due
to the potential hazardous nature of the property regarding
pedestrians,

4. The City of Newport would also be against recreational trafls
which would Invade the privacy of Newport residents, however,
the City would support public assess to the River in areas already
under public control.

If you have any further questions regarding, Newport's officfal
comments, please call me at Newport City Hall.

ely(\/‘ p [

ary C. patterson
City Administrator

S1

cc: file
Mayor and Council

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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I OF MEYRORT

i Aveane
Bewparl, Nb.
¢SuR) 4BO-B77
SAE CITY BF NEIDPDRT 15 AN EQUAL OPPORYINITY EMPLOVER
Hayor Jerry Fritsch Cownoilevesn Sharos Harko
Counoilman Jeff Burgoyne Cowncilman Basil Lovelamd

Counsilman Tin Geraghty
City Mainistrator -
Bary C. Patterson

Augusl 23,1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississtppi National River & Recreation Area
National Park Service

175 Fifth Street £ast, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, Minnesota 35101-2901)

RE: Resolution 93-30 adopted by Newport City Councll.
Ms. Kyral:

Enclosed please find Resolution 93-30 adopted by the Newport
City Council on August 19, 1993, which states that the City
Counctl of the City of Newport, Minnesota is in opposition of the
draft of the proposed Comprehensive Management Plan

Environmental impact Statement for the Mississippi Natianal
River and Recreation Area.

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

enclosure

cc: file
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ESOL! N R-83-

A RESCLUTION 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 finds:

The City of Newport, Minnesota, is a municipal corporation and municipality in continuous !
existence at its current location on the Mississippl River for over 100 years.

Located within the Twin City metropolitan area of Minnesota, the City of Newport is a ‘
unique community of fewer than 5,000 residents with a wide variety of housing types and .
citizen income levels.

The presence of the Missiasippi River bordering the Clty is, from the perspeciive of the
City, a precious resource critical to the quality of life of its citizens.

in addition to expensive bluffland homes being constructed overiooking the City and the
river, subject to very stringent zoning requirements Imposed by the City to preserve the
character of the biuffland area in as close as possible to its oniginal state, the City of ’
Newport has obtained ownership and control of an 80-acre biuffiand park, which the City |
is currently planning to utilize In conjunction with local education authorities as a significant
educational resource, as well as a means of preserving origingl Mississippl bluffland
vegetation and fauna.

Immediately next to the river, located within the Newport city limits, is one of the oldest
residential neighborhoods located directly on the Mississippi River within the river corridor.

The City of Newport, unlike many other communities in the metropolitan area, has a very
long history and a well-developed historical sense of itself and the need to preserve its
character as a city in the interests of its citizens throughoul the City.

That the City of Newport believes much of its history and character are defined by the
1residential neighborhoods immediately adjacent to and in the lower part of the City,
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The City of Newport has gone through great lengths through the years by way of is
zoning laws and ordinances to preserve the unique character of the residential
neighborhood located immediately along the Mississippi River.

Thet in order to preserve this critical element of the community, in addition to its own
2oning cade enforcement, the City of Newport has engaged in active efforts 1o fend off
commercial encroachmants, particularly in the form of barge fieeting, s well as nuisances
permitted by other municipalities along the riverway that had an immediate and detrimental
impact on the quality of life of the Newpart citizens fiving on or near the river.

The expsrience of the Ciy ot Newpart over the years has bgen, however, that outside
agencies have generally been witing to averiook the community needs of & relatively small
city like Newport and have been prepared to advence the interests of comrnercial
enterprises and groups wishing to use the waterway in A manner detrimentat to a
residential community like Newport on the river.

The City of Newport, through tts Councll members and support staff, have been very
carefully scrutinizing both the legislation creating (and implementation of) the so-called
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

in particular, when Represertative Vento first proposed the legislation, the City Councit
directed its legal counsel and staff to do & thorough analysis of the proposed legisiation
and its possible impact on the City of Newport and, in particular, the City’s efforts to
preserve the unique character of its riverfront.

At that time, counsal for the City raised a number of concems regarding the underiying
proposed legistation that would have permitted the managing suthority to superseda
zoning of municipalities on the rver, such as Newport, and potentially and effectively
negate a century of efforts by the City to presecve itg riverfront character.

Notwithstanding the express language of the underlying implementing legisiation, City
officials of Newporl were assured that it was not intended to create a "super-agency” that
could adopt its own zoning code and force its provisions upon municipalities and citizens
living on the river and would not weaken municipal zoning code protections currently in
place.

When, therefore, the City was given the opportunity to review the drafi of the
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental impact Statement provided and make
comment regarding the same, it was with shock and anger that Council members
determined that, indeed, very little protection is afforded to cities such as the Clty of
Newport, Minnesola, if it were to choose through zoning codas to provide for provisions

unique to its riverfront residentie! area if those provisions in any way conflicted with the
overall plan.

Moreover, to add insult o injury, a review of the plan shows that expenditures in
implementing the plan’s provisions, including land purchases, provisions are 10 be made
by municipalities like Newport and not by any federal authority or other state authority.
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In particular, the City notes that an apparent bike or psthway is provided along the
riverfront through the City of Newport on what is currently private land. The mere
provision of such a bikeway on private land creates, in the City's view, an immediate
potentia! for inverse condemnation litigation and, given the provisions of the law and
proposed plan, the full responsibility tor any diminution of property value as a result of the
implernentation of the overall plan would be borne by the participating municipality, in this
case, the City of Newport. .

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

Moreover, the 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 city,
such as Newport, with unique needs to override any such plan with, if necessary, more
stringent provisions to protect the unique qualities of the community on the river.

Indeed, the plan requires consideration of commercial interests in utilization of the river
corridor, but nowhere indicates that residential usage is in any way different from or
superior to any such other “interests” on ihe rivarway. The City of Newpon takes the
strongest possible excaption to what it views as a fundamentally flawed failure of both
policy and perception in the plan.

While the City is aware that the plan purports not to affect the use and enjoyment of
private land along the river, its practical effect would be to imposa Metropolitan Council
and DNR zoning regulations conceming the plan upon the City, and the plan expressiy
states an intention to provide for state legislation that would force municipalities within the
comidor to conform their zoning codes to the plan, potentially in a manner adverse to the
interest of Newport and its citizens.

The provision in the pian that would require cities not to pemmil reconstruction of
rasidences or structures ‘other than on en existing footprint would be an additional
restriction on the use of the land located on the rverfront that would have an immediate
negative impact on property values facing the river and would, once again, expose the
City of Newport {o potential inverse condemnation liability.

Careful, thorough review of the proposed plan clearly indicates that its adoption would -

have a significant, negative impact on the City and its ability to protect both that character
developed through its history, as well es the interests of its citizens living on or near the
Mississippi River. .

Upon very careful review and thorough analysis, the City Council of Newport, Minnesota,
is not merely opposed, but sirongly opposed to the implementation of the plan and
believes that any eflort in defense of the plan to portray it as being & too! to assist the City
in s efforts to maintain Hs character and intereats ot its citizens is inaccurate, false and
a sham.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Newport, Minnesota, through
its City Council acting on the ____ day of August, 1983, states in the strongest possible
terms its opposiﬁon to the draft Comprehensive Management Plan Environment Impact
Statement pfesented to it and dated June, 1993, by the Mississippi Coordinating
Commission and National Park Service.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Newpact, acting through its City

Council, does further state and resolve that it will remain in opposition to any purported
5 plan for the Mississippi River corridor that does not aliow the City full discretion through
its zoning 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 Newport, Minnesota,

is virtually all of its residents).

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager is directed to forward this
resolution to all appropriate autharities involved with the review of this plan, as well as
any and all other affected municipalities and elected officials.

Adopted this 19th day of August, 1993,

CITY OF NEWPORT

kTt

B

Y.
. Gerald Fritsch, Mayor

(ATTEST)
Gary Pgtterson, City Administrator

G-1

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 o s

{812} 438-4410
DAKOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 1560 HWY. 55 - HASTINGS, MINNESOTA 55038

July 28, 1993

Ms. JoAnn K Superintendent

Mississi auonal iver & Recreation Area
Natio,

175 Fifth St. East, Sune 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN  55101-2901

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Since 1990, Dakota County has monitored the National Park Service (NPS) in their preparation of
and management strategy for the Mississippi National River and Recreational Area
SI&NRRA This paruwlar project bas the pmznual having a major impact on Dakota County
ue to the fact that the proposed MNRRA includes 72 miles of the Mississippi River and four
miles of the Minnesota River; of which over 40 percent borders Dakota County,

In September 1992, the Board of Commissioners reviewed the alternative management concepts
then under consideration by the Mississippi Coordinating Oommlsslon. The expressed
three concerns regarding the adoption of a lund use management concept: 1) it should not add an
additional layer of administration to the existi tem; 2) the land use management system
selected should not usurp local controls; and 3 phm should assure a strong emphasis on
At g June 1, 1 meeting, the Board indicated interest in the

‘pmJects within the corridor. With these considerations in mind, the Dakota
Counz Commmoners took pasition in the attached resolution with respect to the
Environmental Impact Statement.

Dakota Counly supports the principles embodied in the MNRRA proposal
Howcver ge County does have sopl‘; resemtfons rgga.rdmg the administration and oversight of
local governments through this plan.

'nleproposedp ides for minima) ownership of land within the corridor by the NPS and for

‘extensive partnemg;)?‘ in mma.gemem. These conccpts are consistent with the County Board's

prevlousmterem g{ vides that the NPS is to develop tand use

junction with the pohmnCouna]andt.he 'm of Natural

Resources (lfNR) The pian would assign a major role o the Metropolitan Council and DNR in
the monitoring and development of the river corridor.

Management system gh the ove ass:gnad 5 the Metropohum Councd We alto are
concerned about the resources of the ﬁ!gopohwn Council to carry out the newly assigned tasks.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNTTY EMPLOYER

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 ) 2. The plan is intended to be conceptual, providing a policy
Tages Superiatendent framework for more detailed planning and decision

Dakota Coul;qt{salso supports the concepts of funding of parks, trails and interpretive facilities
through the and enoour:ges Congress to a] riate funds to allow completion of projects
such as the Mississippi Riverfront Regional Trail, the Sco Line Corridor Regional Trail, and
acquisition and development of the Spring Lake Regional Park Reserve in addition to Pprojects
included in the proposed MNRRA Plan.

We are concerned that the proposed plan is non-specific, It appears to attempt to strike a
comgreomise between conﬂicu'png corridor uses, but provides few details on how thels‘;peompromises
will be reached. The plan will i se it j [

Sreuo D _INNiEment Decals

ack of Tocus also makes it difficult to determine if the Board’s interest in a s emphasis on

cnvironmental protection and improvement within the corridor will be obtained. More specific

implementation measures arc needed. We strongly urge the NPS to further define and develop

more specific implementation measures for this go“lgn in order to assure strong emphasis on

envir ] m ion and imp The d’s resolution includes a specific
maintained.

with respect to existing programs in the corridor will be

Finally, Dakota County continues to urge the Nationa! Park Service 10 appoint Dakota Cou;
repmlsyenmﬁvm 1o the t}e'ﬁs.sisippi River%oordinaﬁng Commission. i

If you have any questions or concerns r ing our position, please feel free to contact Jack
Ditmore, Deputy Director of Physical Development, at (612) 891-7007,

Sincerely,

Patrice Bataglia, Vice Chair
Dakota County Board of Commissioners

PB/cyk
Attachment
¢: Dakota County Commissioners
Brandt Richardson, County Administrator
Louis J. Breimburst, Director, Physical Development
Arne Ca:lso% Governor
Mayors and Township Chairs of Cities and
Townships on the River
Bob Orth, Executive Director, MICA

N:\MNRRA

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

DATE_ July 27, 1993 RESOLUTION NO.
Motion by C issi Maher Seconded by C - Turner

WHEREAS, since 1990, Dakota County has monitored National Park Service work
in the preparation of a planning and management strategy for the
Mississippl National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA); and

WHEREAS, the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area program has the
potential to have a major impact on Dakota County; and

WHEREAS, the National Park Service has recently prepared a draft
Comprehensive Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area in Minnesota; and

WHEREAS, Dakota County has studied and reviewed said document.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Dakota County Board 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 management system
through the oversight assigned to the Metropolitan Council; and

BE IT PURTHER RESOLVED, That Dakota County supports the concept of funding
parks, trails and interpretive facilities aa outlined in the MNRRA Plan
rough the National Park Service and strongly 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

Hards X Marris

Msher X Msher

Bataglia X Batagha .
Richards X Richards

Tumer X Turmer

Jensen - X Jensen

Losding X Loeding

State of Minnesota
County of Dakota

I, Josn L. Kendall, Clerk to the Board of the County of Dakota, State of Mianesota, do hereby certify that I have compared the
foregoing copy of a resolution with the original minutes of the proceedings of the Board of County Commissieners, Dakota County,
Minnesota, at thwir session hekd on the 27th dayof . July 1923 now on file in the County
Administration Department, and have found the same to be & true and correct copy thereof,

Wlh--myundmdcﬂnidnduﬂhtou(:oumym- e By oOf ?'

.
Clerk to the Board
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oE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That Dakota County urges the National Park Service
to further define and develop more specific iwplementation measures for
thie plan in order to assure a plan with a strong emphasis on environmental
protection and improvement; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That Dakota County urges the National Park Service
to require that statistically significant scientific data be presented to
support and demonstrate the raticnale for any proposal to limit existing
management programs in the river corridor based on arg ta of a
significant adverse environmental impact; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Dakota County Board of Commissioners
reiterates concerns expressed in letters to Intarior Secretary Bruce
Babbitt and Governor Arne Carleon with respect to the County’s continued

lack of representation on the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission;
and

BE IT FPFURTHER RESOLVED, That the Chair of the Dakota County Board of
Commissioners or another Commissionar or staff person be authorized to
present the position of the County Board contained in this Resolution at
the public hearing before the Mississippl Cocrdinating commission; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the National Park Service, the MNRRA
Commission, and other affected units of government be notified of this
hakota County Board position; and

. IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That staff keep the County Board apprised of
further developments in the river corridor planning process.
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612-348-30482

SANDRA HILARY
FAX-348-8701

CONMISSIONER

BOARD OF HENNEPIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

A-2400 GOVERNMENT CENTER
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 88487-0240

July 28, 1993

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service :
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 5th St. E., Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN 35101-2901

To Whom it May Concem:

1 would like to submit this letter into your records of public comment regarding the
draft plan DEIS for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

1 would specifically like to comment 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 Control Program continuously monitors larvai and adult
populations. The product used is called BTI which is actusally a common soil
bacteria that is highly effective in controlling black flies. BTI is considered to be
one of the safest insect control agents ever developed. In addition, studies have
shown that BTT does not have any measurable impact on the aquatic food chain.

Thank you for receiving these comments.

Sincerely,

District Two
SH:kw

@ PRINTED ON RECYCLED FAPER.

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
2099 UNIVERSITY AVENUE W,, ST. PAUL, MN 55104
Phone 612-643-8360 Fax 612-645-3246

FAX COMMUNICATION

DATE: July 23, 1993

TO: MMCD Commissioners representing Anoka, Hennepin, Ramsey and Washington
Counties

FROM: Bob Sjogren

RE: Testifying at Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) hearings
July 26-29

* Meetings to date with MNRRA staff requesting that the MMCD biting gnat control
program be included in the MNRRA Draft Comprehensive Management Plan - EIS
have been unsuccessful in incorporating biting gnat control. The rationale has been
that the MNRRA Commission did not include it in thelr scoping document.

* The MMCD has controlled biting gnats in metro rivers and streams since 1985, when
they became a severe annoyance problem (see following information). The
Mississippi River from Dayton to the Highway 634 bridge is particularly productive,
producing gnats which disperse across the northern metro region causing problems
in local communites,

+ As the MNRRA Comprehensive Management Plan will determine which activities
will be permitted along the river corridor, inclusion of gnat control treatments is
necessary to continue biting ghat control services.

* Extensive scientific litetature and local environmental impact research has confirmed
the safety of gnat contyol measures. Control of pest and disease insect species is a
component of enhanced enjoyment of public outdoor recreation activities in the area
identified in the findings and purposes of MNRRA [Sec, 701(a), Title VII, Mississippi
River Recreation Area Act].

» Following is a list of scheduled MINRRA hearing dates and locations. I plan to meet
m(;lulhﬂ:;!RA Commissioners and testify next week at the Anoka Technical College
on July 27.

* MMCD Commissioners from Hennepin, Anoka, Ramsey and Washington Counties
are encouraged to testify or submit a letter supporting the continuation of biting
gnat control measures until such time as scientific information is provided which
demonstrates statistically significant adverse environmental impact related to
biting gnat control measures.

¢ am forwarding similar information to north metro community leaders informing

them of thelr need to testify at the MNRRA hearings if they want biting gnat contrul
to continue.

¢ Commissioner Loeding

G-3
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Auswers fo Some Commoaty Asked
Questions

Why de black flics bibe wmet cwd mok sther peopie?
Some pecple simply %€ Just more “sppealing”.
Fossibl facors may Involve your natarsl odocs, shin
texture, body sompeealute, oF yoor behandor.

Wy arv black fies s0 Bethersowe some days and
anl other days?

Black flies arc seasithve to weathes conditlons. They
e s wctive o cloudy, bumid days with low wind.

Wiy dors the District anly coptrol larvel Mack flies
ond wet adutts?

Aduli coudeo) woulld b econiomically snd logisiloatly
impraciicad becawrse adolt black flics rest high In oo,
Treating local areas with 2 "logger” will provide only
inimat reliet wnd is not recommend for black flics,

Cae 1 do anythlrg bo reduece tha Mock fly
13 m my property?

o, biack Mlies breed only in nyaning weter end

pecial pevmnits would be tequired for ANY ecticn

you cxight wam to ke We nxommend thst you

coseact the District Io bave # checked owt by

nowledgeable expent,

Wiy s 81 50 spreyfic fo diock flies?

Black fes mast bagest the Bai where it ks octivated by
the uakyee chemisury of their guts. Ondy black flics
d thelr cloae (nsect relatives (including racsquiloes)
‘Hurve this arique gut chemisiry, Mast othes inseets,
fiah, birds, and cuzmemals ((ocludimg humans) 6o oot
‘tarve the right comach chexistry and (s are w0l
affecred,

If Yoa Went More Tnformation Contact:

Wetmpatian Mosqoito Control District
Biack Fly Conirol Program
2099 Univervity Averue
St ™l MN 33104
? 2)6459149

Affirmative Action b;ptw
T00 use Minnescis Relay Service.
Avuilable in abornets fomans.

St. Pmgd, MN 55104
I
AR,

J
Metropolitan
Mosquito Control
District

Black Fly
-Biting Gnat-

E wedul( femnaic

o JF

Control
Program
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Whal Are Biack Flies?

Black flies pxe connmoely called biting gasts. They
A clomdy e 10 fuosquiioca. Fermale black flies

tazge in size from 18 40 14 inch.
The Diack Fly Dite

Ve poinful, itchy bite of » black iy i charactestand
by a reddened weal with » wound i the ccoer. The
wound is created by the femele when che e & hole
i the skin (0 wck the biood that secps lto [t T the
preccn stie dnjects amticaagubrols, & pain kifter (40
emsin meahthyl) and comet kaina. The paia and
wowelling of (ke bite wre due f0 am allergic resciion to
thew foreiga groscins and € response fo 1he tnsim.
Black Bics 4o 20t (ransenil Ay disrases 10 bumans in
Migoesots,

Black Fly Life Cycle

Stotly afies emergence (rom Gheir tarval breeding

develepmens of bev cags. Owoe 8 blood-meal is
ctuaincd, £gg deveiopment Is completed in 2 - 4
days. The fenale thea kocates o river or sream la
which o tay themn. Depending on the spocies, ihis
will raage from the Uniest spring fo the Misshyzippi
River.

Feuale black Mics genexally ambush their victims
o toe-40p porches ttuted reat the cdgs of an
openaica. They arc day-active, with biting peaks
in the morpisg and early evening. Females tive

indicxte het the majority of black s ia tbe
toghas by only one Cxg ek,

Whon the cags bawch, the tiny tarvie begin thelr

The Black Flies of tlie Twin Clees Area

There are 14 black fty species wiihia the Twin
Clties motopolian arca. OF thess, 4 spocies xo
couidered pesis of buntam and e Diwial hat &
Progreen 1o control ther. The pest specics (in
order of ahundance) and their pecficrved fivers are:

[
E
|
i

‘The MMCD Black Fly Contrel Program
The District bas pecmlis from (e Minscsats

Natnea?
fics by appying s biolagically prodmced tosccaicids
calied Bri 0 the rivers where they breed.  Leress are:
only Uresied when the density exceads » pre-
desermined threshold The propras inclades:

»  Conlsuos sval populalion mooilriog
*  Application of B when (e trezvnent

oot
©  Moslinring the ellecuveacss of Au
»  Moalioring adull populations ©
®  Maniloring noa-target orgastms

‘Whatls Bt

woieatific sudies the world howe:
shown o Ul effects. The Dietric!, 25 sequlrad by Ity
persoits from the Minacsota

X
y

sareaas wod large thvery withia the Diseket or g

yeart. The aspeots of the stusier that beee hees

.N'.L i, thers ahaayy wilt be yome g aroed.

®  Wearlight colom, especially whites end tms; thy

slules thse detier] Weat & Hight colored bal.
®  Avnld duk enjom, expecially sed, black, or bloe.
U tamoct repelient. Apply it % yous ook,

®  [fyoe sre highly seasitive W0 bites, cow s ducae.

G-3
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., 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.
CITYOF
FRIDLEY

)LEY MUNICIPAL CENTER « 643} UNIVERSITY AVE. N.E. FRIDLEY, MN 55432 » (612) 571-3450 + FAX (612) 571-12

September 9, 1993

Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, sSuite 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 public 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 bearing on the 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

v
with the federal statute, Public Loy 100-69¢,

The addition of this amendment is crucial to the maintenance of a
"level playing fileld.® 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
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Letter to Superintendent

Misgissippi National River
and Recreation Area

September 9, 1993

Page Two

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources or the U. §. Department
of the Interior.

Sincerely,
7%L4£¢«4/5%9c£‘°"‘v

william W. Burns
city Manager

Cc: William J. Nee, Mayor
Rancy J. Jorgenson, Councilmember-at-Large
Steven E. Billings, Councilmember, Ward I
Dennis L. Schneider, Councilmember, Ward II
Edward J. Fitzpatrick, Councilmember, Ward III
Senator David Durenburger
Senator pPaul Wellstone
Representative Rod Grams
Vern Peterson, Executive Director, Rssociation of Metropolitan
Municipalities
Ann Higgins, Federal Liaison, League of Minnesota Cities

G-4



8T

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

CITY OF FRIDLEY
STATEMENT
MNRRA MISSISSIPPI RIVER PROPOSAL

The City of Fridiey wishes to enter into the record its comments on the
proposed management plan for the Mississippl River comidor in Fridley.

Our thoughts and concerns are as follows: -

d itima

In general, we do not feel that the plan adequately recognizes the interests
of residential property owners. In Fridley, the Mississippl River shoreline is fully
developed. Moreover, much of Fridley's extensive Mississippi River shoreiine is
developed residentially. Therefore, it is of deep concern to the City of Fridlsy that
the fundamental legitimacy of residential uses seems to have received only
grudging -recognitién 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 concems have been expressed In Federal

legislation and that the plan must deal with the above concems, we belleve that
the plan should also provide explicit recognition for residential uses. As the plan

now stands, % gives the -impression that residential uses are essentially

undesirable but unavoidable.

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 and discouraged uses. The
text now also states that the National Park Service has no
plan to acquire residential property.
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Varlance

étnce almost all of the riverfront residential property is owned by individuals
rather than corporate/business interests, we are also deeply concemed with the
fact that a successful appeal of an adverse variance ruling by either the
Department of Natural Resources or the Department of the Interior will be
financlally 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 the
Interior will 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 Depariment of Natural Resources be amended in a manner that
places the "burden of proof for denial of locally approved residential zoning

variances on the 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 variance is in confiict with the Federal statute (Public Law 100-696)
without reference to provisions of the MNRRA plan itself,

G-4

See response to comment G-4-1.



0¢g

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

As a practical 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 ﬁlaying field® that so many people are seeking these days.

We thank you for the opportunity to air our comments.
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FRIDLEY MUNICIPAL CENTER « 6431 UNIVERSITY AVE. N.E. FRIDLEY. MN 55432 ¢ (612) 571-3450 « FAX (612) 571-1287

WILLIAM J. NEE
MAYOR

PRI

October 6, 1993

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyra!
Superintendent
Mississippi National River
and 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, | have
refrained rom participating in the current round of *public comment.” However, | do
also wear another *hat" as a representative of Fridley residents, and so | hope the
following comments can be received as “public comment.”

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

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

4.

"Structures that do not meet setback and height standards could be rebuilt
on the same footprint if destroyed by fire or natural disaster unless
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 fire or natural disaster on the previously existing footprint and to the
previously existing height and configuration.®

RESIDENCE * 21 LOGAN PARKWAY N.E. FRIDLEY, MINNESOTA 55432 * PHONE (612) 5T1-7895

G-4

The text was clarified to reflect this comment.
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Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral
October 6, 1993
Page Two

This would say (i hope) that MNRRA permit review would not undertake the enforcement
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. | suspect that there would be a number of non-conforming situations
if the standards in the MNRRA plan (or perhaps the Critical Areas guidelines) were
strictly enforced, and the variance criteria described on Page 29 applied literally.

The homeowner asked some reasonable "what if" questions, to which | had to answer,
"You could have some trouble.” That is why there is “ferment" 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, D.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. | 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 owners are listening.

Another concern is the overiay of an additional layer of government. 1 think that this
issue has surfaced without exception from all those who have contacted me. Trying to
e g d pared 9 oY COTV 2. =] #){2) O ave died

the "Draft Plan” that confidence in the proposal cannot be justnfled.

vETNE

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 official 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 focal units, but Section 704(b)(1) and
705(d) says local units of goverment must ao it MNRRA's way, "or else"!

When we are starting from that foundation, it is a little difficult to maintain credibiiity
using such concepts as “cooperative,” "partnerships,” "assist local units of government,”
efc., when anybody who reads the plan can see the duplicity of the pretense that this
is not a Washington "takeover.”

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 8, 1993
Page Three

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

I do think it would be constructive to devise a way to shift the “burden of proof’ on
variance and permit appeals to the Secretary of the Interior instead of the petitioner.

v V4 L 8 ia
of special use permits tends to prevent arbitrary/capricious decisions by Minnesota
cities. 1do not think a similar provision would seriously prevent MNRRA from achieving
legitimate goals.

Anyway, these are some of the public concems that have developed in this (upstream)
stretch of the river. | would be interested in any thoughts the Nationat Park Service or
other commissioners might have.

Sincerely,

Y5V

William J. Nee
Mayor, City of Fridiey

WJIN:rsc

c Representative Rod Grams
Representative Wayne Simoneau
Senator Gene Mertiam
Senator William Luther
Senator Steven Novak
Representative Alice Johnson
Representative Charlie Weaver
Senator Donald Betzoid
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 McCauiey
Anoka County Commissioner Paul McCarron
Anoka County Commissioner Dan Erhart

The plan does not propose any appeals to the secretary of
the interior.
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August 26, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral

Superintendent

National Park Service

MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND
RECREATION AREA

175 Bast Fifth Street, Sujte 418

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

This letter is in responee to your request to Mayor Beberg at the July
public hearing to relate anoka‘s concerns to specific parts of the
draft comprehensive plan. Our City Planner Melinda Coleman haa
reviewed the document and I have enclosed her memorandum to me
summarizing some of our specific concerns.

In general, the city is concerned about another federally unfunded
mandate that requires acarce city dollars and staff time to implement
with little or no opportunity for reimbursement for our coste. The
Anoka City Council has been on record for a long time in opposition to
federal and state mandates that carry no source of funding the
implementation of the particular law or requlation. :

Second, the plan provides no specifics on residential variance

guidelines and procedures, which would be of significant concern to
Anoka homeowners. While I recognize this is perhaps not a goal of the
s 0 icu O BUppor. e plan, since we have no
idea how it will be implemented by regional and state agencies.

Third, there is little detall in the plan on how existing city
redevelopment plane and tourism activities would be affected as a
regu}t Of Eh? 1mplement9tion of the draft plan. The city has a

trrrestmert—inthe Tong-Tange Youeve lopment of the downtown
flood plain and Peninsula Point area that may be affected by .
subsequent regulations based on the concept plan from the Metropolitan
Council and other agencies. In addition, our interpretation of the
plan suggests it would be possible that river boat activities and the

2015 FIRST AVE. NO. » ANOKA, MINNESOTA 55303-2270 » PHONE (612) 421-6630
— AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER —

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

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.

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. J:‘“z"‘} “{;;% 4, Additional clarifying language was added to the plan to
ugus . . A . .
Page 2 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
Minnesota Smallmouth Bass Championship, which is an annual "catch-and- . epe
release* fishing tour corridor communities.
allowable. More definition of how the plan would work is needed; that
4 ie, specific examples of activities that would not meet guidelines is . . .
cosential, so peoble understend the affect of the plan. 5. Local control would be retained. Metropolitan Council
Finally, we remain concerned about the plan‘s seeming delegation of actions would not exceed their existing authority. The plan
decision-making authority over local plans to the Metropolitan ifv thi
5 Council, as has been suggested at public meetings, which may be was amended to clari y this.
outside the authority of the Metropolitan Council.

These are just a few of the areas in the plan that are nonspecific or
unclear, but these represent the salient 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
months to comment on the plan provided by the commission.

On behalf of the Anoka City Council,

CITY OF ANOKA

Wark-Vagel

Mark Nagel
City Mapager

Enclosure

lay\m\wes)
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aNoka 1 —Cityof ANOKA

August 16, 1993

Xr. Doug Bryaat

superintendent

HENNEPIN PARKS

12615 County Road 5

Plymouth, Minnescta 55641-1248

Dear Mr. Bryaatt:
Pirst, thank you for sponsoring the rscent meeting to review the possible

alternatives for the Coon Rapids dam. It vas very informative and we hope you )
will keep us updated on the prog of the study. !

At its joint meeting on Monday, July 12, 1993, the City Councils of Anoka aed
Chazplin met to discuss this issue and adopted the sttached resolutioca
regarding the Coon Rapids dam., Both city gouncile voted unanimously to oppose .
the selection of any alternative that resulte in the remcval of the Coon
Rapids dam for the reascns outlined in the joint resclutica. ID addition, the
councils ask that the Minnesota Department of Mstural Rescurces aud the state
lagislaturs work together with the guburban Eennepin Regional Park District to
provide funds to removate the dam, psrticularly if the power generation opticn
is not feasible. We believe the reténtion of tbe Coon Repids dam is very
important to both the recreational and economic base of the north metro area
and the two communities.

We look forward to working with you o preserve the dam. If you have any
questions regarding the rescluticn, please do not hesitats to contact me at
the phooe oumber below.

on behalf of the Anoka city Council,

Vi Hoael

Mark d¥agel .
City Manager .
MNcdy
Attachment
cct  Marilyn Corcoran sayor Mee, City of rridley
Senator Gene Merriam Nayor Thompson, city of coon Rapids

Reprosentative Charlie Weaver, Jr. Dan Erhart, Anoke County Cowm.
Mayor Gilbertson, City of Ramsey Dennis 3srg, Ancks couhty Coms.

1dy\aor\ca-tany

2015 FIRST AVE. NO. « ANOKA, MINNESOTA 55303-2270 « PHONE (612) 4216630
= ANEQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER —
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 13, 1993
TO: Mark Nagel, City Manager
FROM: Melinda Coleman, City Planner

SUBJECT: MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN

T have reviewed the draft management plan and noted areas of concern by page number. My
primary focus on this relates 1o the proposed land use and zoning controls.

Page 20: The plan indicates that local governments would continue to have primary land use
planning and control responsibilities. Met Council staff wounld provide assistance on plan
development and revision to achieve conformance with this plan. The DNR would provide
technical assistance to local goveruments in revieing and administering soning contrels to this

£

- g i g a8 - .. v DE o 0 i
permitting and plan implementation. My question is who is going to help cities pay fo

r staff

6 | time to rewrite ordinances and comprehensive plans. The DNR typically provides model

ordinances and cilies stall then rewnte their ordinances and holds the public hearings etc.

Page 23; The plan states "new land use and development in the riverfront area (the first 300’

" back from the river) would include those activities relating to or requiring a lecation next to

the river, activities relating to or requiring a Jocation next to the river, activities preserving
historic structures or activities enhancing the river." I question how these are defined and

hGw This relates 1o 1he area adjacent to Peminsula Point Park. The 300° setback requirement

and scrutinization of uses could be very limiting to our redevelopment plans. More on this
later.

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

OIS MO ]

G-5

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.)
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10

11

12

Page 29: Variance procedures would be adopted to impl policies with consultation from
the DNR. The management plan states the results 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?

Page 781 The plan states "State legislation would be sought to require that local planning and
actions be consistent with this plan. Land use management would continue to be the
responaibility of local governments, but their actions would be subject to concurrence by the
Met Cauncil (plan) and the DNR (action)”. Local governments would continue to have the
lead in local economic development planning activities. They would:

Revise plans and ordinances to conform to the MNRRA Plan.
Continue day to day implementation of land use control.

Acquire and develop park land and build trails.

Receive acquisition and development grants, if implementing plan,
Cond ic development activities.

Operate local parks and interpretive facilities.

Implement the MNRRA plan on their land.

The question that I bave with regard to this is, would the state legislation nsurp our
ordinances, how would this affect Peninsula Park, and how would cities be involved in
determining the plans? :

Page 79 Coordination and st of land management responsibilities and how they
would remain with local government. The question that we have is how would the review
process work? Who would it involve? And how would coordination be improved over what

is currently in place? Right now it is the responmsibilities of the cities to work with the

~environmental quahty Doard in cases where we are doing projects within the critical corridor.
This document talks about how there is a need for improved consistence and coordination of
use and devalopment in the corridor, but it does not speak to how this process would be set
np. Staff questions time frame, cost, and who would we be primarily working with the Met
Council or the DNR?

Page 8Lh Talke sbout strategies for streamlining the regulatory structure. However, it
doesn’t indicate who will be responsible for addressing the regulatory structure. Is it the
current committee, will there be more city involvement since we are the ones who will be

primarily working, at least as the first point of contact with development projects in the

corridor. The question is who decides on this whole structure for streamlining the procesa?

nother major concern that I'have is are we going to be duplicating efforts? And, what kind
of timeframe will be involved in obtaining permits? This seems to be two of the major
questions in my mind that need to be answered.

Page 2051 Appendix C: Sample Design guideli The sample design guidelines will have a
great impact on our planning for Peninsula Park and the area surrounding that. The higgest

oM M0 2

10.

11.

12.

: 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
i 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.
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13

concern has to do with setbacks. The management plan requires 100" from the ordinary high
water line (plus additional eet back for tall buildings in the area 100° to 300° from the shore,
see architectural guidelines later) also requires 40° from the bluff line (plus additional setback
of 60’ for buildings over 25%, see architectural guidelines).

The architectural guidelines go on to say that buildings in the riverfront area (which must
be set back at leant 100" from the river) should not exceed the following height: 25' within
200" of the river and 40’ within 300" of the river. It goes on to say that buildings in the bluff
Preservation area (which must be setback 40° from the blnffline) should not exceed 25°, with
an additional 60° setbacks for buildings over 125 feet. Our riparian yard setback from the
ordinary high water mark 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 Peninsula Point redevelopment plan, the 300° setback
would cut into the Pierce Motel by about 1/3, it would eliminate the opportunity for the
Manor Home Project, which is behind the Pierce Motel and the garage area and would also

pibe Shiah Honse and almg 20.-8

Building. I think the City of Anoka wmay wish, at some poiat, to put into the record our
plans for Peninsula Point and the immediate arca and note that we have some concerns about

building beight limitations and use restrictions within that 300" es it pertains to the adopted
preferred plan.

This izes my ns a8 it pertains to land use and zoning controls within the critical
corridor, [ also do have some concerns about funding mechaniaras for the work that is going
to be thrust upon the City of Anoks, and also how grants and financial assistance would be
made available to cities to do work in these areas.

POMIIS MMO 3

G-5

13.

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

ARmACT
nenmmei PNAE

A3u.HGTON

4 2009 UNIVERSITY AVENUE WEST m ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55104-3431

612-645.9149 B FAX 612-845-3248 TDD use Minnesota Relay Service

R.O. BJOGREN, Ph.O. W.J. CAESAR
Director Business Admin.

July 27, 1993

Mr. Peter Gove, Chair

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Mr. Gove:

The Metropolitan Mosquito Contral District (MMCD) biting gnat control program was
not included in the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission Scoping Document.
This testimony is presented to inform the Commission of the severe biting insect
production which occurs in portions of the Mississippi River. This biting gnat
annoyance will significantly diminish the outdoor recreation plans of MNRRA if not
permitted to continue.

The following is comment on the draft comprehensive management environmental
impact statement for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Reference is
made to documents which have been submitted previously by the MMCD which are on
file of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

In response to citizen concerns about biting gnat annoyance and allergic response, the
metropolitan county commissioners established a biting gnat control program in 1984.
This information is documented in the attached publication “Black fly (Diptera:
Simuliidae) problems and their control strategies in Minnesota”. Also attached is a
brochure “Metropolitan Mosquito Control District, Black Fly -Biting Gnat- Control
Program”, which provides general information.

The gnat contral program is under the supervision of the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources, via an annual permitting process. Since the inception of the
program, one half million dollars have been spent by the District to conduct aquatic
non-target impact studies to confirm the environmental safety, which is also extensively

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER




1€

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

.

reported in the scdentific literature, of the soil bacteria Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis
{BTD) used to control gnat larval populations.

Commentary follows on relevant statements contained in the draft comprehensive
management envir: d i ct sta
General Statement

* Control of pest insect species is a component of enhanced enjoyment of public
outdoor recreational activities in the area identified in the findings and purposes ( Sec.
701(a), Title VII, Mississippi National River Recreation Area Act).

* Scientific evidence available indicates such control measures do not conflict with
other directives including “preservation and enhancement of the environmental values
of the area” or “conservation and protection of soenic, ... scientific values of the area.”

Natural Resource Management -Proposed Policies and Actions
o Item 6. Reduction of the use of chemicals for ... pest control has been realized in the

L 4

employment of biologicat control agent BT

* Addition of Item 26 is proposed: Support state and local government IPM programs
(with component selection based upon existing scientific evidence indicating the
method warks now) to prevent, manage, and decrease annoyance insects in the river
corridor.

Visitor Use and interpretation -Proposed Policies and Actions

* Management and prevention of annoyance insects in the river corridor will contribute
to increased visitor enjoyment and appredation of natural and cultural features and
outdoor recreational activities.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

R.D. W

Robert D. Sjogren
Director

See response to comment G-3-1.
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Minnesota

41 Department of Transportation
% Transportation Building
{ 395 John Ireland Boulevard
or Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155
July 28, 1993

Mr. Peter Gove

Mississippi River Coordinating 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 in
Draft #4. The new text starts on page 34 and continues onto pages 37 and 38.

Sincerely,

Richard F. Lambert

See responses to MNDOT letter G-15
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Wording changes for MNRRA on pp.34-38 on the Draft plan.

Delete eﬁerydnng afterCommercial Navigation (page 34) & going thru 2nd paragraph on

" page 37 endmg with the words "during the life of this plan® , substitute the following

wording:

In 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 system and jts 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 vast expanses of
water for recreational use, municipal water supply and water supplies for a number of
industrial and agricultural uses.

Ce | navigation provides an economical, safe, energy efficient, and environmentally
tnend}y form of tnmsportauon for millions of tons of freight each year. It provides the Twin
Cities region and upper Midwest with a vital link from the natjon’s agricultural heartland
to domestic and international markets. The terminals in the region are a focal point for
shippers that serve a Jarge part of the upper Midwest. River terminals in the Twin Cities
region annually handle 15 to 20 million tons of commodities. The river system provides
efficient transportation to and from the region, including:

L] grain and mill products shipped to processors throughout the nation’s heartland and
to export terminals at the mouth of the river near the Gulf of Mexico

[ other major Jong-haul southbound shipments jnclude coal, potassic fertilizer, scrap
iron, and petroleum coke

° inbound shipments of coal, phosphatic fertilizer, salt, petroleum products, chemicals,
cement, steel, and pipe

L] large local movements of sand and gravel and petroleum products

Because of its energy efficiency, the towing industry provides service 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, Jand transportation rates to export terminals are s:gmﬁcantly higher.
Towmg industry energy efﬁc]encws also produce much lower levels of exhaust emissions and

DU, IRV DI s

G-7



49

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Barge traffic levels fluctuate but maintain an upward trend. Based of 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 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 next 20 years. Following a dramatic drop
from 23 million tons in 1984, to just over 16 million in 1985, traffic has grown to 19.5
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 from the
Minnesota agricultural community served by terminals in the Twin Citjes’ area. In 1992, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recorded the third highest volume of goods movement in
history tbrough Lock and Dam 2.

The increased growth in waterborne traffic, which is greater than projected by the two most
recent studies of the area’s potential, reflects a small increase in grain but major increases
in fertilizer, coal, aggregate and general cargoes. For the past 25 years grain terminals on
Minnesota’s part 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 about”
and ending with "impact on aquatic fife” and replace with:

Commercial navigation growth in the Metro area will be based on shippers’ increased cargo
transport needs. Fleeting growth will be based on the same increased transport needs. New
or expanded commercial navigation facility activity will be balanced with concern for other
resource values in the corridor using historic environmental assessment procedures.

