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| ABSTRACT 

The Federal Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 established a Federal Water 

Resources Council to oversee the national interest in water resources, provided 

for the formation of regional river basin commissions, and funded the states to 

develop comprehensive water and related land resources plans. 

Wisconsin receives grants for water resource planning and participates in both 

the Great Lakes Basin Commission and the Upper Mississippi River Basin 

Commission. The state, through the Department of Natural Resources represen- 

tatives, has contributed to commission studies and plans. 

Wisconsin is benefitting from the Commissions’ recently completed basinwide 

framework studies and will benefit even more from the intensive studies of state 

river basins. The report makes recommendations to the Water Resources Council 

and river basin commissions for improving the effectiveness of this means of 

water resources planning. Suggestions focus on public participation, funding, and 

management studies.
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INTRODUCTION 

It is important that Wisconsin’s Each state in the river basin is also River basin commissions have the 
water planning and management activi- represented. The chairman of each authority to hold hearings on the 
ties be integrated with the planning river basin commission is appointed by — subject of water resources. They can 
efforts of federal agencies and our the President. The principal responsibi- request the services of personnel from 
neighboring ‘states. To assure such co- lity of a river basin:commission is to any state or federal agency in further- 

ordination, Wisconsin has joined two implement the will of Congress as ance of their activities, and they can 
river basin commissions created under expressed in the Water Resources Plan- contract for technical services neces- 
Title II of the Water Resources Plan- ning Act of 1965. _ gary to the fulfillment of their mis- 
ning Act — the Great Lakes Basin An important function of a river sions. 
Commission and the Upper Mississippi . basin commission is that of coordina- The result of coordination by the 
River Basin. Commission. Although tion. Until these commissions were river basin commissions can be wiser 

several state agencies contribute to the | established, government agencies at all management of the water and land 
~work of these commissions, the Gover- _ levels concerned with water resource _ resource as well as more efficient use 
nor of Wisconsin has delegated most of problems tended to function inde- of money, manpower, and technical 

_the responsibility for supporting the pendently. Some exceptions to this knowledge. 
| commissions to the Department of may be found where two or more This report describes the operation 

-Natural Resources. states entered into acompact or agree- _ of the river basin commissions with an 
-« Bach sriver.-basin|. commission in-. ment: to-work- together on common emphasis on their benefit to Wiscon- 
cludes members from those federal problems, or where coordinating com- sin, and concludes with recommenda- 
agencies concerned with the problems mittees composed of federal and state _tions for improving the effectiveness 
of water and related land resources. agencies were established. of the commissions. 

WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 

THE FEDERAL WATER vious to its passage, there were federal Resources Planning Act of 1961, the 
RESOURCES PLANNING ACT interagency river basin committees to _ first comprehensive river basin com- 

coordinate federal projects and some mission legislation to reach the hearing 
In July of 1965 the United States multistate compacts and committees stage. They feared that its provisions 

Congress passed Public Law 89-80, that attempted to solve basin prob- would result in federal domination. 
“The Water Resources Planning Act.” lems, but no formal joint organiza- Four years later the revised and 
It is this legislation that set up the tions. Numerous and sometimes con- amended Act became law. 
federal Water Resources Council and flicting demands were being placed on 
provided for establishment of the the water resource — demands for MEMBERSHIP AND DUTIES OF 
more regionally oriented river basin irrigation and drainage, navigation, THE WATER RESOURCES 
commissions. A section of this law also recreation, domestic water supply, COUNCIL 
provides financial assistance to the protection of fish resources and elec- 
states in order to increase state partici- tric power generation. There were Title I of the Water Resources Plan- 
pation in water resource planning. problems of flood control and pollu- _— ning Act establishes a Water Resources 

Public Law 89-80 was the culmina- tion from human, animal and indus- Council (WRC) composed of the 
tion of efforts begun in the 1940’s to trial wastes. The situation cried out for | Secretaries of the Army; Agriculture; 
provide for true federal/interstate part- cooperative management. However, Interior; Health, Education and Wel- 

2 nership in river basin planning. Pre- states opposed the proposed Water fare; and the Chairman of the Federal