(Page 38---3rd paragraph from the bottom.) Rewrite the last sentence to read : Moosed
barges must not present an impediment to navigation (either commercial or recreational)
nor damage the integrity of the river.
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OFFICE OF CITY ADMINISTRATOR

CITY OF (6121 4508700
SOUTH ST. PAUL FAX (612) 450-5447

125 THIRD AVENUE NORTH

Avupust 2, 1993

Peter Gove, Chairman
NBRRA Commission

175 East Sth Street

Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr, Gove:

As I stated in my formal presentation at the public hearing Wednesday night, we appreciate
your time and effort in chairing this most comprehensive approach to preserving the natural
amenities and working river aspects of thc Mmmppx River.

We testified that it is absolutely essenual 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 the area in our business and ndustrial park is
separated from the river by a levee and a railroad. ' The levee is a well engineered structure
which functioned very wellin the recént floods and pmvemed any damage in South St. Pau).

The raifroad is the Chicago and Northwestern mainline which was relocated years back from
the middle of the City 1o the riverfront. That isa decision which might not be made today but
which was made aad I think should be takén as fact at this time.

These two barriers basically make the area of our business and industrial park inaccessible to
the river. Wecantnot 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 this time, there is probably
no known need for this type of facility anyway. * '

Weare 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

SCUTH ST PAUL. MINN. 55075-2097
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walkway over the railroad to get to the trail. We are planning park and recteahon uses behind
the levee in several areas.

The list oo page 25 which lists the types of uses which would normally be discouraged are those

which we are seeking in our industrial park. We are building a genera) use business and
industrial park which cannot be restricted by tlns plan We are seekmg generd industry lnd

und thc mlroad does not have acoess to the river. We are not see.hng and will not allow open
outdoor storage uses which are not incidental to another permitted use. While thereis need of
this type of use in St. Paul, it will never happen in South St. Paul and anything you can do to
get the area in St. Paul cleaned up will be strongly supported by South St. Pau!. These junk
areas are not only an eye sore, but are not protected by a levee and therefore allow many
strange things to float down the river when we have floods like this year.

In short, I hope you can see that we are treating the river frontage as everyone wants to see it
treated, but we cannot give up prime industrial land which cannot be seen from the river
because of the levee and the railroad, simply because someone has drawn a 300 foot setback
line on a map. We do not anticipate very much happening within the first 300 feet because of

from any uses we approve which may venture into this area. The document is well written as
it stands on this issue, the reason for the exemption is well documented and there is no real
argument for removing the language which has been agreed on several times by the full
commission.

If you have never walked or driven around this area of the riverfront or have not seen 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 true. The only reason I can think of to limit South St. Paul’s Industrial
and Business Park would be to give an advantage to some other city to develop its industrial
area and I hope this is not what this is all about.

Thank you for your probing questions at the hearing, it allowed us to state our case and
hopefully this letter has given you and the rest of the commission the information you need to
complete your task,

City Administrator

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.
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TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF SOUTH ST. PAUL
PRESENTED BY

DOUGLAS 5. REEDER, CITY ADMINISTRATOR

On behalf of che City of South St. Paul, I would like to thank the Commission (or (his

opportunity to beheard on the propesed Comgrehensi ve Management Plan [or the Mississippi

National River and Recreation Area

Wecommend the Commission and the stafT for the trany hours of work in drahing this

document and the very comprehensive hearing schedule to allow pubiic comment.

We are in gencral pleased with the Plan aod feel that the Commission has done an

excellent job of developing a plan which protects the rights and tnterestz of all o' the various

interest groups and the general public,

We would like 1o make some specific comments.

1

We feel that it is sbsolutely ¢ysential that the Mississippi River continues to be

recognized as a Working River. Thete are some areas in the docwment that scem to

asavume that Jocal guverniment is not doing its job in preventing development which will
lead to environmental problems. We would argue that in addition 10 the myriad of
existing stateand federal regulations protecting the environment, that local government

has been doing an excellent job of protecting the environment, usually in a stricter

maaner than required by federal and state requirements, Therefove no further fevel of
environmental controls really need to be put in place on the Mississippi River which wil)

merely lead to difficulty io developing undeveloped property.

G-8

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 everycity submit their

plans to anyone, and rather than having these already adopted local plans remain in
limbo untif 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 arein conflict. If and when that hzippens, a process could be put in place to solve

the conflict. This would allow development to continue unin.tcrrupted by delays at some

higher level possibly caused only by an inability to act quickly. Since this metropolitan

areacompetes with other states and regions foreconomic development, the speed of the
approval process is very very important. South St. Paul is concerned about this aspect
because we have a vast amount of industrial and commercial property to cievelop along
the river corridor. We think the efforts of South St. Paul in the development of a river
front trail and adjoining park areasis 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 St. Paul continues to not understand 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 aad that there is no evidence that we are not doing a good job of land

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 require 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 usto continue to develop our industrial park which

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

flood levy from the 300 foot riverfront Jand use policy. Thislanguage 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 fand available in South St. Paul. What we have achieved to date
is to remove two massive old meat packing plants and clear the land for new modern
development under development standards that will insure a good Jooking park which
will be 100% better thgn the appearance of the old buildings. In addition weare 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. Ifany of
the Commission has any questions about this 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
taken to remove this exemption, that the City of South St. Paul have the opportunity

to discuss this with the Commission in detail.

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.




oy

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

1 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 along 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.
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FAX (612) 223-5198
PORT AUTHORTY OF THE CITY OF SAINT PAUL TOLL FREE (800) 328-8417
1900 LANDMARK TOWERS @ 345 ST. PETER STREET @  ST. PAUL MN 55102- 1661 &  PHOMNE (642) 224-5686

July 30, 1993

Ma. Joanne Kyral
Superintendent

National Park Service

175 East Fifih Street

Suite 418

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Joanne:

Attached for your information are my comments from the hearing on Thursday,
July 29. If you have any commenis or questions, please give me a call.

Sincerel!
ie Louder
Director
Industria! Development
LJL:ca
Attach.
cc. C. Wiger

G-10
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1. 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.

L Port Authority and Business Stakeholders Primary Concerns

A.  Working River 2. The plan implementation section was revised to clarify this
. Balance between economic growth and environmental preservation : Pk
C Loca comre over 1and use and development deciions 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
A. Changes o prior drafts have gmﬁcnmly improved the Plan content .
and tome. ) . where possible.

n. Plan Comments

B.

There are two key remaining corcerns:

1. Not enough credence given to industrial development and devel-

1 opment that, in urhan arcas, should be seen from the gpposite
shore.

2. Proposal review process indicated in Plan is less than sdequately

2 defined, is bazy, and generally indicates A cumbersome scenario

of multiple reviews with no time frames.

& CODCETOS overly process that 1s
out of the hands of local g (this will undoubtedly
chase certain private sector growth away).

b.  The National Park Service (NPS) could stop a project with
the "slow no” (as perceived by the busi
nity/company proposing certain project). ‘The Stakeholders
and Port Authority were assured by the NPS Superinten-
dent that NPS just wanted to be

*  We urged the Commission to include an example of a
review process, to lend more specificity © the general
process outlined in the Plan.

¢.  THE PLAN DRAFT LANGUAGE SHOULD BE AME-
NDED AND CLARIFIED
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m. Specific Plan Comments

A.  Industrial Development
1. The term may create L ks, large h

Ilsiting tisesg)

a.  But, the type of i ial devel we are proposing
eoncq;tumfwtclean welldengned wdllmdmpedand

includes job intensive uses besides structures.

B.  Peage 24 - Plan quoftes "industry 1hat Tequires Tivertront tor
its function should be allowed®: We urge the Commission
o take a different view and recognize that there are some
very quality, value added, job intensive light manufacturing
uses that technically do not require the river for its function
but nevertheless should be located on certain developable

c. Page 24: Add the words "light industrial® to the statement
on allowing office buildings in the Corridor.

T3 lopmen

hat § 1 imifing,
The Plan states "undeveloped land areas would appear open
as observed from the river and opposite shore®. We urge
the Commission to change this language. It may be very
goodformml but there needs to be exception language for

b.  Page %% The Plan i “devel for non-
Tiver dependent industries to nelow!e out". We urge the
Commission to delete this or amend the language. In Saint
Paul, for example, there are viable economic uses in the
category of light industrial and office that do not technical-
ly require the river itself (Holman Field buildings, light
manufacturing facilities, etc.). We believe it is not neces-
sary or practical to spend public doltars in removing these
uses, since they in no way harm the river or pollute the
environment.

* A suggested language change would be o indicate that
the event to trigger such provision of incentives would
be for industry that is a "noxious use” or a polluting
entity to the environment and/or River.

G-10

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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‘ B, Local Contral 7. The setting of specific time frames is beyond the scope of
" I The Plan sp:?ggfm?mf O i e D B the plan. They would be worked out after the plan is final.

munities, . 'Time frames associated with existing land use
* ;ﬁmﬂ;mgmcﬂ‘hﬂ‘;}m%“; prob- management programs would remain in effect.

Delaware, whereby more than ten years of local hﬂslnn adop-

process ertaken, lu- . . .
:2 and it “"d qui .",’,:'.'f:,meimof u:’:c:, 8. The review process was clarified in the final plan.
v ; .

tion,
2.  Page20: The Plan indicates that "new business dcvelopnmt
would continue to be a function of local plans and s”. If

this is indeed the case, we would recommend that the Process and
RmchecuonofﬂzPhnreﬂcctandreoognuethueon

Y apparen!
ennveplm currently generally outlined in this draft.

Summary

The Port Authority, Business Stakeholders, Sierra Club and Citizens for
Better Environment bave formed an alliance which has resuited in the
outline of issues of common agreement. We are committed to continue
that process and to discuss areas of mutual concem.

The Port Authority and Business Stakeholders look forward to continu-
ing to work with NPS staff. We are available to discuss the details of
our testimony and to assist in providing draft language, as may be
requested by Supenmcndmt Kyral.

We continue the C ion’s op in considering
our comments and concerns.
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Ms. Joanne Kyral

November 5, 1993
Page -2-

As Lorrie mentioned on the phone to you recentdy, Larry Romans from Congressman
Vmwsofﬁoepmvxded commenutoourde at the October 26 meeting. He
d that D of the River will continue, the Park Service will

not duplicate the permitting 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 working on visitor centers and will serve in a coordinating
role r ding the impl jon of the MNRRA Plan. Regarding local variance, he
indicated that the Park Service does not have the authority to compe! a certain action,
and he envisioned a cooperative effort on the part of the Park Service with local
authorities, The Port Authority’s Board Chairman, Howard Guthmann, indicated that
he wanted it noted for the record that he expecied a promise from Mr. Romans that
there would always be timely response from the Park Service on local development
issues on which they chose to comment. Mr. Romans replied that he did not believe

that this would be a problem.

We want to make it clear to you, Superintendent Kyral, that we believe it is imperative
that you and your staff work diligmtly to clarify language in certain parts of the
MNRRA Draft Plan as outlined in the hed We furthermore expect thal
you will be managing the implementation of this Plan in full 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 regarding any further cooperative efforts in this regard.

M

Kenneth R. Johnson
President
ec. L. Louder
M. Strand

C. Wiger, Business Stakeholders
L. Doerr, CBE

G-10
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City of Hastings

HASTINGS
ON THE
MISSISSIPPL

100 Sibley Street o Hastings, Minnesota 55033-0097
6120437 #4127 » Fax: 612 @437 07082

August 2, 1983

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street

Suite 418

Box 41

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

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

Oon bahaif 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 ltong 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 specific 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 be located i$n the old
courthouse (now being renovated for city offices) in a space
on the first floor near the rotunda. Major advantages of this
space are the visibility of this site from U.S. Highway 61,
location in an historic building near the historic downtown
district and river, and visibility and ease of access for
people conducting business with the ¢ity."”

The availability of space in the courthouse for MNRRA use was
tentative when this matter wes discussed with NPS staff and City
needs have now become more clear. It has been determined that this
space will no longer be available.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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The City of Hastings is still interested in working with the
1 Nationa) Park Service in developing a Hastings Interpretive Center,

however, space will not be available in the new City Hall (01d
Courthouse).

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

Sincerely,

M/du/ & A/W
Michael A. Woziak, AICP

Community Development Director

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

G-11

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.
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RESOLUTION No. _90-93
CITY OF HASTINGS

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HASTINGS OFFERING
COMMENTS ON THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER ARD RECREATION AREA
"DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

STATEMENT

WHEREAS. On November 18. ]988, Public Law 100-696 established the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) as a unit of
the nationasl park system. which is composed of over 370 areas
administered by the National Park Service (NPS), an agency of the
U.S5. 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
(3)provide a management framework to assist the state of Minnesota
and units of local government in the development and implementation
of integrated resource management programs and ensure orderly
public and private development in the area.

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

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinating Committee was
established to ensure local assistance to the secretary of the
interior in planning for the national river and recreatijon area.

WHEREAS, -under the guidance of the Mississippi River Coordinating
Committee and including substantial public participation; a "Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan and Draft Environmental lmpact
Statement for the MNRRA have been prepared. This draft
comprehensive management pian 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 toc facilitate comparison.
Alternative B would emphasize greater resource protection than the
proposal; alternative C would emphasize greater use and
development than the proposal. Impact of the proposed plan and the
three alternatives have been assessed.

WHERFAS, the National Park Service has held a series of public
meetings and has solicited written comments from concerned parsties
including the City of Hastings.




14

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

WHEREAS. the National Park Service has held a series of Pub!ic
mectings 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 Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement™ and has participated in public forums and with
written comments as deemed appropriate.

WHEREAS, the City of Hastings has adopted plans and ordinances with
the express intent of protecting and preserving the beauty and
resource value of the Mississippi River while allowing for batanced
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 layver of government bureaucracy which is is not needcd.
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 variamces 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 redundant
review is logical in order to avoid undesjrable conflicts with the
MNRRA plan. however, in practice it will likely result in costly
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 Commission modify the MNRRA Plan to
minimize unneeded intervention in site specific local land use
decision making.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Hastings does not object to the
preferred plan option which emphasizes a balanced approach to
resource protection and use in the river corridor.

G-11
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BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED. the City of Hastings recognizes the general
nature of the draft comprehensive management plan and environmental
impact statement and requests thal the City be consulted with and
involved in policy making and development of specific programs and
projects that will be necessary to implement the MNRRA
Comprehensive Management Plan and may affect Hastings.

ADOPTED BY THE CI1TY COUNCIL OF THE C171Y OF HASTINGS, MINNESOTA THIS
7TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1993

Ayes: Trautmann, Johnson, Warner, Hicks, Simacek, Riveness and Mayor Werner

Nays: None

ATTEST:

BARBARA C. THOMPSON, CITC CLERK
W\vi,\)w

MICHAEL D. WERNER, MAYOR
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RANDY JOHNSON
COMMISSIONER

A-2400 GOVERNMENT CENTER
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 85487-0240

Bugust 9, 1993

Mr. Peter Gove, Chair

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
¢ 175 Bast 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 Management 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 impetus 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 permits 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 henefits of your investment in
MNRRA planning.

Very truly yours,

Land, Phnsern

Randy Johnson %«
Commissioner

RJ:cmec

PRINTED ON 100 PERCENT AECYCLED PAFER

G-13

See response to comment G-3-1
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w— 1. A statement of no effect was added in the Environmental
i f the Interior RN . . ;
United States Department o —— Consequences section of the final environmental impact
— )
BUREAU OF MINES —— R statement.
[ntermountain Field Operations Center - L} R
P.0. Box 25086
Building 20, Denver Federal Center August 10, 1993
Denver, Colorado 80225

Memorandum
To: Superintendent, Mississippi National River and

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

From: Supervisory Pnysical Scientist

Subject: Review of Draft Comprehensive Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area, Anoka, Ramsey,
Washington, Dakota, and Hennepin Counties, Minnesota

At your request, personnel of the Bureau of Mines reviewed the
draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Environmental 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 of the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area,

include clay/shale, carbonate rocks, sandstone, and sand and

gravel. The subject document recognizes that the Mississippi River

corridor, particularly in the Twin Cities area, continues to be an
imgortant area for mining industrial mineral resources f{p. 111=_

- , bu oes not mention how the proposed management plan will

affect future development of those resources. We suggest that

1 subsequent versions of the EIS discuss impacts to mineral
resources. It, after stud no adverse impacts to ine —

—mmmsmm%ﬁrﬁ—mw

included. Such an inclusion would provide users of the document

O 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, i

Mark H. Hibpshman

~ rhw/evl
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Minnesota

y Department of Transportation
‘% Transportation Building
“"! 395 John Ireland Boulevard
[~ 3

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

August 19, 1993

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paut MN 55101

SUBJECT: DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Ms. Kyral:

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 a2
thankless task, and we appreciate their efforts.

1t is vital to pay close attention to this Plan. It is critical that the Plan not only preserve
and enhance natural and recreational resources within the river corridor, but also that it
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 ecopomy 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 blufftines. Farmers and shippers

An Equal Opporianity Employer
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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 1o 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 Si. 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

allowable, "if consistent with the plan.” Yet, one may look to the Pian for guidance on a
specific proposal, and find no guidance there. The Plan needs to provide certainty. A';_j

" i GE
wide variety of interpretations. A plan should be specific, to preclude the possibility of a
person seeing whatever he or she desires to see in the Plan, Our experience with Mastar
Plans is that over time their provisions are often interpreted more rigidly than their
framers 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 1o
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 asked 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 abie 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.

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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Intermodal Omissions

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 and 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.

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

Holman Field in St, 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
Commission? 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 expansion 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. M 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
specificaily 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 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act -
(ISTEA), and the strong emphasis on intermodalism within that act. Intermodal links

—atr,ralt; TansSportation are encouraged in this act.
Intermodal facilities have historically located within river corridors, and this is
particularly true within the MNRRA corridor. ISTEA alsb includes a number of '
programs which present opportunities for cooperative projects to improve recreational,
Datural, and cultural resources, i.e. Scenic Byways, and Enhancement projects.

3

G-15

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.




96

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

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 paraliel tracks,
and more importantly, rail yards and intermodal shipping terminals are within the
MNRRA 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,

Relationship to Other Planning 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.

¢ Jaw which create 15815s1pp1 National Kiver and Recreation Area contains
many references to working with state, regional, and local agencies, and coordinating the
efforts of the commission with state, reglonal and local planmng efforts Regardmg

ﬂeeung. the Plan is very deﬁclent in conslderatlon of transportanon Pamcularly 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 {ransportation plans of that body.

In
The Plan is also functioning as a Draft EIS. The nature of the proposal at hand is such
to require close examination of indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed action.

11 T er
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 Cities 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 these public lands and associated water and land use restrictions upon the
land use and economic life of the Twin Cities 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.

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.

A reference to this document was added.

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 Guif 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 automabile movement will reach far beyond the MNRRA corridor, and
have the potential 1o adversely affect interstate commerce. We do not see this sort of
discussion 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,

G-15
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Minnesota Department of Transportation
Detailed Comments
Draft Comprehensive Management Plan
Environmental Impact Statement
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
August 19, 1993

Purpose and Visions for the Area

8 Page 11: Mn/DOT supports the vision that residents and visitors will be able to

traverse the entire length of the corridor by foot and bicycle. While it may not be
——possible 10 Bave a continuous trail system immediately adjacefl 10 The river Tof The eanrs

length of the corridor, it is important to have a continuous trail system as close to the
river as is practical.

Detalled Policles:

Page 23: The proposed plan specifically mentions road, trail, and waterway
transportation modes. The plan fails to make specific policy recommendations for

railroads and airports, two other transportation modes within the corridor. These modes

Ticed (0 b€ Greated 1n a sinular tasmon (0 exisiing Tand uses within the corridor and
riverfront area which the Plan acknowledges can maintain and upgrade their facilities.

In addition, the proposed site development policies are specific requirements based upon
resource protection goals. It is redundant to require that expansion be consistent with
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 bustress-and-industries existing langd uses in the
10 corridor to expand existing facilities if the expansion is consistent with reseutee
pretectionand 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,

1 Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport, and the extensive railroad network within the
1 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

10.

11.

15.

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.
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13

14

15

included as an example of an acceptable use, is bridges crossing the river and associated

3 Annend o the bluft gixide nawle h pproped B D

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

address the social, economic, and environmential impacts Of such a policy. A supplement
to the DEIS would be required. Refer to our comments on page 29, policy #11. We
request that the following be added to the examples of uses acceptable along the
riverfront:

 brid | thei iated 1, roads, ra il

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 along
the riverfront:

- seaplane bases and associated aviation facilities

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:

it jated

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 Jacks precision, and allows for an
interpretation no new transportation crossings of the river would be consistent with the
Plan. If this is the intent of the propased policy, then the DEIS fails to adequately assess
the social, economic, and eavironmental impact of such a palicy. A Supplemental DEIS
would be required, which would need to assess:

- The existing river crossings with capacity deficiencies, such as TH 610, 1-694, I-
94, and 1-494

A2

G-15

12.

13.

14.

15.

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.
The subject list was removed from plan.

This sentence has been added.
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- Areas where existing or projected future 1raffic demands mav require additional
crossings, such as Anoka and Hastings -

- The social, 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 Airport 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 investment decisions to those
charged with the decisions, at the time such decisions need to be made. The cities alonf
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 follows:

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 1o 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 DEIS. If this is the
interpretation, then a revised or Supplemental DEIS would be required to evaluate the
social, economic, and environmental impact of decreasing vehicle capacity and rerouting
iruck movements along and across the corridor. This analysis should include:

- Inventory of all roads within the corridor and their functional classification
- 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.

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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17

18

- 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 this interpretation, we request that policy #17 read as follows:

(17) lncorporate architectural treatments and gxtensive landscaping into roadway
construction or_reconstruction projects, where practical, with primary emphasis on
paralle] roads in the riverfront area and bridges over the river.

Public Land Ownership, Proposed Policies and Acttons;

Page 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 possible
exceptions to this policy, we recommend that metropolitan comprehensive planning
address this issue. We request that policy #6 (also Page 51, #3) be rewritten as follows:

«.Ensure access across all new and rebuilt bridges when included in existing or
f hensi li lans.

Page 34: Proposed policy #9 has the potential to have a significant adverse effect on
the transportation system within the MNRRA corridor. Transpartation corridor right of
way often abuts lands acquired with 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 prohibits federal transportation projects from using any
recreational land unless there is na 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

17.

18.

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.
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20

If policy #9 is intended to prevent 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 Navigation

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

A-f

19.  The policy was revised to address this concern.

20.  This text was revised by the Corps of Engineers and the
commission to address these concerns.
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22

23

Page 37: The statements in the third paragraph ["Decisions about activity expansion
would be based on a balance between desired area resource characteristics and river
system capacity. Decisions about commercial navigation uses would be based on
resource values, emphasizing minimal impact on aquatic life.”} appear to concern
commercial navigation uses of the river, rather than commercial navigation land uses
within the corridor. Such an interpretation, if enforced, would interfere with the
movement of interstate commerce on a navigable waterway. This would be inconsistent
with other federal law and is unacceptable.

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

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

Natural Resource Management - Pollution

Page 40: The intent of proposed policy #9 is 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 roadway
meintenance. 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, which is a function of precipitation and drainage patterns.
If this Plan intends to increase the use of sand for winter road maintenance, then the
DEIS fails to adequately analyze the adverse water quality impacts from such a proposal,
We request that palicy #9 be rewritten as follows:

21.

22,

23.

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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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

2ie tNal TUCTC ) d d
opportunities due 10 open space acquisition and land use controls. The only impact
projected to transportation is a minimal effect to commercial navigation, unless
significant increases in levels of batge fleeting activities are experienced. There is no
mention of any other impact to transportation.

APPENDIX - C Erosion Control

Page 210;  Proper erosion control measures are vital to preserve the investment of the
landowner and the water quality of adjacent lakes, streams and wetlands. Sediment is
the largest water pollutant by volume and arguably the most detrimental water poltutant.
1t 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
maintenance of permanent erosion controls for all land uses within the corridor.
However, erosion control plans must be flexible and designed to fit the requirements of
a specific site. No two sites are alike, and no two sites can have exactly the same
erasion control plan.

The erosion control guidelines listed in Appendix 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 10 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 circumstance.

The requirement, "n no instance should fill exceed 4:1 slope," will increase construction
limits and the disturbance of the natural landscape. If this 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 performance
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 accomplish,

AS

G-15

24.

That is all that is expected.
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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 ap Erosion Control Plan for each site that disturbs greater thag
five acres,

Bridges, Powerlines, and Roads

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

AY

25.

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.
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27

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

Secondly, the mandate for only allowing arch bridges will pose severe problems and may
be counter-productive to 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 to resist the thrust of the arches. These designs could not be used where the
floodplain is wide, such as at 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 must 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 pubdlic 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:

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

This guideline should be rewritten as follows:

If 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 environmentat
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-10

G-15

26.

27.

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. '

Conclusion

Our detailed comments on the proposed policies and design gvidelines note potential
interpretations which would have significant adverse impacts to the transportation system
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 palicies and guidelines interpreted in a manner to cause
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 extreme 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 address the patential impacts of the proposed Plan. In that case, we believe
a revised DEIS or a Supplement to the DEIS would be needed, which would fully
disclose those impacts.

A-11
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Minnesota

. 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 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Pant MN 55101

SUBJECT: DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Ms. Kyral:

On August 19, 1993, The Minnesota Department of Transportation forwarded detailed
comments on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement for the Mississippi 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
mformauon on that point. Anached are data on ra.llroad tonnage moved, velncle and truck

corndor These numbcrs underscorcour concern ﬂm testncnons on commodlty 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 Secretary
Babbitt,

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

Yours truly,

dmmissioner

G-15

28.

The information was added as an appendix.
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RAILROAD BRIDGE ANNUAL TONNAGES*

BRAILROAD PRIDGE LQCATION
{millions)
1) Chicago, Milwaukee, Mile 813.7( Kastings) 434
St.Paul & Pac/Soo Line )
2) Chicago Northwestem Mite 835.7 15.0
3) Chicago Northwestermn Mile 839.3 (Robert Street) 510
4) Chicago Northwestern Mile 841.4 9.4
5) Chicago, Milwaukee, Mile 850.7 3-5
St.Paul & Pac/Soo Line
8) Chicago, Milwaukee, Mile 853 (near Washington Ave.) 3
St.Paul & Pac./Soo Line
7 Burlington Narthemn Mile 864.5 3
8) Burlington Northem Mile 855.8 65
9) Soo Line MHe 857.6 27

TOTAL ANNUAL RAILROAD BRIDGE TONNAQGE IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: 169.5 - i76,5
MILLION TONS :

“These 1992 railroad tonnages gathered through the Minnesota Department of Transportation analysis
system. .

ANNUAL AVIATION OPERATIONS
FACILITIES WITHIN OR ADJACENT TO THE MNRRA CORRIDOR
EACILITY OPERATIONS o
HOLMAN FiELD . 152,378
FLEMING FIELD 39,800 ‘ \
MSP INTERNATIONAL 415,802 :
TOTAL OPERATIONS 608,080

TOTAL FREIGHT TONNAGE AT INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT: 335,339 tons
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ROADWAYS IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR
AVERAGE DALY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 1992*

LOCATION TRAFFIC VOLUME
Minneapolis (East Side of River)
T.H. 169/10 (North of Anoka) 37,900/ 1,800
East River Road 18,000/ 540
1-94 from Emerald to Oak St. 110,000/3,570
University Ave. S.E. 20,600/ 618
Oak Street 9,100/ 273
Minneapolis (West Side of River)
1-94 from Fridley to 42nd Ave. N. 96,000/ 2,880
Washington Ave. N. 34,300/ 1,029
Riverskie Ave. 12,600/ 378
Marshall Ave. 8,000/ 267
Hiawatha Ave. 42,000/ 1,260
T.H. 5 ( near Airport) 48,000/ 1,440
St Paul (East Side of River)
Shepard Rd. . 23,000/ 625
Wamer Rd. 15,500/ 465
Kellogg Bivd. 33,000/ 990
Claveland Ave. 4,800/ 144
McKnight Rd. 3.900/ 117
Carver Ava. asty 26
1-454 to Maviwelt 44,000/ 1,320
Maxwelt Ave. 6,200/ 186
4th Ave. (Newport) 4,800/ 144
Grey Cloud Island Dr, 4,500/ 135
TH.61 41,500/ 1,450
TH. 10 9,000/ 300
St Paul (Wast Side of River) '
Water Street 8OO/ 18
Plato Bivd. 14,300/ 429
T.H. 3 (Lafayette Rd.) 41,000/ 1,230
TH. 13 0,900/ 297
Butler 3,100/ 83
T.H. 56 {Concord) 14,000/ 420
Inver Grove Trail 1,600/ 48
TH. 52 24,500/ 3,000
T.H. 55 9,200/ 660

TOTAL AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC
IN THE MNRAA CORRIDOR: 755,650 VEHICLES

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

‘These 1992 tratfic numbers gathered through the Minnesata Department of Transportation analysis
system, The first number represents the average dally traffic on the roadway in the MNRRA cortidor.
The second number represents the heavy commercial (truck) portion of the first number.

G-15
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MNRRA CORRIDOR
AVERAGE DAILLY HIGHWAY BRIDGE TRAFFIC 1986/1991

HIGHWAY LOCATION JOTAL TRAFFIC/TRUCK TRAFFIC*

1) T.H. 1061 Mlle €13.9 23,000/ 1,175
2) County Rd. 22 Mile £30.3 4,200/ 126
3) 1-494 Mile £32.4 62,000/ 4,900
4) T.H. 3 (Lafayette) Mlle £838.8 69,000/ 3,000
5) T.H. 52 (Robert St.) Mile 839.2 16,000/ 600
6) T.H. 56 (wabasha St.) Mile 839.5 16,000/ 480
7) T.H. 49 (High Bridge) Mile 840.4 15,500/ 425
8) 1-35E Mile £43.3 55,000/ 1,800
9) T.H. 5 (Fort Snelling) Mile 845.6 49,500/ 2,300
10) T.H. 55 (Mendota) Mile 1.7 (Minnasota R.) 29,000/ 2,100
11) 1-484 Mile 4.1 (Minnesota R.) 51,000/ 3,500
12) Ford Parkway Mile €47.8 14,500/ 435
18) T.H. 212 (Marshall Ave.) Milo £49.9 14,500/ 435
14) Franklin Ave. Mile 851.5 9,500/ 285
15) 1-94 Mile £51.7 115,000/ 7,100
16) Washington Ave. Mile £52.6 25,000/ 750
17) 1-35W Mtie £53.2 113,000/ 6,800
18) T.H. 8 (3rd Ave.) Mile 854.1 18,600/ 568
19) T.H. 12 (Hennapin Ave.) Mile £54.3 22,000/ 660
20) Plymouth Ave. Mile 655 8,300/ 249
21) Broadway Ave. Mile 855.4 18,300/ 550
22) Lowry Ave. Mile £56.4 19,000/ 570
23) Camden Ave. Mile 857.8 23,500/ 705
24) 1694 Mile £60.4 100,000/ 8,400

25) T.H. 610 Mile €65 46,000/ 1,800 .

26) T.H. 169 Mke £71.6 32,500/ 675 '

|

[R— [

TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME 959,900/43,378 [

*Traffic numbers gathered through the Minnesota Department of Transportation analysls system. The
first number reprasents the average dally traffic across the bridge. The second number represents the + |
haavy commerclal {truck) portion of the first number. '

1992 RIVER BARGE TONNAGE IN THE MNRRA CORRIDOR: 15,422,492 tons

This tonnage figure includes traffic passing through Lock and Dam #2 at Hastings and the locat metrogofi
tan traffic of sand, gravel and petroleum products.

|
—_ '
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145 Metro Square Building « 7th Place and Jackson Street = Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101
{812) 206-6785 or Toll-free 1-800-652-8747, Statewide, (Both are Volce and TDD)

August 24, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

U.S. Oepartment of Interior

National Park Service

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 Fifth Street fast, Suite 418

Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101-2301

Dear Ms, Kyral:

The topic of accessible outdoor facilities is a new, currently undefined and
rapidly developing area of concern. The developing philosophy is the provision
and definitfon of varying levels of accessibility. The differing levels of
accessibility would present a different challenge leve) 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 1 will be a fully accessible level which complies with current
accessibility guidelimes, has gentle slopes and paved walkways. level 4 is
designed to be a natural, undeveloped area which would require significant
ussistance for individuals with disabilities to negotiate.

It is anticipated that interpreter centers, other physical structures and
surrounding areas, such as parking facilities and connecting walkways, would
provide a degree of accessibility in accordance with level I. Pathways could
vary between access levels 1, 2 and 3 (pathways with slopes in excess of 1:12
{B.33%) should be avoided). Signage indicating the access level of adjoining
areas should be read{ly available to persons so that they are able to determine
the degree of challenge or experience they desire to undertake.

We are sn gqual opportunity

MINNESOTA STATE COUNCIL ON DISABILITY

G-16
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It has been noted that althaugh the draft plan for the Mississippi National River

ollowed in the davelopment and construction of the MNRRA, some of the drawings

included in the document show areas with stasrs only. Access lavel ! pathways
and walkways should be provided in additien to, or in place of, the stairs.

The Minnesota State Council on Disability has devoted a considerable amount of
time to the topic ef accessible outdoor sites and Facilitfes. We would be happy
to offer additional assistance and {nput on the developmant of the MNRRA as the
project progresses. Please feel free to contact the Council with questions and
CONCBFAS,

erely,

PR

C Henphil)
Executive Dirvactgr

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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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Mears Furk Centre, 230 Ease Fifth Street, St. Poud, MN SSI01-1634 612 2916359 - FAX 612 29{-6550  TTY 612 291

TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD
Avgust 24, 1993

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street

Suite 418, Box 41

St Paul, Minnesota 55101

Re:  Draft G hensive M)

14 5

Plan, Mississippi National River and R ion Ares

The Transportation Advisory Board of the Metropolitan Council has completed a preliminary review
of the Draft Comprehensive Manag; Plan Eqvi 1 Impact St for the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area  Because of your rather brief review period, we are sending
comments directly to you as well as to the Metropolitan Council. We understand the Council will
submit comments after your September 10 deadline. There are several transportation items in the
Dralt Plan that could have a significant impact on the Region's transportation system. We want to
make sute we meet your deadline %o that our cc 13 ive full iderati They are as
follows:

1. The MNRRA Plan has not adequately addressed transportation isues relative to the
relationship between the functions of the designated river comridor and the region’s
transportation system as defined in the Mctsopolitan Council’s Transportation Guide/Policy
Plan and the Aviation Development Guide Chapter.

2 The MNRRA Pilan does not acknowledge the Major River Crossing Study updated by the
Council and the TAB in 1989 which assigns a high priority to reconstruct many Mississippi
River crossing points (TH 169 in Ancka, TH 61 at Hestings, 1-494/Wakota, and Wabasha
Street are in the top 10 in the list of priorities),

3 The policies, patkway and bridge crossing standards listed on pages 24 and 29 are in conflict
with the recommendations of the Major River Crossing Study and the Metropolitan Highway
System Plan classification of Shepard Road.

4. The MNRRA Plan does not consider the directives of the federal Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) o integrate intermodal planning in the

MOdes at terminal Jocations such as ayports, ports, rail facilities, barge and grain terminals.
All these: uses have historically and will need to continue to aceur in the river corridor.

of transportation infrastructure. For instance, ISTEA promotes greater linkages between

5. The MNRRA Plan. comment period should be extended by at least 30 days to allow local
governmental units and others an opportunity to review the comments submitted by the
Council and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR).

@ Racycled Paper

G-17

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 Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act has been added.

The extension was granted.
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August 24, 1993
Page 2
Ms. Kyral

6. The MNRRA Plan should inctude a schedule and description of the National Park Service
process to revise the draft plan and any future opportunities to comment on the Plan and
ather related impl ion d

7. - Asection should be added that clearly defines the anticipated roles and responsibilities of the
National Park Service, local government units affected by the corridor designation, the
Council, DNR and other state and federal agencies to implement the MNRRA Plan.

8 As part of the process 1o definc the MNRRA Plan implementation roles and responsibilitics
of the National Park Service, local gavemnment units affected by the corridor designation, the
Council, DNR and otber state and federal agencies to implement the MNRRA Plan.

9. The MNRRA Plan does not provide adequate direction such ss clearly defined strategies 10
address land use conflict issues given the diversity of land uses that exists in the corridor. Tte
response to these types of land use issues in the draft plan is very general and would te
subject to interpretation if adopted.

10.  An inventory of the existing and planned major transportation infrastructure improvements
should be conducted as part of the planning study.

£

We plan to our o by Sep 15 and will forward them through the Metropolitin
Council or directly to you whichever is the most feasible at the time,

Sincerely,

Chair, Transportation Advisory Board
SEjim

cc Dottie Rietow
Chair, Metropolitan Council

10.

A discussion of the process to amend the plan was addéd,
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 of rules 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.
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PHONE 612/348-3080
FAX 612/345-8701
TDD 6812/ 348-7T7T08

MARK ANDREW
CHAIR

BOARD OF HENNEPIN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

A-2400 GOVERNMENT CENTER
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA §5487-0240

August 31, 1993

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suitc 418

Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

The Hennepin County Board of Commissioners and its staff have reviewed the Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental 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 the County Board.,

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

We believe that the Draft Plan contains a sound process for intergovernmental collaboration
and a practical framework for balancing resource protection, use and development. It does
not appear that Plan implementation would have adverse environmental impacts within
Hennepin 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.

L. The site development policy in the Proposed Plau calling for increasing "capacity of
existing bridges and developing parallel architecturally compatible bridges next 1o existing
bridges. ..instead of new, separate bridges” may be too inflexible. We believe that

PRINTED ON RECYCLRD PAFER

G-21

1.

The statement has been revised. See response to comment
G-15-16.




8L

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
Aupust 26, 1993
Page 2

capacity expansion of existing bridges, and parallel construction of additional spans, are
preferred alternatives to new bridges and new bridge corridors when such approaches will
satisfy transportdtion needs. However, given the continuing growth and shifting
distribution of the region’s population and transportation patterns, the future may require
addmonal bridges and/or bndge corndors We belicve the Plan shou]d annc1paxc fu!ure

new hndges and bndge corndors should other measures prove madequate

2. The Plan does not make any specific reference to future development of light rail transit

locaaona) and site deve)opmem pohc:es of the Plan speclfic provision should be made in
the Plan for light rail transit variances that may be pecessary in the future, The extension
of such variances could facilitate light rail development which, in turn, will enhance the
attainment of a variety of Plan objectives including greater access to corridor resources
and reduced levels of environmental pollution,

within the meuopohtan area. W}ule any such future developmcnt would pnnc:pa.uy occur

3. The Plan should make specific provision for identification and cleanup of landfill sites
along the River. These landfills could present hazards to the public or delay various

Tecreational and other uses proposed im the Plan.  In addition, several of these sites, such
as the abandoned landfills on Veterans Admjnistration property and former federal {and
pow known as Fort Snelling State Park, were created under federal auspices and should
be a federal cleanup responsibility. To date, there has been little effort on the part of the
responsible federal agencies to undertake a complete investigation and remediation. The
Final Plan should clearly establish federal responsibility for cleanup of these landfills.

I appreciate, this opportunity to comment and hope the Final Plan will reflect these concerns.
We look forward to working with the Coordinating Commission and the other local units of
government within the MNRRA to implement the Final Plan and ensure that the Mississippi
River basin that we share is carefully developed and vigorously protected for the foreseeable
future.

Si 1%,

Mark Andrew,
Chair

. This issue was not identified during scoping for the plan.
' However, a statement was added supporting the

- Intermodal Surface 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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Yoo 22y Nty

Subutban Hennerin
Regional Park Disirict

V615 County Road ¢
Pymouth, MN 55441.248
Tetmphond (812) 559-9000
Fox (612) 559-3287

September 8, 1993

Mr. Peter Gove, Chair

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
¢fo JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River & Recreation Arca
National Park Service

175 Fifth Sueet East

Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Mr. Gove,

H in Parks has iated the ity 10 be involved in the development of
i Nati Area (MNRRA) planming process and
to comment on the draft Management Plan/EIS. The Hennepin Parks Board of
Commissioners adopted a motion at the September 2, 1993 Board meeting, asking that
1 submit comments on behalf of the Padk District. We hope that consideration of
these commens will help to strengthen the MNRRA Plan. The Park District
recognizes the importance of the MNRRA Pian and also the difficulties in
coordinating with 50 many existing agencics with such a variety of intcrests and
authority levels over MNRRA corridor resources and activities. Hennepin Parks
mission, consistent with many MINRRA goals, cxclusively deals wnh the ptotecﬂon
and enjoyment of natural resources and provision of outd and
opporunities and has a long and reputable tradition of ging its Mississippi River
resources as well as all of our pnrk fresources in purguit of this mission.

9 - YEAI‘I OF
iE PRAIRIE

H in Parks gr area of with the MNRRA Management Plan is the
lack of mfmncc o the problems at the Coon Rapids Dam. Hennepin Parks Board
€37 DR T a weakness m (he
Plan and could be construed as an intentional oversight due 10 the controversial and
dxfﬁcuh nature of the issue. The MNRRA Management Plan references the positive
and benefits d by the existence of the Dam as well as its
economic and historic heritage. Yet it takes no position as to whether the dam should
be saved or removed. 1 believe the Plan takes it for granted that the Dam and these
benefits will be maintained within the corridor - which may not be the case, unless
aconrdmated multi-level 5 approach (including the National Park Service)
to this "probl impl . The p ible loss of the recreational
amenities provided by the Coon Rapids Dam is of gmax concem to citizens, cities and
selected representatives of the northem communities along the MNRRA Corridor.
The cities ofCtmmlmandAuokahavepassedn i al of the
Dam and expressing a strong desire for this issue fo be looked at on a board scale
(See Attached Resolutions).

In addition o Hennepin Parks overriding concem for the Coon Rapids Dam
relationship to the MNRRA Management Plan, plcase note the following summary of
Hennepin Parks commenis within MNRRA policy area:

RECYCLED PAPER - Conserving Our Resources

An Equal Opportunity Employer

G-22

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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Land and Water Use Policies

Hennepin Parks interpretation of the proposed land use policies leaves the Park District with the
understanding that property currently designated as parks and open space within the Corridor would
be maintained in that capacity and local units of government would be asked to amend land use
plans to reflect this directive. The Plan also establishes a 300" setback requirement in which only
cerain types of developments would be authorized. Hennepin Parks is concemned chat these policies
may negatively affect our ability to deal with the repair of the Coon Rapids Dam. This is a unique
situation and should be acknowledged as a possible exception

As background information the Park District is faced with a large repeir bill on the Coon Rapids
Dam. The Coon Rapids Dam was given to Henncpin Parks by Northem State Power Company in
1969 along with property on both the east and west sides of the Dam with no restrictions of use.
If repairs of the Dam and walkway are feasible, the Park District must identify a funding strategy
to cover these costs. Currently, the financial responsibility for the Dam is solely that of suburban
Hennepin taxpayers, whose benefit is ¢ ly limited when pared to the regional, statéwide,
and now national benefit the structure provides. Tt is possible that Hennepin Parks may be faced
with selling propenty, currently in parks and open space status, on the east side of the Coon Rapids
Dam in order to fund a portion of the repair costs.: If a decision is made to sell property and it is
not purchased by her g eatity, this land may need to be sold for another purpose,
such as residential or ial use. =~ Hennepin Parks ds that the Plan identify this
possxble change in land status, or in some other way assist in providing in the funding for the Dam
repair and walkway construction.

Open Space and Trails Policy

The protection of open space and development of trails are major considerations in the Management
Plan. The Plan identifics Hennepin Parks as a provider of both. What is missing from *~= Plan is
the importance of cominuing the connection between the east and west sides of the river over the
Coon Rapids Dam. This connection is consistent with the Plan objectives from a trail perspective
as well as linking interpretive facilities. Hennepin Parks ds that the M Plan

T IeImE ASPECIT RTEFEACE OF the Gesife to inalhtain a connccton between regional trail systems and

pukxonv.hcemandwestmdesofﬂnCooanpudstReyom]Pmtaspanoforndjmm
the dam structure.

Resources Management Policies

Hennepm Parks, for the most part, applauds the proposals of the MNRRA Plan for natural resoutce

activitics, including water qualiry | g , we question the effectiveness
of the cooperation among ﬁm existing water quahry agency p Isn’t it time to
advocate a bold rew action aiméd at improving river water quality? The cument regulatory
cavironment regarding water quality‘in the metropolitan area is confusing to say the least. This plan
provides an opportunity for an aggressive approach that could then be itored by the designated
agencies.

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

See response to comment G-22-1.
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3.

Within Resources Management Pollcy 3, K ,' Parks ds thar the poblic sector be
included in the groups néedi g pollution prevention, Likewise in Policy 6,

pubhc Sector entities shou!d also be targcted wuh educanoml information. Often public sector

Visi e T Poli

The Coon Rapids Dam was recognized early on in this section for its contributions to the River
Corridor. "Peoplc now enjoy a wealth of recreation, education and contemplative activities in the

Corridor. The Coon Rapids Dam attracts anglers and other river users from spring to fall. The rives
| above the dam offers good boating and | Tehing” Agam, the MNRRA ﬁm Plan should

xdexmfywh:lreso]uuonmdstobedgvelopedmordcno intain the ] and educational

oppommuws tha'i is ctednad as a positive benefit on the Corridor. It seems that these recreational

alegies
add:ess the malmes of prmndmg such amenities.

E pin Parks ach dges the Nati ‘PukSemasmlemmcpmvwmnofvmtorand
interpretive services and wel the opp o di services at Coon Rapids Dam
Regional Park. Land and facilities on the cast side of the river arc owned by Hennepin Parks and
leasedtoAnokaolmty This fact should be made clear in the Plan. Again, the desirability of

g & walkway to these visitor stations/mterpretive facilities should be promoted
within the Han.

Additiopally, Hennepin Parks ds that the Plan address to a greater extent winter recreation

oppomnunes such 85 cross counuy skiing, wn.lkmg on px:ked trails and snowshocmg It scems thar

General Development Policies

The Plan stresses the partnership roles between other public entities and the National Put Service
in the management of the Corridor. Roles are established for the Coordinating C n, the
National Pazk Scrvice, the Metropolitan Council, the Department of Narural Re!ouma. the Corps
of Engincers, and local units of G A 50% hing grant program is pmposed to assist
local units of g with devel nts that would meet Plan

suppons this imtiative and considers funding for this program a high priority. If a request is made
to Congress to fund Plan recommendations, conalderauon should be given to staging thz intespretive
facility funding reqy ina that gimuil Iy funding for local § ives within
the Corridor.

Again, Hennepin Parks is itive to the 1pl and political realities of developing a
Maznagement Pian that affects so many public and private entifies. Without the support of these entities,
the Plan will not a viable opp ity. We are proud of the National River and R ion Arca
designation for the Mississippi River in Mk and suppon efforts to wisely manage this resource
and make it available for public enjoyment,

G-22

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.




4]

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

I am available to address the issue of the Coon ands Dam with the Coordinating Commission, if you

fecl a presentation would be valuable in H pin Parks on the. MNRRA
"M:nagememle ’I‘hxml:.sagaznforlllovagd'leParkDi.ﬂncttn:v,m.'‘_r in the formulation of the
ppi River ) 8 Plan,
Sincerely,
Dougl Egryﬂm, Superi
and Secyetary to the Board

cc:  JoAnn Kyral, MNRRA Superintendent -
Hennepin Parks Board of Commissioners
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Oftfice of the Mayor

September 8, 1993

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River & Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St Paul, MN 55101-2901

RE: Draft Comprehensive M: Plan and Envir 1 Impact Statement for
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

Dear Superintendent Kyral;

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 Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Mississippi River National River
and Recreation Area. [ am also enclosing a copy of the September 7, 1993 City Staff report on
the draft Plan and Envirc ] Impact Sta :

Thank you for your consideration. The City of Coon Rapids looks forward to a positive and
responsive reaction from the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park
Service regarding our concerns. If you have any questions or desire further information please
do not hesitate to call Lee Starr at 780-6460,

Sincerely,

o Lissr Tompisy

William F. Thompson; Mayor

City of Coon Rapids

Enclosures

cc: Mayor William Nee, City of Fridley

Vern Peterson, Association of Metropolitan Municipalities
Councilmember John Weaver, City of Anoka

1313 COON RAPIDS BOULEVARD, COON RAPIDS, MN 55433-5397 {612) 755-2880 « FAX (612) 754-9403

G-23




¥8

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

RESOLUTION NO. 93-85

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

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park
Service have prepared a draft Comprehensive Managemen! 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 offef
comments on it.

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

1. Given the fully developed Mississippi River corridar 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 ulternative for the
City; the City Council concludes that the MNRRA Plan provides no direct and
measurable benetits to the City. Therefore, the City 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, 10 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 10 preserve or
enhance the Dam.

C. Preparation and adoption of local Comprehensive Plan amendinents and
regulations consistent with the proposal constitute an unnecessary mandate with
local government costs that would not be compensated by staic or federal sources.

D. The City appreciates the acknowledgement by the proposal tha it is not feasible
10 acquire a continuous open space corridor along the upper river due to extensive
residential development. This is responsive to previous Coon Rapids concerns.

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

SEPTEMBER,1993
William F. Thompson, Maéor
Attest:
\ﬁgﬁ: LC\ZéQ cfeda bﬂ ,
Betty Badkes, City Clerk

The provision was revised and ¢larified 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.
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1313 COON RAPIDS BOULEVARD, COON RAPIDS, MN 55433-5297

City Manager

FROM: Lee Starr, Community
Development Director

SURJECT: Dl‘aﬁ&)mpl h ve M
Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement for Mississippi National
River and Recreation Arca

DATE: September 7, 1993

INTRODUCTION

The Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park Service have
prepared a draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) and requested public
« ts on this dc t through September 10, 1993. This memorandum reviews this
document from the perspective of implications for the City of Coon Rapids and suggests
comments that the City Council may wish to provide on the document.

BAC) ND

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

The stsnss;ppl River Coordinating Commission was established by Congrcss to assist in
preparing a management plan for the MNRRA. The draft Compreh

Plan and Environmental lmpact Staternent for the river corridor developed by the
Coordinating Commission, in cooperation with the National Park Service (NPS),
recommends a preferred management proposal for the 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 proposcd plan include (1) no action to
change river corridor management systems currently in place in response to pre\nous state
mandates for the M}SSlssxppl 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 recreational uscs, the
proposed plan or the no action alternative appear to have the most relevance to the City’s
develgped character. Because of this, my review of the management plan docurent will
focus on the specific implications of the proposed plan and the no action alternative for the
Mississippi River corridor in Coon Rapids.

DRISCUSSION

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

TO: Mayor, City Cou§ci1members, 2 2

{812) 7552880 » FAX (512) 754-8403

G-23°
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Mayor, City Councilmembers, City Manager

MNRRA Plan
September 7, 1993
Page 2

Issue

Proposed Preferred MNRRA Plan

No Action Ahernative

Qeneral Concept

Balance usc and preservation
needs

No actioa

Land Use/Landscape
Characier Concept

Preserve and restore natural
appearance of shorelines and
bluffy; protect histaric aress;
presesve economic resources
provide sechacks and acreen pew
uses with vegetation

Continue existing land use trendy
and landscape characier mixiure

Riverfront Area land Use

Emphasize river-related and river.
enhancing usex; PO £hange 10 eXisting
development

No new policy on river-related uses
fear rivet

park land

Open Space Provide a continuout lincar qn‘n Add some additions! park land per
space corridor where feasible; exdsting local ptans
aequire threatened pensitive areas

Park Land Ownership Minimal NPS land; addhiona! locnd No additiona) NPS land; additicos!

local parks per existing plans

Resource Management

Balanced resouree protection and use;
Increase pollution reduction effons;
protect cultural and econouic
resousces; coordinated sesearch

No additional action; motftos
cocridor activities

Visitor Use

Provide broad range of activities in
appropriate areas

Coatinue cxisting types of vse with
5o coordinated management

NPS§ Developmeny/Coopesative
Imerpretive Facilities

NPS inteepretive/adminisirative
faciity fn SL Pov) and cooperative
interpretive center in Minncapolis;

jve cootact satlons at north
(including Coon rapids Dam) and south
ends of nver carridos

No NPS [axcilities

Manapement Concept

Entensive parocrships

Existiog programs; may iead to
MNRRA deauthorization

Land Use Management’
Monitoring Option

After Sy enabling legislation,

NPS develops agrecments with Metro
Council 10 review local plans and
with DNR 10 review local aetions for
coafarmance 10 MNRRA plan

No sdditiona) monitocing

Frankly, since Coon Rapids has a fully developed Mississippi River shore and bluffs, and
since the City has been responsibly following plans and regulations adopted in 1980 for the
Mississippi River Critical Area for the prevention and mitigation of irreversible damage to
the Mississippi River corridor and enhancement of the corridor’s natural, aesthetic, cultural
and historic values, the proposed MNRRA plan would appear to offer no significant benefits
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 pérccivc.d implications for
Coon Rapids of the MNRRA preferred proposal for the management and use of the river

corridor.
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Mayor, City Councilmembers; City Managcr : 02}

MNRRA Plan
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 Jand use that capitalize on an
aftractive river setting; housing that 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 I-
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 Jand uses.

These proposed Jand use policies suggest uses consistent with existing uses in the Coon
Rapids river corridor and would appear to suppon possible hydroelectric power generation
at the Coon Rapids Dam.

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

38
M—.—- /
Misglssippi e L‘T;' EXISTING cru'nca{:s
Rives W e AREA REGULATIO?
3
T ho disturhy R
minimum digturd l’ 280
v L
o P “t 81)
D& 820,
——
e i ?,q.{ PROPOSED NATIGNAL RIVER
Rier o ot @ | 67 ] & RECREATION AREA STANDARDS
00
o w W
200
™
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Mayor, City Councilmembers, City Manager
MNRRA Plan

September 7, 1993

Page 4

Sundard MNRRA Plan-Proposed Critical Asca-Existing

40" from shoreline or bluff{also restore 40" from shareline or bluffl

Preserve natural vegetation
natural vegetation if praciical)
No disturbance of biufl faces over 205%
Conditional disturbanee of bIulf (aces
over 125 and less than 20%

No disturbance of bluff faces over 12%

Minimpa) disterbance of palural Within area berweea 40° and 60° from Not addressed
vegetarion (selective grading ot Uee shoreline
removal)

100° for buildings up to 35° high;
maximum 35° height for buildings more
han 100" fror shoretine

Building setbacks and beights {rom 100" for buildings up to 25° high
shoreline. 200’ for buildings 25" to 40° bigh

5

Building setbacks and heights from 40" for buildiogs up to 25° high
dluf] line 100" for buildings over 25" high

40" for buildings up 10 35" bigh |

Some existing homes built in river shoreline or bluff areas are nonconforming in terms of
existing Critical Area setback and height regulations. These homes would have a greater
degree of nonconformity if the proposed MNRRA plan development standards were in
cffect. The MNRRA plan addresses this nonconformity issue with the followi: 1
"Structures that do not meet setback and height standards in this plan could be rebuilt on

the same footprint if destroyed by fire or natural disaster unless prohibited by federal, state,

or Jocal policies.”

Although the MNRRA plan seems 10 intend to allow existing bu)ldmgs with setback or
height nonconformities to be rebuilt on the same footprini, this intent is qualified by
language in the plan regarding possible federal or state policy prohibitions to such
rebuilding. Past Coon Rapids concerns on the issue of rebuilding structures that would not

COWd bE DEUET addresse unqualifie
statements or specific and unqualified plan policies on this issue.

3. Based on the following statements, the MNRRA plan position on open space and trails
appears 10 be responsive to prcv:ous Coon Rapids concerns regardmg the concept of a
continuous trail system along the river. The plan states the following regarding this jseye, |

"With the exception of the northern stretch of the tiver, it should be possible to provide a
continuous trail along or near the river, bulldmg on the existing system. Some undeveloped
areas would be acquxrcd on the upper river (above the 1-694 bndgc) 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 10 extensive residential development. However, a
continuous trail system using available corridors such as nearby streets and utility easements
is an important component of this plan.”

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

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.

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. -

The language was revised to remove the uncertainty.

The comment is noted.

The comment is noted.
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10.

11

2

Mayor, City Councilmembers, City Manager
MNRRA Plan

September 7, 1993

Page 5§

While the federal legislation establishing the MNRRA and the MNRRA plan objectives
clearly state the importance of ranaging the nationally significant historical, recreational,
scemc, cultural, and sciemtific 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 state or federal initiatives or assistance that
could be provided to preserve or enhance the Dam. In 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
partners for implementing the plan. State legislation would be requested to require alj Jocal
plans and actions to be consistent with the MNRRA Plan. The Metropolitan Council would

modified plans for consistency with the MNRRA plan. Metropolitan Council efforts would
be conducted under a contract with the NPS and the NPS would provide funding for the
Metropolitan Council to accomplish its responsibilitics. State legislation and rule making
would be requested to require Jocal 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 Jocal adoption and oversee local
government adoption and enforcement of the ordinance. DNR efforts would be conducted
under a contract with the NPS and NPS would provide funding for the DNR o accoraplish
its responsx'bxlmcs Although the MNRRA plan advocates comprchensivc planmng and

interactive mvolvemem wﬂh the Metropolitan Council and the DNR thc pla.n does not
recommend any funding assistance for these Jocal 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 corridor by the
City; and the review of the implications of the proposed MNRRA plan for the City, 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 costs that would not be compensated by state or federal sources.

Based on these conclusions Staff recommends that the City Council adopt Resolution No.
93-85 expressing 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.

Respect%]ly submitted,
Lee Sfarr

Community Development Director

G-23

10.

11.

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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RESOLUTION NO. 93-85

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

WHEREAS, the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission and the National Park
Service have prepared a draft Comprehensive Manag 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, THEREFORE, 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 City;
and evaluation of the implications of the MNRRA Plan preferrcd alternative for the
City; the City Council concludes that the MNRRA Plan provides no direct and
measurable benefits to the City. Therefore, the City 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 local Comprehensive Plan d and
regulations consistent with the proposal constitutc an unnecessary mandate with
local government costs that would not be compensated by state or federal sources.

D. The City appreciates the acknowledgement by the propoSa] that it is not feasible
to acquire a continuous open space corridor along the upper river due to extensive
residential development. This is responsive to previous Coon Rapids concerns.
ADOPTED BY THE COON RAPIDS CITY COUNCIL THIS 7TH DAY OF
SEPTEMBER,1993
William F. Thompson, Mayor

Attest:

Betty Backes, City Clerk
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

Mears Park Centre, 230 Eust Fifth Street, S1. Paul, MN 55011638 €)2 2916359  FAX 612 291-6550  TTY 612 291-09C«

October 11, 1993

Ms. Joanne Kyral, Superinteadent

Missizsippl National River and Recreation Ares

175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St Paul, MN 55101

RE: Draft Comprehensive Manag: Plap and Eavironmeatal Impact Statement
Mizsissippi Nations) River and R ion Ares
Metropolitan Couacil Referral File No. 15879-1

Dear Mz, Kyral:
Nmmmwnlmuummwmammm
Compreheasive Managetment Pian snd Eavironmental Statcment. This consideration was based on
& report of the Committee of the Whole. A copy of this report is atteched.
mw-wmrmmmmwmmmm

1. mmmmmwwmwmmmmumdm

recommendatians.

2  That the Metropolitan Councl d that the preferred al jve in the
L.iNR.RAplanuniEAWhelpredbylheNl&nﬂPukSewicculhepaﬁq
dusum&xphnning&nhm"ﬂ“‘ I River and R jon Area.

3. That the Metropolitan Councll recommend that within the context of the prefirred
altemnative, the National Park Service:

2 Addres the expassion of existing businesses within the corridor in mare detall

b Address P issues relative 1 the relationship between the functions
‘I::;l‘alxmtadnvumuhnndlhcm'l p xﬁ-'nn'y;m-" -ind
etropolitan Coundil's Trampartation Guide/Policy Plan and the Aviation
Development Guide Chapter. fey the

€ Address issues affecting the functioning of the itan Al
T 2 N e L e e S

@ Recycled Paper

G-24

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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Ms. Sosnne Kyral The plan is not site specific. See response to comment
October 11, 1993 G-29-1 ,
Page 2 .
4] 4 Addres the future status of Upper and Lower Grey Cloud lalands. ] See response to comment G-22-1.

e.  Address the unique pature and poteatial problems of the Mississippi River Dim
atCooanpidsinmmedetail.

£  Extend the comment period 30 day to allow other agencies the opportunity
Resources’

6 comment on Metropolitan Council and Department of Natural
comments.
5 Designate a lead agency 10 streamline the regulation proccss within the river J
7 corridor.
b Designate the Metropolitan Council as 2 lead partner in addressing the water
8 quality problcms in the Mississippi River.
TheMeuopohmeoundlhuwmbdmyhndwuhﬂzNM?uhSemmdﬁn
Minnesota Dept. of Natural Re: o d p an implementation program. Each of the

agencies s building on its strengths. ‘l'heCmmn’lutheovenllmpomlphnnmgqmcytnﬂh
Metropolilan Area is uniquely suited to review local plans to sssure complisnce with the
Mmpp\NlﬁonanNuMRmumA:uphn. thermre,nnglheuuungphnm'w
structure would avoid the need 1o develop & acw y. The Council strongly
mmuhhmwpbmhmmmwtbﬁbhhpwmmmmwmym 1]
streamline the permit and plan review process within the cosridor.

I

Do:ﬁeRleta\v

DR:lv
Attachment

¢ Richard Thompson, Metropotitan Council Staff

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 Councit'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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CITY OF SAINT PAUL Division of Plunning
James Scheibel, Mayor 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 612-228-3200
A Saint Puul, MN 35102 Fucsimile: 612-228-3220
AANR
DATE: Sept. 10, 1993
TO: JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

FROM: Julie Farnham, Planner B.B F
City of Szint Paul, PE!

RE: City of Saint Paul's response to MNRRA Draft Comprehensive Plan/EIS

Enclosed please find a letter from Mayar Scheibel, a City Council resolution, and a list of
specific comments on the draft plan. These documents comprise the City of Saint Paul's
response to the draft MNRRA Comprehensive Plan/EIS. At their meeting last evening, the
City Council i fy passed a resolution supporting the proposed plan with the suggested
refinements included in the list of specific comments. Because this was just acted on yesterday,
the enclosed resolution does not include signatures. I will send you the final, signed copy when
it is available.

If you have any questions about our s, please do not hesitate to give me a call at 228-
3325 (through Sepx 17), or 266-6562 (after Sept 17). 1 want to thank you again for the
opportunity to commeant on this important plan and hope our comments are useful. I look
forward to working with you in the future to implement the plan.

G-25
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL 390 City Hall Telephone: 612-265-8510
James Scheibel, Mayor 15 West Kellogg Bowxlevard Facsimile: 612-266-8513
Saine Paxi, MN 55102

September 10, 1993

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River Recreation Area
175 East Fifth St., Suite 418, Bax 41

Saint Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Comprehensive
Management Plan for the Mississippi National River Recreation Arca (MNRRA). The
MNRRA presents Saint Paul with a unique opportunity to realize and enhance the vision for
our riverfront. The pian also provides a framework to work in a cooperative and coordinated
manner to enhance one of the most significant resources in Saint Paul and the metropolitan
area. ‘We appreciate the efforts of the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission in
developing the draft plan and providing opportunitics for broad public input throughout the
process.

The City of Saint Paul believes the current draft has significantly improved upon the preliminary
draft. We support the plan’s purpose and vision, and many of the proposed policies and acti
We are particularly excited about the location of the Interpretive Center in Saint Paul and the
oppertunity to form strong partnerships with the National Park Service and others to ensure
protection of natural, recreational, cultural, visual, and economic resources throughout the
corridor.

Our concerns and comments are focused on two major issue areas: 1) preserving a balance
bx pr jon of natural resources and economic development within the context of the
"working river”; and 2).retaining local control over land use and development decisions.

Preserving a Boalance

The Mississippi River corridor in Saint Paul exhibits remarkable diversity. Much of the
shoreline has retained a natural appearance due to considerable amounts of recreational land
and open space located adjacent to the river. Our downtown was founded and flourished on the
banks of the river which continues to contribute to Saint Paul's cultural, historical, aesthetic, and
economic vitality. We recognize the river corridor as an amenity that will help the City in its
economic development activity as well as provide the resource base for recreational, scientific,
and educational activities. We also recognize the need to preserve sensitive natural
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral
Page 2.

environments. Good environmental quality of the river and environs is one of Saint Paul's mast
valuable resources.

However, we are concerned that some of the proposed locational policies and site development
policies conld di ago ic devel The City of Saint Paul supports and
encourages high quality, inable develor We believe greater emphasis should be
placed on embracing environmentally compatible, non-poliuting development which utilizes
scnsitive landscaping and design.

Retain Local Control Over Lagd Use Decisio

We recognize that establishing regulatory continuity is one of the primary goals of the plan.
While some continuity is necessary, we are concerned that the many layers of review proposed
in the plan would remove land use decisions from local controL. In addition, the language
describing the review pravess for land use 2nd development decisions is vague and lacks
adequate specificity regarding review powers and time limits. Our conosrn is that without more’
clarity, the review process could be subject to a wide range of interpretation.

The plan needs to clarify:

- What types of proposals constitute "major land use decisions” that merit review by the
NPS and MNRRA Commission.

- What "review* means - does it call for an approval process that doesa't currently exist?

- A definite structure for the review process, including time frames.

- What DNR “certification autharity over local decisions* means,

I hope that our comments, questions, and suggestions will be useful 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 corridar. If you have any questions

- regarding our comments please do not hesitate to contact Julie Farnham of the Department of

Piznning and Ecanomic Development (PED) at 228-3325,

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft plan. 1 look forward to working
with you to enhance the river corridor in Saint Paul and throughout the MNRRA.

Sincerely, ’
% 4l /

James Scheibe]
Mayor

G-25

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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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING
& ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Kenreth B. Peterson, Direcror

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Sireet Telephone: 612-266-6700 '
James Scheibel. Mayor Saint Paul, MN 53102 Facsimile: 612-228-3261

September 23, 1993

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

175 East Fifth St., Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101 ,

Dear Ms. Kyral, ' ]

Enclosed please find the signed City Council resolution concerning the
City of St. Paul’s response to the MNRRA draft plan/EIS.

If you have an questi garding our resp do not hesitate to call
me at 266-6562.

Sincerely, ‘

e Farnham
Planner
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STITUTE #B0LMUTION ¢
N\l:‘;'/?d”{ MTIV\WS’W”"VI ?‘““J’MS C’YAMA'”CQ/ Council File # ?g— /33\.

Creen Sheet # ’Lq'oﬁ$
RESOLUTION
ITY OF SAINT PAUL, MI TA

Presented By /

Rataxred To D A s Commijtee:

C

WHEREAS, on November 18, 1988 Public Law 100-696 established the Mississippi
National River and R ion Area (MNRRA) as a unit of the national park system, 1o include -
72 miles of the Mississippi River, four miles of the Minnesota River and encompasses 54,000
scres of public and private land and water in five Minnesota counties, stretching from Dayton to
south of Hastings, and which is to be administered by the national Park Service (NPS), an
agency of the U.S. Department of the Intetior; and,

WHEREAS, Saint Paul’s 29 miles of Mississippi River shoreline represents the longest
stretch of riverfront of any mumupuhly in the MNRRA, and contain nationally significant

natural, cultural, 1 acenic, ic, and scientific resources;, and,

WHEREAS.Samt Paul': me:{ronlhuanch‘ itage a3 a working river and supporis a
dit y of r | and ional activities which make unpomnt contributions
to Sum Paul’s quality of life; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Saint Pau! places a high priority on the preservation of existing
parkland and sensitive naturel iderable amount of which are located within the
riverfront area and provide natural habllul. relief from the built urban environment, and
contribute to Saint Paul's quality of life; and,

WHEREAS, Saint Paut completed séveral plans for the river corridor arca and iwvested
over 5100 million in riverfront improvements over the past ten years, including roads, parks,

area site bly, removal of bh;l\tmg influences, soil and water correction, and
flood pmlecﬂon to provide a h:g;: qunl.uy physical environment along the riverfront which will be
an attractive site for comp T an, enter interpretive programs,

and scientific research; and,

WHEREAS, it is important to preserve local controf over lund use planmng snd zon.mg.
Limit the levels of government, and foster cooperative and d par o
the tiver corridor; and,

" WHEREAS, the MNRRA pusems  compelling opportunity to complement Saint Paul's
to redevel of the riverfront area, and protect and preserve the economic
culxumL recreational, and natural hroughout the river ider, and greatly enhance
interpretive efforts; and,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Saint Paul City Council that the

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission place special emphasis in its Comprehensive
M Plan/Envir ! Impact S for the MNRRA on “working river” as a
Pap ld 2P

G-25
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means of encouraging high quality developmeny, with emphasis placed on embracing
environmentally compatible, non-polluting businesses which utilize sensitive Jandscaping and
design, provide physical and visual access to the river, and provide river related amenities; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: control over land use decisions within the MNRRA be
applied through an established and agreed upon structure and process, and that the integrity of
local zoning authority be preserved in the MNRRA,; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the City of Saint Paul supports the efforts of the
Minnesota Department of Natura] R (DNR) and National Park Service (NPS) to
preserve and enhance msung parkland and nalura! resources within the MNRRA, and
NPS ping a national tourism program, including establishing a
and,

terpretive i t;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the City of Saint Paul supports strong working
partnerships between local, state, end federal agencies, in regard to I of the natural,
cultural, recreational, and economic: resources in the MNRRA; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the currcnt draft plan/EIS has significantly improved
upon the preliminary propesal and the City of Saint Paul supports the current plan proposal,
with refinements such as those noted in the MNRRA Plan Specific Review Comments, aver
alternatives A, B, and C.

Page 202 Pages

Requested by Department of:
Planning and Economic Development
By
Parks and Reczeation
By:
Puhlic Works
By
Form Approved by City Attorney
By
Approved by Mayor for Submission to

Council
By:
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means of encauraging high quality development, with emphasis placed on embracing
environmentally compatible, non-polluting businesses which wilize sensitive Jundseaping and
design, provide physical and visual acesss to the river, and provide river reloted amenities; and,

BEIT FURTHE!i RESOLVED, THAT: control over land use docisions within the MNRRA be
applied through an established snd agreed upon structure and process, aad that the integrity of
local zaning autvority be preserved in the MNRRA; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the City of Saint Paul supports the efforts of the
Minnesota Depariment of Natural Resources (DNR) and National Pagk Service (NFS) 1o
preserve and eahance parkland and natural resources within the MNRRA, and welcomes NPS
asdistance in developing a nations] tourism program, induding establishing a MNRRA
interpretive center on the riverfront; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED, THAT: the City of Samt Paul supports strong working
purme.rs!ups berw:t:n locsl, state, and federal qgemnes. in regard to management of the natural,
1001 §, and ic resources in the MNRRA; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the curtent draft plan/EIS has significantly improved
upon the preliminary propoeal and the City of Saint Pavl suppons the eurrent plan proposal,
with refinements such as those noted in the MNRRA Plan Specific Review Comments, over
alternatives A, B, and C.

Page 2ot 1 Pages
Requested by Department of:
Planuing and Economic Development
By:
Parks and Recreation
By:
Adopted by Councll: Dats Public Works
Adoption Certified by Councll Secretary By:
By: Form Approved by City Attorney
Approved by Mayor: Date By
By

Approved by Mayor for Submission to
Council
By:

G-25
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Misstssippi Natlona! River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) Plan
Specific Review Comments

The City of Saint Puul believes the current draft plan propuss] has significantly improved upon
the preliminary propnsal ‘The proposed plan presents a more balanced approach to natural
resource protection and economic develapment on the river, and we support it aver all of the
glternatives, We ulvo recognize the MNRRA a3 an appoctunity o furm strung working
partnerships with the Nutional Park Service (NPS) and others 1o ensure protection of patural,
recreational, culturyl, visual, and econumic resources throughout the cntire corridor.

The City of Sains Paul welcomes the support and assistance of the NPS in our eiforts 10 protect
existing parkland resonrces, We are particularly excited about the location of the Interprelive
Center and MNRRA ndministrative headquarters on Harriet Jeland, We strungly support NPS
assistance with inlerpretive serviees and would appreciate addjtional language on pp. 76-77
regarding the NPS role in developing & “national tourism program”. We are also very interested
in what essistance might be aveilable 10 local communities 10 fund riverfront improvements such
us trafls, overluoks, lighting, park maintenance, and interpretive programs and auggest xdding
more specific langunge in (his regard to the Funding section on p. 87.

While we supnart many of proposed policies aod actions in the draft plan, we s2ill have some
conoerng, panticularly in regard to presecving a balancs within the context of the “working river”;
and retaining Jocal control aver lund use and development decisions.

Fallowiny is e listing of Jctailed comments and suggested refinements regarding specific seetions
of the plan.

PROPOSED PLAN - CENERAL CONCEPT

L p. 17, 1st pgh. under Concept; *Additional open space and trails would be acquired and
devidpped by joca) gavernments where corgi j ] comprehensiv i

en a .ted ; uznt 1o h un. The City supports the

riverfront

truils ay not be feasible in ail kncations, St, Paul has demonstrated fts
commitment o this goal in developing an ve sy af urils, sxisting and
proposed, within our parks along the river.

LAND AND WATER USE

The key issues for St, Paul in this regard are that the tiver be preserved 1y 8 “working river® and
1hat there is a balanee between resource preservation and ecanomic development. A primary
concern is that propased develapment ptandards are nat appropriate to ath segments of the
curridor and could discourage even compatible development. ‘The Plan recognizes the diversity
of uses and character within the corridur and states that denscr waterfront development is
appropriate in downtown areas. This vonoept should be consistently reflected in the specific
proposed policics and actions, .

9/9/93 L

3.

- This was inserted.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

10

11

In addition, development controls such as landscaping and design guidelines may do more to
ensure compatible and attractive development than limiting the types of uses allowed in the
riverfront area.

Planning Assumpti

2. p. 18, bullet 2: Plan recognizes need 10 “rank protection nceds based on area
characteristics”. The Plan also states (p. 19, second to last pgh.): "Except in existing
commcrcul and mdusmal dcvelopmems. downtown areas, and hmonc d:smm, the

areas." '!‘he Plan needs to chrlly huw this mnup(. or tallering regu!anons to speclm-
areas, will be carried through In the mode! ordinance.

Land Use a0 P ion Polici 2024

3. p- 20, pgh. l: Add 7

currently undeveloped land areas in the curridor
wou(d conunue 10 appear open from lhe nver

Thls addmon reflects the stalemenl

h also sugges(s that existing Rlver Cnmdnr zomng regulations should apply in dmtwn
areas.

4 p- 23, (1): The Plan states: “The most significant scenic, cultursl, or natural resources,
including scenic and trail easements, would be acguired by local governments." Clarify
the avallability of funding to local govt. for acqulisition.

5. The Plan states that DNR asd the Met. Council will receive supplemental funding to
accomplish their responsibilities to review plans and ordinances. Local governments
should also recelve supplemental fundlng to Lsh any new ibititles
required to implement the plan.

6. p- 24, pgh. L: Clarify - "As long as the plan’s visions are achieved and resources identified
in the act are protected, communities could tailor policies 1o the specific resources in
their section of the river”. Plan should ensure local governments have an active role In
the creatlon, review, and adoption of the model ardinance to ensure that specific
development regulations reflect their unique circumstances.

Location Polii 2425

7. p-24 (1): Add - "Uses are encouraged that demonstrate that they would enhance the
nveriront mtorahon of a natural ahord.me appearance,
i !

S, rovement, and peovidin,
phySlcaI and vnsual access... ‘ ’ *

8. P- 24, (1): Plan states: "Arcas behind existing levees would be an exception to this 300-
foot riverfront use policy because they are normally physically and aesthetically cut off
from the river and usually already heavily committed to industrial uses.” Proposed site

9/9/93

Q 2

G-25

10,

11.

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.

See response to comment G-8-2.
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12

13

14
15
16

17

18

19

development policles concerning bullding secbacks and helght should not spply to sreas
behind existing levees for the same reasuns. The existing River Carridor zaning
requirement for a 50" serback from the shureline and site plan review would continue to
be applied,

p. 24, (1): Clacify - How location policics in the riverfront aren apply 1o expansion of
exsting development that Joes not need a river localion. Expansion of exlsting
wses/structures that would be considered "nun-ennforming® under propased new
regulations should be slowed provided the expansion does not incrense the non-
conformity (1.¢. could msalnfsin the saaie use, petback, and Feight as exists).

10,

p. 24, bultet 4; Add - "office buildings
blend with surrounding...”

- 11

p- 25, 1st pgh.: Chunge - *Existing uses that do-pet-relate-tu-tha-river, cause

environqental degredacion of the river, do not need 10 be Jocated near the river,...

12,

p- 25{discouraged usex) bullet 1: Change - @ ¥ heavy indust

Y and wareh

1.

p. 25, (discouraged vses) buller 2; Add - "genecal commetcial snd scevices that arg
i ihie with fvi nt_gses.”

14,

p- 25, last pgh.: Add - (2) enbance respurces.., clean up pojjuted soilk of pempve
Blighting influences, and”; *(3) generally i improve Land use in the riverfront nrez visual
#ccets fram adjucent areas, gnd/gr a eyatinuaus pubdic trail along the river...

15,

ite

P. 26 (2): Add - Develop incentives to encourage aoxivyg industrics that no longer rely
on the river for transportation or uther necds to relocate out of the riverfront area.”

river or pollute the enpvironment should oot be considered incompatible, nnd therefare
nol be cverced Into relocating.  Howeves, federnl Incentives (funding) should be
svailable tg enttble communities to respand 10 opportunities so reaitze the vision and
goals of xdopted pians which wlil enhance the riverfrant.

olic .26 29

16.

p. 26, (1} Qualify - "preserve a natural laok from the river and opposite shore..”
recognize that ki Is eppropriate for development to he visibie slong the riverfront in
downtomn areas as mentioned in BIS (p. 151 “Significant visva) features include..St. Pau)
skyline..)

17.

p. 27: Propused setbacks and height limits are too restrictive in urban downtown areas.
The proposed 106" setback is double the current river corridor/eritical area sethack of 50
ft. The proposed henght Limit of 25" is also lower than the 30” allowed for residentiaf ynd

commercial buildings in much of the river corridar znmng district. The existing river
7 P requirements tor Jandscaping

9/9/93

and design cansidcrations, p de ndequate nl' campailble development In the
riverfrant area. Ve snggess Mahhg existing river currldor zonlng regulsilons trom

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

This idea was added to the expansion policy.
See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1.
See responses to comments G-25-11 and 13.
See responses to comments G-25-11 and 13.
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.




€01

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

20

21

22

23

dowatown to Red Rock/Narth Star Steel,

1. D29, (14): Add- jctions 1o maintain the ability to view
the river from existing open space and develuped uses by not significantly obstructing
views with proposed development.”

19.  p.29: Plan states variance procedure would be in accard with state statutes and also that
vuriances would be handled through the estnblished local vaziance procedure. St Paol's

variance procedure s kn accord with state stamtes end will comtinue to be In accord
with state statues.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The key issue for St. Paul in this regard is retuining lowad control over land use and developmenl
gulatory continuity is
one of the gims of the Plun and support inclusion of the NPS end DNR at the table to comment

decisions within the MNRRA corcidor. We recognize that establishi

on development proposals within the context of our established development review process.

Qur primary concerns are tengthening the review process and remaoving land use decisions from

{ocal control

Purtner Rales pp. 7622

0. pp. 76-78: Clarlfy "review" snd define time Limjs For review - The Plun propuses NPS
and MNRRA Commission "review of swajor land use decisinns® and DNR “review of
development proposals”. In effect the Plan proposcs to indude three additional, son-

hml, agem:-es in the review procus. Our concern is that theu' review capacny u nm
What aflect lhur mvolvemem would have an lhe length of the review procm

"Review® ghould be Limited to adel

y review ts but clearly stop short of

appreval authacity, The review period should not lengthen the existing reviéw prucess.

Time limits for review should be defined. We snggest maintalning the current review

period which Is 10 - 30 days prior to 8 public bearlng. We also sugsest Including on
example of the review process and time frame [n the Plan.

frame for Metrupolltan Councit review of local comprehensive plan amendments.

21,  p.J77: The Plan states that the Met, Council would *ueck camments from the COMMISSION
and the Park Services, »nd the DNR" in reviewing deaf( plan smendments, Deflae time

2. p. T Clurify DNR "certification authority over local decizlnns®. Once » community's
ordinance is "certified” it seems evtraneous for DNR to revlew all development
propozals. The local government s capable of App!ym,g the comprehensive plan and-
zomng regu!auons to development proposuls. DNR review of pmpusnls meeting all
zening requirements would add an unnecessary additional layer of review.

The existing process roquires DNR be notified of all SCUP or variance requests in the
River Corridor District at least 10 days prior to the public hearing. DNR alsp has
teview and approval authority aver any amendments to the River Corridor District

9/9/93

G-25

20.

21

22,

23.

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.



¥01

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

24

25

26

27

(rezonings, text amendments), We suggest retaluing the existing process with regard to
the DNR role once our ordinance has been “certifled”.

23. pp. 77-78, 83: Clarify - the Plan says that after consistent local ordinances are adopted,
the Critical Area ordi for that lity would be nullified. On page 83 the plan
says that "after the comprehensive management plan is completed, local governments
Wi - N

are contradictory. The Clty does not support nullifying its existing four
River Corridor Overlay zoning districts. We prefer to amend the existing River
Corridor district regulations to conform with the MNRRA Plan,

In addition, the transition from the existing critical area ordinances to the new
ordinances should be clarified. The Plan should clarify that existing comprehensive
plans and ordinances remaln in effect ontil they are updated to conform with the
MNRRA Plan. Adoption of the MNRRA Plan should not trigger a moratorium on
development in the interim prior to opdating existing ptans or ordinances.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The key issue for St. Paul in this regard is maintaining a balance b protection of natural
resources and utilization of economic resources. Good environmental quality is one of the
City’s most valuable resources - from the standpoint of both environmental protection and
economic development. We support the Plan’s proposed policies to prevent pollution, clean up
polluted sites, and protect our natural, recreational, cultural, and economic resources. Our
primary concemn is duplicating or lengthening existing governmental regulatory processes.