Power Commission. The Secretary of — uses including domestic uses, produc- A recent major accomplishment of 
Transportation has become a full _ tion of food or fiber or energy, and for the Water Resources Council has been 
member more recently. There are also § manufacturing, mining, transportation, the establishment of principles and 
associate members. They include the or recreation. Environmental enhance- standards for planning water and re- 
Secretaries of Commerce and of ment and preservation uses are also lated land resources. These principles 
Housing and Urban Development, as considered. Problems may relate to and standards systematically relate all 
well as the Administrator of the En- land, i.e., flooding, drainage, erosion, aspects of water and related land 
vironmental Protection Agency. The sedimentation or they may be con- resources planning to economic and 
Director, Bureau of Budget, the Attor- _ flicts in water use, or legal, institu- environmental planning criteria. In 
ney General, and the Chairmen of the tional and financial constraints. Be- addition, where appropriate, effects on 

Council on Environmental Quality and _— Sides describing water and related land regional development and social well- 
the River Basin Commissions are problems, the assessment will establish being are displayed. They are used by 
observers at meetings. a priority list of areas that should be federal agencies in regional or river 

The Council is charged with over- studied in more detail and will provide basin planning and in evaluating fed- 
seeing the national interest in water conclusions and recommendations for erally funded water and related land 
resources. It does this by conducting resolving problems. This information resources programs and projects. 

and reviewing studies, by coordinating Will be developed from two points of | 
federal agency efforts, and by alloting View — the national and the state/’ FINANCIAL AID TO STATES | 
federal money to states. regional viewpoint. To facilitate prepa- 

Specifically, the WRC maintains a ‘ation of the report and emphasis of Title III of the Water Resources 
study and prepares periodic assess. these two viewpoints, the WRC has Planning Act authorizes grants to the 
ments of the adequacy of water sup- Contracted with the river basin com- states for developing and participating 
plies in the water resource regions in Missions to do much of the work. in the development of comprehensive 
the United States. One national assess- A continuous responsibility of the water and related land resources plans. 
ment was published in 1968 and the WRC is to review plans submitted by They must be matched by the state. 
1975 assessment should be completed tiver basin commissions and maintain a The amount appropriated by Congress, 
in 1977. Current plans call for such study of the relation of these plans and the related proportion received by 
reports to be issued at five-year and programs to the requirements of the states, has fluctuated greatly from 
intervals. larger regions. After reviewing plans, year to year. Fiscal Year 1975 was the 

A basic objective of the 1975 Water the Council submits them with recom- first time the entire $5 million was 
Assessment is to locate and describe mendations to the President. The appropriated. Federal funding to states 
existing and emerging water-related Council coordinates schedules, budgets is authorized until June 1976. Unless 
problems throughout the United and programs of federal agencies in- Congress passes new legislation, fund- 
States. Problems may be in the ade- — volved _in comprehensive river basin ing to states will not continue beyond 
quacy or quality of supplies for many _ planning. FY 1976. 

RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 

MEMBERSHIP designated federal agency concerned the waters of the area. In addition, the 

with problems of water and related § President may appoint a member from 
Title II of the Water Resources land resources (appointed by the head the United States section of any inter- 

Planning Act provides for the esta- of the Department) and one member national commission created by treaty 

blishment of river basin commissions from each state lying wholly or whose jurisdiction includes the basin. 

upon request by the Water Resources __ partially within the basin (appointed The chairman of a commission has a 
Council or by a state or states within by the Governor unless state law re- |§ number of responsibilities. He is the 

the basin. quires otherwise). One member repre- coordinating officer of the federal 

Each river basin commission is com- sents any interstate agency created by members and represents the Federal 

posed of a chairman (appointed by the | a congressionally approved interstate Government in federal/state relations 

President), one member from each compact whose jurisdiction extends to on a commission. He appoints the 3



commission staff with the concurrence framework study which inventories to the CCJP, river basin commissions 

of the vice-chairman. He supervises the resources in the entire area under are responsible for recommending 

personnel employed by the commis- the jurisdiction of a river basin com- long-range schedules of priorities for 

sion. He is also responsible for the use mission. It is a reconnaisance-type collection and analysis of basic data. 

and expenditure of funds available to investigation that looks at resource This includes priorities for investiga- 

the commission. The vice-chairman is demands and problems over a 50-year tion, planning and construction of 

selected by the state members and period. It assesses water and related projects. A commission must submit 

represents the states in federal/state and resource capabiltis, Projects, an ate CP on its work ° bot 

relations on the commission. He is the den . sohice d volo et and an i ‘nati an ' te Antal te ° te a 
coordinating officer of the state mem- emographic development, and pre- participating state. Annual reports are 

wt dicts conflicts in resource use. The published and are available to the 
bers of a commission. nformati ted i mai | publi 