Resource Management - pp.39-48

24. There are many existing permitting and regulatory agencies currently involved in various
aspects of environmental review (Appendix J). We support and encourage efforisto . ____

streamiine the regulatory process, The Plan should ensure that proposed policies and
actions do not duplicate existing goveramental review processes. The strategies
identified on pp. 82-83 to streamline the regulatory process should be realized before
the MNRRA Ptan goes Into effect.

DEFINITIONS

It is important that all meaningful terms be defined and that definitions are specific cnough to
provide sufficient darity.

. 7-24

25.  p. 239 "Location policies” - misleading term; these }eaﬂy refer to permitted (encouraged)
and dis9qurnged land yses within the riverfront ares. Supgest renaming riverfront Jand
hise policies.

26, p. 239 "Major land usc” - too general; suggest only uses requiring varjances or EIS be
considered "major land uses”.

9/9/93

24.

25.

26.

27.

i

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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28

29

30

27,

p. 240 "Riverfront area” - Add *a 300-foot wide area adjacent to the shoreline where
certain types of land uses are encouraged and subject to site development policies®

28, p.24) "Site deve]opmem pohcn: Change “thase galicies thar affec'r adevobpmem
aftons H3 k I.u. d.im g 1
arsa_an.d_hlm_mssmﬁmm These sre- th o "'L 4
pelicies,-dealing deal with specific issues such as sctbacks and height, and prov:de a basis
for even more specific design guidelines.

29.  p. 241 *Variance": Suggest including state statute definition rather than simply
referencing it. -

9/9/93

28.

29.

30.

G-25

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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1.  The plan stresses coordination, incentives, and monitoring.
City of . The Department of Natural Resources would monitor
Champhn , - community actions in the corridor for consistency with the

MNRRA plan and revised critical area plans.
RN P

September 8, 1993 2. . No time frames are set in the plan, and no moratoriums
' are proposed.

11955 CHAMPLIN DRIVE CHAMPLIN, MN 55316-2399  {612) 421-8100

Attn: Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 Bast Fifth Street, Suite 418

Box 41 .
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Superintendent:

The Clty of Champlin has reviewed the draft Mississippi Rlver and

Recreation Area Plan to determine what, if 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

bank. The City has long been a proponent of solid natural

resources mnanagement and river bank preservation. There are,

however, a few issues that need to be addressed that concern the

City of Champlin.

1) In the Summary section of the report there is a statement that !
allows for the "retention of flexibility to respond to unusual
situations in special ways providing that the resource
identified in the MNRRA act are protected". Although
flexibility 1is necessary, what agency will be given the
authority to oversee the flexibility issue? 1If it is the .
local governments, then who will over see that random |
variances are not issued creating a plan that cannot be '
esnforced or anf d_dif 1y—by Bd i—g -
Champlin is not proposing that some other agency be created
that would oversee all of the improvements along the river, |

1 howevaer, a variance process that requires approval of a

separate government agency would be appropriate.

2) The Plan states that each local govermment will be required to
update their land use plans (Comprehensive Flans) for the
corridor to conform to this MNRRA Plan. Although, the City of
Champlin is not adverse to such a requirement, the concern is

amendment. Will the local governments be given a deadline of
when’ the plan amendment must be made or will the amendment be ‘

2 required to be made prior to the approval of any other local -
government teguesg:ed land use amendment? The reason that this |
5 Lo '

better utilize staff time rather than to be required to
complete an amendment every time a new policy is adopted by
another government agency.

The City ot Chamavin is an Equal ODDO!tunity  Atlitmatwe Actian Empioyer
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3)

Page 18 of the draft states that the improvements will be

developments. Although this makes some sense, there is a
concern that the new regulationa could prevent new and old
developments from being compatible.
flexibility with design to allow compatibility of new and old
developments. The plan does state that “compatible

There needs to be some

residential uses™ 1s a goal.

4)

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 administering 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
cumbersone.

5)

Periodically throughout the draft plan, there is mention that
the local governments will acquire "“the most significant
scenic, cultural, or natural resources, including scenic and
trail easements". Although the protection of the resources
are important, whe will decide which areas are important and
how will the acquisitions be funded?

6)

There is mention that the DNR would put together a draft
ordinance for 1local 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 govermments 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 Developnment Director

cc

Rurt Ulrich, city Administrator

G-26

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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J )
Saint ﬁﬁo

pai  Parks and Recreation Commission

300 City Hall Annex, 25 W. 4th Streey, Saint Paul, MN 55102 - - 612/292-7400

Scptember 10, 1993

Peter Gove, Chairman
Missisippi River Coordinating G
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418
Suint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Chairman Gove:

The Saint Paul Parks and R ion C ission has reviewed the Missisyippi National River and
Recreation Area (MNRRA) Comp ive Manage; Plan prepared by the Nati Park Service
(NPS). The Ci ission voted i ly to app the hed resol ar its September 8
meeting.

In essence, the Commission places the highest priotity on preservation of parkland and natural resources
and encourages NPS assistance in developing a national tourism program, including egtablishing an
NPS Headquarters and MNRRA interpretive center on the riverfront at Harries Island.

We appreciate the opp ity 10 on thig imp: d and look forward to the
continued development of the MNRRA Plan.

Sincerely,
Jill Danner, Chair
cc:  Michael Madell, MNRRA Acting Superinteadent
Senator Sandy Pappas
Mayar James Scheibel
City Councilmembers
Robert Piram

Parks and Recreation Commissioners

[ T Saint Poul Parks dnd Recreation Comminsioners:
it net, Chai ‘arence H , First Vice-Chairp Mary Forliti, Second Vice-Chairperson
Richard Arey, Ann Ciestak, David Goodiow, Bartara Johnson, Barbara Rose, Kiki Sonnen

These items are a priority for plan implementation.
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Saint Paul Parks and Recreation Commission

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, on November 18, 1988, Public Law 100-696 established the Mississippi N 1
River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) as a unit of the national park system, to isclude 72 rml:x of the
Mississippi river, four miles of the Mi River and pass 54,000 acres of public and private
land and water in five Mi i ing from Dayton w south of Hastings, and which is 1
be administered by the National Park Service (NPS), an agency of the U.S. Department of the Inerior;
and .

WHEREAS, Saint Paul's 29 miles of Missi i River shoreli the longest stretch
of riverfront of any municipality in the MNRRA and u endowed with dwem naural resources of
national significance, including fossil beds, natural caves, bluffs and shoreline, lakes and wetlands in the
Hiddea Falle/Crosby Farm, Lilydale/Harriet Island and Bande Creek Regional Parks; and

‘WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Parks and Recreation Coramission places the highest priority on the
preservation of the parkland and natural resources located within the riverfront area, which provide
natural habitat, congribute to improved water quality, provide relicf from the built urban environment,
and cnhance Saint Paul's quality of life; and

WHEREAS, the Commission believes it is important to foser cooperanvc and coordinated
perterships 1 enhance the river corridor; and

WHEREAS, the Commission belicves the MNRRA presents an unparalieied opportunity w
complement Saint Paul's commiment 10 the riverfront area, and proicct and preserve historical, culteral,
recreational, and natural resources throughout the river carridor, and greatly enhance interpretive
efforts.

RESOLVED, that the Saint Paul Parks and Recreation Commission recommends that the
Saint Paul City Council support the MNRRA Comprehensive Management Plan, and the efforts
of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the National Park Service (NPS)
to preserve and enmmce parkland and natural resources within the MNRRA, and encourage NPS

ind g a national tourism program, including establishing an NPS Headquarters
and MNRRA lmerpullve center on the riverfront at Harriet Istand.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, THAT: the Commission recommends support for strong
working partnerships between local, state, and federal agencies, in regard to management of the

natural, cultural, recreational, and ic v In the MNRRA.
Adopted by Saint Paul Parks and R ion Ci issi Date Q' g- 73
Approved: Yeas 8
Nays o
Absent !
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1

MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
September 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral

Mississippl National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street - Suite 418

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Re: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan
Misslasippl Nacional River and Recreation Aree
Anoka, Ramsey, Washington, Dakota, and Hennepin Gounties
MHS Referrel File Number: $3-0350

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Comprehensive
Management Plan for MNRRA. 1t has been reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities
given the State Hiatoric Preservation Officer by the HNatlonal Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Procedures of the Advisory Council on Hiatoric
Preservation (36CFR800), and to the responsibilities given the HMimmasota
Historical Soclety by the Minmesota Historic Sites Act and the Minnesota Field
Archaeology Act. .

We have appreciated previous opportunities to review and comment on alements of
this plan, and are pleased to see that many of our re_comendatlons have been
incorporated into the current draft.

We have the following comments on the report:

1. Tha section on Cultural Resources Management  includes some
appropriace policy language regarding preservation and use of
historic properties. However, outside of direct acquisition of a
handful of historic properties by NPS and possibly by local
governments, it is somewhat difficult to prasp how these policies
will be concretely realized as the plan is implemented.

'n'u plan puts a good deal of emphasis on the implementation of land
use planning at the local level. Inasmuch as theae decisiona are
largaly cantrolled at the local level this direction is sound

Along the lines of this approsch, we would recommend that the plan
include a much stronger emphasia on the implementation of historic
resource protection at the local level.

Our office currently administers a program which could help fulfill
this need. ' The Gertified Local Government (CGLG) program,
established pursuant to the Natfonal Historic Presarvation Act,
promotes the enactment of local historic preservation ordinances to
establish programs to designate and protect historlc properties
within the local jurisdiction. Those programs meeting certaln

TEQUiTEmeNty ATy cercirredT vy oI U TINE NECLoNA L “PAarR
Service, work closely with our office in program development, and
are eligible to apply through our office for federal grants for
survey and planning work,

345 KELLOGC BOULEVARD WEST / SAINT PAUL, MINNESUTA 55102-1906 / TELEPHONE: 612-296-6126

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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September 10, 1993
Joann M. Kyral
HHS '#93-350

Page two

Under these ordinances, the local governmenta survey and designate
historic properties, review building and demolition permits for
depignated properties, and conduct other preservation planning
activities. If comprehensive and effective protection of historic
resources in the MNRRA corridor is to be achieved, programs of local
designation and protection are vitally important. Currently, only
five of the local governments in the MNRRA area have local
preservation ordinancas.

One way to integrate the CLG program into the MNRAA plan would be to
include the State Historic Preservation Office in the 1list of
*partners® (page 76 of the draft plan). Our roles could include:
*promote the enactnent of new local historic
preservation ordinances
#offer technical asaistance to communities inm
establishing local preservation programs
wwork with local preservation commisaions to integrate
MNRAA policies and objectives into locel preservation
lans
whelp fund local historic preeervation survey and
planning efforts through the CLG grants program

(Of courae, our office also plays other roles related to Section 106
review that algo could be {ncluded in this list.)

2. To a large extent, the activitiea wvhich have occurred in the
corridor have atrong ties to the entire region and represent e focal
point for the historical story of rthe Upper Midwest. The
Migsissippl River Overview an peges 123-127 might be expended so
that the context of the corridor’s history 1s better Interpreted.

3. We recognize that the list of historic properties included on
pages 128-131 {a meant to be illustrative. However, we hava somo
concern that tha individual resources significent at tha state and
local level are omitted from the list snd that this omission may
iwply that thelr preservation and treatment is less important.
Further, we also recognize, realistically, that the claesificetfon
of *local, state, or natlional significence” has not always been
aniformly annliad so las regictavod at AIFE, points aver.,

the past 25 years. Because of these reasons, and because the
National Register recognizes properties of national, state, and
local eignificance as all being worthy of preservation, we would
urge that properties aignificant at tha local ot state level are
fully integrated invo the plan.

4, The discussion of compliance with Section 106 of the National
Hietoric Preservation Act (pages 181-182 of the drsft plan)
acknowledges that additional consultetion on compliance will take
place before the final plan is {ssued. As part of that discussion,
we would like to clarify some {tems on the tentative list of actions

G-28

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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Septeater 20, 1572 6. | This was added.
i
s 7. This was added to the plan and potential impacts analyzed

in the environmental consequences section.
on page 181. We would also like to discuss how 106 reviev might
apply to actions undertaken by non-federal agenciss operating under
the MNRRA plan, given the revised definition of “undertaking” in the
Nationsl Historiec Preservation Act as amended in 1992.

5, The desiga guidelinas (Appendix C) should incorporate reference
to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabllitatrion for
6 historic propertles. Other sections of the plan could reference the
Secretary of ths Interior’s Standards for Archseology snd Bistoric
Presservation, as appropriate.

6. Ve reaffirm the need for a comnprehensive historic properties
survey, including considerstion of histaric landscapes in the
corrider.

7. The report 1indicates that the proposed Harriet Island
Interpretive facility contains no lnown hiatorie properties.
Althaugh the nand for an archagsglogical survey s indicated. there
is no mention of a survey for history/architecture resources. 1In
fact, the Harriet Island Psvilion fe listed on the RNatlonal

7 Register. The effect of the proposed project on this bullding - and
on any significant assoclated landscape elements - will need to be
evaluated.

Ve look forward to further counversations with you with regard to this plamning .
effort. 1f you have queations or concerns {n regard to our comments, pleasa
contact Dennis Cizmestad at 296-5462.

Sincerely,

Britta L. Bloomberg
Deputy Stace Historic Preservation Officer

BLB ; dub

cc: Martha Frey, Minneapolis Heritage Preservation Commission
Beth Bartz, St. Psul Heritage Preservation Commisaion
Sharon Marko, Newport Heritage Preservation Commission
Bob Vogel, Cottage Grove Advisory Commission on Historic Preservation
John Grossman, Hastings Heritege Preservation Commission
Betsy Doermamm, $t. Anthony Fallg Heritage Board
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September 10, 1993

JoAnn Kryal, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Kryal:

Thenk you for attending our July Board meeting and presenting the Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement for the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. We recognize the tremendaus
amount of time and encrgy expended by the Coordinating Commission and National
Park Service in preparing this extremely important and comprehensive document.
We truly appreciase the Park Service's efforts.

Enclosed is the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board's response to the Draft Plan.
If you have any questions, piease contact me at (612) 661-4800,

Singerely,

President;
Scott Neim, 3
- vid L.

Vice President: 3

xf{h,,: Fihaber  SUperintendent

Commissianers.

Patricia D. Baker I)Ij‘/Ck
To::\ Baker

Walter Bratt

Dale W. “Skip” Gifbert Enclosure
Patricia Hillmeyer

Naconi Loper

Ancie Young

Superiniendent-
David L. Fisher
v
¥ Feldman
L araln Exchange
400 South 4th Street
Minneapolis, MN 554151400

Phone 1.612.661.4800 9
Fax 16126614777 : Recycid Pecer J0%

G-29
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RBSPONSE TO DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA

The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board has historically viewed the Mississippi River
as a world class resource to be treasured, protected and enjoyed by residents and visitors
alike. From its very beginning, the Park Board has 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, East and West River Parkway, Minnehaha Park
and smaller parcels, the Board now owns over 62% of an estimated 21.25 miles of river
shoreline within the City limits of Minneapolis. In the past twenty years alone, nearly 50
million public dollars have been spent on shoreline acgnisition and development. These
efforts have stimulated an estimated $500 million in private development along or near the
River. Perhaps more importantly, increasing public ownership has fostered greater
stewardship of the River and associated natural resources,

. MNRRA - 8 Great Opportunity

With the passage and implementation of the legislation for MNRRA, there has been a real
opportunity for the Coordination Commission and the National Park Service to develop 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 Plan Lacks Inspiration
Unfortunately, we believe that the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental
Impact Statement has fallen well short of that goal. To its credit, the document is a
wonderful compendium of information about the river, the corridor and the muititude of
historical, cultural, economic, environment j i

However, an effon to satisfy il 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 1o a desired condition.

MPRB Response 10 MNRRA Plan

G-29

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

. "BALANCE" Avoids Issues

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 throﬁghom 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”
altogether (pages 19, 30, 37, 55, 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. I status quo for something
as significant as shoreline development is a basic tenet of the plan, we really question the

vision, or a lack of, in this plan.

. Develop Plan Based on the Uniqueness of Different Segments
While we strongly advocate Alternative B with regard to Riverfront Land Use, we propose

substituting portions of ‘Alternatives A, B and/or C within the proposed plan. We fully
concur on the need to create a vision and conceptual master plan for the entire corridor,
but it has to be flexible enough to address the unique issues and accommodate a wide range
of activities. In our past experience, we have approached sections of the 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 Lowry and Broadway or the development area between Hennepin Avenue
and Central Avenue. As such, the design criteria must reflect and respect these many facets
and dimensions for the plan to succeed.

. Base Plan on Interpretive Themes

We would also encourage you to consider using the interpretive themes outlined on pages
53 - 56 as an outstanding framework from which to organize, present and sell the plan,
These themes capture the real spirit and importance of the proposed area and this plan.

2

{3

9

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-term, 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.

Text was added to further recognize that there are
different segments of the corridor that would be managed
differently.
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. St. Anthony Falls - A World Class Interpretive Opportunity

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 class interpretive center in conjunction
with the St. Anthony Falls Historic Preservation Area. Instead of a traditional center which
largely begins and ends in the building, the center would enable the visitor to experience,
understand and appreciate the tremendous number of amenities found nearby. The quslity
aund quality of these amenities warrents a larger interpretive facility than recommended
(20,000+ square feet versus 12,000) Such a facility would create not only greater critical

mags for the area in an interpretive sense, it would provide greater impetus for economic
development nearby. Once again, Minneapolis would be physically connected to the River.
The potential for riverfront development has not been fully studied or documented, but we
believe the additional potential far exceeds the long-ierm capacity.

. Open Space Opportunities Mim a Stragegy

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 ends
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 as a critical

element of this plan and one which the National Park MMW%
By virtue of the inclusion of the River in the National Park System, private contributions
may be easier to solicit for land acquisition or development. A trust fund could be

established. These opportunities must not be lost.

. Dynamics of the Metropolitan Area Are Not Considered

Fram a broader perspective, the draft plan does not appear to consider one of the most
significant issues facing the Metropolitan Region. The possible relocation of the Twin Cities

International Airport. The preferred site within the search area is very close to the soyth |
portion of the corridor 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 of this ang other

river-related development have tremendous impacts upon the region’s and Minnesota’s
overall economy.

G-29

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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D Preservation and Economic Development are Compatible

During the past twenfy years, the Minneapolis Park Board has had substantial experier.ce

in the development dynamics within the river corridor. The results have been quite positive
for recreation, preservation and economic development to be considered simultaneously
rather than separately. They are not mutually exclusive. Preserving and developing the

iver has, in fact, been a significant economic development tool in Minncapolis.

. Summary
In short, we believe the draft plan bas failed to synthesize the multitude of viewpoints irto
a long range, visionary plan for the Mississippi National River and RecreationArca
Further, it has not provided a clear and forceful strategy to achieve the visions described in
the current plan.

Our sincere desire is to create an exemplary plan which will move us away from the age old
argument of economic development versus environmental protection. A great plan will do
both and we would like to see such a plan for this great river and the people who use and
enjoy it.

This idea was added.
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DAKOTA COUNTY ooy svanon .

{512) 891.7100
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT Fax {612) 891-7031
14855 GALAXIE AvENUE, 3RO FLOOR APPLE VALLEY, MINNESOTA 55124-8579

September 9, 1993

Joann Ryral

Superintendent

Migsissippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth

Suite 418, Box 41

8t. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Draft Migsissippi National River and Recreation Area
{MNRRA) Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmantal
Impact Statement

Dear Ma. Kyral:

The pakota County Board of Commissioners on July 27, 1993
pasged a resolution regarding comments on the Draft MNRRA
Comprehensive Management Plan and Envirommental Impact
Statement. At that time they directed staff to submit
conments to the commission regarding transportation,
econonic, and recreational iasues. The Dakota county
Highway Department and Office of Planning have reviewed the
Draft MNRRA Plan and Dakota County’s copments pertaining to
transportation are anclosed.

The County understands the need to protect the river
corridor and appreciatea the efforts of the National Park
Servica in the development of this plan, However, the
transportation needs, to provide a quality of life demandad
in this region, must be incorporated into the plan.

The Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers form the boundaries
separating Dakota County from Minneapolis and St. Paul.
Dakota County with a 43% increase in population from 1980 to
1990, is the fagtest growing county in the saven county
metropolitan area. In the next 30 years, the Metropolitan
Council projects Dakota County will have 26% of the growth
in the entire metropolitan region. Therefore, this plan has
far reaching impacts on the development of the county.

Printeg on Recyched Prger a8 ENItA) STV Chom AvEn
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We are concerned with the plans lack of intermodalism.

. bakota County has several modes of transportation and
bridges that are impacted by this plan. Examples include
Dakota County as the potential site of a new international
airport, the seven river terminals located in the County,
and roads within the park corridor that are integral to the
economic viability of the region.

" The plan also has a lack of specificity in providing
guidance for future project designs. Specific guidelines
ro

]

021

open for various interpretations. For exampIe,'ure all
highways contained within the corridor govermed by parkway
design standards or just roads within 300 feet of the river?

standards for a parkway?

Therefore, the transportation impacts of this plan are
critical to the County. In response, County staff have made
both general and specific comments to the plan which are
attached.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Master
Plan and BIS. By incorporating comments from the metro and
local planning agencies, we trust the Commission will
produce a plan providing for the economic and recreational
resources of the metro area.

Very Truly Yours,

Daidl 7 Eoercha

bDavid L. Bverds, PE
Dakota County Engineer

CC: Dakota County Board of Commissioners
The Honorable Bruce Vento
The Honorable James P. Metzen
The Honorable Thomas Pugh
The Honorable Robert Milbert Jr.
Commissioner James Denn
Brandt Richardson
Louis Breimhurst
Jack Ditmore

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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. BYs DAKOTA COUNTY PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

OFFICE OF PLANRIEG & EIGEWAY DEPARTMENT

ON: MIBGISSIPPI CONPREHENBIVE MAKAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DATE: BOSREPTHEMBER 9, 1993

Dakota County understands the unique opportunity to protect
and provide for the development of the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) as ocutlined in the
Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. While the plan covers many areas thoroughly, we
have concerns regarding transportation issues. Dakota
County has multiple modes of transportation impacted by the
plan, yet the only modes covered specifically area commercial
navigation and bicycle/pedestrian.

Dakota County has seven river terminals located on the
rivers in the area specified in the plan. The surface
transportation necessary to this activity utilizes the
County road network. According to the Metropolitan Council
in 1984 there was a direct economic impact of $38 millien
and 1,000 jobs related to compercial navigation in Dakota
County. These terminals handled 16% of the region’s river
barge activity. A recent 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 would add
241 trucks a day, six days a week to the region highways.
The plan does not address the relationship between
roads/trucks and barges. The i 1

environmeptal impacts of eliminating trucks on parkways need
to be addressed

Dakota County is the site of a potential new airport for the
region. Construction of this potential new airport will
require additional or upgraded bridge crossings of the
Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers. Such construction will
algo require upgrading or additional roadways which may be
in the river corridors. The plan does not address such
possibilities. :

Dakota County believes the plan needs to specifically
address the following:

*The Matropolitan 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. This study should be
addressed in the plan.

G-30
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In Dakota County this specifically impacts the TH 61
Bridge at Hastings; the WAKOTA Bridge at Newport and South
8t. Paul:; the I-35E Bridge; the TH 52/55 Study:; the CSAH 24
toll bridge; and the Etter Bridge at CR 68 into Goodhue
County.

*There are no maps included in this document of ths
metropolitan highway system which oross both the Minnesota
and Missigsippi Rivers in many places throughout the region.

TIMYVentoT wItirnrtirecorrrdor-am thulr

AT yof—ald
functional classification should be included in the plan.

*The Metropolitan Council is in the process of revising
the region’s Transportation Plan to bring it into
conformance with the federal Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). The pla

3 gEE oItie e 59 - aNE ACIOR DIlal
transportation act.

the federal

#The Metropolitan Council is also currently revising
the Metropolitan Developmant Investment Fr 14
should also be reviewed for compatibility on development and
investment issues.

The following specific comments in the plan are of concern:

Page 29:

"(11l) Increase the capacity of existing bridges in
preferaence to constructing additional bridges except where
new bridges are included in approved metropolitan area
plans. Develop parallel architecturally compatible bridges
next to existing bridges to increase capacity instead of new
separate bridge crossings in the same traffic corridor.”

¢al

This statement appears to preclude hew rivers croeeings
regardless of need. The longevity of this plan should not

prevew wsuigmed:
transportation daczsions for the area the ability to do so.
The plan should be consistent with the Major River Crossing
Study and the Transportation Policy Plan which is being
revised in accordance with the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) 1991.

Por exarmple, the plan should not be able to preclude the
construction of a future river crossing between Washington
and Dakota Counties. Based on Metropolitan council growth
projections for Dakota and Washington Counties, there will
eventually be the need for a future corridor crossing.
Dakota County agrees that transportation planning needs to
take into account both economic and envirommental concerns.
However, this draft plan prevents local agencies from
wvorking with Mn/DOT and the Metropolitan Council to provide
the most effective system by eliminating options that would
.othervise be available to the transportation system.

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).
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Page 29:

“(17) Incorporate scenic parkway road design standards
and architectural treatments into road reconstruction, or
improvement projects in the corridor, with primary emphasis
on parallel roads in the riverfront area and bridges over
the river."

A definition of "parkway road design standard® is
needed. The definition should not preclude truck traffic in
all areas of the corridor. The river is a transportation

corrider—3Inor to-move-g to-and—from—the—river—e
network of roads that accommodates truck traffic is
required. For example, the border of the corridor in a
portion of Dakota County is TH 55 and TH 56. Theae highway
segments directly serve Koch Refining and the barge
terminals at Pine Bend and South St. Paul. The plan states
in Appendix ¢ that "Roads within 300 feet of the river
should be limited to ascenic drives and parkways providing
recreational access to the river...” . The plan faile to
specifically addresa the roads that do not strictly meet the
quidelines as outlined. The plan needs to inventory and
address each roadway in the corridor.

The impact of limiting truck traffic in this corridor
has not bheen svaluated in this DEIS from the regional
economic perspective or the additional demand that would be
pPlaced on other rocadways.

Based on these concerns, we suggest a revised or
Supplemental DEIS be completed evaluating the social,
economic, and environmental impact of decreasing vehicle
capacity and rerouting truck movemants along and accessing
the corridor. The analysis should include:

*Inventory of all roads within the corridor and their
functional classification;

*Determination of which roads would be designated as
"parkways® including s definition of "parkway":

*Deternmination of the feasibility of roads losing truck
capacity;

*Determination of alternative truck routes:;

*Datermination of additional roadways needed to be
constructed for these routes to function at an
appropriate level of service;

*Evaluation of the social, economic, and environmental
inpact of lost roadway capacity and from rerouting
truck movements including increased noise, air

7. 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 traffic.

8. The revised policy makes this analysis unnecessary. Some
transportation data were added as an appendix.

G-30
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emissions, snergy use, neighborhood disruption and cost
to consumers; and

*The plan needs to include the Transportation Policy
Plap, the Metropolitan Development Investment
Framework, the Major River Crossing Study and the Dual-
Track Airport Study. :

Dakota County supports the Minnesota Department of
Transportation’s Detailed Comments of the Draft
Comprehensive Managenent Plan of the Environmental Impact
Statement Mississippi National River and Recreation Area,
dated August 19, 1993 including Commissioner James N. Denn’s
cover letter.

P:MNRRA

).

References were added to the Land Use section of the plan
for these studies.
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DAKOTA COUNTY

DIVIBION OF PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT
-14955 GALAXF AVENUC

LOUIS J. BREIMHURST, RE.
DIAZCIoR

(6171 991-20u
FAX (612) 881- 031 )
AFPLE VALLEY, LANNESOTA 55123.8879

DEPAR-NENTS OF —

o BNYIR TAL MANAG FMENT
» HGImATE

© PAMS

* QURVEY
8 GHHICE OF FLARNIND

September 10, 1393

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral

Miggigaippi National River and Recreation Area
Natjonal Parks Service

175 5th Street Rast, Suite 418, Box 41

8t. Paul, MN 55101-2901

Dear Ms. Xyral:

Dakota County appreciated the opportunity to address the
Miseiseippi River Coordinating Commiseion at the public hearing
on the Comprehensive Management Plan that was held on July 28.
This letter constitutes the page-by-page commentary on the Plan
tkat wae requested by Commissioner Gove at the public hearing.

In her remarkse on July 28, Commigsioner Richards noted the
concern of the Board of Commiesioners that the Plan, in effect,
adds another layer of land management authority in the region.
These comments wezre focused on the role assigned to the
Mebropolitan Council. Examples of these concerns and the need
for further clarification include:

Fage 20. The Plan states: *MetTopolitan Council astaff
would provide asgistance to local governments on plan
development eVisi ieve 4] t i
Blan." The latter phrase (i.e., the underlined phrase)
appears to add a regulatory authority to the Council and a
mandate for lacal governments.

Page 77. The Plan calle for state legislation that would
“require thac all local plans and actions be consistent with
the corridor plan." It goes on to state: "The Metropolitan
Council would implement the state legislation, conducting a
review of local comprehensive plane for coneistency with the
corridcr plan." These provimions reinforce the idea of a

eglon 4dm € creation Of an
unfunded mandate for loval governments.

L

Wirte o Raeycies Pages

N BN L AP A £ A e
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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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Page 2

The Commission should address the dichotomy it appears to have
created in the role of the Council (i.e., assistance versus
regulation). As noted in Commisgioner Richards' remarks, Dakota
County opposes the addition of another level of land management
in the County and questions the resources of the Council to carry
out the new responsibilities the Plan appears to assign.

Further, as part of our comments on July 28, Commissioner
Richards told the Commission that: "...we are concerned that the
proposed management plan lacks many specifics that will define
how many compromises 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
are;

Page 29. "{11) Increase the capacity of existing bridges in
preference to constructing additional bridges except where
new bridges are included in approved metropolitan area
plans. Develop parallel architecturally compatible bridges

separate bridges crossing in the same traffic corridor."

This statement appears to preclude new river crossings
regardless of need. The longevity of this plan should not
prevent those assigned the tasks of planning and making
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
improvement projects in the corridor, with primary emphasis
on parallel roads in the riverfront area and bridges 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 toO move
goods to and from the river requires a network of roade that
accommodates truck traffic. The balance of thia 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 Misgsissippi should be deleted. As far as we know,
lampreys of the Agnatha form are not a problem in this
stretch of the Mississippi River.

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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Page 3

Page 55, third paragraph. The reference to the Mississippi
River providing "waste dilution and dispersal® sghould be
réworded or gqualified so that thie "use" cannot be

misinterpreted as desirable or legitimate.

Pages 85 and 8¢. In our view, the text is not clear on
whether the Harriet Island facility would be financed by 50%
matching grants, or by some other costing foxrmula. 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 ap a site.

Page 117, first paragraph. The discussion on bald eagles
should reference that not only do eagles winter here, but
that a pair of thege raptors established a nest inside the
boundary of Spring Lake Park Reserve this summer.

Page 120, fourth paragraph. The Mississippi River is not
the primary source of drinking water for the Metro area. As
deacribed in paragraph five, the suburbs all make use of
groundwater.

More broadly, while the plan covere many areas thoroughly, we
have concerns in the absence of specific references to ground
transportation, The only transportation areas mentioned are

T plan does no
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
percent of the region'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.

Purther, Dakota County is the site of a potential new airport for
the region. If a new international airport 1s located in Dakota
County, it would require additional or upgraded bridge crossings

of the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers. Such construction will
+ & in

river corridors. The Plan does not allow for these
poesibilities, should the decision be made to build a new
airport.

G-31

10.

11.

12.

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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13

14

Page 4

For these reasons we believe that the Plan needs to specifically
address the following:

- Maior River Crossings. Metropolitan Council and the
Transportation Advisory Board completed a Major River
Croseing Study in 1989 which shows a high priority to
reconstruct many Mississippi River crossing points.

highway' system which crosses both the Minnesota and
Missiseippi Rivers in many places throughout the region.
Such maps should be added.

- Regional Transportation Plans. The Metropolitan 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 (ISTEA). The Plan does not
address either the region's transportation plan or the
federal transportation act.

We hope that these comments will be 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 Mimsissippi
River Corridor.

Sincerely,

Con o

Jack Ditmore, Deputy Director
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

cc: Dakota County Board of Commissioners
The Honorable Bruce Vento
The Honorable James P. Metzen
The Honorable Thomas Pugh
The Honorable Robert Milbert Jr.
Commissioner James Denn
Brandt Richardson, County Administrator
Louis J. Breimhurst, Physical Development Director

13.

14.

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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@ . Metropolltim Waste Control Commission

Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Strect, St. Pau), Mi 55101-1633

612 222-8423

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.

In 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 you 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 population in excess of two million residents.

The MWCC works under the policy direction of the Metropoiitan
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. Environmental
Protection Agency.

If you have any questions or feel we can be of further service,
please give me a call.

Singfrely,

N YL

Louis R. Clark
Chair

Equal Op Action

G-32
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Metropolitan Waste Control Commission
Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Mj 55101-1633

612 222-8423

=

METROPOLITAN WASTE CONTROL COMMISSION COMMENTS OM
THE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE MARAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

September 10, 1993

GENERAL

The Draft Comprehensive Management Plan (Draft) on page 228
states that "waste treatment systems in the metropolitan area®
are all owned and operated by the Metropolitan Waste Control
1 Commission (MWCC). In fact, the MWCC owns and operates only
the major municipal wastewater treatment plants and
approximately 470 miles of the sewage collection system in the

corridor. The municipalities own their local wastewater

. Including MosSt © € collection systems
responsible for combined sewer overflow impacts on the river,
and some industrial facilities have their own treatment
facilities or pre-treatment facilities.

Recommendation: Re-write the language to clarify existing
jurisdictions,

WATER QUALITY ISSUES

1, The EIS does not address the various number and
characteristics of NPDES permittees in the corridor, despite

2 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 NP5 pursue environmental monitoring
which is currently the responsibility of the MPCA (as well as
the MWCC, pursuant. to its environmental permits) in the
rivers? What evidence exists that any supplemental monitoring
is required? .

Recommendation: Authority for environmental mohitoring 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 NPDES permittees discharging into

Equal C Action

=} .

<
2

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
essential for a comprehensive management plan.
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MWCC COMMENTS ON MNRRA DRAFT PLAN
Page, two

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.

Recommendation: The EIS needs to more clearly describe the
administrative role of the NPS in environmental regulation and
3 its integration into existing environmental regulatory
programs Any envxronmental monitorlng needs to be coordinated

e FPECY

3. 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
4 statements.,

NON-POINT SOURCE CONTROL STRATEGIES

q. 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 Draft Plan does not describe
the involvement of the NPS in water guality planning and
permitting on the Minnesota, despite the statement that the
nonpoint pollution would continue to be a major problem “if
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 NPS has
influence upstream and outside of the corridor on the

Minpesota 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 MNRRA 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. The NPS role in environmental regulation was clarified in
the Plan Implementation section.

4, References were added.

G-32
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MWCC COMMENTS OR MNRRA DRAFT PLAN ' 5. The Natural Resources Management and Plan
Page three . . .
Implementation sections of the final plan were revised to
clearly state that the Environmental Protection Agency
Recommendation: The NPS needs to clarify its authority and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency have the

regarding water quality planning and nonpoint source control
strategies to assure integration with the existing programs.

Tn addition, the unm
delineated.

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

Page 113 includes a heading "Hazardous Waste Sites.” But the
heading does not indicate that the 114 sites apparently
include permitted facilities as well as the Superfund sites.
In addition, the NPS 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 each of the Superfund
sites, and possibly include their impacts on the corridor.
There may be circumstancées where a trail use may not be
possible due to an identified closed and sealed Superfund
site.

(431

AIR QUALITY ISSUES

The Draft document does not mention or address the
identification of the MNRRA corridor as a federal non-
attainment area for small particulate matter (known as PM-10).

Recommendation: In the final EIS report, the NPS shoulcd
include the PM-10 non-attainment area in its evaluation of air
quality impacts.

Page 162 of the Draft Plan states: "Continued NP&

participation in reviewing federal regional air quality

permits would assist in preventing deterioration of the
corridor’s air quality from pollution sources outside the
MNRRA boundary."™

The plan is unclear as to what regulatory authority the NPS&
has in review of air quality permits (including indirect.
source permits).
Clean Air Act requirements to the MPCA; therefore the MPCA is

The EPA has delegated the operation of 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.
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MHCC COMMENTS ON MNRRA DRAFT PLAN 8. The NPS role was clarified in the final plan.
Page four
9. Additional explanations for the cost estimates were added.
the operator of the federal and state air permitting programs. The details of the estimates were moved to the appendix to
Recommandation: The NPS could review and comment on air emphasize their preliminary nature.

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.

COSTS AND PRIORITIES (FINANCIAL PLAN)

8. On Page 85, under the category of ™“Costs and Priorities
{Financial Plan)® the NPS estimates that the development costs
for an interpretive facility at St. Paul/Harriet Island would
total about $8,347,000 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 currently underway, the MWCC believes that
the Draft cost figure presented on Page 85 is higher than we
would anticipate for the project described.

gel

Recommendation: The NPS should revisit the cost estimates
presented for the St. Paul/Harriet Island facility, in
particular, and the other facilities described in the Draft.’

End of MWCC comments
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D GAAMS 1 e 1. The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the
o T + proposed action.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, DISTRICT OV FICE: |

JBNANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS
SuvscommTIt:
- 140 Coamean™y Oyt Oragen
matios baTTONS Surtewgon,
RnuuaTiom Amp fepmsecy

@aaarotay

Comaunats Cammr a0 Seatrmince

COMMITIEE o BCIERCE, Congress of the nited States
SPACE, H Y

,,‘:E{f,_f‘“ Bouse of Representatives ’
THCmmoLoRY. GuerscawtnT AR Amation um(nmm BC 20515-2306

September 10, 1993

Ms. Joann Kyral
Superintendent

MNRRA .

175 Bast Fifth Streat
Suite 418

St Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

I wish to express my appreciation for the effort already invested

in ths 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 and 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 (PL100-696) that originally establichsd MNRRA.
Specifically, the law was written to recognize the historical,
recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic and scientific
resources derived from activities along the river. while ’
extensively detailing most of these areas, the inventory of
economic activities is noticeably absent from the Plan. The

economic benefits of this working river, and the effect the plan
will have on economic activity, should be more fully developed.

Local government authorities have a proven track record of

integrating the unigue impact of the river into their local plans

and ordinances. Yet, while stating that local control is

1 integral to fulfilling the objectives of the law, the Plan also

indicates that "state legislation should be sought to require

conmmunity plans to be updated to conform to this plan® (pg. 24).
7 GIvement o e

DNR and the Metropolitan Council in the review of variance .

requests, suggests that local authority may indeed be reduced,

PRATED G RECYCLID PAPER
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September 10, 1993 2. See responses to comments G-15-2 and G-22-1.
Pagea Two
: i e routed
The importance of the river as it relates to transportation 3 A SketCh_was adde‘d to S'hOW hOW the tl‘all could b te
highlights the need to spacifically define and catalogue each around smgle-famlly nelghborhoods.
2 road, rajlway and bridge within this corridor. Attention to

detajls relating to current use and projected future needs are
critical since the plan will be in place for decades after the
original authors have moved on. Lack of specificity in this area
could allow an unintended interpretation and ultimately hinder
necegsary 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 algo concerned with the potantial negative impact of this
3 Plan, It is difficult to determine the criteria that will be
used in developing the extensive bike/walkways along this
corridor. While we understand that it is not the intent of the
v an Jdoes 8ta
local govermments should pursue the development of easements
along the river for public use. There is no disputing the fact
that the river is a community resource, but the potential for
riverfront property owners to be unfairly burdened is a real
concern. Property rights should not be trampled 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 time is
given to consider these critical issues. I appreciate the
opportunity to participate in this process.

i:zgfizzér,42:{;;4n~uf1___

Rod Grams
Member of Congress

RG:tpe
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m City of
AL ads Mendota Heights

September 10, 1993

TRANSMITTED VIA FACSIMILE
ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent

National Park Service

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 Park

‘Service our comments related to the Draft Comprehensive Management

Plan and Eavironmental Impact Statement related to the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA).. Over the past weeks,
the Mendota Heights City Council has discusesd 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 deadline for
receipt of public comments.

In the Resolution, the Council acknowledges the time and
effort the Nartional 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
€arth in the federal legislation which originally estaklished

. MNRRA, and in favor 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
envirommental 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 Resolution - Items 1 through 4 for further details.

. As further noted in the Resolution, the Council has asked for
a written response by the National Park Service to the comments 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 Heigl;nts“ MN - 55118 452-1850
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M9, Joknn Kyral
Septembar 10, 1993
Page 2

Thank yoa syain For the opportunity to provide the attached
cammenta.  Should you have any queatiens regarding ocur yesponee,
plasse feel rds LS Call me at yeur converieace,

Sincerely,

Ci1¥ DF MENDUTZ HEIGHTS

o anit#

™M fRwsell
City ARdminiazrator
MTL: kki

Al Lachognl

G-34
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )
COUNTY OF 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 MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT," 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,

. Lo~
ot i Sl o
iithleen M. Swanson

city clerk

(SEAL)




6€1

’ COMMENTS

RESPONSES

CITY OP MENDOTA ERIGHTS
DAXKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA

RESOLUTION RO. $3-46

A RESOLUTION COMMENTING ON THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL
RIVER AND RECREATIOM AREA DRA¥T COMPREHEMSIVE
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

WHEREAS, the National Park Service and the Mississippi River
Coordinating Commission are currently in the process of preparing
a Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
("the Plan®) for the Mipsissippi National River and Recreational
Area (MNRRA), and -

WHEREAS, the boundarieas of the MNRRA include 72 milés of the
Missigsippi River, approximately 2 1/2 of which are adjacent to the
City of Mendota Heights, and four miles of the Minnesota River, all
of which is adjacent to the City of Mendota Heights, and

WHEREAS, the provisions of the Plan may serve tc directly
impact land uses, public infrastructure improvements, and public
and private expenditures within our commnity, and

WHEREAS, the National Park Service has requested public
comments on the Plan from all affected units of local government
and other interested parties.

WHEREAS, the Plan focuses primarily on a "Proposed Plan" and,
in less detall, discusses three altermatives, 1identified as
Alternatives A, B and C. Consistent with the focus of the
document, the City‘s comments will deal exclusively with the
Propoged Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Mendota Heights,
Dakota County, Minnesota, that the City supports the goals set
forth in the Federal legislation which originally 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.

BE IT YFURTRER RESOLVED that the City appreciates and
recognizes the efforts of the Mississippi River Coordinating
Commission and the National Park Service in preparing the Pplan
which is currently before the public for comment. In response to
this request for comment, the City believes changes in the Plan are
necesgsary in the following areas: .

G-34
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1)  Ia general, many sections of the Plan are written in a 1. Th(? comprehens%vsa management plan is a conceptual
very nou-specific and vague mammer which wakes sn policy plan, providing a framework for more detailed
accurate dctermifation of the Lrue impacty of the Flaz on 1 : d decisi ki
Mendotz Helghts extremely difficult. These concesms plannmng and decision maxing.
pProlucticn mandates. ‘ ' . . .

2. . The proposal for state legislation to mandate consistency

2] The Plan ancauragas callaboratics and eooporaticn amongat | was deleted from the proposed plan.

vazicog iunits af gmrﬂm:ﬁé g:t baal:gws tups: tha )
MHoetropolitan Counci partman ¢ . .

ngnzFu nur.horii{ t?:d m:ﬁg_e_: and e:farcew:g: 3. The proposal for state legislation was deleted.
provigiond of tha plan. an IurEber contenplabes |
the papsage of State legistarion which wowld weurp local
land use coatral from local glected officials apd force
mmicipalities $o comply With the proviaions of the Flan

ag intarpreted by the Metropolitan Counci) amd the
Dopartmeat of Ratural Resouxces.

Past experience indfcates local elected g€ficials bave
doge a commendable job protecting the Missigslppl River
over the years and tha need for additiumal qnits of
government to becoge invalved in the land use i
process thx MHRER is quagticnahle, The role of these
two aganclies too etroudly atated throughcut the Plan -
their involvement in land uee mattare should act be as a
“vato authority®, but rather as 3 *uollzborwtive partmex®
capable of providing technical assistanCe ta unies of
local governmept. Within the guldelines of the FPlan,
land uec contyols ahould witimately rerain with lecal
gaverning unita. -

1) An depcribed abova, the Plan ceomtamplates special
legislation being passed by the Minnesota Legislature
shich would raquire citiv2 to update their Comprehemaive
Izod Uoo Plang to reflect Cthe dictakten of the MNERA Plgn.
Fohls Wit = " I133] wh: ¥ LAY = BJ LA e s
lcmgatanding commndty =oning claselfications and ;
compaohengive plaunipy efforiz over time, Despite ‘
asguranceg given in vhe Flan to prouperty owners, mandatesd
revisions ta lopgetanding commmity land use plans may
exposa units of goverameat to future lishility and damage
claimy, Urnito of local government ghomld oot be Eorced
into aasmming this liability, and should receive from the
Ratiopal Park Service A guarsotee that ciries and
countiae will ba held harmlesms snd no: responaible for '
a_;ly defeatie costs and Jjudgements ariging fram auch '
claims. i

kbl B
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4} As required by the Legislation which established MNRRA,
a finapcial plan to "provide and support the
orovenents and BHexr 8 = mme ie o he Pla
important element of the document. The current section
on financing does pot adequately identify the many costs
which will be incurred by local governments in complying
with the provisions of the Plan. Nor does the Plan
address the angoing maintenance and public safety issues
4 aggociated with new trail construction within the
corridor. This section of the Plan needs to be expanded
to more fully and accurately identify and describe the
t;ue gubm it:ot:a g:ociated with its implementation, and
clearly cate sources and methods <h
costs will be financed. hy vRich these

jpublic '

BE IT FORTHER RESOLVED, staff is directed to forward thig
resolution to the National Park Service and the Missiseippi River
Coordinating Commission requesting a written response to the
concerns and objections raleed in this Resclution.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Mendota Heights
this 7th day of September, 1993,

CITY COUNCIL -
CITY OF MERDOTA HEIGHTS

oy At & A lps
Charles E. Mertensotto
Mayor

ATTEST:

%&Q ) Z) =/¢' )
thleen M. Swanson

city Clerk

G-34

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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STATE OF
NNES@TA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

500 LAFAYETTE ROAD, ST. PAUL, MINNESOQTA 55155-4037

OFFICE OF THE . DNR INFOIMATION
COMMISSIONER {612) 268.0157

September 9, 1993

JoAnn Kyzal, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 E. Fifth St., Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Supcrimcndem Kyral:

The Minnesota Dcpnn-mcnl of Natural Resources (D'N'R) is pleased to provide comments 03
the Draft C + ve Manag Plan and Envi I Impact Statement for th:
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) DNR has a long history of
involvernent with MNRRA and the organizations that helped creaxe n, D:puty Cr:mmnssxom:r

Ron Nargang is currently our voting member on MNRRA's i River Coordinating
Commission.

While we have a ber of co DNR is g lly supportive of the draft plan and th: .
direction in which it proposes to take managemcm of this important Mississippi River

We are fully supportive of plans to provide federal funds to DNR to devclop land use rules
consistent with the plan and (o assist local governments in adopting consistent ordinances and
in administering the program. We also strongly support the proposal for a significant National

‘Park Service role in interpretation, including visitor facilities at Coon Rapids, St. Anthony

Falls, Harriet 1sland and Hastings. Interpretation is an activity that the National Park Servics
does extremely well, and we look forward to a broadened NPS role in the metropolitan ares.

Whllc we support the proposcd plan, theye are clemems of Altemauvc B thal we feel could be
the balanced approach lhe plan tries to strike in this urban area. There are three changes o1
page vii, for example, that we would suggest: first, under "Land Use/Landscape Character
Concept”, add to the proposcd plan “wildlife habitat preservation™; s second, under 0pe-1
Space”, add to the proposed plan "protect sensitive arcas and h n";

'Y

third, under "Resource Managemcent”, add to the proposed plan " ive r eﬂ'orts"

Folléwing are specific comments on the plan.

The DNR has significant concerns that the focus of the draft plan with respect to maturel
resources is 10 preserve their appearance, but is silent on the signifi of the biologicel
diversity, biological processcs or functions, species or community composition; the plan does
not adequately focus on the biological values of the river corridor and on methods to protect
those values. The plan needs a greater emphasis on protecting fish and wildlife resources,
including bottomland forests, bluffland and riverine habitats,

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

This was added to the plan as suggested.

Biological diversity and habitat protection concepts and
policies were added to the plan in several places.
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Superintendent JoAnn Kyral
Sept. 9, 1993
Page 2

The plan fails to acknowledge the national significance of this corridor for migratory birds and
other wildlife resources. The corridor is extremely significant for migrating birds (both
waterfowl and upland species), as well as other wildlife. A proposed 40-100-foot vegetative

buifer along the shoreline 1s not adequaic as a veg: Era
or other wildlife. While NPS is to be commended for callmg 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 plant three oak trees in & parking lot and consider that equivalent to a native woodlot.
Nor is native vegetation limited to tree specics---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 wildlifc habitat
suggests a lack of understanding of wildlife resources, ecological theory and the basic biology

of natural resources. "Open spacc in an urban settmg often means mowed lawns, trimmed
. 40 and-tha-influc.of. Anne G

trees-enote
The plan should acknowledge when there is mtent to provide a mowed lawn kind of open
space versus open space that has wildlife habitat values or maintains native plant commumities.

Small strip 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
habitat. Four of the Jarge tracts of land in the corridor that are currently undeveloped and

rYpOriant :.‘BL Yo v lﬂlt 1 -‘) easod £ -...-I» ) \ + 3 someform
or other: Ll]ydale, Battle Creck, Grey Cloud and Spring Lake While lhe draft plan’s focus
onr ion is understandable, it is critical that fish and wildlife values and native plant
also receive attention when planning for these large areas is undertaken.

cun'emly owned by NPS If thcse |slands are lo be transferred to other la.nd managers it
should be done in a way that ensures maintenance of the natural eover and establishment of

these lands as "sanctuary areas" to ensure they will continue to serve as valuable wildlife
[0 Susiain e cagics al arc rel mg 1o € TIvi
islands not become boater picnic areas or campsites. The declswn 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 managed the resources of the Mississippi River
corridor...(and that) this management has preserved the river in good condition..." 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 condition of the riverine environment, and perhaps
to distill some of the lessons learned from this "management” approach. Later in the same
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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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11

12

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Superintendent JoAnn Kyral 7 Scenic and recreational resources are included in the list of
gept- 9, 1993 resources cited in the MNRRA act and as such would be
age 3 . . s . .
factored into the decision process. The legislation
section (page V), it is suggested that decisions about | navigation uses should be stipulates that the area is intended to protect resources

based on "resource values, emphasizing minimal impact on aquatic life." This is a landible
goal, so long as recreational river uses arc considered “resource values”, and with the
understanding 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 active visitor uses and
recreational activities. A broad, balanced mix of visitor uses, in areas most suitable for these
activities, is preferable to a strict emphasis on particular-uses.

We welcome the plan’s emphasis on trail and public water access development. This focus
will complement the ongoing efforts of DNR and the Metropolitan Council, particularly in the
central metropolitan area (between 1-694 and I-494).

DNR reviewers suggest that specific examples be used and case studies cited whenever
possible to illustrate recommended actions.

The draft plan makes a number of references to increased enforcement of floodplain, wetland,
pollution control and other state laws and regulations (see pp. 40-41, for example) that suggest
significant 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 the draft plan suggests DNR will be provided
with funds to cover iis 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 maaage land or water or their use, the
plan does not make clear who will provide that management. It scems appropriate there be a
statement that the corridor’s land, water and their uses will be managed by state and local
governments as they are elsewhere in the state, but also consistent with this plan.

1 . : that Aard

The discussion at the bottom of page 20 leaves the
floodplain rules requiring damaged structures be removed from the floodplain would how
not apply here. That is incorrect; floodplain zoning requir would not change in the
corridor. The text should be rewtitten to clarify that, outside the floodplain, the intent of this
T program 1S preservation ol existing Characlenistics, and an cxistmg dimensionally sobstandard
structure that is destroyed could be rebuilt on the same footprint.

"Office buildings” should not be included with the list of river-related land uses that are
permissible within 300 feet of the water (page 24). We are not convinced there is any location

8.

10.

11.

12.

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.

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.

See responses to comments G-8-7 and G-10-1.
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13

14

15

16

17

Superintendent JoAnn Kyral
Sept. 9, 1993
Pgge 4

along the river where there would be economic hardship created if an office building were to
meet a 300-foot setback.

‘We have a related concern with respect to housing and retail, entertainment and commercial
uses. There are areas (Coon Rapids, for example) where there is a consistent pattern of
development of housing within 300 fect of the river; additional housing there would not be
objectionable, but there are other aress where development is currently sparse and housing
within 300 feet of the water would scem inappropriate. The same is true of retail/commercial
uses: our semse of what is acceptable would be much differem in downtown Minneapolis as
compared to 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 300-foot corridor should be river-related.

DNR in July published a draft Metro Region Forest R M Plan. S |
clements of the draft MNRRA plan are related to this new DNR dmﬁ plan. The statement
about prmcrvmg natu.ral shorelme areas at the bottom of page 26 15 consxstent w1th the draﬁ

o Pla e .

Teet wide would not be oonsmcnt) ’l‘he same is true of item 6 on page 40 (dealmg wnh use
of chemicals) and item 14 on page 41, which encourages alternatives to grass lawns. The draft
forest plan and the draft MNRRA plan should be reviewed for consistency (page 83).

Table 1 on page 27 appears to contain two errors. The top center box, which says "Critical
Area - N/A, DNR Shoreland Rules - 300 feet” should instead 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 structures 100-200 feet from the
river." Shouldn’t that actually say 0-200 feet?

blish a floodplai hent

There is a recommendation on page 29 (ltzm 12) to " encre

ceiling”. DNR hes already done so, and in fact floodplain encroa:hmcnt (incfuding 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)
296-0440.

The variance policy discussion on page 29 fails to reiterate one important criteria from state
statutes: the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property, not created
by the landowner.

We have some concern with 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.

G-35

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

See respohses 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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18

19

20

21

22

23

Superintendent JoAnn Kyral
Sept. 9, 1993
Page 5

In an earlier draft, the authors had mingled two unrelated issues---boat wake damsge and siting
of barge fleeting areas. Boat wake damage concerns center on recreational crafi; towboats
create a shghl.ly dlfferent }und of wake (and there are fewer towboats than rccreanonal craﬁ)

had a concern wnh towboat wakes as they relate to locauon of barge ﬂeetmg areas. Towboat

activities at barge fleeting areas have potential for envi | impact iated with
propwash, but that involves bottom disturbance and sediment resuspemsion, not shoreline
erosion.

The discussion in the second paragraph on page 39 should go further to clarify that the

National Park Service will fund scientific research on natural resource issues in the corridor.

We remain concemned that there is not emough information available about the proposed
"detailed resources management plan” discussed on page 39. This plan should do more than
just identify research needs; it should identify significant natural resourees in the corridor and
should set out a strategy to sustain these resources (such as water quality, rare species and their
habitats, or significant habitat for commonly occurring species and significant examples of
natural communities like mixed oak forest or bluff prairies). We would like 10 see a timeline

! on when the National Park Service proposes to complete this detailed resources management .

plan and who you intend to have participate in its development. No major decisions on
allocation of resources, divestiture of land, land acquisition, or development of trails, parks or
other facilities should go forward until such an inventory of natural resources and a plan for

decisions based on resource protection (see page 20, paragraph 3, line 4) when you have yet
to define which resources are most important and which lands or waters harbor these
resources?

their manag has been completed. How can the National Park Service make land use ]

The list of visitor use activities on page 49 should include hunting, trapping end clamming.
Subsistence living through angling is another activity that is comumon in the corridor.

The assessment of fish and wildlife resources on pages 114-118 is quite perfunctory. It should
be expanded upon, especially with respect to 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) fails to acknowledge the presence of breeding birds and the
importance of the bottomland forested islands and wooded bluffs as breeding habitat.

In preparing the final plan, NPS should remove the references to the locations of the heronries
in the second to last paragraph on page 115 of the drafi plan. There is no need to identify
these colony sites so exactly in a public document. Any document that gets broad public

— distribution should DOt contain sile-specilic relerences 1o locations of natural resources that
need protection from human disturbance.

18.

19.

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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24
25

26

27

28

29

30

Superintendent JoAnn Kyral
Sept. 9, 1993
Page 6

Table 10 on page 152 describes land uses in several categorics. Is the area of floodplain and
bluffland 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 172 could lead the reader to conclude the entire river
shoreline is devoid of vegetation. There are long stretches of shoreline that are completely
wooded and in a relatively undisturbed state.

The same section discusses the importance of restoring native vegetation. While that is
excellent much of the time, it should be noted that it may be impossible in some areas.
Construction of the lock and dam systemn greatly altered both the surface and groundwater

regimes. This change has 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 removal of trees (or groups of trees) with deadly infectious diseases (such as oak wilt,
dutch elm disease) to prevent ihe further spread of these diseases, or to remove "hazard trees”

that pose a threat to public safety (this is especially important in heavily used recreation areas).

While it is an important feature of the plan to protect visual and hetic re: hrough
vegetative mahagement, the plan should contain adequate flexibility to allow appropriate forest
management practices.

The plan focuses extensivcly 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 District.
Minnchaha Falls area and the Minnesota Valley Trail are so outstanding and obvious at the
very center of this river cormidor. 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), but arc not adequately described in the
plan considering their current importance. Fort Snelling State Park alone has 700,000 annual
visitors and the historic fort another 250,000. The description in the plan of creating “critical
mass” at Harmiet Island seems to already exist in the Fort Snelling area. A more
comprehensive discussion of the park and the resources there should be incorporated into
several sections of the draft plan.

The draft plan states that NPS plans to "take the lead” in interpretation for the river corridor.

What does this mean, and how does it follow from a charge to "coordinate” efforts along the

G-35

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

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

river? We welcome cooperation and coordination, but the plan leaves us with the impression
that NPS is proposing only a bigger and better intcrpretive facility. As you may be aware, a
new interpretive center is proposed for Fort Snelling. We are very close to obtaining funds for
this much-needed facility, and are concerned about the impact the Harriet Island proposal
would have on out facility.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this draft plan. The Mississippi River is clearly
one of Minnesota's most important natural resources, and we look forward 1o continuing
involvement with the National Park Service as we cooperatively manage the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area.

Yours truly,

&){V. Sando

Commissioner

cc: Ron Nargang
Steve Johnson
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PAUL D. WELLSTONE Cou
IMITTRES:
MPNESOTA ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Muwaota Tou Futs S LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

s - Hnited States State oy

INCRAN AFEAIRS
WASHINGTON, DC 20810-2303

September 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral

National Park Service

Mississippi River Coordinating Commission
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 Bast 5th Street, Suite 418

§t. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral and the MRCC:

I want to commend you on the fine work that your office and the
MRCC have done in preparing the "Draft Compreh ive Manag t
Plan Environmental Impact Statement" for the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area (MNRRA). I understand there have been
a series of public meetings on the draft and that the comment
period ends September 10. It is reassuring to know that public
comments have been solicited on the draft management plan.

1 want t© begin my comments on the plan by referring to Congress’
intent in establishing MNNRA. The findings of Congress in Sec.
701 (a) of the act state that the "Mississippi River Corridor
within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan Area represents a
nationally significant historical, recreaticnal, scenic,
cultural, natural, 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 cooxdinating 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. MNRRA was established so
that all interests and resources could be integrated through
comprehensive planning by local, state and federal agencies.

Only by integrating oux historical, recreational, scenic,
cultural, natural, economic and scientific resources can we
preserve the integrity of the 72 miles of the Mississippi that

1;: Hamy Seaats OeRict BunomG O 2030 Unwiasiry Avims, Wiar O Poxr O1rica Box 201 O 17 ivennue avisve, sw
.u-;v:;ln;:‘ 1:::::-:»3 Couny InTtaaTONaL Butiowe 108 20 Avanus. Souru Waiimas, WK 86201

ST PauL. MN 98114.1025 Vinceas, MN 88762 ©12) 2210001
1872) 648-0323 12181 741-1074
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flow through the Twin Cities area.

The flood of the century has turned our attention to the awesome
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 an historical understanding
of the river. I believe that a fully integrated management plan,
relying on the vision and cooxdinating 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.

The 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

river, we can only increase our appreciation and the
environmental quality of the Mississippi.

The draft plan integrates the needs of the barge industry with a

greater vision of the river. FPleeting activities will continue

and are proposed to be located "preferably next to commercial or

industrial areas." I understand there is some controversy

involving proposed policy #25 on page 41 which states ®Address

the issue of contaminated river bottom sediments in the resources
i tial incr

in river traffic.” Barge traffic needs sufficient dredging of
channels and there are areas of the river being dredged that
contain contaminated sediment.

MNRRA provides an opportunity to plan with the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency how to dredge contaminated sediment in
an environmentally sound manner. While thie type of dredging may
cost more money, it ls important that we as a scciety accept
responsibility for the pollutants in the sediment as a result of
the dumping practices of the 1960‘s and 1970‘s. The barge
industry should not have to bear the full burden of the
additional costs for environmentally sound dredging.

Another opportunity that MNRRA allowe for is a comprehensive
approach that relies on state and local governments to reduce the
amount of toxins entering the river. Proposal #22 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 emissions to the air and water in the corridor.”

Proposal #22 gives environmentalists and industry a common ground
from which to work with state and local agencies to meet the
proposal’s goals. Both groups can. agree that it pays to reduce
the amount of toxic waste generated in industry. Industry has

»

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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consistently found financial incentivee to reduce the amount of
toxins used at the front end to avert the high costs of disposal
at the back end.

The Community Right-to-Enow legislation has provided important
information on the emissions of toxic waste to community and
environmental groups. These groups have been able to use thie
information 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 #21 on
page 41: *Increase enforcement of federal, state, and local
floodplain and wetland protection policiea and restore degraded
wetlands ta maintain and imorove thejr natural cleansing

abilities and protect water guality in the corridor.® One of the
recurring lessons we are learning from this year's flood is that
wetlands play a very important role, both within MNRRA and
throughout the entire Mississippi drainage basin, in mitigating
flooding.

The river was a very special place to the indigenous peaple of
the area. The settlements along the river and the burial mounds
at _Maunde Park in Saint Paul demapstrate the spiritual and -

physical significance of this river. I encourage MNRRA to assist
Native Americans in establishing a spiritual cultural center in
the corrider.

The proposed plan is an ambitious one aimed at preserving,
protecting and enhancing a nationally significant resource. The
draft has made 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 I especlally 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 thelr
proposed responsibilities.

Sincerely,
':%“_k}qu)AJLk51ba-_
Paul pavid Wellstone
United States Senator

PDW:sba
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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

= —

September 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Miwsissippl National River and Recreation Area
National Park Service

175 RBast Fifth Street, Sulte 418, Box 41

St. Paul, Minnescta 55101

pDear Mg. Kyrals.

The draft Com ive g Plan and Envir sl Impact St {BI8)
for the Missisaippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) hae been reviewed
by Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) etaff. In recent correspondence
with Secretary Babbitt, I have identified concerne regarding the interpretation
and implementation of Section 704(b)(1) of the MNRRA legialation which provides
for the review by the Secretary of facilities or undertakings that are faderally
pernitted or funded. C: q 1y, 1 have req d an authoritative response
that will address thsse concerns. While awaiting this responsae, I wieh to
provide ths following commants from staff.

In addition to the concern stated above, we believe that discussion of polluticn
eontrol in the drsft plan and EIS ehould be based on a clear explanstion of the
MSRRA_Coomisgion.

1 abi PR the-National-Back-Sacuica (XMRS)_and the

and the regulatory authoritiee and activitiee of the MPCA. However, the
deacriptions of the policies and actions, and the envir al sag of
the proposed plan and the alternatives, ere ambiguous and give rise to differing
interpretations ss to how the NPS and the MNRRA Commission would interact with

ion within the corridor. F%e
also believe that implementation of the proposed plan should not in any way add
to the existing layers of authority in permitting and enforcement in the area (34
pollution control. We believs that the following concerns should be addressed
in the revised comprehensive plan and, especially, during the preparation of tke
forthcoming natural resources management plan.

Page 37: Within the Commercial Navigation section, a greater acknowledgment of
environmental concerne should be included. Specifically, Items 1 and 3 of the
proposed policies and actions should include emphasie on monitoring the
disturbance and rssuspension of contaminated sediments from commercial river
traffic. Additionally, no indication is given as to who would carry out these

Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the MPCA, the NPS, or another agency?

Page 38: Within commercial navigation policy and action No. 7, it is stated
that most dredge material placement areas have adequate capacity tco maintsin the
nine-foot channel in the river corridor during the 10-15 year life of the plan.
, recent .proposals under the MPCA dredge disposal review responsibilitics
related to the Section 401 Water Quality Certification and State Disposal Systim
permite indicate that new dredge diaposal sites are actively being sought within

Telephass Device for Deaf (TDD): (812) 2975353
Mummu—m-l—nlum;—mrmbymm

520 Latayette Rd.; S1. Paul, MN 55155-4194; (612) ?96—830'0‘, Reglonal Offices: Dulith » Brainerd * Detrolt Lakes » Marshall « Roct.ester

Equal Opportunity Employer « Printad an Recyciad Puper

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.




€91

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Me. JoAnn Kyral
Page 2

the MNRRA torridor. 1In addition, Appendix B suggests that the COB has a
long-term permit with the MPCA to operate dredge disposal facilities. More
correctly, the COE possesses a State Disposal Syetem permit, which is subject to
review and reissuance every five yearse.

=411 The natural resocurce management policies and actione related to
pollution control under the prop plan hasize preventing air and water
pollution, and increasing efforta to control and claan up existing pollution
problems. This, it le indicated, would be plished by 1 d monitoring
and eaforcement. Genserslly, these policies and actions reflect and are
consigtent with the existing policles and programs of the MPCA, However, while
referencee ars made to gtrict enforcement, eneuring compliance, evaluating
etandards, etc., there are no specific activitiess or mechanisms identifjed in
which the NPS or the MNRRA Commission would engage in order to achieve tha
pollution control goals of the plan. Thus, it is implied that existing policies
or programs will be unable to achieve the air and water quality improvement

goals of the plan unle gmented or impacted in some way under the plan (see
also Table 14 on page 158). Such implications are not sppropriate unless

accompanied by analysis and discussion of the existing pollution conmtrol
programs affecting the corridor, and a clear explanation of the specific means
by which the i d envi. al improvi would be realized under the
plan. xnlte-d, the plm and the au:etnnnves resort to broad conclusions about

we b.uow the plu\ hould provlde a manlng!ul md more eomplet:e dl cuul.on of

existing pollution control programs and activitiee in the corrlidor.

Such

Y the ary o
Interior in the tucute review of the plan to determine the adequacy of
regulatory tocls that are in place to implement the plan.

t This item ralses the question as to how the KPS snd the MNPCA
would interect with respect to permitting and snforcement of new point source
discharges within the corridor. The NPCA rules prohibit new wsstewater
discharges to the Kississippi River within that portion of the MNRRA corridor
from the mouth of the Rum River in Anoka to the upper lock and dam at St.
Anthony Palle. However, within the remaining portion of the corridor, the
disposal of properly treated wastewatsr ig a legitimate, permitted use of tha
river. While the MPCA does not prohibit new wastewater diecharges below St.
Anthony Falls, sny new or sxpanded discharges in thie gegment would be regulated
88 necessary to prevent significant water quality degradation or violations of
water gquality etandarde. It is suggseted that this item be reworded as follows.

1) Encourage compliance with existing elr snd watar quality standards and
provide incentives for reducing pollutsnt emiseions and loadings beyond
required levels. Potential new sourcee of pollution would be rigorously
raviswed to maximize pollution prevention opportunities and to further
reduce pollutant loadings’ effect on the quality of the fishery in the
corridor or the quality of drinking water supplies.

G-37

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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11

12

13

14

15
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Page 40, Iltem 2: By what process or mechanism would development standards be
updated to reduce runoff? How would thia complement and be coordinated with the
existing educational, planning, and regulatory efforts of the KPCA, the
Metropolitan Council, and cities within tha corridor? 1Is anything implied which
would be unique to the NNRRA plan?

Page 40, Item 4: It is stated that strict enforcement of existing pollution
control regulations will be ensured. By what means will this occur and how
would thie action interface with MPCA enforcement programs that are guided by
stats standarde, other state rules and etatutes, and federal regulatione? A
partnerehip approach with industry may bs highly deeirable in thie area given
the large number of industrial facilities.

t This item discussss the need to "...seek cleanup of corridor
lands that are adversely affecting or may adversely affect the river
anvironment...” What types of land would be defined as needing cleanup? In
terms of solid waste, measures are already in place to addrest known problems
being caused by abandoned dumps and landfills. It is unclear what types of
activities would be undertaken to idsntify and initiate cleanup of lande withir
the corridor.

Page 40, Item 8: The MPCA noise rule provides specific etandarde to prevent
adverse lmpacte on park areas. How might this policy/action atfect these
standards or their enforcement?

+ A higher priority rating for corridor state and¢ federal
Superfund sites is proposed to complete cleanup of contaminated aites morae
quickly. The current priority ranking eystem considers a number of factors wheén
assessing a eite’s effect on human heslth and the environment. Thus, it may be
inappropriste to bypass cleanup of eites which may be outside of the corridor in
favor of one within the corridor. Chsnging the existing ranking system would Lke

Y to date sites within the corridor, if special priority were tc

be given to them. -

Page 40, Item 13: What actions could be taken under the plan to increase
efforte to achieve swimmable and fishable water quality standarda?

Page 41, Item 17: The following wording is euggeated.

17) Coopérate with the MPCA in establishing ongoing water quality monitoring
programs to determine the types, loadings, and sourcee of pollutants
discharged to tributariee of the Nissiseippi River within the corridor, and
work with waterahed management organizstions to incorporate monitoring
results during periodic reviaions of local water plans.

t Who would implement the policy of requiring marinss to have
dumping statione?

8.

12.

13.

14.

15.

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.

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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t  What sxpertise would the KPS offer with respect to the review
of air emissions. parmits issued undsr the federal Prevention of Significant
Deterioration {PSD) rules? What would be the framework, content, and timing of
such review? Would this extend to PSD permits for facilitiee located outside
the MNRRA oorridor? The nature of this or other review activities muet be fully
delinsated to engurs that the regulatory activities of the MPCA sre not impeded
in any way.

1 It is suggeated that the word “Increase” in the firet J

sentence be replaced with "Bncourage.”

Page 41, Item 22: Existing rulee and regulations are protective with respect to
new or expanding sources of pollutants with toxic effects. The following
wording is asuggeated.

22) Support efforts to reduce or prevent adverse impacts from toxic
amiesions to the air or waters within the corridor through effective
regulation and ths implementation of pollutjon prevention programs at
industrial facilities within the corridor.

Bage 41, Item 23t The following wording is suggésted.

23) Work with the MPCA and the Minnesota River Citizens Advigory Committee
to identify ways to support and eupplement efforts to prevent and control
pollution, especially phosphorus loading, to the MNinnesota River which
directly affecte the quality of the MNRRA oorridor,

Page 41, Item 25: Ths issue of contaminated river sediments within the corridor
is important with respect to the attainment of water quality goals. It is
suggeated that the Resource Management Plan develop strategies to address this
iesus. These strategies might include restrictions placed on dredging, the
establishment of a coordinated toxice monitoring program, monitoring of the
effect of river traffic oa the resuspension of sediment, the development of
biological criteria to more effectively assess the biological integrity of the
corridor, and the review of loadings and standards applied to toxic pellutants.

Page 76: The intent of the plan is to develop coordination and consistsncy
among agencies having jurisdiction within the corridor, particularly local unite
of government. It ia noted that the WPS and the MNRRA Commission may review and
comment on federally funded or permitted activities within the MNRRA corridor ae
discussed in the Partner Rolew on pages 76-7%. However, the nature and timing
of such review is not explained nor ie it clear by what means the NP5 or the
MNRRA Commission would seck to lmpact the permitting decislana of atate or local
juriedictions. Clarity is particularly lacking with respect to the MPCA, whose
role a8 & partner {n the implementation of the P ive t plan is
not djstussed. A related aspect that is not defined is the role which the KPS
and MNRRA Commiseion would seek to play in atcaining air quality, water quality,
or other pollution control improvemgnte. We do not believe it would ba
productive for the NPS to assume a lead coordinating role in an environmental

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

G-37

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.

The policy was revised to reflect this comment.
These ideas were added to the subject section of the plan.

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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regulatory arens in which it has limited expertise. 1In sddition, the suggestion
that the KPS would act to streamline the regulstory procsss could actually
increase the lsyere of government and tha complexity of the process. The KPS
role in this area should be limited to that of providing review and advice from
the perapective of an agency seeking to balance coampeting uses of the corrido:
under the guidelines of the proposed plan. The plan should clearly recognize the
authorities of the MPCA or other agenciea in establishing and implementing
pollution tontrol goals within the corridor. Thie would not conflict with thu
environmentsl goals of the MNRRA plan @ince the pollution control peliciee an:
programs of the NPCA conform with all applicable fedaral legislation and
regulations.

Page_f4: Concerning the compatibility ©f the plan with other water quality pl.ane
and programs, it is etated that the MNRRA Commission would have oversight with
respect to the implementation ©f the provisions of federal legislation by
foderal, etate, end local aganciese to ensure that water quality standarde are met
and improvement in overall water quality in the corridor is achieved. What ie
meant by this oversight le not explained in this section or in the foregoing
section in which the proposed policlies and ections on pollution control were
presented (pages 30-41). This could imply that approval authority over federully
funded or parmitted activities will reside with the MNRRA Commission, something
which is clearly not mandated by federal legislation. The degree of oversight.
and authority of the MNRRA Comulssion must be clearly Qefined with reepect to its
interaction with the MPCA.

Page 89: With respect to Nstural Resource Management under Alternative A (No
Action), the firet two paragraphs in the "Pollution® eaction should be desletec..
These paragraphs overgtate the p ial Q! Que to the absence of the
proposad MNRRA plan by implying that the policiee and actions on pollution
control set forth earlier (pages ¢0-41) would not be carried out or would in
some wey be diminished. 1In this section it is indicated that without the plan
thare would be no additional emphagis on pollution prevention, no increased
monltoring or enforcement, no new legislation to control pollution would be
eought, additional incentives for pollution reduction would not be likaly,
fertilizer and pest control chemicals would oontinue to be uted in residential
and agricultural areas based on existing guidalinaes and regulations, there would
be no overall policy discouraging the uee of salt on lcy roads, etc. However,
no explanation ie given as to how these goals would be accomplished Que to tha
existence of the plan; it is eimply assumed that they would occur. These
etatements are fsulty since they do not recogniue the dynamic nature of existing
regulatory programs and their ability to adapt to changing pollution control
needs and prioritiee. The effectiveness of these programs and their
compatibility with the MNRRA plan have not been addressed or evaluatad; yet, the
implication seems to be that existing pcllution control programs are inadequate
in terms of meeting the new goale or priorities that might be brought about by
the plan. It ie Suggested that these paragraphs be replaced with a more
balanced discuasion of the nature of exlsting programs.

22.

23.

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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24.

25.

Page 96: Under Alternative B (greater resource protection and enhancemant) the
NP8 would take several actians, including monitoring and enforcement, which are
already performed by the NPCA pursuant to federsl and state mandates. The
degree of improvement possible with this initiative is not clear. This
alternative puggests that duplicatian of government activities will improve
environmental quality,

: The authorities which would be granted to the MNRRA Commisaion undar
Alternative B clearly exceed it# legislative mandate.

26.

Page 103r The description af pollution control under Alterxrnative C, natural
resource management, is overly pessimistic. For example, & principal concern
seems to be that “... no particular efforts would be coordinated to reduce tha
uge of salt or of fertilizers and peaticides...” and that "Attaining swimnable
and fishable water Qquality along the entire corridor would not be a high
priority...” The B8ccompanying discussion provides no support for such
aspertions. 1In reality, the NPCA doed and will continue tO pursue the programs
and policies neceseary for the attainment of those and other pollution control
goals. The two ilesues oited are aleo quite problematic, sspecislly when viewed
from the perepective of a narrow, 72-mile segment af large river syatem. The
General Concept Plan gives no epecifice on the sctions that would be taken to
effoct the policies and goals for these or other issues.

Rage 107 (table)sr Here it is stated that, under the proposed plan, efforts to
reduce pollution will increase. This would imply that these efforts will go
beyond eximting programs. Howsver, ths plan gives virtually no indication how
existing programs would be affected, what changes would occur, or how they would
come about. It aleo caste existing programs in a nsgative light ss L{f they were
static entitjes inetead of programs which are regjularly monitored and adjueted
to respond to changes in the environment or the regulated community.

PBage 313: The paragraph entitled "Hazardous Wavte Sites,” states that there are
114 sites within or nesar the corridor. It is unclear what types of sites thess
are and what criteria were used to categorire them as hazardous waste sites. It
is stated that 19 of the sites sre on the Superfund Permanent List of Priorities
and 6 are on the national Superfund list. It seems likely that the aites so
identified may comprise all MPCA-known sitee within the corridor and that others
may not necessarily be in the hazardous waste site damain.

Page 121+ 1n the Affected Environment asection, it is indicated that the State
of Minnesota does not consider fish coneumption advisories when determining
fishable use support. This is incorrect. Fish advisories ars used to establish
use support as fishable waters.

-, t In the discussion of the water quality impacts of the proposed
plan, a tendency to overstats the positive impact of the plen is displayed at
the top of page 162 where it ie stated that, "Under the proposal, point source
regulatory reguirements would be attained and nonpeint pollution and runoff
would be reduced, resulting in improved water guality, a healthier fishery, and

28.
29.

30.

G-37

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.

This is clarified in the subject section.

The subject table was revised to address this concern.

This was clarified in the subject paragraph.

The subject statement was deleted.

The document was revised to clarify that the plan supports

and encourages ongoing efforts by the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency.
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improved fishing and swimming conditions.= This L8 not really an assessment of
the plan‘e impact, nor 1e it supported by an analysis of tangible program
alements. Rathar, it is a statement of goals that it is hoped will dbe achieved
through policles and actions that have not been clearly defined or evaluated.
Thie has created the ilmpreasion that some form of direct or indirect
intervention in MPCA regulatory programe ia intended; something that is not
mandated by the federal legislation. Nots that Sec. 705.(a) etatea, "... lands
and waters within the Area shall be administered under State and local laws.*

Page 162: How would the NPS and/or the MNRRA Commiseion participate in
reviewing federal regional air quality permits (Air Quality Section, last
sentence)? How would this compare with current practices relative to other
unite of the Park System? What aesurances would be provided to prevent such
review from being rily burd or to pravent it from being used to
cbetruct permit or enfor P ?

Page_16%: The impact of the no action alternative concerning water and air
quality ias described as resulting in continued major and increasing problems
unless the extra emphasis from the MNRRA plan is provided. What ie the basie
for such aesertions?

Page 172: The water quality impact of Alternative B is presented as a
conclusion without aupporting analyeie: "The stricter pollution prevention
measures {what measures?] under this alternative would result in greater
attainment [how?] of improved water quality and fishable and swimmable waters
[ae measured by what?). What is the meaning and justification for the next
ssntence: "~Efforts would also be undertaken to maintain a more conelstent watar
quality standard at all points in the corridor.®* The following paragraph on the
air quality impacts of Alternative B ie praferarle in that it acknowledges that
improvements cannot bs quantified in the d t, an ack led which is
seldom made.

Page 176: The water and air impacts associated with Alternative C are describsd
in a more appropriate manner. For example, with implementation of this
alternative, it ie stated that adverse water quality effects from greater

davel and activities "could result,” a departure from the
previcus pattern of unsupported conclusions. It alsc recognizes that lmpacts
"could be mitigated.® The succeeding air/noise section also conveys an
understanding of the inability of the documant to accurately estimate impacts in
thase areas.

Page 227: The responsibility of the MPCA should be clarified to state that tha
agency issues permits for the storage, treatment, and disposal of hatardous
“wasts,” not "matarials.” The MPCA also regulates the of h d
waste from the point of generation through generator licenses as do the
matropolitan countles.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

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.

The comment is noted.

This change was made.
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mnk you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document. We look
forward to developing an effective working relationship dedicated to the
imrp: and prot {on of the environment within the MNRBA corridor.

e

CWWine

cct  Ppeter L. Gove, Chair, KNRRA Coordimating Commission
Rod Sando, Commissionor, Minneeota Department of Natural Resources
Jasws Denn, Commissioner, Minnesota Department of Transportation

G-37
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Minnesota Department of Heaith
Division of Environmental Health

925 Delaware Street Southeast

P.O. Box 59040

Minneapotis, MN 55459-0040

(612) 627-5100

September 10, 1993

JoAnn M. Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street

Suite 418

Box 4]

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Superintendent Kyral:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft comprebensive
impact for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

plan/eavi

The Minnesota Department of Health is committed to informing users of the Mississippi River about
health concerns associated with the river. It is app from the plan that you recogniz:
potential health risks and have made provisions under the proposed plan and alternative B to prevent
further degradation of water quality that leads to health concerns. In particular, we noted that the plan
supports regulations that protect drinking water supplies and reduce contaminants that lead to fish.
consumption advisories, The plan also includes specific ideas to reduce the runoff and improper sewag
disposal that lead to bacterial contamination.

While these are a laudable goals, they are long term solutions to a current problem. In the interim, the
plan should include provisions to advise or warn anglers of current health concerns. The Department of
Health supports local units of governmeat in making decisions to post health warnings. We urge you
to consider posting health advisories concerning fishing and swimming at access points under your
jurisdiction.

In addition, we also urge you to focus special envir | health education efforts on users of the river
for whom English is a second language. We believe this group, which includes Southeast Asian anc.
Russian immigrants, faces significant language and cultural barriers in using advisories.

Of course, the long term solution to the need to educate anglers about contaminants in fish is to reduce:
contaminants. Your plan correctly targets pollution prevention as an important management goal.

Sincerely,

4
ﬂa,wam .J/umf

Pamela Shubat, Ph.D.
Section of Health Risk Assessment

PIS:rlk

An Equst Opportunity Employer

Health and safety warnings would be addressed in
follow-up interpretive and educatioenal plans and actions.
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RESOLUTION 93-1

A RESOLUTION BY THE LILYDALE
"CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LILYDALE, MINNESOTA
IN OPPOSITION TO THE DRAFT OF THE PROPOSED
COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION ARBA

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lilydale, in response
to the request for comments to the propogsed Comprehensive
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement of the
Missiseippl National River and Recreation Area, Minnegota, does
hereby adopt this resolution as its formal responses:

BE IT REBSCLVED, that the City Council of the City cf Lilydale,
acting on the 30th day of August, 1993, states in the strongest
poseible terms its opposition to the draft Compreh ive Man

Plan Environment Impact Statement presented to it and dated June,
1993, by the Mississippi Coordinating Commission and National Park
Service.