This state/federal division of respon- information 3s _Presentes in a man penera’ puoi. 
‘bilities is important in decision- report and a series of appendices. Each 

sl kine. C IPS haroed b appendix deals with a specific aspect POWERS 
I te "ke every,  Htomot a i of water or land resources such as | 

aw O make every attempt to Teac water supply, geology and ground The principal powers of a river basin . 
consensus of all members of all , ae , 

; > TL: ; water, water quality, drainage, erosion commission are to hold hearings, em- 
issues.”” This charge applies to commit- ; ; ; 

and sedimentation, and recreation. A ploy and compensate personnel, in- 
| tees and subcommittees of the com- f ; . 

ramework study suggests alternative cluding consultants, and arrange for 
- mission as well. When consensus can- . 

a solutions to expected problems. It also the services of personnel from any 
not be reached, each commissioner ; - — 

; . identifies regions with complex inter- state or federal agency. Commissions 
must be given full opportunity to discipli a 

coe, isciplinary problems that require employ an executive director and staff 
present and report his views; then for ; a ; es 

more detailed investigations and to serve under him at the commission 
the record, the chairman sets forth the 1 Fj Oth k is d by th 

ition of the federal members while ang y Ses: office. Other work is done by the 
rh sie hai does the same for The more detailed studies which various state and federal agencies in 

ve manbers. oes le sa expand upon framework studies are __ their home offices. A commission can 
state members. called “Level B” studies and they too incur such necessary expenses and 

become part of the CCJP. Level B exercise such other powers required to 
DUTIES _ 

| | studies are carried out with the strong perform its functions. 

i. participation and leadership of the 
River basin commissions have states. They focus on a 15-25 year 

several major and interrelated duties. time period and a much smaller geo. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION | 
Their first duty is to coordinate all graphical area, such as the Fox-Wolf - 

plans — governmental and nongovern- _— River Basin in Wisconsin. Alternative, River basin commissions have no 

mental — for development of water multipurpose solutions are analyzed direct responsibility or authority for 

and related land resources in the basin. | with the emphasis on the twin objec- | program implementation beyond the 

Secondly, they must prepare and keep __ tives of national economic develop- recommendation of priorities. The re- 

up to date a comprehensive, coordi- ment and environmental quality. Level _—_ sponsibility for the implementation of 

nated joint plan (CCJP) including an __B > sstudies are conducted under the the plans rests with the federal 

evaluation of alternative means of —= mandate of the Water Resources Plan- agencies, state and local governments, 

achieving optimum development. The ning Act of 1965 and the federal individuals, and business enterprises 

CCJP is comprehensive in that it con- Water Pollution Control Act Amend- touched by the plan. 

siders all problems and techniques of | ments of 1972 (P.L. 92-500). Public The priorities set forth in the 

managing the water resources of a river Law 92-500, Section 209(a) provides comprehensive, coordinated joint plan 

basin or region. It is a coordinated, that these plans be completed by the — could very well set a formal frame- 
joint plan developed with the coopera- Water Resources Council for all river work for federal and state action in a 

tion of federal, state, and local basins in the United States by January _pasin. Items not given priority consi- 

interests. The planning process allows —_1, 1980. A river basin commission may —_—_deration by the CCJP may be consider- 
opportunities Or ee he undertake any additional studies of ably delayed or not implemented at all 

at all phases. The is probably the — water and related land resource prob- while priority projects will be under- 

best vehicle availa to send. water. lems that facilitate preparation of the taken. Herein lies the significance of a 

for coordinating all water and water. = CCJp. good plan, and of each affected 
related plans. In addition, it provides a The CCJP along with comments by sroup’s interest in it. 

method for assessing the cumulative federal agencies and the states is sub- 
effects of all Projects and indicating mitted to the Water Resources Coun- GREAT LAKES BASIN 

whether particular projects Or pro- cil. The WRC in turn, submits the COMMISSION 

grams are the best solutions to the = CCJP to the President who presents it 

many problems in a river basin. When —_ to Congress. At the time a commission Wisconsin is a member of two basin 

complete, the CCJP should also pro- — submits the CCJP to the WRC, it must — commissions; the first to form was the 

mote a smoother flow of projects also make recommendations for con- Great Lakes Basin Commission 

through federal, state, and local fund- _tinuing the functions of the Commis- (GLBC), established by executive 

ing procedure while discouraging pro- _— sion and for implementing the plan, order on April 20, 1967. Requests for 

jects not in the plan. including means of keeping the plan this action came from the Governors 

The CCJP may be prepared in up to date. of Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, 

4 stages. Generally, there is a “Level A” In addition to these duties related and Wisconsin. The Governors of
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FIGURE 1. Location of the Upper Mississippi River | 
and Great Lakes basins. 

| Illinois, New York, and Pennsylvania pointed by the President. This is a working on Level B plans — the more 
concurred in the request. The authori- total of 22 commissioners. Official detailed studies of smaller areas, man- 
ty of the Commission is limited to the | observers from the Canadian Federal dated specifically by the Water Pollu- 
Great Lakes Basin within the United and Provincial governments attend but tion Control Act Amendments of 

States down to and including the point do not vote. 1972. Finally, the Commission will 
at which the St. Lawrence River ceases Structure and Activities. The com- also review various regional and state 

to be the international boundary. The position of the Commission makes it studies as part of its task toward 

Commission’s headquarters is at Ann responsive to state and regional as well accomplishment of the comprehensive, 

Arbor, Michigan. as national and international con- coordinted joint plan. 

Members of the Commission. The Siderations in comprehensive water The Great Lakes Basin Commission 

Great Lakes Basin Commission con- 224 related land planning. At quarterly _has organized separate task forces for 

sists of eight state representatives, one meetings and through committees, the the accomplishment of these specific 
? « » a . . e 

from each state adjacent to the Great GLBC coordinates planning activities items of work. For the framework 

Lakes; twelve regional representatives of its members, sets policy, resolves study the structure was as follows: a 

from federal agencies having an regional problems, and makes studies — small_ ‘Framework Study Executive 

interest in water and related land 2924 recommendations for plans Committee (made up of commis- 

(Departments of Agriculture; Army; leading to implementation activitiesin —_ signers or top planners appointed by 

Commerce; Health, Education and  fesource management. the commissioners) for interpretation 

Welfare; Housing and Urban Develop- The Commission is presently con- of Commission policies; a Plan and 

ment; Interior; Justice; State; Trans- cerned with three types of planning Program Formulation Committee 

portation; the Environmental Protec- efforts. The first concern is prepara- (chaired by the Executive Director of 

tion Agency; the Federal Power Com- tion of a Level A framework study and the Commission and composed 

mission; and the Energy Research and 23 functional appendices to the study. generally of senior planners—one from 

Development Administration); a repre- | The framework study which represents each commissioner's home staff) to 

sentative from the Great Lakes Com- the broadest level of planning, is now issue instructions based on _ policy 

mission, which is an interstate com- (early 1975) being published in final interpretations; a group of six coordi- 

pact commission; and a chairman, ap- form. Secondly, the Commission is nators to exercise liaison and coordina- 5



ting responsibilities over five or six ate for his state or agency. Participa- also in the periodic national water 

work groups of like orientations; and tion even within states varies greatly. resources update, the 1975 National 

23 work groups covering the entire Wisconsin had at least one member on Assessment. 
gamut of water and related land re- 12 of the 23 work groups. A number of Level B studies are 
sources to accomplish the actual Ad hoc committees have been ap- awaiting funding. One of these 1S 

investigations and reporting for the pointed by the Commission to formv- Wisconsin’s Fox-Wolf River basin. The 

framework study. late by-laws, decide staffing and bud- , oo y h. as : Tst Prop oset in 
The 23 work groups which were get requirements, recommend policies ate 197 - at Aas been given tirst 

. priority by the Department of Natural 
responsible for the Appendices to the for goals and procedures, and define Resources and the Great Lakes Basin 

Great Lakes Basin Framework Study the comprehensive, coordinated joint Commission and is also high on the 

are listed below. plan. priority list of the Water Resources 
Council. High on the Commission’s 

| priority list for ensuing years are two 

Main Report other Level B studies which cover the _ 
1. Alternative Frameworks entire Great Lakes region. The first is 
2. Surface Water Hydrology an energy planning study. The second 
3. Geology and Ground Water recommended study is a Great Lakes 

4. Limnology of Lakes and Embayments Environmental Planning Study 

5. Mineral Resources _ (GLEPS). It is designed to use systems 
6. Water Supply - Municipal, Industrial, Rural. analysis to evaluate environmental 