1.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of
Lilydale, does further state and resolve that it will remain in
opposition to any purported plan for the Mississippi River corridor
that does not allow the City full discretion through its zoning
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).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Clerk-Treasurer is
directed to forward this resolution to all appropriate authorities
involved with the review of thie plan, as well as any and all other
affected municipalities and elected officials.

Pagssed unanimously by the City Council this 30th day of
August, 1993.

Brcon

Bryay
Hafvby Brgam, Mayor

G-40

The final plan emphasizes incentives and drops the
proposal for state legislation.
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GOVERNMENT CENTER
1000 616T 6THEET NOATH, P.0. BOX & » STELWATER, MINNESCOTA A5D52-0008
Officer 812:420-6009 FAX 82214308017

September 14, 1993

Mg. JoAnn M. Kryal, Superintendent
Missiseippi National River Recreation Area’
175 Bast Fifth Street, Suite 418

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kryal:

Enclosed are the commente of the Washington county Board of
Commissioners on the Mississippi National River Racreation Area
Plan.

In conversation with your office, I was informed that the deadline
was loose and that commants submitted after the deadline would ke
accepted. Please accept these comments as constructive suggestions
that will make the plan more acceptable to local comnunities and
will ultimately aid in successful implementation.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
me at 430-6011.

Sincerely,
' g /,4/-‘-’%("7

ane Harper
Physical Developmant Plannsr

/pr

Enclosure

¢c: Beb Lockyear, Planning and Public Affalrs Director
Myra Peterscn, Conmnlssioner District 4
Chuck Swanson, County Administrator

Don Wisniewski, Public Works Director
Dennis O0’Donnell, Senior Land Use Specialist

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY /7 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Parion as Rccyeies Pece:

WASHINGTON COUNTY oo toopem

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION T s ecprrs
PLANNING AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS DIVISION Laa Yelor thurdet

Humbh Sorvices

=41
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COMPREHERSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE
MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA

Prepared by
Mississippl River Coordinating Commission and
National Park gervice

COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY
WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
SEPTEMBER 7, 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 comments 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 genhance existing
2 structures and facilities within the framework of city,
township, county and state regulations.
Thoroughly examine the impacts of the proposed management
3 plan on the local economy.
Propose a management framework that streamlines the
bureaucratic process by building on existing governmental
4 responsibilities, not enlarging it by creating a new
management entity.:

By in large, the proposed plan did not satisfactorily address
these concerns.
it will provide for continued economic activity and development.

The plan is deficient in specifying exactly how

G-41

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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The plan is very ambiguous in specifying what restrictions would
be placed on expansion of existing structures. The river

CULITTUOI 1S

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 "working®" river, it
does not provide policies and programs 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
protection _to intain the arac i " i

river. The uniquenesg 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 gensible planning and development.

Parks and Open Zpaces

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 regponsibility laid out on
page 27 to the Commigaion mav ask that *more_detailed olans be

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
uniqgue role.

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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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
uni;s 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
interpretation of scenic, historical, cultural, natural, and
scientific ualues of the corridor . a wmajor npportunity has heen

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
igs 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 the corridor.

G-41

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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The plan is also unclear about whether or not new or expanded

10 bridge crossings and associated approaches would be allowed in
the river corridor. Prevent new and expanded bridge crossings -
WOUu 8Ve a signiricant adverse atiect on loca usinesses. The
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 I-494 and TH 61.
3. Role of the CSAH 22 toll bridge.

rail line abutting or near the shorgline. It is a major oversite
11 that no mention of rail transportation or its economic impact is
’ made in the plan.

CONCLUSION

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 governments, 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) .

991.

We strongly support the concerns of the communities and
businesses in the county that fall within the river corridor. We
encourage you to take their concerns serjously and to work with
them to resolve those concerns before you approve the plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan.

10.

11.

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.
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.“;:5 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
} REGION 5
s:lzz 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD

CHICAGO, IL  60604-3580

REPLY TO THE ATFENTION OF:

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:

In accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the
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 rescurce 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 recommendations to further promote pollution prevention
in the MNRRA. These recommendations are in accordance with our
agnecy’s pollution prevention policy.

Printad on Recycied Pag

G-42
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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

sustainable silviculture. If possible, we also recommend that
local governments consider changing municipal codes to promote
such pracitices to be used in new construction and renovation
projects.

]

-

Based on our review, we have rated the DEIS an 10. This rating
indaicates that we have a lack of objection regarding this
project. This rating will be published in the Federal Register.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS for the MNRRA,
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Al Fenedick
of my staff at 312/886-6872.

Sincerely yours,

William D. Franz, Acting Bran ef
Planning and Assessment Br.
Planning and Management Di

' The NPS interpretive centers would be developed using the

' latest concepts in sustainable design. This would be
complicated at the Washburn/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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Jay Jensen
Excdive Director

October 8, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

National Park Service

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Mississippi Nationa! River and Recreation
Area Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and for allowing an additional 30 days to
make comments. This letter represents the comments of both the City of Minneapolis
and 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
agree with much of the plan, including the purpose and vision statements and proposed
interpretive themes.

The MCDA and City of Minneapolis have seven major areas of comments, questions,
and concerns: 1) the definition of "balance,” 2) the location policies, 3) the site
development policies, especially the setback and height restrictions, 4) the
implementation process, 5) the variance policy, 6) the size ot the interpretive center at
St. Anthony Falls, and 7) funding for plan implementation. We also have a number of
smaller questions, comments, and suggestions.

Woe do not intend to imply with any ot our commaents that we are not willing to support
reasonable and appropriate restrictions to development, nor that we favor economic
development over environmental concemns. 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 generally accepted benefit. We ask that the restrictions recognize the
Mississippi as a largely urban river which has genarated 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.

Minneapolis Community everopmen Agency

Croun Rollar 44, Sude 2001105510 Pagup SOuth /MINRapos. MN 554012534
Genecsl intormatton (612) 673-5005

Tesecopier (612) 6735100

Equat Housing and Employment Onoartunxy

G-43
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Two

Balance

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 spit
betwesn the various types of resources. Rather, this definition of *batance" implies that
a cost/benefit approach would be used in evaluating proposed activities. For exampls,
if, after a thorough review of all of the costs and benefits, it is determined that a smell
economic cost would preserve a large and important natural benefit, a "balancexi®
approach would then give greater weight to the natural resource. Conversely, if it will
cause a large financial hardship to preserve a minor natural resource, greater weight
would be given to the economic resource. This balanced, cost/beneflt approach to plan
implementation is an important factor in our acceptance of the proposed plan.

In order for this balanced approach to be successfully implemented, all parties must be
reasonably comfortable that the potential costs and benefits of an action can and will be
taken into consideration. The assessment cannot rely only on those factors which can
be easily quantified. An effort must be made to also identify and assess those factors
which may not be quantifiable, but which are nevertheless real, e.g., the economic
benefit of parks and a clean environment and the future costs of cleaning up pollution.

As part of the debate about the use of the word balance, various other words ware
suggested as alternatives. In many of the cases, we do not feel that a choice must ba
made, because often the alternate word is complementary, not inconsistent. For
example, we should not need to choose between a "balanced plan® and an "integrated
plan,” when in reality we should be seeking a “balanced gnd integrated plan.”

Location Policies & Land U

The primary objective in selecting which land uses are appropriate within the 30
riveriront area (Location policies, pp. 24-25) is unclear to us. The characteristics of a
use should be more important than which land use use it is -- is it well-designed, Is it an
appropriate use for the area in question, is it non-polluting, does it allow for physical
and/or visual open space along the shoreline? For example, the MCDA 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-polluting
and attractive as any "consistent" office, retail or residential development and are often
planned for areas where the consistent uses would not, in fact, be appropriate.

3

"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 Kyral
October 8, 1983
Page Three

Wa also do not see why inconsistent uses should always be encouraged to move
(Poticy (2), p. 26) or to change if the owners move away (Policy (3), p. 26). i the uses
are not causing a problem and if jobs and taxes would be lost as 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 aliow “inconsistent
uses,” but it is unclear who would grant these exceptions, how long it would take, and at
what step in the process it would be decided (also see comments on the process and
variance policy).

We have a number of sites which are located partially within the 300 foot riverfront area

and partially outside that area. We recommend that the plan clarify that the proposed

land use policies relate only to the actual structures related to a use, not to other facets

of the use. For example, if a general industrial building is located on the portion of a site *
which is outside of the 300 feet, the parking related to that use could be located within

the 300 feet.

The setbacks and height restrictions proposed on p. 27 are new with this draft and need
- substantial revision. First, the proposed setbacks and height restrictions are far too

restrictive in an urban area such as Minneapolis. For example, many river-dependent
uses must have structures closer than 100" ;rom the river in oraer to function and the
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
benelit baing achieved. While we do not oppose the general concept of setbacks and
height limits, we feel they should be tallored to fit 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 of 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, for avery 100 feet of shoreline affected, there
is the potential for losing 6,000 square feet of land which would have been available for
development, employment for 2-3 people and over $5,000 in annual real estate taxes.

G-43

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.




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Four

Secondly, there are many ambiguities relative to setbacks and heights. It is unclear
where and how the allowed building heights will be measured -- will it be from the water
level, the ground level at the riverbank, the ground level at the river side of the use In

quastion, or the average ground leve! for the depth of the use in question? And will _ |
— NEnT be measured (0 (he Mighest point on (he siruclure or the average height of the

structure? It is also unclear what constitutes a "bluff.” Is it agsumed that there Is a
"biuft® everywhere along both sides of the river, or are only certain fand forms
considered a “biutf?* Minneapolis has many areas where the grade is relatively flat and
there is no apparent bluff, or where the natural blufi has long since been altered. The
existing Minneapolis Crltlcal Area Plan identifies certain areas which are considered
"blufis" and which thus are subject to restrictions. Will a similar approach continue into
the implementation of the MNRRA plan? If the biuff is close to the shoreline, which
setback prevails?

The first full paragraph on p. iv of the Summary notes that *Except in existing
commercial and industrial developments, downtown areas, and historic districts, the
riverfront and bluft area would appear mostly natural from the river and its shoreline
areas (as observed from the opposnte bank) ln downtown areas end hfstonc destncfs

g 9 2 TV
corrldor Thls language is Inconslstent with some of the Site Development Pohc:as on
pp. 26 - 28, e.g., (1) and (15). The language 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.

[JA

The last full paragraph on p. 164 implies that the setback is merely a matter of some
additicnal costs, when in fact there probably will be instancas where the setback and/or
height limit actually make a slte undevelopable for the use proposed. At some point the
proposed restrictions might be considered a "taking® for which the property owner must
be compensated Finally, the map on p. 145 and the oorres ondun text on pp. 154-155

Pp- 0
site deve!opmem policles. Certainly in Mlnneapons 1here Is a large amount of land
along the River which Is currently developed (and thus not included in the map or the
area totals), but which we expect to see redeveloped within the life of the plan.

Given the vastly different natures of the various segments of the corridor, we see no
reason why the same site development guidelines should apply everywhere. We
recommend that the MNRRA plan deal only with the general goals to be achieved by
the policies and that the setting of specific guideiines (such as setbacks and height
restrictions) for various segments be handled as part of the updating of local plans.

6.

8.

. This would be 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.
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Ms, JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Five

Process

The proposed process for plan Implementation must be given much mora considaration -

and clarilication. In the development industry, time is money and a complicated,
unclear, time-consuming, potentially controversial process can easily discourage
desirable activities from being proposed, even if in the long run they may be approved.
The flrst 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 horrandously worse than the current situation.

The plan needs to be expanded and claritied to answer the {ollowing questions:

- Which types of proposals go to which bodies for review, e.g., how "major”
must 2 proposal be before it must be reviewed by the Commission itself,
and will DNR review all proposals within the corridor, only those within the
300" riverfront area, of only those within the 300' riverfront area which do
not comply with the amended local plan? We recommend that the DNR
review only those proposals which do not comply with the local plan or
which require a variance, conditional use permit, or exception (which is the
cutrent 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 permits.

- 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 Commisslon, Metropolitan
Council, and/or DNR be completed? Will the reviews be concursent with
the local reviews or subsequent?

. What does it mean that DNR will have “certification authority over local

isions?*

10

_decisions?” . —

- At what point will the new guidelines be applied? in particular, if a project
begins planning under the current guidelines, but the guidelines change in
the midst of the project formulation and approval, which guidelines will be

d?

11

12

- Will the model ordinances to be proposed by DNR be fairly specific, thus
depriving the local govemments of their decision-making authority, or wilt
i 2

- DNR obviously bas significant expertise in dealing with natural resource
issues. Will they have sufficient expertise in other 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?"

G-43

10.

11.

12.

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.

They would build on existing capabilities, and the
Metropolitan Council would be a partner in the planning
process.
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13

14

15

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Six

In addressing these questions, we recommend that the plan emr on the side of keeping
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
ablllty of Iocal communltles to 'tallor pollcres to the specmc resources in thelr sectron of

and carned into the section on the roles of the partners m :mplementatlon In pamcular
we recommend that the plan provide that the local plan amendments which are to be
proposed by local communities may include provisions 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 p!an not wlth the MNHHA comprehenslve ptan Speclflc developments whlch
» : 5 5duce

U
the nead for varlances would expedlte the process for mdrvrdual 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 emendments must be
established.

This recommendation could be achieved by making the following text changes
(additions are shown In underiine): )

P. 77 - The Mstropolitan Councll, seventh line:

Nne
mpxeg_]mj_m In rewewrng draft plan amendments

13.

14.

15.

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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16

17

18

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Seven

P. 78 - The Department of Natural Resources, second through fourth bullets:

" review development proposals within the riverfront area fer which are pot in
conformance to the local plan amendment or which require a variance, exception

monitor overall progress toward plan implementation
. review variances for conformance 10 the local plan amendment®

The MNRRA legisiation states that the plan shali 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 over tand and waters within the Area.* The

oldats’ chigving ao b RO -

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 describe how the proposed plan implementation process will
be Integrated with the existing permit process and/or the consolidated, coordinated
process. It 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 concurrently, not sequentially, so that the total process can
be accomplished in no more time than is currently required.

Yariance Policy

We are glad to see the inclusion of a proposed variance policy, but are concerned that
the proposed critaria are unclear In their interpretation and may, therefore, be applied in

ways which are too restrictive. Also, if all variances are granted locally, but then must

; i oW 1ong 65 107 Thée review becomes a
factor. We recommend that the concept of costbenelit and balance be incorporated in
this section. For example, a variance request may relate solely to economic
consklerations, 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 oniy factor at issue.

16.

17.

18.

G-43

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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19

20

21

22

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
QOctober 8, 1993 .
Page Eight

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 econornic considerations if reasonable

Interpretive Center at St, Anthony Falls

The proposed size of the interpretive center vastly underestimates the interpretive
potential at this location. For exampte, the orlentation center for the St. Anthony Falis
Heritage Trail alone is anticipated to require 20,000 sq. ft. An additional 6,000 sq. ft. to

{ tell the many stories related to this portion of the MNRRA corridor will not be sufficient. |
We teel lﬁa‘ an NPS investment similar fo thal proposed for SI. Paul is warranted.

Minneapolis statf will continue to work with NPS 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 will be consldered guesstimates and not limits.

We also woukd like to clarify two items on the chart on p. 65. The "Potential lead
agency" for the Minneapolis center may be the property owner in question (e.g., NSP), if

a site other than the Washburm/Crosby is selected. We should also note that neither the

nof the ave made any formal commitmann 10 a particurar role relative to the
interpretive center, although we are certainly willing to consider a role. Finally,
Minneapolis also has a tour boat as one of the “Nearby amenities.”

Eunding

The plan contains an extensive amount of detail when it comes to specifying what
should and shouldn't 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 likelihood of funding for plan implementation is.

)
4

21.

22.

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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23

24

25

26

27

Ms. JoAnn Kyral
Octaober 8, 1993
Page Nine

While the visions of the plan are highly desirable, the costs of achieving those visions
will be substantia! - both in terms of direct expenditures by govemmantal authorities
and private entities and in terms of indirect costs resulting from restrictions on
development or from delays due to additional reviews. It is always dangerous to create
expactations of what could happen without having a clear sense of how it can and will
happen. Either the plan should further Identify the costs of implementation so that the
feasibiity of funding those costs can be better assessed gr the plan should specify what
will be expected if the necessary funds are not availabie to implement the plan,

Other Quastions 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 thelr community's perspective on, and connection to,
the River is appropriately incorporated.

P. 23, Policy {1) -- Why should significant resources always be acquiraed by local
govemments if there are situations where ancther responsible party is willing and
able to protact that resource?

. P. 27 -- Will the third bullst preclude trails and parkweys within the 40" setback
from the bluffline? This would be inconsistent with some of the Minneapolis Park
and Raecreation Board's 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 imporiant link and which should be shown. Why are the trails
along the River through south Minneapolis shown as “proposed® rather than
*existing?" How were the “trail needs® and "open space opportunities®
determined?

P. 37, Policy {2) — This policy restricts the locations of fleeting areas, but not
marinas. Perhaps marinas should be prohibited near existing or potential flgeting
areas.

- Pp. 39 - 41 -- The MCDA is very familiar with the costs of cieaning up pollution
after it has occurred. We strongly support the policies to prevent pollution and to
clean up polluted sites.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217,

G-43

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.

This would be addressed in follow-up planning.
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral 28. These situations would be addressed in community plans
October 8, 1993 :
Page Ten or on a case-by-case basis.
. P. 42, Policy (1) - What If the existing use in an historic structure is inconsistent 29. This was revised to say Camden Bridge.
28 with both the MNRRA plan and local plans?
B P. 49, fourth paragrapt. and p. 144, fourth paragraph -- These paragraphs refer 30. This was corrected per the comment.
to industrial and warehouse use and commercial navigation below the 1-694
29 bridge. These river crossing references should be changed to the Camden
Bridge in Minneapolis, which is essentially the head of navigation and tha related 31. A statement was added to that effect.
business development.
30 ‘ The Minneapolis Community'D:‘lelopmem Ag?gcy is not listed as a participant in 32. According to the legislation, grants would not be limited to
Appendix D, and the name of the agency should be corrected on p. 66. open space, but are limited to the acquisition and
. P. 86 ~ The third paragraph should note that there also will be operational costs evelopment of land or waters (or interests) in the corridor.
31 associated with the Minneapolis center, whether these are direct NPS costs or d op 0 ( )
paid in the form of rent.
- Pr. 86 & 87 -~ We hope that the 50% matching grants will not be imited 1o open 33. This was added to the St. Anthony Falls Historic District
space acquisition and fand development, but will also be available for any costs descnptlon.
32 associated with plan implementation, e.q., historic preservation, development of .
facilities such as marinas, pollution prevention and clean up, and the provision of . . L.
incentives to encourage inconsistent uses to relocate. 34. This map is for general use only. Downtown areas within
33 * Pp. 128 - 131 — The Stone Arch Bridge s a National Engineering Landmark and the corridor boundaries would be designated in community
should be listed. plans. Other areas (such as urban areas) might be
*  Map, p. 147 -- Tha locations of "urban waterfronts* are somewhat hard to read, designated in community plans but that is not necessary
but are obviously much more limited in scope than the Glaossary definition of | i i RA pl
34 ‘urban uses® would imply. We proposa that in Minneapolis both sides of the - for comphance with the MNR plan.
River from the Camden Bridge to the |-94'Bridge be considered the “urban” area |
whers a different character would be consistent. 35. = Mitigation measures are included in the Proposed Plan,
. The Environmental Impact Statement doss not discuss any potential measures to Alternatives, and Environmental Consequences sections as
35 mitigate the impacts of iImplementing the proposed plan.

(

3

|
|
)
|

allowed under NPS environmental compliance guidelines.
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Ms. JoAnn Kyral
October 8, 1993
Page Eleven

We hope that our comments, questions, and suggestiong will prove useful as you
prepare the final draft of the plan. We are confident that these ilems can be addressed
and that a final document can be produced that will set the framework for a program of
development and activities that will enrich our use and appreciation of the River and
aenhance the quality and attraction of this area. Please contact Ann Calvert of the
MCDA staff if you have any questions about any of our comments.

Walter Dziedzim

Sinceraly,

City of Minneapolis MCDA Board of Commissioners
%4__ 4&/&,‘&"’_ C\@Z\-—_

Sharon Sayles Belton, President Jay Jensen, Exacutive Directdr

Minneapolis City Councll MCDA

cc:  Minneapolis City Council Membaers

AC328
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Office of the City Manager

W 300D 23'h Avie. Naw. Braaklyn Darz, MN 5344%-€300 [ ] Phce 617 A¥d-4000 = Fav 618 4ab-849(
TLD S1x aue 8300

Craig R. Rapp
City Manager

Seplember 13, 1593

M= JoAnn Kyrah, Supcrinicndent

Kational Park Service - Mississippi Nationzl River and Recreation Arez
175 East Fifth Seeet, Suite 418

Box 41

St Paul MN 55101

RE: Comments on review of Mississippi Naional River and Recreation Area {MNRRA)
Draft Comprehensive Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Stacment

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Our City Council would like to thank you, Sussn Overson and Barb Johnson for presenting the
draft MNRR A Plan and answering questiong at our Scprember 7, 1993, City Council Commirtee-of-the-
Whole meetng. Al Lhis meeting several diffcrent perspectives regarding the Plan were offersd. Some
Councilmembers expressed their supporl, in general, for a Federal Plan which will assist in enhancieg
and preserving the dver corridor, However, other Coumcilmembers expressed opposition m the increased
level of govomment approvals and involvement in local goverament actions. Regardless of the diffcting
upinions, we want to make sure that the National Park Scrvice (NPS) und the Mississippi River |
Covrdipating Commission (MRCC) know what issues are important o our community. Thosc issues ‘
are as follows:

\
1. The importance of proserving the integeity of existing land uncs whick makc up our
partion of thc MNRRA.,

2. . The Council desircs no additional regulatory controls at the Rugional, Sute or Federal
level and wants (0 maintain all zoning and other land use controls at the local leved,

3 The Ciry Council generally supporis the concept of a pedestrian and hicycle trail along
West River Road but it was strongly stated that design idcrations ar of par

importance,

Our memarandum of Seplerber 7, 1993, which we forwarded to you prior to the City Council i
mueting, asked [or clacification on @ mamber of items. Your presentafion was very informative uod I
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Ms. JuAnn Kyral, Superintendent
September 10, 1993
Page 2

enabled us to better comprehend the intent of the Plan.  After reviewing your input, we have come to
e following understanding of the NPS's position on our questions:

1)

1. There will be no view easements acquired in the Corridor.

8]

2 The City of Brooklyn Park will be responsible for construction and maintenance of any
pedestrizn and bicycle wails built ip our City, Maiching grants may be available throngh
the NPS or other state agencies 10 implement this portion of the Plan.

3. It was stated by the NPS that no addidonal reguiatory authority is being proposed in the
Plan that is not aiready in place through the Environmental Quality Board. As a result,
the WPS will aot be seeking jurisdiction gver any land areas in the City of Brooklyn Park.
It is our understanding that the NPS, working in conjunction with the DNR and
Metropolitan Council, will be working with the City in the future 1o incorporase the Plun’s
proposed land use controls and design guidelines into our local ordinances so that control
will remain at the local level

4. The NPS acknowledges that while existing land uses are 1 forming and therefc
have “grandfathered stutus®, the provisions for new in-fill development will be flexible
in nature due to the divergent area characteristics found through the 72 mile Comidor.

s, The MNRRA Plan does not define additional wetand, flood plain, wildlife habjtat and
historic district requirements that are to be incorporated into local ordinances. The NPS
supports the use of local task forces to determine what those requirements should be.

Finally, thank you for your prescntation and the efforts you have made to solicit our community’s
input on the Plan. As a result of this information, the City will contact the Minnesota Suate Historic
Preservarion Office to invesiigate the process of designating West River Road as an historic roadway.

SMW'W
Craig ; Rapp

Ciry Manager

cc:  City Council Members
Dennis Palm, Director of Parks and Recreation
Scott M. Clark, Planning Director

G-44

The National Park Service does not plan to acquire view
easements, but local governments might.

This is correct.

This is correqt 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.



281

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

City of
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

8150 BARBARA AVENUE » INVER GROVE HEIGHTS, MN 55077 « TELEPHONE SR
(612) 450- 2500

September 295, 1993

JoAnne Xyral, 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 council, 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.

| cc: Inver Grov:

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.

HNRRA Task Force Members
Tom Link, Director Planning

BKA:nv

The plan was revised to further stress local control.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION OUTLINING THE INVER GROVE HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL
POSITION REGARDING THE DRAFPT COMPREHEMSIVE MARAGEMENT PLAN AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
MISSISSIPPI WATIQNAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA

Resolution Wo. 5858

WHEREAB, on November 18, 1988, Public Law 100-696 established
the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area as a unit of the
National Park System, and

WHEREAS, the Mississippi National River and Recreation area
includes 72 miles 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

WHEREAS, the Inver Grove Heights City Council formally
established the Mississippli River Task Force, and

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission scheduled a formal
presentation by the Executive Director of MNRRA, and

WHEREAS, MNRRA will be accepting open comments until October
11, 1993.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE INVER GROVE HEIGE?TS
CITY COUNCIL, hereby submits the following comments and critique of
the proposed draft plan for National Park Service consideration:

1. Greater emphasis should be placed on increasing pollution
reduction efforts.

2. A freeze should be placed on additional barge moorings within
the City 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 in the
plan.

G-45

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 surface 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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Page 2 (Cont.) : . 5. . Local governments would have jurisdiction and control as
Resolution No. 5838 further clarified in final plan.

4. Local government should continue to have jurisdiction and 6. The proposal for state legislation was dI‘Opp9d from the
5 control over the riverfront within each of their respective 1 Met lit C i . 1d q
unities. - an. etropolitan Louncil reviews would occur unaer
] S. The Metropolitan Council should not be granted additional p . . P " - . .
6 legislative authority to review local plans regarding . existing authorities with the review of corridor plans for
iverfront devglopment. : : .
6. ;::zai clarification needs to be made regarding definitions consistency with the MNRRA plan pI‘OVldEd under contract
of regulated areas, particularly as they relate to bluff with the National Park Service
lines. '

NOW, THEREFORE, BB IT RESOLVED, that staff will be directed to . .
forward a copy of this Resolution to JoAnne Kyral, Executive 7. The Metropolitan Council and Department of Natural

i t MNRRA. . . .
Director, Resources would provide more guidance in follow-up work.
AYES: 4

NAYs: 0 JVE Atkins, Mayor

ATTEST;
Lorega Ga%fty, %puty Sheriff
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Nininger Township
L OfficporTownClerk

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 likxe to submit the following comments for
consideration:

A. The township is pleased that multiple plans were available
for choice, 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 th;oughout 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 establishment of a workable
time table ot complete the goals and objectives of a well 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 Harrilet Island, at what appears to be an unrealistic cost
of $427.74/sq. ft. A comprehensive economic study should do
the following:

G-46

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

Office of Town Clerk

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 will be to the local
communities

D. 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
ayvailable in the near future. to carry out the d—pian

The plan does not address what happens when monies are not
available. Are the local communities, business and industries
expected 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
historical, recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic
and sclentific. This ocvers every aspect on the MNRRA corridor
and as outlined in the plan would be managed by NPS. How the

f—tre—ares—witi—bemmaged—by—NPsS—stroure apl:LLI.lLd.l_.l_Y

be dealt vith in the plan prior to approval.

The township representatives want to be able to define their
role in local control where federal authorities desire to take
over private lands. Land owners will also need input into those
decisions and when necessary be assured of proper compensation
without the necessity of a lengthy legal process.

Finally, we want you to understand that it has been and continues
to be a goal and objective of this local government to maintain

a strong commitment to the presentation ot 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

'"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 Gray Cloud Istand Drive
St. Paul Park, MN 55071

September 27, 1993

JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

US Department of the interior

National Park Service

175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Bax 41
St. Paul, MN 55101-2901

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Thank you for attendmg our board meetmg at our townshlp | wish to adVIse you of

been in comact wuh that you snck wnh nltarnate A no acuon as: 1) wado not feel
that another layer of government is needed beyond the existing met-council. We feal

they ve dane an excellent job of coordinating anything that needs to be dane involving

land use alang the river; 2} we feel that we have been 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 and

T Iterpretatve centars, 8te. - We tael these have negative impact, NOT a positive IMpact

[ on the corador, and lastly, 31 wé don'1 feel that il & advisable under the current tight

sconomic time to consider spending any mofe tax payers dollars for any additional
projects - it's difficult to fund those already in use - some shouid be disbanded and

those tax dollars applied to the deficit.

Dannis L. Hanna
Town Board Chair
Grey Cloud island Township

DH/cp

G-47

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 ISLAND TOWNSHIP, MINNESOTA
IN OPPOSITION TO THE DRAFT OF THE PROPOSED
COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA

WHEREAS, Grey 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 Mississippi National River and
Recreational Area, Minnesota, does hereby adopt this resolution as its formal response and finds;

Grey Cloud Island Township, Minnesota, (hereinafter "Township™) is an
incorporated township in continuous existence at its current location on the
Mississippi River for over 100 years.

Located within the Twin City metropolitan arca of Minnesota, the Township is a
unique community of fewer than 500 residents with a unique variety of urban and
rural housing and lifestyles.

The presence of the Mississippi River bordering the Township is, from the
perspective of the Township, a precious resource critical to the quality of life of its
citizens.

The Township has a very long history and a well-developed historical sense of itself
and the need to prescrve its character as a unique rural-type township in the
interests of its citizens. :

The Township has gone through great lengths through the years by way of its I
2oning 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 years has been that outside agencies have .
generally been willing to overlook the community needs of a small township like |
Grey Cloud Island and have begn prepared to advance the intergsts of commercial ‘
enterprises and groups wishing to use the waterway in a manner detrimental to the i
Township. |

|
The Township, through its Town Board and Planning Commission, have been very "
carefully scrutinizing both the legislation creating (and implementation of) the
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. \

In particular, when Representative Vento first proposed the legislation, the
Township studied the proposed legisiation and its possible impaci on the Township.




681

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

At that time, The Township cised a ber of ns regarding the underlying
proposed legislation that would have permitted the managing authority te
supersede zoning of municipalities on the river, and potentially and effectively
negating a century of efforts by the Township to preserve its riverfront character,

Notwithstanding the express language of the underlying implementing legislation,
Township officials were assured that it was not intended to create a *super-agency”
that could adopt its own zoning code and force its provisions upon municipalities
and citizens living on the river and would not weaken municipal zoning code
protections currentiy in place,

When, therefore, the Township was given the opportunity to review the draft of the
Comprehensive Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement provided and
make comment regarding the same, with shock and anger the Town Board
determined that very little protection is affarded to cities and townships when they
choose through zoning codes, to provide for provisions unique to its riverfront area
if those provisions in any way conflicied with the overall plan.

Moreaver, to add insult to injury, a review of the plan shows that expenditures in
implementing the plan’s provisions, including land purchase provisions, are to be
made by municipalities and not by any federal authotity or other state authority.

In particular, the Township notes that an apparent bikeway or pathway 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 full responsibility for any diminution of property
value as a resalt of the implementation of the overall plan would be borne by the
participating municipality.

No municipality can afford to acquiesce to the imposition of any requirement that
it purchase corridors within its boundaries,

Moreover, the 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 with unique needs to override any such plan with, if
necessary, more stringent provisions to protect the unique qualities of the
community on the river.

Indeed, the plan requires consideration of commercial interests in utifization of the
river corridor, but nowhere indicates that residential or rural usage is in any way
different from or superior 10 any such otber “interests® on the riverway. The
Township takes the strongest possible exception to what it views as a fundamentally
flawed failure of both policy and perception in the plan.

While the Towrgshx’p is aware that the plan purports not to affect the use and

G-47
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Metropolitan Council and DNR zoning regulations concerning the plan upon the
Township and the plan expressly 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.

The provisions in the plan that would require cities not to permit reconstruction
of residences or siructures 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 values facing the river and would
once again, expose the Township to potential inverse corfdemnation 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 strongly 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, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Grey Cloud Isiand 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 Islund Township, acting through its
Town Board, does further state and resolve that it will remain in opposition to any purported
plan for the Mississippi River corridor that does not ailow the City full discretion throug,h its
zoning 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 the Township is virtually al] of its

residents).

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Town Clerk is directed to forward this resolution

to all appropriate authoritics involved with the review of this plan, as well as any and all other

: Local governments will continue to control zoning decisions.
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°

affected municipalities and elected officials.
Adopted this 18th day of October, 1993.
GREY CLOUD ISLAND TOWNSHIP

By

Dennis Hanna, Tov‘m‘ Board Chair

(ATTEST)

G-47
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Minnesota Department of Agriculture

October 8, 1993

Ms. Joann Kyral, Superintendent HAND--DEL IVERED
National Park Service

Mississippl National River and Recreation Area

175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418

P.0. Box 41

Saint Paul, MN 55101

Dear Superintendent Kyral:

The draft Comprehensive Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the Mississipp! National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) has been
reviewed by Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) staff. This is our
first opportunity to comment because we have not previously been included as a
part of the Plan's review process. HKe are surprised by this omission given
the vital importance of the Mississipp! River to agriculture.

First, please be advised the Minnesota Department of Agriculture strongly
supports protecting the environment within the MNRRA corridor.

However, we agree with the Minnesota Department of Transportation that it is

critical that the Comprehensive Management Plan not only preserve and enhance
natural and recreational resources within the river corridor, but that it is

also necessary to keep the river as a vital corridor of commerce because 1ts

use ensures the economic vitality of the Twin Citles, the state of Minnesota,
and the Upper Midwest.

Minnesota agriculture is our state's main industry. In 1992, farm receipts
totalled more than $7 Billion. Furthermore, more than half of Minnesota's
“exports are farm and food products worth more than $2.14 Biltion.

The barge industry on the Mississippi is one of the main transportation modes

#or our agricultural production. Barges are an efficient and cost-effective
way to transport much of our region's corn, syobeans, wheat, oats, and barley
roduction to markets in other parts of the nation and the world. Without
this vital transportation mode, Minnesota s agr

severely harmed because other transportation methods are more expensive and
less efficient.

The Mississippl is also a vital shipping corridor for agricultural pesticides,
herbicides and fertitizer. 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 West Plato Boulevard » St. Paul, Minnesota 55107-2034 » (612) 297-3219  Fax (612) 297-5522

An equl oppartunity emiloyer

The importanceof the corridor for economic uses was
further 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 Kryal . 3. The economic benefits of commercial navigation are more

October 8, 1993 . . .

Page Two - : 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 Minnesota Department of Agriculture specifically joins the recommendation 4. Th.e ﬁnal. plan emphaSlzeS local administration and the use

made by the Minnesota Department of Transportation in its August 19, 1993 of incentives.

Yetter to revise pages 34 to 3B of the draft Plan. This recommended language
more accurately describes the commercial navigation occurring on the
Mississippi.

Furthermore, we request the final Plan include a detailed study of the
3 substantial economic benefits we obtain from the Mississippi River through its
use as a major transportation corridor. We do not see an analysis of this

would be happy to participate in this analysis.

National Park Service intends to implement the fimal Plan. The Department is
concerned that adoption of the Plan as currently drafted will be interpreted
4 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 administration of any land use regulations adopted
ursuant to the Plan. The Department also supports local and state
admynistration of any environmental reg 3.

Once again, the Minnesota Department of Agriculture agrees with the need to
protect the environment of the Mississippi 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 matling 1ist for any correspondence
from the National Park Service on the draft Plan. Our Department contact will
be Assistant Commissioner Hilliam L. Oemichen. His telephone number is (612)
296-8170. ’

Thank you very much for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the
draft Plan.

Sincerely,

U & Qdtin

ton R. Redalen
Commissioner

cc: Assistant Commissioner William L. QOemichen

G-48
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METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS COMMISSION

Minneapolis-Saint Paul International Airport
6040 - 281th Avenue South » Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799
Phone (612) 726-8100 » Fax (812) 726-5296

October 8, 1993

Mr. R. Michael Madeli

Chief, Division of Planning & Resource Management
United States Department of the Interior

National Park Service

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area

175 Fifth Street East, Suite 418, Box 41

St. Paul, MN  55101-2901

RE: Draft C hensive M PlawDmnaft E1LS.

Mississippi National River and Recreation Arca (MNRRA)

Dear Mr. Madell:

‘Thank you for providing the Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) with the opportunity tc
comment on the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Draft Envirc | Impact S
(EIS) for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA).

As you may know, MAC owns and operates two airports in the Twin Citics Mctropolitan Ares.
that are affected by the draft plan and alternatives -- Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airpon.
(MSP), and St Paul Downtown Airport. Also, MAC is conducting the legislature-mandated Dual
Track Airport Planning Process, which will develop major airport alternatives (o accommodate:
the long-term air wransportation needs of the Twin Cities region. Specifically, this Dual Track.
Process is comparing and contrasting the impacts of an expansion to existing MSP, versus the
construction of a new replacement airport in eastern Dakota County. In either case, minimizing
environmental impacts will be a major concern of MAC.

In 1992, MAC adopied the master plan for St. Paul Downtown Airpon, which includes additional
approaches, sophisticated lighting, and expansion of the building arca. A copy of the proposed
development is enclosed.

MAC recently completed a Draft Alternative Environmental Document (AED) for the New
Airport Site Selection Study (copy enclosed) of the Dual Track Airport Planning Process. In
this document, MAC has identified environmental impacts associated with the alternative sites
considered, including impacts on the adjacent Mississippi River corridor.

The itan Airports Commissian is un action employsr.
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Mr. R. Michael Madell
10/08/93
Page 2.

However, in reviewing the MNRRA Draft Comprehensive M t Plan and EIS, impacts
0 MAC airports and a new major airport site are not identified.  This is despite the fact that
all of the St. Paul Downtown Airport and a portion of existing MSP lie within the corridor
boundary. Specifically, a portion of the approach «o MSP Runway 29L extends across T.H. 5
yon e Minnesot ver )ﬂ 0 O ounty, 1S TUnway area, which is Y,
histicated 1 g light systern for approaching aircraft. According to the
MNRRA plan, lhls MSP property ln:s within the four-mile stretch of the Minnesola 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 -- which may create impacts 10 the MNRRA project. Nevertheless, no mention
is made of airpori-related issues which might be impacied at either site should the MNRRA
proposed plan, or any of the alternatives also described, be ratified.

MAC is concerned that these existing and potential airpons are not identified as part of the
MNRRA'’s “Affected EnvironmenL." There are several issues concerning the MNRRA proposed
plan and alternatives which could impact the operation and safety of air travel aver the MNRRA
corridor at each of these exisling and potential airports, including the following:

. Bird Strikes - MAC is concemed with the implications of increased habitat for
birds in the areas near runways. Increases in bird habitat may increase the
probabilily €5 along alfcrall app
the impacts of greater bird populations aﬂ'cctmg air u'a.fﬁc safely should be
addressed by the MNRRA Draft EIS. This includes the xmphcatmns of nesnng
areas for bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and other thr d or cndangered sp

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 determined inadequate.” MAC is
concemed with any proposed noise mitigation measures which might affect
aircraft operations (such as, time of day restrictions, etc.).

. Visual Impacts - The MNRRA Dralt EIS describes the Purpose and Visions for
the area. One vision statement promotes, "Additional opportunities for
recreational and educational experiences, including scenic enjoyment and quiet
contemplation, are provided throughout the MNRRA comridor.” MAC is
concemed with potential conflicls between this MNRRA goal and aircraft
overflights along the corridor.

. Air Quality - As with noise and visual impacts, the MNRRA Draft EIS should
address the implications of the river corridor plans on the airport sites in terms of

G-49

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.

The plan is not site specific. See responses to comments
G-49-3 and G-49-4.
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Mr. R. Michael Madell
10/08/93
Page 3.

the effects of potential air quality mitigation on aircraft operation.

. Aircraft Landing System - As stated previously, a sophisticated aircraft landing
system, consisting of armays of landing lights, extends from MSP out over the
riverfront area of the Minnesota River and across into Dakota County. What

—______________ impacts would the MNRRA Rave on this [anding systeitt, and would the proposed

plan or any aliematives conflict with aircraft operations using the landing system?

. Expansion Plans for St. Paul Downtown Airport - The Draft EIS should address

the impacts of the river corridor plans on the proposed expansion of the airport.

The Draft for the MNRRA describes a proposed cc p: hensive plan that focuses
on a balance of use and prescrvanon needs. This ls compamd 10 Lhree other alu:mauves

In each casc.

the envirg 1 conseq of each plan on the operations of the existing and new airports

should be identified. In the Draft EIS, impacts 1o the economic environment are also identified.
erelore, te Drd Shoua 0 Include W O &l po

prcservnnon nnd Alv.ernau: C, Whlch emphasnzcs visitor use and developmem.

. Cost of Complying with Land Use and Environmental Protection Policies (Existing
or Proposed)

. Lost Opportunities for Expansion Due to Land Acquisition for Parks and Open
Space

Regarding the MAC strategies for the Dual Track Airport Planning Analysis, it is apparent that
the MNRRA Aliernative B would increase restrictions to development and would restrict the
overflight capacity of air traffic above the river corridor, while Altematives A and C would

mamlmn or mduce exxsung resource managemenL lespecuvely Even nnder the proposed _'

protec‘cd However in lhe current draﬁ, it ls dxfﬁcull to gauge what cffccl the MN'RRA plan
would have on the operations of air traffic at the airport sites.

Therefore, while MAC recognizes its role as a steward to the environment, we likewise are
concemed 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
stated in the Draft Plan, "All living things (including humans) in the MNRRA corridor are
interdependens.” To this end, MAC requests an assessment of the impacts of the MNRRA plan

- alternatives on the issues identified in this letter.

10.

- 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.

1 Alternative B was not selected as the proposed plan.
|
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M. R. Michael Madell
10/08/93
Page 4.

Thank you again for this opportunity 10 respond. If there are questions regarding these
comments, please contact me.

Sincerely,

Nigel D. Finney ‘
Deputy Executive Director, Planning and Environment

Enclosures:  Draft AED, New Airport Site Seleciion Study
St. Paul Downtown Airport, Long-Term Comprehensive Plan, Proposed
Development

G-49
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Parks and Recreation Department

Qregory A. Mack, Direclor

2016 N. Van Dyke Street Tel: 612-77
Maplewood, MN 55108-3788 Fax: 612-77"

October 8, 1993

Ms. Joanne Kyral

Superintendent

Mississippl National Rivet & Recreation Area
175 East Fifth Street, Suite 418

Box 41

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Joanne:

Enclosed is a resolution adopted by the Ramsey County Board of
Commissioners on October 5, 1993, regarding the Draft
Comprehensive Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. The
resolution reflects Ramsey County’s interests and concerns as a
general purpose governmental entity providing a broad spectrum
of public services.

Ramsey County appreciates the opportunity to review and comment
on the proposed plan and looks forward to being a full partne:
in its future implementation.

8incerely,

MW?./W&

Mack @(/}’b

Director
GAM/clm
Enclosure
cc: Bonnie Jackelen
Mirnesota's First Home Rulo Conmty
L
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Resolution
Board of

S?amsey Goan/y Commissioners

vregented By Commissionex Wedell pate_Qcteber 5 1993 %g.___93-570
Attention:

Budgeting and Accounting
Greg Mack, Director, Parks and Recreation

page 1 of &

WHEREAS, The 72-mile river corridor within the st. Paul/
Minneapolis Metropolitan Area has been designated by the United
States Congress as the Kississippl National River and Recreation
Area for the following purposes: 1) To protect, preserve and
enhance the significant values of the waters and land of the
Mississippi River corridor within the St. Paul/Minneapolis
Metropolitan Area; 2) To encourage adequate coordination of all
governmental programs affecting the land and water resources of the
Mississippl 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 integrated
resource management program for the Mississippl 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 develaopment and implementation of a plan to
guide and coordinate the efforts of local, state and federal
agencies in managing the river and its resources; and

WHEREAS, The Mississippl River Coardinating Commission and the
National Park Service have prepared a Draft Comprehensive
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and have presented
it for public review and commentary; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Ramsey County Commissioners recognizes
that the Mississippi River is a valuable community asset that
should be respected and nurtured; and

WHEREAS, 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

RAMSEY COONTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

YEA OTHER

Diane Ahrens
John Finley
Ruby Huant

)

3

Brenda Thomas
Dick Wedell

Hal Norgard, Chairman

Norgard .
en Schaber {Continued)

By,

[T

111
i

Chief CTenk - County Soard

G-50
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Resolution 1. All counties are considered as local government partners in
Board of the project.

x amsey Goun/y Commissioners

Presentad By Commissioner Wedell pate October 5, 1993 g, 93~570
Attention:

Budgeting and Accounting
Greg Mack, Director, Parks and Recreation

Page 2 of 4

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Commission has
reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Management Plan/Environment:al
Impact Statement and found that the proposed plan provides. an
appropriate framework for the coordination of natural, cultural and
economic resource protection within the corridor; Now, Therefore,
Be It

RESCLVED, That the Ramsey County Board of Commissioners
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 plan
does not legally restrict the County's right to use and redevelop
these properties and it is the Board’s intention to use and develop
its properties along the Mississippi River in Saint Paul to provide
services to residents; and Be It Purther

RESOLVED, That the Board of Ramsey County Commissioners will
encourage the use of designs and landscaping that will complement
the surrounding environment when it undertakes a project that will
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 1land owner,

1 should be included as one of the local governments in the
management partnership described in the proposed plan; and Be It
Further

RESOLVED, That the Board of Commissioners supports further
study of the issues and concerns regarding roads, roadway access,
bridge crossings, aviation and rail facilities, barge traffic, and
commercial navigation in the corridor; and Be It Further

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
YEA NAY OTHER

Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard, Chairman

nal Norgarad
Warren Schaber
Brenda Thomas
Dick Wedell

{Continued)

By

[THT
[T

Thizef (Lark - Coundy Soard
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Resolution
Board of

| ,Wamsey Gozm/y Commissioners

Prasented By Commissioner Wedell Date October §, 1993 ya. 93-57¢

Attention:

Budgeting and Accounting
‘Greg Mack, Director, Parks and Recreation

Page 3 of 4

RESOLVED, That the Board of Commissioners, upon recommendation

of its
specific

Parks and Recreation Commission, offers the following
comments with respect to the Draft Comprehensive

Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement:

1)

2)

3)

4)

S)

Supports the general concept that the natural appearance
and functiong of the river corridor would be maintained
and restored while protecting cultural and economic
LesSources.

supports policies and actions which will provide for
improvement of water quality and reduction of air
pollution.

Ssupports policies and plans to protecé and restore
watlands in the corridor. :

Supports policles and actions which will ensure that
recreational, commercial and industrial uses in the river
corridor can be accommodated in a safe environment.

Supports the establishment of the National Park Service’s
principal interpretive center for the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area within the City of St. Paul.

&}

Suppocrts the concept of restricting new developments in
the riverfront area (defined as the first 300 feet back
from the river’s ordinary high water level) to those
developments that have a relationship to the river, a need
for river location or the capability to enhance the river

PUBLIC ACCESS
a consideration in design and use of the facility.

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

NAY OTHER

Diane Ahrens
John Finley
by Hunt
Buﬁyuorgard
ren Schaber
Brenda Thomas
Dick Wedell

Hal Norgard, Chairman

(Continued)
8y

[TTTTLE

[T

Chied CTerk - County Soarnd

environment. If developments reguire a river location,

2.

G-50

The revised riverfront policy still reflects these concepts.
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Resolution

Board of

VA amsey Gozm//u Commissioners

Presented By Commissiocner Wedell Date October 5, 1993 yo. 93-570

Attention:

Budgeting and Accounting
Greg Mack, Director, Parks and Recreation

Page 4 of (¢

7)

8)

%)

Supports the establishment of a continuous pedestrian ard
bicycle trail as close to the river as practical ard
provide strategic connections between the river and the
downtowns’ neighborhood areas and nearby parks and open
space.

Supports the duval role of the Metropolitan Council
coordinating land wuse ©planning and the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources reviewing local actiors
for conformance to the plan.

Supports the proposal to provide up to fifty percent (50%)
matching "grants to state and local governaments for the
acquisition and development of parks, trails and open
space within the corridor.

RAMSEY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

OTHER

Diane Ahrens
John Finley
Ruby Hunt

Hal Norgard
Warren Schaber
Brenda Thomas .
Dick Wedell

Absent

HRal Norgard, Chairman

SERSERY-
[T
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‘ 1. The plan was revised to clearly except downtown areas
' Bank of Minneapolis oot Ve 5401029 -from the specific height limits recommended in the plan.

October 8,193

Ms. JoAmn Kyral

Superintendent

Mississippi National River and

Recreation Area

175 East 5th Street
Suite 418, Box 41
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprenensive Management
A ("Draft Management Plan”) of the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area dated June 1, 1993.

The Bank has little expertise regarding much of the technical and public policy issues

d in the dc and hence can offer few comments on what appears to me to be
an extensive and well thought out prod We do, h , want to call your attention to
the set-back and height guidelines specified on page 27 of the document,

Ak

As your staff may already have informed you, the new Federal Reserve Bank building
scheduled for construction on the Bridgehead site in downtown Minneapolis does not comply
with the proposed height guidelines. I am assuming this will not prove to be a problem. We
have worked intensively with your staff as well as staff from the City of Minneapolis and the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board staff 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 has not been raised as a potential problem.

Many of the existing buildings in downtown Minneapolis also do not conform with

the Draft Management Plan. I suggest the Mississippi River Coordinating Commission adopt
1 different beight guidelines for major built up urban areas so that these existing buildings as
well as the new Bank building are not in conflict,

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 issues they raise, or on
matters peculiar to the new Federal Reserve Bank building, please call me at 340-2260.

Sincerely,

e on

Ronald E. Kaatz
Senior Vice President

G-51
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PATRICIA PARISEAU
Assistant Minority Leader
Senator 37th District

Senate

State of Minnesota

October 11, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

National Park Service

Mississippl National River & Recreation Area
175 EBast Fifth Street, Suite 418

Box 41

St., Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Superintendent Rfralx

After spending some time reviewing the draft comprehensive
wanagement plan, P.L 101398 (establishing the CORE Study
Commiseion) and P.L.100-696 (Miseiseippi National River &
Recreation Area) I‘d like to comment on several points on the
plan. I'll not cover every point which I question, but only
those of highest concern to me:

B The law establishing MNRRA, 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.

B 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 withcut authority
to do so.

B The draft plan indicates no economic impact study was done"
even though the plan would have potentially great effects
on the econcmic vitality of the region. Little mention is
made of industry other than a reference to barge shipping.
Such oversight must be remedied before the final draft.

ant as environmental, cultural, scientific, recreational and

B Economic impact of such a far reaching plan is equally import-
other concerns.

B In direct contrast, mention is made of natural and cultural
interests gaining preference over econocmic interests in case
of dispute. To ignore the area’'s economic value, is also not.
within the intent of the law.

109 State Office Building Saint Paul, Minncsota $5155  (612) 296-5252
Please Recycle

. 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.

All impact categories were considered as equally important
in the environmental impact statement.

Economic "resources” have equal protection in the MNRRA
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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11

October 11, 1993
JoAnn Kyral
Page 2

B The draft plan appears to set up the NPS ae the lead agency,
mentions NPS’s own monitoring system. NPS reviewal of all
permit applications, extensive land acquisition plans, but
makes no mention of fair compensation 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 by
administrative caveat. In reality, the Study Commission
recommended that the legislation provide no new authorization for
land acquisition for land along the Misaissippi River.

B If NPS has administrative power in 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

A} i 3
o R LT LI S IO Ty gJoey OO the Tuws

intent.

R Questionable also is the intent to have the draft plan be in
effect before the adoption of the final plan.

Omissions from the plan noted are:
R a lack of data to support the plans management points
R lack of details where needed
B and no analysis is provided to support what appears to be
staff opinion in much of the plan

1've reviewed some of the comments provided by private concerns,
some Minnesota agenciea and elected officials, and agree with
many suggestions that were made. There are a few I would like to
stress as well. Recommendations to cooperatively accomplish the
goals for multiple use in the MNRRA Plan:

1) 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 NP§’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.

2b) Assure that economic intereets have equal stature with other

G-53

10.

11.

12.

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 of local 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 be 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 13. . The final plan supports this claim and includes new text
g::gnaxyral - recommended by representatives of the commercial

navigation industry.

interests stated in the law and the plan. 14. Industry representatives were heavily involved in planning
2c) Updated information should be sought on the barge industry process. See response to comment G-53-13.
13 since that which was used in creating the draft plan is out-
dated.

15. The plan does this.

2d) Include industry throughout preparation of the plan for much
14 data can be found there and better analysis obtained.

38) Rotals state amd locel contzol in the pormitting prodess. 16. . The National Pal"k Servi'ce would not mandate but would

15 MPCA and DNR are monitoring, prioritizing, and permitting im encourage compliance with the MNRRA plan.
a rational, timely manner now.

3b) Do not empower NPS to administratively mandate compliance, cr 17. The National Park Service does not intend to acquire land,

16 §§o§§;§?t vith their own monltormg_’ reviewal, and permittirg other than the proposed donation of about 5 acres from the
city of St. Paul for an interpretive center. State and local

3) =° \lr::go:iq:iiitign;bova having been accomplished land acquisition would take place under existing state and

17 R before adoption of a final draft © local authorities and procedures.

B without public hearing and comment
B without just compensation to the landowner

18 L‘) No points of the plan should be In effect before adoption Of 18.  This is the procedure that the National Park Service is

the final draft. " following. However, the MNRRA legislation does grant the
19 5) NPS should support all conclusions with substantiated data and National Park Service some monitory responsibilities prior

analyses. : . to plan approval.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft plan and '
t to work cooperatively with all who have an interest in . : . . .
maintaining the region in a manner sensitive to all its 19. ; This has been accomplished during the planr.ung process.
constituents. . The analyses are the work of the NPS planning team and a
Sincerely, . commission that has representation from several state and
. local agencies with extensive expertise with MNRRA
=) - corridor issues.

PATRICIA PARISEAU
State Senator
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. i 1. The MNRRA legislation does not provide the legal
J.E District Energy st pau. me. authority to grant exemptions to specific businesses for
Hans O. Nyman Energy Center programs implementing the plan. However, it does

76 West Kellogg Boulevard . . P

St. Paul, MN 55102-1611 concentrate primarily on new uses rather that existing

015 31,0353 September 9, 1993 uses. The final MNRRA plan adopts existing state and
regional land use management programs affecting the

National Park Service corridor.

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent
+ Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 E. Fifth Street, Suvite 418
P.O. Box 41
St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Superintendent Kyral:

District Energy St. Paul, Inc. (District Energy) is a nonprofit, 501(c)(3), operating utility and
a occupant of the MlSSlSSlppl River Corridor that is thc subject of (hc Qmﬁmmnmg
Plan

Rmmm_mm (thc 'draft Plan"). Dlsl.nct F.ncrgy was founded as a demonstmnon pmgmm
and, indeed, it is the most unique vtility in America. The nonprofit corporation was founded
to demonstrate the reliability and desirability of providing a district-wide service of heating
energy and, as of April this year, cooling energy. District Energy is an environmentally
desirable, fuel efficient program that serves 74 percent of the heating needs in d St.

Paul and is currently, rapidiy, demonstrating the desirability of district-wide cooling.

District Energy respectfully requests exemption from the application of any and all rules,
regulations, compliance and permit requirements the may result from the implementation of the
draft Plan,

The assumptions underlying the creation of this corporation and its approval at the local, state
and federal levels adequately protect environmental concerns by vigorous regulation and high
gineering standards. Do n St. Paul is an economically distressed area. Our customer
base consists of many non-profit organizations, hospitals, local units of government and
substantial low income housing. All of our customers made a considerable commitment to a 30-
year demonstration program that has a remaining 19-year term. The financial structure of this
corporation are sensitive to and will not tolerate imposition of another layer of regulation.

We would be delighted to meet with you or your staff to provide you with all the additional
reasons, together with amplification on what has been presented above.

1 Apgain, we respectfully request an exemption from any resuiting program for this Corridor.

B-1
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Superintendent Kyral
September 9, 1993

Page 2

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 success of this region in protecting the river and responding to new opportunities
to improve the Mississippi River speaks volumes to the care and concern extended by
Minnesotans.

The Stakeholders’ Coalition further supports the request that went to Congress in 1986 from the
Mississippi River Corridor Study Commission (MRCSC). That study recommended a national
designation for the corridor, federal matching funds for completion of the existing trail plan, and
coordination and ¢onsolidation of governmental regulations in the area.

Significant amounts of time have been extended to date, and all members of the Mississippi
River Coordinating Commission (MRCC) are 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 plan requires significant additional definition and refinement before being
approved and forwarded.

The Stakeholders® Coalition presents the following three (3} major points as the foundation of
our response to the draft Plan. These points are supported, and recommendations for corrective
action are taken, in the attached document.

First, the draft Plan does not meet all of the requirements of the law.
The draft Plan does not adequately mee! 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 :

d coordinate and consolidate the "permitting” processes,

b use federal matching funds (primarily) to complete the walking/biking/skiing trail
system as already planned along the corridor, and

. create "policies and programs for the commezcial utilization 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 regative effect on jobs and economic growth in Minnesota.
The draft Plan’s unnccessary vagueness about new regulations and permitting processes leaves

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 5. The proposal for state legislation was dropped from the
September 9, 1993 lan
Page 3 P .
::‘t{"."“;’ and wmma“;“;ﬁ“ “l'lmg the riverway, and those beyond the river (but affected by river 6 A statement was added to the plan recognizing the
vities), uncertain about what existing operations, new developments or exp of existing . y . N N >
facilities will be permitted. Because of this uncertainty, businesses are less likely to iavest in relationship of transportation to the river corridor and the
this area or in Minnesota, which means they cannot sustain existing jobs or create new jobs. imp ortance of transportation to the area economy.
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 state or federal level, to force : : : :

5 compliance. The draft Plan sugzests | e sontool may be severely rostrcted. which wogld be 7. The National Park Service behevgs that the env1rompenta1
detrimental to effective policy creation and implementation. impact statement meets the requirements of the National
The draft Plan has not adequately recognized transportation issues regarding the relationship Environmental Protection Act.
between the activities within the designated river carridor and the region’s transportation

6 systems, as defined by the Metropolitan Council. ~Furthermore, the draft Plan does not 8. These are included in the Land and Water Use section of
acknowledge transportation's integral role in Minnesota’s economic success in the global
economy. the plan.

‘As currently drafted, the Environmental Imj Statement (EIS) for the draft Plan does not .. e ey .

7 appear 1o m’[,e, the requirements of the Nam,ﬁ:,“ Enviconmental Policy Act (NEPA), 9. There wou_ld be minimal land acquisition by the National
Second. the draft Puom falls e for B om. orotect - ) Park Service, currently anticipated to be only about 5 acres
of ecosomie resources, pove lor e preservation, protection, nd entiancemen through donation from the city of St. Paul. State and local
Py — - " — land acquisition in the corridor would follow existing laws

Plan does not provide “policies and programs for the commercial utilization of the . . -
8 Area and its related natural resources, consistent with the protection of the values for which the and procedures fOI‘ fau' compensatlon and property nghts
Area is established as the MNRRA.” For example, an essential inventory of economic resources would be protected. A statement was added to the open
) TS deferted, while Olhel IESOUTCES are exnaustively delailed, charied, anG quantified. In adoioon, . . .
the draft Plan recommends altematives that “open space acquisition would place 2 greater Space and Trails section of final plan that applicable laws
emphasis on natural and cultural resource protection. ® would be followed.
A clear process for fair compensation for the acquisition of land or interest in land Js not . . . . .

9 provided for, when tand is acquired under this draft Plan. Landowners (public and private) fear 10. The variance discussion in the text was revised and
that they may have to po through 2 lengthy and costly legal process in order to be fully : : ial inconsistency with
compensated for the value of any MNRRA-acquired lands. :;I;pligled to remove any pOtent al for 0 S &y

€ 1aw.
The variance definition and procedure summarized in the draft Plan are inconsistent with local
10 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,

Third, the draft Plan goes far beyond the inten¢ and history of the law.

The draft Plan is inconsistent with the legislative history, intent and the "findings” of the law

B-1
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Superintendent Kyral
September 9, 1993
Page 4

(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 authorized under the law.

The law defines the requirement that the Plan “recognizes economic activities with the Area and
provides for the management of such acnvmes, mcludmg barge uansponauon and ﬂectmg and

those indigenous industries 3 A are C

with the findings and purposes of this subm.le " The draft Plan could oonven land to open
spaces, regardless of the current owner’s use and intent, or the existing Comprehensive Plan
approved by the Metropolitan Council.

Because of the vag| and ambig 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 along;
the river corridor and will lead to the imposition of many "administratively initiated® section:
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).

Efforts by NPS to review Air Quality permits inside and outside of the corridor, to plan for
additional authority to become environmental regulators in addition to the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency (MPCA) and the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and to
change existing zoning by mandate, are not specifically authorized in the law.

Clearly the draft Plan should more precisely reflect the history, scope, vision and intent of’
the original law. To do so requires the completion of required components, the eliminatiorn.
of ambliguities, and the removal of federal initiatives and assumption of powers not.
authorized in the law.

The attached pages detail some of the changes necessary to ensure that economic vitality, as well
as important recreational, cultural and environmental resources, are adequately protected.
Without written assurance of this protection, the draft Plan should not go forward. We
appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft Plan,

Sincerely,

/
i

s —

Anders J. Ryd
President

Attachment

N\ \MNRRA-|

12.

13.

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 of less 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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5 S18STPP! WATERWA Y o
UPPER IATION

$12-776-3108

Dedicated to asvigation and sound wuter resource mansgement,

September 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral

Superintendent

KMissisaippi National River & Recreation Area
175 Fifth Street East

Suite 418

Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101-2901

Dear Ms. Kyral:
Enclosed is Upper Mississippi Waterway Aspociation's (UMWA) response to

Draft C h ive Plan Environmental Impact Statement, June
1993,

We limited ourl remarks to five specific areas which are of immadiate
concern to our membership:

1. This Document doep not provide a belence betwsen economic,
environmental and historical concerne,

2. This Document does not meet the requiremente of PL 100-696 and
insufficiently recognizes the importance of the Mississippi as a working
river,

3. The MNRRA Document must be implemented in a way which will not
diminigh the status of the Upper Mipeissippi River among commercial
tranaportation systema supported by federal sxpenditures,

4. The Document does not recognize the "environmental friendly”
nature of commercial navigation, and

S. Ppurchase of private land or interest in land i{s not clearly
provided for.

wWhile we have approached theee japuge from a policy perspective,
recommendations hava been offered as well.

Other areas of the are of to us, however they will be
addresged during future phases ©f the process.

Mambers, staff and officers of UMWA thank you and members of NPS ataff
for the sincere efforts put forth in attempting to comprehend the many
and varied problems relating t0 the placement of a recreational area
onto an already urbanized landscape.

Cordi AfZ
Jamea C. Hartman
President

Attachments: Membership list
Reply statement

The Missiusippl River Lock and Dam g 4 ond industry—llaking domestic sud world irade nreas by
waler with fhe Upper Midwest; peovidiag stable --r levels for mu\dnl. Privade, mnnrr:hl recreational, wildlide, asd aqeadc intrrerts; an emvironmsen-
tally sound, self-rencwing economic rrsource for the entire uation.

B-3
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Upper Mississippi Waterway Association

Representative Membership List

1992-1993

Alexander & Alexander, Minneapolis, MN
American Commercial Barge Line, Jeffersonville, IN
American iron & Supply, Minneapolis, MN
American River Transportation, Decatur, JL
Bassford, Heckt, Lockhart & Mullin, Minneapolis, MN
Bay West, St. Paul, MN

J. F. Brennan Company, LaCrosse, Wi

Cargo Carriers, Inc., Minneapolis, MN

Cominco Fenilizers, Minneapolis, MN

Conti | Grain Company, Mir polis, MN
Corcoran, Skiver, Zitc, Dekater & Thole, Sibley, IA
Cruise Aweigh, Inc., Minneapolis, MN

Dairyland Powsr Cooparative, LaCrosse, Wi
Dakota Barge Service, Newport, MN

Determann River Terminal, Camache, |A
Economy Boat Store, Wood River, IL

Farmiand industries, Kansas City, MO

Ford Mator Company, St. Paul, MN

John W. Gorman, Inc., Bloomington, MN

Great Lakes Coal & Dock, St. Paul, MN

Harvest States Cooperatives, St. Paul, MN
Hawkins Chemical, St Paul, MN

Ingram Barge Line, Peducah, KY

Interstate Power, Dubuque, 1A

Johnson & Lindberg, Minneapolis, MN

Koch Carbon, St. Paul, MN

Koch Refining Company, St. Paul, MN

John W. Lambert, St. Paul, MN

Richard Lambert, Bumsville, MN

L & Boerder, Wi MN

Lametti & Sons, Hugo, MN

Marquette Transportation Co., Inc., Paducah, KY
L.. W. Mattason, Inc., Burlington, 1A

Midiand Enterprises, inc., Cincinnati, OH
Midwest Agri Commodities, Minneapolis, MN
Minneapolis Grain Exchange, Minneapolis, MN
City of Minneapolis

3M, St. Paul, MN

Missouri Barge Line, Cape Girardeau, MO
NEWCO Marine, Inc., Paduceh, KY
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Newt Marine Service, Dubuque, A

Northemn States Power Comparty, Minneapolis, MN
Prairie Sand & Gravel, Prairie Du Chen, Wi
R.E.D. Marine, Newport, MN

Red Wing River Towing, Red Wing, MN
Riverway 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 Waterways Joumal, St. Louis, MO
Waterways Transp. Management Co., St. Paul, MN
Westway Trading Corporation, Minneapolis, MN
Williams Pipe Line Co., St. Paul, MN

Willie's Hidden Harbor Marina, St. Paul Park, MN
City of Winona Port Authority, Winona, MN
Wincna Marine, Inc., Winona, MN

Wisconsin Power & Light, Madison, Wi

B-3
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Upper Mississippi Waterway Association
(UMWA)

Position Paper
In response to
Draft Comprehensive Management Plan
Environmental impact Statement
June 1983

The Comprehensive Management Pian for the Mississippi National River and Recreation
Area (MNRRA) and its Environmental impact Statement ("Document”) are seriously
flawed. The MNRRA Management Plan must be rewritten to address the following
issues. Where appropriate, suggestions as to deletions to criginal language in the
Document will be indicated by strikethroughs and additions will be indicated by
underscoring.

1. Di in the D1 nt regarding the Resource Management Plan (RMP)
does not provide a balance between economic, environmental and historical
concems.

In particular, this Dccument states that there will be a deferral of an inventory of
economic resources, while, at the same time, other resources are exhaustively detaited,
charted and quantified. Unless there is dlear understanding of the vision for Economic
resources including an inventory of economic resources, a scope of sustainable
development and agreed-ta-definitions, this document must not proceed. To defer
development of these critical economic details unti! after a Comprehensive Manag,

Plan is adopted is fo totally overiook a crucial, pivotal and decisive element of the Plan
and to ignore a fundamental section of the authorizing legislation.

Examples:

The Document specifically gefines and discusses hatural resources induding geology,
physiogrephy (p. 111), mineral resources (p. 112), soils (p. 113), vegetation (p. 113}, fish
and wildlife (p. 114), threatened and endangered species (p. 116}, water resources
{p.120), wetlands (p.122) climate (p. 122), air quality (p. 123), noise poliution (p. 123),
and cultural resources (p. 123). In addition, the Glossary of Terms contain a litany of
definition of terms relating to the above mentioned subjects. However, the definition of
“Economic resources” is, in our judgment incomplete, but what is worse, ends with the
statement "Nofe: This should be considered an interim definition for comprehensive
plannmg purposes. A more thorough, updated definition will be developed after the

plan is completed during resource management planning”.

While barge fleeting was addressed as a specific issue, other crucial economic
resourcas have been overiocked. We find it more than curious that the Document
dearly defined the parameters for scenic, historic, natural, recreational and scientific
values of the River which the Act specifies. Only with "economic” values is there
confusion which requires further study to address. We aiso find it more than curious that
the definition of "economic resources” is subject to “a more thorough, updated definition
after the comprehensive plan is pleted..." (Our emphasis).

UMWA's objection to deferred analysis of economic resources is two-fold: (1) As
scheduled, the Document will be approved before a serious economic inventory or
analysis is performed. Sincerity to incoroprate an economic inventory and analysis after

The resource management plan will address all resources
identified in the MNRRA legislation.
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the Document is adopted, could be verified and validated by conducting these studies
while the findings can still be incorporated in the Document. (2) If an economic
inventory is not conducted, and economic resources are not defined until after the
Document is adopted, UMWA and other public participation will be excluded.

Recommendations:

1) Do not allow this Document to move forward until this Document defines Economic Resources as

Ul "

follows: (3) Page 238 Glossarv. Definition of "Economic resources
“Economic resources - include existing and future facilities, land uses, and activities that

benefit the local,-and regional, national and intemational -economijesy such as: (1)
residential, commercial, agricultural, mining and industrial property, equipment and
services, (2) public facilities used for economic purposes such as, but not limited to -locks
and dams, roads, bridges, municipal water systems, waste water treatment plants, power
generating and fransmission facilities, public and private boat-launching facilities and other
infrastructures, and (4)(3) the value of commodity shipments into and out of the area,
including the economic value of river navigation services to the local, regional +#ational and
intermational economiesy and. (3)(_1 jobs and Iheur assocnated payrolls, Neto—This-should
be-considered-an-interim-dofinitionto

ATROMS

P pl S PLPOGeS: ¥
nod-afterthe- olan-ic Jated
e P P P

dURRG-rEsoUrCo- nd ol
aurng

(2) Page 48 "Economic Rasource Research Needs". The research needs and data
collection proposed in this section should be done before this Document is adopted by the
Commission.

B-3

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.
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2. This Document does not meet the requirements of PL 100-696 and Insufficlently
recognizes the importance of the Mississippi as a working river.

Section 703(3)(@) states:

*...the Secretary, the State of Minnesofa and local units of govemment, endeavoring fo
use existing Federal, State, regional and local plans and programs where consistent with
the intent and goals of this sublitie in developing the foifowing:

1) Policies and programs for the preservation and enhancement of the
environmental values of the Area.

2) Policies and programs for enhanced public outdoor racreational
opportunities in the Area.

3) Policies and programs for the conservation and protection of the scenic,
historical, culturel, natural and scientific values of the Area.

4) Policies and prog for the jal utilization of the Area and its related
natural resources, consistent with the protection of the values for which the Areais
established as the Mississippi National River and Recrestion Area.”

Section 701(a) Findings. —
The Congress finds that:

{1) The Mississippl River Cormidor within the Seint Paul-Minneapolis Metropoiitan
Area rapresents a nationally significant histork tional, scenic, cuftural, natural,
‘economic and scientific resource. (Our emphasis).

(2) There is a national interest in the_preseryation, protection and enhancement of
these msources for the benefit of the peopie of the United States. (Our emphasis).

Section 701(b) Purposes -
The purposes of this sublitie are:

(1) To_protect, preserve and enhance the significant values of the waters and
land of the Mississippi River Corridor within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis Metropolitan

Area. (Our emphasis),

The act charges the commission with developing "policias and programs for the
commercial utilization of the corridor consistent with the valuss for which the area was
established.”

Upper Mississippi Waterway Association submite that there are no specific policies or
programs detailed in the Document for economic utilization as required by this section of
the law.

Upper Mississippi Waterway Association submits that specific policies end programs for
the enhancament of recreational, historic, scanic environmental and other values are
amply provided for in the MNRRA plan. The plan (p. 9) wrongly dismisses economic
utilization by simply stating that: "nationally significant economic resources were not
defined in the legislation.”

The Document minimizes “economic uses” and pushes this portion of the legislative
requirement into a section of the process which does noi allow for adequate input from
watarway, business or industry interests.

Congress found that the Mississippi River Comidor within the Saint Paul-Minneapolis
Metropolitan Area represents a nationally significant economic resource.

3

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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Congress found that there is a national interest in the preservation, protection and
enhancement of economic resourcas for the benefit of the people of the United States.

Congress detemined that the purposes of this subtitie include the protection,
preservation and enhancement of economic resources within the Saint PaukMinneapolis
Metropolitan Area.

Examples: The Mississippi River is crucial to Minnesota's economic system. The riveris a
critical link between Minnesota and the world economy. Minnesota provides a wide
diversity of jobs and a heaithy environment in which to live and work; understanding that
employment is synonymaus with concem for the environment. A canner in Sleepy Eye, a
Red River wheat farmer, a Rock County hog farmer and a Northfield cereal manufacturer
are representative of food and agricultural companies in Minnesota which rely upon a
heatthy and vibrant transportation network, of which the Mississippi River is an integral part.

This Document's vagueness leaves employers along the river way and those beyond the
river that are also affected by river activities unceriain about what new developments or
expansions of existing facilitios will be permitted. Because of this uncertainty, as National
Park Service meeting transcripts will validate, businesses are less likely to invest in this
area and to sustain or create new jobs.

This Document dictates (p. 37) the establishment of monitoring programs {o evaluate
potential needs and impacts of barga fiseting areas and to evaluate management
alternatives to expanding existing fleeting areas, but is vague as to which body will set up
evaluation progrems and evaluate management sltematives.

Recommendations:

Page 34-37, Commercial Navigation
Delete everything after “Commercial Navigation” an page 34 and going through 2nd
paragraph on page 37 ending with the words "during the life of this plan", and substitute the
following wording:

“in the 1930's the federal govemment, in an effort to open the midwest aqariguttural

nomy to intemational markets and to create e ent and other e mic benefits,
began the construction of the ississippi River navigation system. Benefits of
construction of that system and its locks and dams have spread over many activities
beyond just commercial navigation. With the construction of the locks and dams, huge

Is of water were formed. These pools provide valuable fish and wildlife habitat and
vast expanses of water for recreational use, municipal water supply and water gupplies for
2 number of industrial and agricultura| uses.

mmercial navigation provid economical, safe, & efficient and environme
iendly form of transportation for miilj t tons of freight each year. It provides the Twin
Cities region and upper Midwest with a vita| link from the nation's agricultural heartiand to
domestic and intemational markets. The terminals in the region are a i
shippers that serve a large part of the Midwest. River tenminais in the Twin Citie
region annually handie 15 to 20 million tons of commodities. The river system provides
efficient transportation to and from the region, including:

rein and mill products shipped to processors thro| ut the nation's heartl and

" fo export terminais at the mouth of the river near the Guif of Mexico

6.

This section was revised to address this comment using
additional text provided by the Corps of Engineers.



812

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

other major long-haul Southbound shipme clude coal ssic fertilizer, scra)
iron, and petroleum coke

inbound shipments al, phosphatic fertilizer, salt, petroleum
chemicals, cement, steel, and pipe

large local movements of sand and gravel and petroleum products

use of its energy efficiency, the towing indust ides service to the midwest

costs far below those of the bulk transportation modes. It also he|ps maintain the

competitiveness of rates of competing modes. Beyond industry's influence, in th

Western Dakotas, land transportation rates to export terminals are significantly higher.

Towing industry energy efficiencies also produce much lower levels of exhaust emission
and fuel use than do other modes, for the same volumes of freight movement.

e traffic levels fluctuate but maintain an upward tre, sed on th fluctuations

' stu e by Tempie, Barker and S 1987, proje a levelin tratfic

through the 010. Another s Fruin 1992 solely on decreased grain
movements caused by a loss of the Soviet market, projected even stower growth.

er studjes have proje nuous ._They inciude the GREAT 1 s the
Mississippi Master Plan and the Mid Amarica Ports ._The most conservative
estimates of maritime freight tratfic growth on the Upper Mississippi River, in those studies,
anticipate a steady 2% annuat growth over the next 20 years. Following a dramatic drop
from 23 million tons in 1 just over 16.5 million in 1985, traffic has grown to 19.
miilion tons in Minn in 1991, _The high level, in § resents the impact of a
severe drouqty in the eastern com belt which forced additional arain purchases from the

ipnesota agricuttural community served by terminals in the Twin Cities' area. In 1992, the
Army Corps of Engineers recorde third highest volyme of goods moyement

through Lock and Dam 2 in history,

The increased growth in waterbome 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

increases in fertilizer, coal, agaregate and general cargoes. For the past 25 years, grain

terminals on Minnesota's part of the river have contributed an annual average of 7% of the

| national grain export v

(2) With regards to growth of navigation in the MNRRA corridor, Change Page 37,
paragraph 3, 4th sentence as follows:

emphasizing-minimalimpact-on-aquaticlife- Lecal-govermments "Commercial navigation
growth in the Metro area will be based on shipper's increased cargo transportation needs.
Fleeting growth will be based on the same increased transportation needs. New or

nde: rcial navigation facility activity will be balanced with concem for other

resource values in the comndor using historic environmental assessment procedures.”

(3) Regarding future decisions and monitoring of commercial navigation, chanba Page 37,
h s foliows:

“Continue barge fieeting activities while protecting natural, cultural, and other economic
resources. In concert with local commercial interests and commertial navigation
representatives, Sset up monitoring programs to evaluate potential needs and impacts
and allow for adjustments to existing fleeting areas or the establishment of new areas if
needed to accommodate additional growth—and to Egvaluate management alternatives to
expanding existing areas or creating additional commercial fleeting areas”.

>

8.

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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1

{4) To better understanding the Mississippi as a “working river”, change Page 55,
paragraph (5) as follows:

“(5) As a working river, tha Mississippi's infiuence extends far from its shoreline. The
Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolis is located where it is today because of the river. The
Mississippi River provides power, drinking water, cooling water, waste diltion-and-dispersal
tregtment and an economical method for transporting many commodities. These benefits
have affected settlement patterns, industry, and commerce far from the river. The lock and
dam system jmproved modem transportation on the river, and the iocks and dams s rt
many uses, including recreational boating. In addition, the year-around water pools
established by the lock and dam system support the recreational pursuits of miflions of
people and supports a magnificent array of fish, birds, plants and wildlite habitat.”

{5} To allow barge fieeting locations to be subject to local control, change Page 37

Flesting area locations would be b;ased on physical needs
for effective operations subject to local, state, and federal environmental angd safety
requiations.

orirdustrial-areas.

6 ange the definition of “working river* on page 242 of the Document to include land

} uses, as follows:
"Working fiver - a river that includes natural and manmade features used for utiianan

purposes. The Mississippi has been extensively used for over 200 years for navigation,
municipal, and industrial water supply, hydropowar, and waste disposal,commercial and

industrial development, including intermodat connections. The commaercial navigation
industry is the best example of an activity that defines the Mississippi as a working river.

11.

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. The MNRRA Document must be implemented in 8 way which will not daminish the
stalua of the Upper MI3gissippt River smang il transp Eyatems
supportad by fademl expanditures”.

This Docume reeogmizes only vaguely of not at afl the fact that the bisslssipp. as a
Paderally furded commeicial ‘aaterway, i9 reseons.ble 1or @ wide var aly of loments deily
taken ‘or granted. Thase nclude the Mississipsi as & saurcs of domastic water supplies,
as a lane o intar:iais commenrcs, a8 a ahe of rivar-miated commarcish sarvicas and
empibyment opocrunties. as ¢ locatisn for Impounded pool-re-ated flshing and
recrBational purs Jits ared 2$ @ hatalat for @ ~agn ticknt avay of fish, dirds, planis ard

widlfe,
Recommendation: Fgage 20 _ado 8 aew parsargph and aymber it (§)
wnl & anency sontatives who wi lemant e MNRAA glan ms; D 3

thermielves pvee wcenp o issues and the rate el which barae traffic will giow in the fulure
they izt rasvein aware that the moe  alwioua pasrestional q_d wild fo Labite! assets of

the comdot aro fne resutg of condmonn crested by (e bocks end dema. In zim, the locks

r ditures which hi baen ju d by the It of
col merclal river navl ation in lha natienal and_ntemnationsl eccnomy. Cummercial
navaanon, a 8 Cansaguenial advaniage 8 peOpIe of I8 Uniled =idies, I8 e
primary pielifcalinn fasf rmian of the mAandenance Snd nnamﬁnn ot tam nmmrla rhanned
Thers arfs ~any benific aries of tris tr orator ~ 14e rocrogs
gppontunifies gnd enviragr-artal habitgt  Ts MYRAA Document rmust be implwientad in
@ vy which will 1ol wimit ish (tw stalss of (e Ugge” Mivgiasiop) River sunang sonnmrcial

ortalion systems si. ppo-ied by fede-nl expendilres"”.

12.

13.

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.
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15

16

4. The Document does not recognize the “environmental friendly” nature of
commercial navigation.

“Environmental Impacts of a Moda! Shift", prepared by the Minnesota Department of
Transportation's Ports and Waterways Section, dated January, 1891 discusses the
environmental impact of shifting to truck or rail, specific commodities curently moving in
four transportation segments of the MNRRA corridor via barge.

Examples. Page 13 of this report arrives at the following conclusion:
"...this study’s results show that @ modal stift in four transportafion comdors would
result in annual increases in:
*Fuef use of 826% from 455,274 fo 4,218,250 gaiions,
*Exhaust emission of 709% from 80.9 tons to 654.8 tons,
*Probabio accidents of 5,967%, from .3 v 18.2,
- *Daily truck traffic ir of 1,333 vehicles in the idors, and
*The need to dispase of 2,746 truck tires each year.
Two of the movements could possibly have rail service. If it were available there
would still be increases in fuel use of 331%, in exhaust emissions of 470% and in
accidents of 290% each yoar.”

UMWA submits that to enhance the quality of the environment throughout the MNRRA.
corridor, rather than simply showing concem for the waterwsy and adjacent shoreline, tha
Document would have more credibility if it gave officiat recognition to enviconmental
studies such as the one referenced above.

Recommendation.

1). This Document must not go forward until it includes a transpertation environmental
impact study and recognizes the environmental impacts of modal shifts as determined by
*Environmental Impacts of A Modal Shift", Mi) D nt of T D jon, Ports
and Waterways Section, January, 1891.

2). Under "Selected References” on pp. 243 and 244 of the Document, include:
*Environmental impacts of A Modal Shift*, Mij ta Departr of T tation, Ports
and Waterways Section, January, 1891.

B-3

14.

15.

16.

It is generally recognized that commercial navigation has
less environmental impact than some other forms 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-term 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

18

19

20

5. Purchase of private land or interest in land is not clearly provided for.

According to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies for
Federa! and Federally Assisted Programs Act, the head of the concemed Federal agency
shall disregard the impact to valuation caused by the public improvement for which such

property is being acquired. Currently, this Plan does not clearly state that these
purchases will be made consistent with the Unifonn Act.

Without a clear statement that purchases must be consistent with the Federal regulations,

NPS appraisers are free to value targeted property after the imposition of the "zoning
guidelines”. The effect of this would be to reduce appraised property values and NPS
easement acquisition costs.

Landowners fear and generally cannot afford a lengthy and costly legal process in order to

be fully compensated for the vaiue of any NPS-acquired lands or to prevent NPS from
acquiring such lands.

Definition of "shoreline”, criticat to determining the starting point of the MNRRA corridor Is

not clearly defined.

Examples:

1). Page 11 of this Document, last vision, suggests that “Residents and visitors are able to

traverse the entire {(our emphasis) length of the corridor by foot and bicycle .~

2). Page 58 of this Document, pare (8), second paragraph, states “Although the

Mississippi Nationat River and Recreation Area is much diffecent than the older and more

familiar park areas, such as Yellowstone or Gettysbury, it still has the NPS mandate to
preserve resources and provide for their enjoyment by the public (emphasis ours).

3). Page 21 of this Document is a sketch of the water-side area of the corridor which

defines "shareline” as "Ordinary High Water Level". In Glossary of Terms, the description
of "Ordinary High Water Level" is based on seasonal fluctuations in water level. UMWA

finds this definition of "shoreline™ ambiguous, changeable over time and unacceptable.

Recommendations.

1). To restrict NPS ability to purchase or otherwise obtain pnvahe reSIdennaI easements

aithin the carridar_Paga 14 _last visian shauld ha dasf

corridor by foot and bicycle where practical,”

"Residents and visitors are able to traverse the public owned portion emwamgth of the

2). Commercial and residential landowners within the MNRRA corridor have a vested

on to future owners. NPS should be allowed (by legislation, it necessary) to obtain

voluntaryconsent of such property owners. In the event this Document aliows for the
acquisition of property, it should clearly state that such acquisitions are subject to the

interest in the natural resources within their property and, for the most part, have dona an
exemplary job ot preserving them, not only to protect property valuation, but to pass them

Federal policies of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Proparty Acquisition Act.

17.

18.

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.
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3). "Shoreline” on page 21 of this document should be defined as "Narmal fiat pool”.
“Normal flat pool elevation is defined as that established elevation which exists when there
is no free-flowing water into a poo! from the upstream dam and no free-flowing water
being discharged from the downstream dam™.

Saptember 10, 1993
Upper Mississippi Waterway Association

21.

A statement was added stating that the plan uses the state
definition for shoreline.
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3M Geners! Otfices

3M Center
St Paul, MN 551441000
612/733 1110

September 13, 1993

National Park Service

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 E. Fifth Street, Suite 418

P.O. Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Superintendent Kyral:

As you are aware, 3M has closaly 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 Comprehensive Management Plan (Plan) for the
area. Our continuing goal is to provide expertise and input so as to assist the
MRCC in achieving a work 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 respects, 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 for the environment. To continue to lead in
corporate environmental stewardship, 3M must have clear understanding of
which regulations and goverqment ag_encies have the requisite authonty.

idanca n Canc

necessary to carry on vital business decision-making. Thus, instead of

“coordinating and consolidating” as directed by the law, the draft Plan

1 develops the National Park Service (NPS) as another layer of bureaucracy in
a system where streamlining procedures and practices are currently baing

inftiated. Various "Policies and Actions” lisied on pages 40 and 41 create

v . ot
other agencies, and are unacceptable. .

2) The lack of an appropriate invémory of Economic Resources and the lack of

reasonable detall about changes, if any, in the regulatory processes affecting

investmants, jobs an
atetaTn

DO JStdindOlg UovV S el 0

JaliCio 2s U0 NU g LEVYIORITIENI, alxd 21Ol JOUS d
investment in the area. These need 1o be deveioped prior to Plan approval.

d businesses, are substantial deficiencles in the Plan. Such

@

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
Page 2
September 13, 1993

3) 3M operates a significant multi-product facility within the river corridor at
Cottage Grove. This facility has distinguished itself by developing employment
opportunities while simultaneously continuing reductions in environmental
impacts. These resuits have been possible because of 3M's ability to
continually evolve new product formulations as well as snvironmemnal
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 reguiators 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 of all waste generated in our operations by the year
2000 A.D. could be hampered by new NPS-driven and unique permitting
procedures, environmental regulations, and variance requirements. We are
concemned that 3M may find it extremely difficult to add on to existing facilities
or even change production processes involving the use of new materials,
(icdll ) L) . 218 118 X8 ( gnvirgnmanmanm e 2l §¥aSIA BOUCTIET
Uncertainty in the process could be substantially reduced by a clear written
definition of NPS' role, using real or realistic examples.

oLnad n [2

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 detall, 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 respact to socioeconomic resources.

6) 3M supports the issues and background materials submitted by the
Stakeholders' Coalition. This diverse group, comprised of industry, local
cities, chambers of commerce, and iabor, raised three main concemns:

First, the draft Plan does not meet the requirements of Public Law 100-696.
Second, the draft Plan tails to provide for the preservation, protection and
enhancament of economic resources.
Third, the draft Plan goes far bgyond the intent and history of the law.
We urge the Commission to review the Stakehoklers' document and to adopt
the suggestions recommended by them.

7) 3M strangly endorses the February 17, 1993 comments and amendments
submitted by Commissioners Weaver, Nee, Schulstad, Lambert and Thune.
These need 10 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 diligently with the MRCC in achieving a final Plan that is
consistent with the statutory mandates.

Sincerely,

St = KD

Charles E. Kiester
Senior Vice President

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 4-1E&QG). 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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PUBLIC AFFAIRE OF FiCE

cr mn“m“.m 608 15 STREET, N.W. 6UM; 810

WASHINGTON, DC 20005- 2207
Office: (202) 3713219
FAXS (202) 371.)108

Scptember 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn M. Kyral

Superintendent '
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
U.S. National Park Service

175 Eest Fifth Street

Suite 418

Box 41 . ’

St. Paul, MN 55101 RE: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan ’

Dear Superintendent Kyra);

CF Industries, Inc. is pleased to have the opportunity to share our views on the "Draft Comprehensive
Management Plan for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA)."

SUMMARY POSITION

CF Industries, Inc. is concerned that the proposal does not allow adequate flexibility for increases in
barge/rail access in the event of greater demand, response to price conditions affecting commodity
industries or in reaction to natural disasters. We believe that the plan, as drafted, would result in
excessive restrictions on the use of our private property, including our undeveloped acreage. The Plan
needs to specify criteria for determining values of private property acquired for MNRRA projects.
Finally, CF believes that the Plan pays inadequate attention to the economic consequences of its
proposals. The Plan's economic impact analysis must be strengthened dramatically before the Plan is
adopted, not after the Plan is finalized, as is currently proposed by the C i

INTEREST OF CF INDUSTRIES, INC.

CF Industries, Inc - North America's Leading Producer and Distributor of Agricultoral
Fertilizers.

CF Industries, Inc. (CF) is an interregional farm supply cooperative owned by 12 regional cooperatives ' o
in the U.S. and Canada. Through its member companies, CF's nitrogen, phosphate and potash fertilizer
products reach over one million farmers and ranchers in 46 states and two Canadian provinces.

<
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CF manufacturing plants have the capacity to produce more thao 8 million tons of nitrogen and
phosphate fertilizer products annually. The Company's manufacturing plants include nitrogen
complexes in Donaldsonville, Louisiana, and Medicine Hat, Alberta, Canada as well as extensive
phosphate mining and manufacturing facilities in Florida.

CF operates the most extensive distribution system for fertilizer products in North America, including
ownership or lease positions in trucking, shipping, barging and regional terminals and warehouses. CF
owns 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

CF's Pine Bend terminal and warehouse in Rosemount, Minnesota, are located inside the designated
MNRRA corridor. CF's Pine Bend facility is a critical component of the Company's distribution system.
1In 1992, over 780,000 tons of CF products were shipped through the Pine Bend terminal and warehouse
for distribution to 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 Industries’ distribution 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 cranes are capable of unloading a total of 800 tons
per hour of dry fertilizers. Three rail car unloading stations are located at the facility, two with a
capacity of unloading 300 tons per hour and one with a capacity of unloading 200 tons per bour. Five
outbound stations are Jocated at the warehouse which are capable of loading either trucks or rail cars,
The five stations have a loading rate of approximately 1,200 tons per hour. During the fertilizer season,
350 to 400 trucks are loaded during the day and 30 to 40 rail cars are loaded at night for shipment to CF
members. In 1992, 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 terminal
via barge. Thirty four percent of the ammonia or 25,830 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 & rate of 470 tons per hour. Eight anhydrous ammonia truck loading
stations can be used to load trucks at a rate of 6,000 tons per day. Two UAN truck loading stations can
load six trucks per hour.

Factors Affecting CF Utilization of the Mississippi River

CF relies heavily on the river segment which begins around Hastings, Minnesota and extends 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 total sales to its farmer-owners utilizing

the Northern Upper Miss. The present outlook for Fertilizer Year 1994 is that approximately 18 percent
2

B-7
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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 would seriously impair CF's ability to deliver its products to its
customer-owners in a cost efficient manner.

An artificial copstraint that affects river usage, could seriously impair CF's inability to quickly and
efficiently respond to changes in the volatile fertilizer marketplace. The fertilizer industry 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 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 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 fertilizer marketplace, CF must contend with a number of
complications, some of which are unique to this river segment. These include:

- long transit times to traverse the river, requiring significant advance planning effort. Fcr
instance, under ideal conditions, the time to deliver phosphates from a Florida
manufacturing facility to the Pine Bend warehouse is between 30 and 35 days.

1144

- normal wintertime ice conditions that cause this river segment to be available for only
eight months out of the year. A great deal of coordination and planning is required to
maximize utilization of CF assets in the marketplace given this constraint.

- extreme weather cycles which further reduce the availability of the river to commercial
pavigation. The recent flood is one example. As recently as 1988, drought conditions
also severely limited use of the river system.

Specific Comments on the Draft Comprehensive Manag Plan for the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area
CF submits the following co ts and r dations on specific provisions in the Draft Plan ard

Alternative B. The comments are listed in order of priority to CF.
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MMERC VIGATION

- - "Barge operations comprise about 1% of the metropolitan area’s economy.”

CF supports additional study of the barge industry and its impact on the metropolitan area's
economy as proposed in the Plan on p. 47. The Plan relies heavily on information gleaned from
a study by Temple, Barker & Sloane which "used 1984 as the base year for analysis of
comme.rcml navnganon acuvuy (p 137) Whﬂc '.hc Plan makm two rcfcrences to more recent

outdated mformatlon from Lhe Tcmple Barker& Sloane study. CF recommends that the v
proposed study of barge operanons be wmplmed before the plan is fma.hz.ed lndustly should

Pl
developed. Itis clear v.hn the potenual xmpact of the Plan on barge operatnons has not been
adequately studied.

-p._37 - "Decisions about e} activi ion would be based on a balance between desired
area resvurce characteristics and river system capacity.”

CF recommends that the Commission identify “area resource characteristics” and define “river
sys pacity." CF believes the industry should assist the Commission or, at a minimum,
provide comments on determination of "river system capacity.”

- p. 37 - "Decisjons about commercial tion uses would be d on urce values, em; izin,

minimal impact on aquatic lite. "

CF requests that the Commissjon define "resource values" and "minimal impact on aquatic life."
If it is determined that aquatic life is impaired, CF rect ds that the Cc ion specify thg
actions they plan to take to address the situation. CF is very concerned that the plan will result
in restrictive use of the niver by barges.

Proposed Policies and Actions:
=p. 37 - "Evalyate management alternatives o expanding existing areas or creating additional

commercial fleeting areas.”

CF requests that industry participate in the identification and evaluation of
alternatives and have the opportunity to provide comments to the Commission before final
decisions are made.

-p. 37 - "Evaluate tential for bank erosi
locate new (or relocate existi]

sed by towboat wakes before making decisions (o
eeting areas.

CF recognizes that towboats as well as recreational boats create wakes, CF recommends that th
Commission evaluate the potential for bank erosion from wakes created by towboats and

recreational boats operating in the area. In addition, CF recommends that industry be given the
.

B-7

This is beyond the scope of the MNRRA comprehensive
management plan. The final 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 revisell 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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" oppormunity to participate in bank erosion studies and provide comments on potential actions tc
resolve the erosion problems.

- p. 38 - "Evaluate potential noise and visual impacts defore making decisions 1o expand or locate barge

operations. "

CF requests that the Commission identify how they will measure the noise and visual impacts of
6 barge operations; what 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

- Cpportunity to parcipate i e noise and visual evalualion and provide comments before a

determination is made on barge jocations.

-p. 38 - "Barges must not present.an j iment 1o navigation (either co) ial or recreational) and
must not damage the integrity of the river,”
CF recommends that the Commission clearly identify what measures will be used to determine iff
i - the “integrity of the river" has been damaged and allow for public comment before any final
decisions are made that would limit barge use of the river.

2, El ONMENTAL - RE; AGEMENT

- p. 39 - "Following completion of this comprehensive ment. the would work with
other partners having a interest in resource ment in the corridor to prepare a
more detailed resources management plan (RMP) for the area. _The resources management plarn
is an implementation plan prepared to detail research rOpos r managi

resources in the corridor.”

CF requests that the Commission identify the "other partners having a major interest in the
resource management of the corridor* and recommends that industry representatives be included
8 in the group. CF recc ds that the C ission include provisions that require public input

on the resource management plan as it is being developed and before it is finalized.

National Resource Management - Pollution:

= 2. 39 - "This plan encourages an emphasis on air and water pollution prevention gnd increased efforts
for control and cle where ne S8 existi blems...* ’
9 CF requests additional information on the specific pollution prevention requirements the
Commission and NPS envision for the corridor.

- p. 39 - "Pollution prevention policies should focus on nonpoimt sources because of the relatively
greater impact if now has on the river,”

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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CF recommends that the Commission and NPS review and monitor existing federal programs
designed to address nonpoint source pollution. The federal programs are presented on pages 6
and 7 of this document.

- “Increased monitorin € t would be provided by agencies
managing air and water quality in the corridor.”

ently responsible

CF supports the involvement of agencies currently responsible for managing air and water

quality,

National Resource Management - Proposed Policies and Actions:

llution control regulations. Increase cooperative

existin

nt or minimize
Standards. (S} Encourage pollution prevention and increased pollution control in selected areas
fo protect sensitive resources in the corridor.”

cement
S (]

fures with
llution at the source through incentives and volunt

11

The CF Pine Bend facility will face significantly increased pressure on the environmental
regulation front, especially since portions of our land are likely to be considered "sensitive
natural resources.” 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
Pige Bend day-to-day operations with little regard to the potential economic impact of such
measures.

-p. 40 and 41 - "(6) Reduce the use of chemicals for fertilizer and pest control in agricultural and

residential greas, which would, rt sustaingble land treatmeny activities and integrated pest

management practices. (14) Encourage alternatives to grass lawns in the shoreline area jo
reduce fertilizer and pesticide runoff into the river.”

12

CF recommends that the NPS monitor implementation of existing programs addressing nonpoint
source pollution before establishing additional programs. Currently, there are a number of
federal programs in place addressing water quality and runoff from agricultural practices. For

example:

‘Water Quality Incentive Program - Initiated when Congress passed the 1990 Farm Bili, the
goal of the program is to achieve source reduction of agricuitural pollutants by implementing
management practices in an envirc lly and ically sound on 10 million
acres of farmland by the end of 1995.

Conservation Euvironmental Easement Program - Another program established under the
1990 Farm 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
eagements.

6
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10.

11.

12,

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, imncluding 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.
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« Integrated Farm Management Program Option - As part of the 1990 Farm Bill, Congress
authorized this program to add planting flexibility and encourage farmers to adopt resource
conserving crop rotations to help prevent soil erosion and protect water quality. The enrollment
goal is five million acres.

« Rural Clean Water Program - Offers financial and technical assistance to farmers 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 which
includes a number of new provisions intended to address nonpoint source pollution.

=p. 40 - *(7) Seek cleanup of corridor lands that are adversely affecting or may adversely affect the

river environment.”’

13 This statement is vaguely written and grants the Commission and NPS broad authority to require
landowners to implement costly measures for land that "may" adversely affect the river

envire t. CF recc ds that the Commission clarify the phrases "adversely affecting” or

"may adversely affect" by referring to existing federal and state standards and regulations for

water and air quality.

-p. 41 - "(17) Ask watershed management organizations to establish ongoing water quality monitoring

o mine the s, loadings, J{utants being disc, d.

river from each tributary, and develop programs to prevent and control these poltutants as pert

ir revised plans "

CF recommends that the watershed organizations review existing programs at the state and
federal level designed to address point source polhution and runoff from agricultural operations
before establishing additional programs with similar goals. CF is committed to complying with
all applicable environmental laws, rules and regulations.

the corridor's air quality from pollution sources inside and outside the MNRRA boundaries.”

14 The CF Pine Bend facility has a permit, required under the Clean Air Act, for emissions from
conveyor belts, flares and storage tank heaters. CF's permit would be reviewed under this
proposed policy.

"

. 43 - of Sensitive Natural Areas - "Wetlands, lains or slopes exceedin,

15 CF recommends that the Commission and NPS clearly identify seasitive natural areas by citing

the specific locations. Currently, the Plan only provides a map of sensitive natural areas. Itis

dITTICaIl 16 ascertain 1fom the ﬁiﬂﬁ T CF 1and or N‘i 503 Of 1, Would BE considered a Sersitive

natural area. CF Pine Bend personnel believe portions of our land may be considered "sensitive"
because of wetlands and a bhuff slope on CF undeveloped fand that exceeds 12%.

7

13.

14.

15.

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.
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17

18

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Economic Resource Management and Research Needs:

~p.47 and 48 - "Existing economic resources in the corridor should be more intensively inventoried
and evaluated id encourage and e this research, which be ied
out primari others. A more thorough inve, is needed following plan approval to assist
in plan implementation. The inventory should be preceded by more anglysis (based on
legislative history), agreement on the definition of economic resource, and a comprehensive
identification of what should be included in the inventory... There is a need for new forecasts and
ses of bi fraffic (rends b ity and by terminal. _4long with additional enalyses
and g comparison of barge transportation costs with competing mades an assessment should be
made of the long-term effectiveness of b riation and i 1 on regio
commodity producers and consumers. Previous barge fleeting regggzeggms analyses and
studies on ect, indirect, and induced economic impac, commercial navigati Id
be ted.”

CF supports additional smdy of the economic resources and questions why such action has not
been taken to date. CF strongly recommends that the Commission and NPS identify who will be}

conducung the study and allow pubhc mput dmoughout the study CF is concerned that potential

development will be 1mposed without a thorough economic study. CF opposu ndopuon of the
Plan before a full economic analysis is completed.

Visitor Use Resource Management - Proposed Policies and Actions:

=2 51-"5 rage wafe ce-yse regulall h as no-wake zones in channel and
in backwater areas to protect selected shorelands from erosion and reduce conflicts among
recreational activities on the river while not significantly affecting the existing commercial
navigation industry.”

CF requests that the Commission clarify the phrase “not significantly affecting the existing
commercial navigation industry” and identify the shorelands that could be subject to no-wake
zones. CF recommends that industry have the opportunity to provide comments on proposed no

'wake zone before they are established. CF 15 concerned that imposing no-wake zones could slow
traffic down and decrease barge tows, resulting in increased transportation costs for CF and
ultimately the farmer owner.

Plan Implementation - Proposal for Consistency, Coordination and Streamlining:

rmits and re, lahons a fem, ree.

endat
consistency: streamlining o

CF recc ds that the C: and NPS identify members on the task force and suggests
that industry be at least one of the members. CF also recommends that the Commission and
NPS note that public comments will be sought on the permit streamlining plan development and

8

16.

17.

18.

See response to comment G-46-3.

1t 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.
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draft before it is finalized. CF suggests that the Commission and NPS issue a schedule for
development of the permit plan that includes a firm deadline for completion.

3. LAND AND WATE
General Concepts

=p. 17 - "The most significant v 50, would be protected and restored where practi

including historic structures and lapdscapes, shorelines, wetlands, steep slppes, and other

"

Sensitive resources.

CF recomumnends that the Commission and National Park Service (NPS) specifically identify all
19 "significant visual resources” in the corridor and clearly specify what actions will be required to
"restore” resources. CF changed the landscaping at the Pine Bend facility, so the shoreline and

slope Teading to the warehouses may be required 1o be restored. This may not be a serious
problem for CF if NPS does not prescribe the vegetation that must be planted. (i.e.p.9 -
"Indigenous vegetation along the shoreline, in wetlands and along the bluffs is important to the
visual character of the corridor and support of natural systems. Unrestricted development can
strip vegetation if esteblished 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 shack. The slope leading to the warehouses also has been
cleared for the conveyor belts.

The CF Pine Bend site also inchides a wetlands area which will likely be subject to “protection’
under the MNRRA plan. CF currently complies with all state and federal regulations pertaining;
20 to wetlands. However, CF has a permit for a dredged material site which is located adjacent to
the wetlands area on the shoreline. It is unclear from this provision whether or not this site will
continué 1o be allowed 10 operale. The permit 1ot the sife i3 issued by the Minnesoia Dep: eni
of Natural Resources. The Corps of Engineers placed dredged material at our site many years
ago. In addition, CF recently employed a contractor to dredge the channei in front of our
unloading dock and placed the dredged material at the CF site. CF is not required to test the

di t for ¢ ination and has not conducted a test.

Planning Assumptions:

21 CF requests that the Commission and NPS define "vegetative screening" and "excellence in

buxldmg design" in the MNRRA plm CF is concerned that the provmons could limit

expansion on cuncnﬂy owned undeveloped lzud or new development on new Iand in the
corridor.

19.

20.

21.

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.
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~p. 19 - "Eminent domain should only be used resort to proftect corridor es as specifie
in the MNRRA legislation afier a Secretarial finding of noncompliance with the plan and all
other procedures specified in the Act have been gxhausted.”

22

CF questions how the eminent domain suthority will be used in cases of "open space." Will
private Jandowners, who do not allow currently undeveloped land to continue as open space,
face eminent domain actions by NPS? The CF Pine Bend facility consists of 369 acres of which
approximately 225 acres are undeveloped. CF recommends that the Commission include more
specific procedures with regard to eminent domain.

General Land and Water Resource Protection Concept:

districts, the riverfront and bluff aren woul

the river and its

altered in other areas, design guidelines and rehabilitation programs would be established to
encourage shoreline restoration 1o a more notural appearance. "

23

=D. 20 ~ "Nothing in this plan ld i

The two statements appear to be contradictory. CF recommends that the MNRRA Commission
and the NPS clarify the term "in other areas.” It is not clear if existing commercial and
industriat development would be required to restore their shoreline to a more natural appearance
In addition, CF believes "a more natural appearance" is vague and suggests that the Commission
1denhfy procedures that would be requu'ed CF may be requu'ed to unpmve the view from the

Yy pla
located beyond the bluﬂ'

rs of all use enj their

land.”

24

CF does not believe the proposed plan 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 on currently owned Jand.

CF is concerned that the flexibility necessary to run our operations will be significantly hindered
as a result of the proposed development preservation guidelines in the Plan. For example, in the
"bluff preservation area,” CF is considering 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
encounter restrictions on reconfiguring the conveyor belts used to move product up the slope or
may be required to establish natural landscaping 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 space" policies proposed in this plan.
CF recommends the Plan be specific on the use of undeveloped land or "open space.”

22.

23.

24.

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 of local 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.
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26

27

28

CF also requests that the Commission and NPS clarify the terms “enhances eppearance and
livability of the river environs.” Specific requirements are necessary for industry and business 10
more fully understand the potential impact this plan could have on modification or expansion o1
existing facilities or development of new facilities.

-p.20 - "Land use location decisions for development propasals would be based on a balance between

€50 rofection, visitor. ent needs in the corridor. Resource protection
Iuding existing natwral, cultural, economic reso would be the pri de ining
factor in case of a conflict. Currently undeveloped land areas in the corridor would continue to
appear open from the river and its shoreline areas (as observed from the opposite bank),
although there could be intensive development away from the shoreline. New developments

would in most cases be clustered near similar developments in oSt iate places in the
corridor and would be consistent with local plans. *

adequate attmhon under t.he proposed plan. CF recommends that the potentlal economic
benefits be considered as well as resource protection when there are conflicts with land use

decisions. CF suggests that the Commission and NPS clearly identify and pricritize resources in
the River Corridor subject to pratection in case of a conflict.

CF is concerned with the proposal for "currently 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 "clusterert
near similar developments.” CF's undeveloped land is adjacent to a park and there is a potential
that the provision also will prevent CF from developing this land in the future.

11

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Land Use and Protection Policies: 25. The MNRRA legislation directs that the natural, cultural,
' and economic resources be protected and enhanced in the
=p. 20 - "Although economic development activity (promotion of new business and developmeny) for the . : L .
area is an important element of communi el velopment strategies, il is not a major COI'I'ldOI'. Economic developmont aCtIVIt)_, as deﬁned l_n the
component of this Imandwouldcannme 1o be the of local plans and programs in the glossary (to promote new business and job growth), is
area. This 7 th and redevelopment in the corridor thai protects the d wh 1 1 )
encouraged where it takes advantage of the corridor’s
nationally significant resources leed in the MNRRA act and enhances the appearance and . g g d
livability of the river emyirons.” attributes and does not degrade natural and cultural
= — < st - resources. Local governments and private sector business
is very concerned that the MNRRA Commission an ave not made economic : . :
development acuvny a major component of thls pla.n The Commission proposes to conduct a deve.lopment O?ganlzatlons WOUIq contmue to have the lead
‘ E pHan 15 P role in economic development activity.
bd‘ore it is finalized.
26. See response to comment B-7-25.
It is not clear if resources currently owned by CF would be considered a "nationally significant
resource” under the proposed plan. The legislation establishing the River Area does not P
specifically list the "nationally significant resources” and CF recommends that the Commission 27. This is bey ond the scope of the plan.
and NPS provide such a list before finalization of this plan.
28. 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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- . 23 - "New land use and development in the riverfront area (the first 300 feet back from the river, 29. Wlth_out details on an expansion proposal it is hard to
1d include those gctivities relat) jring a location nex? o the river. activities predict what the effect of the MNRRA plan might be. Some
preserving historic structures located along the river, or activities enhancing the river front, restrictions could apply but would be Subject to local

This statement reinforces CF's concern that the plan will not allow current landowners “all use® control.
of their land as stated on page 20 of the Plan. CF may face restrictions if the Company chooses
to expand on the undeveloped land at Pine Bend.

30. The plan emphasizes better implementation of existing
=p. 23 - “(3) Resource protection and site development policies would result in increased protection of requirements, not new requirements.
weplands....."
CF recommends that the Commission and NPS identify the new requirements that must be 3L This sentence was deleted from the plan. Sample site

complied with as a result of their efforts 1o “increase protection" of wetlands. CF's land parcel at development guidelines are included in appendix C. Local
Pine Bend inctudes an area designated as a wetland. CF complies with all existing local, state

and federal regulations governing wetlands, governments would develop landscaping guidelines for

their community.

=p. 24 - "New developme! occyr i e with building setbacks i
guidelines and would include trail easements and other site stipulations identified by local
governments.”

This statement reinforces CF's concern that existing landowners will not have "all use" of their
land. CF recc ds that the Commission and NPS identify the "landscaping guidelines,”
particularly if specific vegetation is required, and "other site stipulations" for new developments
in the plan before it is finalized and ailow the public to comment on the specific requirements.

LES

Laocation Policies:

-D. 24 - (1) All new development in the riverfront are, the first 300 feet back
iver's ordinary high-water level) should have a relationship to the river, for @ river
ion, or the bility fo enhance the river epvironment.”

CF supports this provision, but recognizes 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); “trail easements and other site stipulations identified by local governments."
(p. 24).
-p. 24 - *(1) Following are examples of the types of uses that would be acceptable along the riverfroni;

- industry that requires the river for its function, sych as those with commercial navigation or

water appropriation needs.” )

CF supports this provision.

12

B-7
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32

33

34

35

=p. 26 - "(3) and (6) If the land meets criteria for open space acguisition, encourage owners fo leave the

space open; otherwise approprigte private redevelopment should occyr. Encourage a greater:
variety of land use aclivities with additional apen space in the lower river corridor (below the /-

494 bridge at the city o, th St. Paul) "

The CF Pine Bend facility is located below the 1-494 bridge. This statement reinforces CF's
concern about restrictions the plan could place on undeveloped land owned by the company at

Pine Bend.

Site Development Policies:

-p. 26 and 27 - Specific site development requirements are presented in this section as well as

ndix C.

This section presents the restrictions on new development in the corridor and modification or
expansion of existing facilities. CF recommends that the Commission clearly identify the
sensitive resources whicb will be protected under the plan. Note that the Pinc Bend facility is

located in the Critical Area Program.

Variance Policies:

=p. 29 - "The variance procedures would be in accordance with state statutes and would include the
following criterion: _the variance would not adversely affect significant resources in the
corridor; the property owner would not have reasonable use of land without the varianee; the

variance request i. on economic considerations; the variance reque

would not have adverse impacts to the surrounding properties, "

CF supports establishment of variance policies, but is concerned that the measure as currently
drafted is too broad. CF rece ds that the Commission and NPS assure opportunity for
public input on variance proceedings and requests.

Open Space and Trails; Land Acquisition Concepts:

-p. 30 - "The (Plan) does not show sed land acquisitio o tential o)
ortunities. The actual amount of o, robably be considerably less..."

CF nceds clarification as to whether our undeveloped land is an "open space opportunity" under
_ the proposed Plan,

-p. 33 - "Open space would inchude public and private lands that remain primarily undeveloped. They

include lands devoted to active or. 4 eqti or lands retained for visual or
ce protection purposes. A continugus trail system using available ¢ i

1
as nearby streets and utility easements is an important component of this plem. _The potential for
open space js greatest in the lower river area (below the 1-494 bridge).”

13

32.

33.

o
(%)

a5.

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 the lead in acquiring additional
park land.
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36

The CF Pine Bend facility is located below the 1-454 bridge and it is unclear as to whether a
portion of our undeveloped land is included in the open spece plan. In addition, the proposed
trai) runs along Highway 55 south of CF property. However, if the trail were moved away from
the highway fot safety reasons, CF is concemned that we might be required to provide an
easement or a "buffer zone" along the trail. CF needs to be provided with clarification an these
points.

ALTERNATIVE B
Land Resource Protection Concept:

94 ~ "In the event of conflicts between r i ent

preservation would be given preference ”

lural re:

37

CF believes the potential economic impact of decisions must be given consideration in cases of
conflicts and opposes this provision. As mentioned previously, we belicve a thorough economic
impact study should be compieted before finatization of the Plan.

=p. 94 - "Further degradation or alteration of these (sensitive) features would be strongly disc d”

38 |

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS identify "sensitive features." j

Land Use Protection Policies:

=n.9: re would be a more extensive land acquisition pro; I/ Other alternative;

the NES would work with other agencies fo develop a detailed land acquisition plan. "

39

CF questions whether the land acquisition program would include private lands. CF supports
development of a detailed land acquisition plan and requests that we have the opportunity to
participate and provide comments on development and finalization of such a plan.

+p. 95 - "No river degndent uses mld be develogd in conjunction with open areas or in jsolated or

lmrelale oS, cess 0 or views of the river.”

40

CF is concerned this provision could seriously restrict our ability to build on currently
undeveloped land at the Pine Bend facility and would limit our flexibility to serve our member-
owners. CF recommends this provision be deleted.

Open Space and Trails Coucepts:

the proposal. 77re amoun( at oggn :Mce o be acquired in this alfernative cannp_t be deremmed
at this time.”

B-7

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

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.

See response to comment G-46-3.
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.
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41

42

43

44

45

CF recommends that the Commission and NPS clearly identify the potential open space anc trail
development they envision under this proposal.

96 - "There would be a freeze on new fleeting sit

Commercial Navigation:

'o-wake zones ther surface use regulations
would be established and enforced. The NPS would also cooperate with the commercial

navigation industry and respective permitting agencies fo ensure that natural and cultural
resources are not impaired by current activities.”

CF opposes the freeze on new fleeting sites and recommends that the Commission and NPS
conduct a thorough study, using current figures, on the barge industry and future traffic trends
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 product o our Pine Bend facility and ultimately our member-

owners and the farmers they serve.

Natural Resource Management;
=D 96 - “The NPS would more actively encourage strict enforcement of point source pollution cantrol

regulations throughout the entire corridor, setting up its own sypplemental air and water @ ality
monitoring program (o identify noncompliance and pursue corrective action. Nonpoin{ souice
pollution would be reduced through extensive NES and cooperator education programs and

romotion of the use of native species that do not reguire 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 programs
rather than rely on the expertise of local, state and federal agencies currently responsihle for air
and water quality monitoring. CF recommends that NPS allow such agencies to take the lead on
increased monitoring efforts with NPS oversight.

-p. 97 - "New economic development would be encouraged when ¢

Economic Resource Mauagement:

tible with resource

proftection objectives.”

CF is concerned that new economic development will be significantly limited under this plan
and recommends that the Commission and NPS review the potential economic benefits to new
development as well as resource protection objectives.

-p. 98 - “More liberal use of no-wake zones would also be encouraged to provide additional quiet zones

in the corridor and profect shorelines.”

CF questions the no-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 to our

15

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

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.
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Pine Bend facility. CF requests that the Commission and NPS identify the shorelines that need
protection as a result of wake damage and provide an opportuaity for public comment,

Coordination and Cousistency:
- p. 100 - "Additional federal legisiation fo grant regulatory guthority 1o the NPS or the MNRRA
Commission.”

CF agrees that the NPS and Commission will be required to obtain additional authority from
Congress to carry out Alternative B. This illustrates CF's belief that the NPS is planning to
implement an alternative that extends beyond the intent of the legislation establisbing the
MNRRA corridor.

Envir ! C:

CF recommends that the NPS and Commission conduct further analysis of the potential
economic impacts of the proposed land use and envi tal policies before adopting the final

Plan.

CF appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Plan and looks forward to working
with the Commission and the National Park Service on revisions to the Plan. If there are further
questions, please contact me at (202) 371-9279.

A Obpeer>

Rosemary L. OBrien
Vice President, Public Affairs

Sincerely,

46.

47.

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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THE RAILROADS SERVING MINNESOTA

whkhkhhhkhhhhhhhhdthhhhhkdhkdghhhkhhhhhhhd

September 10, 1993

Ms. JoAnn Kyral, Superintendent

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
175 E. Fifth St., Suite #418

Box 41

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Ms. Kyral:

Subject: Draft Comprehensive Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement

The undersigned railroads and association members serving the state of Minneso-
ta are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Manage-
ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (the 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 the comments filed by The Stakeholders’
Coalition, and all of us endorse and agree with those comments. Further, we have read
the comments filed by the Minnesota Department of Transportation and fully support
Commissioner Denn’s statements concerning rail transportation, intermodalism and river
crossings.

Transportation facilities in the Corridor cannot be viewed as self-contained,
independent segments or entities. They must be looked at as integral parts of a trans-
portation network that links the Twin Cities and Minnesota to national and international
markets. For example, one jointly owned segmént 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

¢ adop! without the enetotmanays:s,asumaywe result in undesir
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.

See response to G-46-3.
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2 In its present form, the Plan disregards national policy as established by the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). As embadied in ISTEA, the

federal government recognizes the importance of considering transportation 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 activitics in the Corridor receive no consideration.

As important as freight transportation is to the economic vitality of the 1egion, the
movement of people must also be considered. Both ISTEA and the Clean Air Act
Amendments set requirements and policies which may be impacted by the Plan, or
lmpact its lmplememanon anesota has embarked on lmtumves in several areas such

should be con51dered in any comprehenswe plan affectmg the Corndor PrOJects such as
3 | these could require major changes in the configuration of facilities not contemplated by
the Plan.

4 Another deficiency in the Plan is it does not appear to provide a mechanism for
future amendment, should the need arise, short of continually applying for variances.

The Corridor is dynamic, and its ability to accommodate change in uses by 1ts residents
and businesses should be considered.

There are recommendations in the Plan that are in conflict with existing federal
regulation of rail operations and maintenance. The United States Department 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 pative 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
5| 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 vita) to the region and the national rail system
would have been lost.

A reference to Intermodal 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 federal, state, or local 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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The use of vegetation for embankments will simply not provide the protection 6. The height limits are similar to those of the state critical
required. Not only would there be insufficient protection, but vegetation would actua'ly areas program and the shoreland rules. The subject policy
destabilize the roadbed by attracting water and weakening the subgrade. For the safety . . : S
of the traveling public and freight customers, these regulations must conform to existing was revised to say that exceptions to helght llm}ts may be
industry safety and engineering practices, made where necessary for safety, such as for railroad

signal masts. Also see response to comment B-8-5.
6 Another recommendation within the Plan which causes the railroad industry en P
problems is the height limitations placed on structures in the Corridor. Facilities such as oo . .
signal bridges and pole lines are consiructed in the manner, and at the height they are, 7. This is a conceptual policy plan that does not contain the
for both safety and operational reasons. They must be high enough 10 accommodate the level of detail requested. See response to comment B-8-5,

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 sufficien:
visibility for safe train operations. The Plan should place no arbitrary restrictions in
these areas.

The Plan does not contain the specificity necessary for the rail industry to

7 | determine restrictions that may be imposed on it by the Plan. Rail operations, mainte-
nance, construction and rehabilitation are regulated by the FKA, Army Corps ot
Engineers and accepted industry practices prescribed by the American Rajlway Engineer-
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, the 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 requirements
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 or
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 Railroads.
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.

Sincerely,
THE RAILROADS SERVING MINNESOTA
/s/ Robert S. Howery /s/ Charles N. Wollack
General Manager, Northern Corridor  Director Administration & Claims
Burlington Northern Railroad Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Railway
/s/ Jerome W. Conlon /s/ John W. Gohmann
Senior Vice President-Administration ~ Chairman & President
Chicago & North Western Minnesota Commercial Railway Company

Transportation Company

o | @
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/s/ Patrick A. Pender
Vice President &

Chief Operating Officer
CP Rail System (Soo Line)

/s/ Lynn A. Anderson

Vice President-Marketing &

Public Affairs

4

/s/ William F. Drusch
President
Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company

/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.
Wisconsin Central Limited

(ISB\MNRRA) -

Contacts:

Larry E. Long
AVP-Government Affairs
CP Rail System

105 S. Fifth St.

P.0. Box 530
Minneapolis, MN 55440
612/347-8271

Joha §. Bart Brian J. Sweeney
Director-Government Affairs Exccutive Director-

Chicago & North Western Government Affairs
Transportation Co. Burlington Northern Railroad
165 N. Canal St., 7-North 200 W. Madison St., Suite #1003
Chicago, IL 60606 Chicago, IL 60606
312/633-4312 312/853-2453
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Railroads of

Minnesota

?55:“\. More rail-tons of ores originate in Minnesota than
R in any other state.

Key 1991 Railroad Statistics and Rank Among the States ||

Number of Railroads 17 20"
Total Rail Miles 4,986 ™
Rail Carloads Handled 2,278,004 16"
Total Tons Carried by Rail 165,347,002 3"
Total Railroad Employment 7,616 10*
Total Wages of Reil Employees $302,044,000 11"
Average Wages per Rail Employee $39,659 —_

Average Fringe Benefits per Rail Employee $15,706 —

Railroad Retirement Beneficiaries 24,700 10"
Payments to Railroad Retirement Beneficiaries $209,492,400 10"

1991 Top Commodities — Rail Tonnage Originated Within State / Percent of Tota

Ores 49,063,421 61%
Farm Products 15,323,231 19%
Coal 4,164,595 5%
Food Products 3978418 5%
Nonmetallic Minerals 1,483,808 2%

1991 Top Commodities — Rail Tonnage Terminated Within State / Percent of Tot

Ores 31,759,782 43%
Coat 20,881,248 28%
Farm Products 9,430,786 13%
Chemicals 3,559,583 5%
Glass and Stone 1,581,404 2%

Mites of Road QOperated
itz

and Number of Railroads in 1991

AR ZRHERUIRE
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Railroads Operating In Minnesota

Class | Rallroads Regional Rallroads

Burtington Morthem, inc. Dakota, Minhesota & Eastern Railroad
Chicago & North Westem Transp. Co. Duluth, Missabe & fron Range Railway
Soo Line Rallroad Co. Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Railway
. Red River Valiey & Westemn Rallroad Co.
Wisconsin Central Ltd.

Local Railroads Switching & Terminal Rallroads

Buffak Ridge Railroag Company Duluth & Northeastem

Raiway
Cedar River Rallroad Company Minnesota, Dakota & Westem Railway
Dakota Rall Inc.

Minnesota Gommercial Raitway
MNVA Raitroad, Inc.

Otler Tall Valley Railroad

Twin Citigs & Western Railroad Co.
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1. The plan does this.

Cham|

i

%‘ 0

RESOLUTION TO MAINTAIN ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL VITALITY IN
THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER CORRIDOR THROUGH BALANCED PUBLIC POLICY

Whereas the Mississippl River Coordinat