7. Water Quality problems and proposed solutions in 
8. Fish , . ue aR ‘onal Boati the lakes. 

, 9. Commercial Navigation and Recreational Boating Other reports are also planned, for 7 

10. Power example, a report on long-range priori- 

11. Levels and Flows , ties for the Great Lakes basin, 
12. Shore Use and Erosion scheduled for FY 76. 

13. Land Use and Management Finances, The Great Lakes Basin 
14. Flood Plains Commission’s operating expenses are 
15 Irrigation shared by the eight participating states | 
16. Drainage | and the federal government. The 

17. Wildlife ; ; amount paid by the state of Wisconsin 
18. Erosion and Sedimentation ; has varied greatly since the establish- 
19. Economic and Demographic Studies ment of the Commission. Table 1 
20. Federal and State Laws, Policies and Institutional Arrangements shows federal/state funding and the 

21. Outdoor Recreation Wisconsin portion of that funding 
22. Aesthetic and Cultural Resources | since the Commission began. 

23. Health Aspects The assessment to each state is 

based on the percentages of popula- 
tion and land areas of that state in the 
Great Lakes basin. 

The state/federal funding quoted in 
Each of these work groups had a Current committees include a Plan = Table 1 is for operating expenses only 

chairman chosen by the group from and Program Formulation Committee, — salaries and fringe benefits for Com- 

among its members. Of the 25 chair- a Levels and Flows Committee which _ mmission staff, office rent and the Com- 
men or co-chairmen, 21 were federal is concerned with recent problems mission library. Additional funds fi- 

government employees, 3 were from created by high lake levels, a National = jance special projects such as Level B 
the state of Michigan, and the re- Assessment Committee which will studies, National Assessment, Coastal 

maining one was a Commission staff | oversee participation in the 1975 Zoning, and Levels and Flows activi- 

member. Two reasons are cited for the National Water Assessment, a Coastal ties. ° 
predominance of federal employees as § Zone Management Committee, and a In addition to the actual money in 

chairmen of work groups: federal Budget Committee. the Commission’s budget, a consider- 
agencies have a broader geographical Ongoing and Anticipated Programs. anje amount of time and effort is 
interest than do individual states, and The major ongoing program of the spent by each state and by the federal 
federal agencies have a portion of their GLBC is preparation of the compre- government which does not show up 

budget alloted to participation in work hensive, coordinated joint plan sche- in the Commission’s budget report. As 

group activities and can therefore de- duled for completion in 1980. It con- stated previously, agencies of the 

vote more time and effort to the sists of the framework study just now federal government receive budget ap- 
undertaking. being printed and Level B and other _—propriations for their activities on 

Participation in work groups is de- studies that may be initiated from Commission matters. State 
termined by the commissioners from _ time to time to fill out and update the | government employees may work full 
the various member states and by CCJP. Presently, the Commission is -time on commission-related activities 
heads of the federal agencies repre- preparing a Level B study of the but because they are not paid by the 
sented. Each commissioner decides Maumee River basin in Indiana, Commission their contribution does 

6 what type of participation is appropi- Michigan and Ohio. It is participating | not appear in the budget.



THE UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER = the UMRBC began five years after the | Appendix B: Aesthetic and Cultural | | 
BASIN COMMISSION establishment of the GLBC, coopera- Values (Vol. IT) 

| tive ventures among the states and _ Appendix C: Climatology and Metero- 
Wisconsin is a member of a second _ federal agencies had begun sometime logy (Vol. IIT) 

basin commission, the Upper before. One such cooperative effort, A 
. oe ew ye ; - ; ; ppendix D: Surface Water 

Mississippi River Basin Commission authorized by the U.S. Congress in Hydrol | 
; _ . ow. ydrology (Vol. III) 

(UMRBC). This commission was esta- 1962, resulted in the Upper Mississippi 
blished by executive order on March River Comprehensive Basin Study. It Appendix E: Ground Water and 

~ 22, 1972, some five years after the was completed in 1972, the year the Geology (Vol. IIT) 
Great Lakes Basin Commission was UMRBC was established. A coordi- Appendix F: Mineral Resources (Vol. 

formed. Requests for the action had ating group of federal and state Ill) 
come from the Water Resources 
Council and from the Governors of 
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 

and Wisconsin. The original jurisdic- 
tion of the Commission extended to 
the portions of those five states lying 
in the Mississippi River drainage basin TABLE 1. State and federal funding of the Great Lakes Basin Commission 
above the mouth of the Ohio River, for operating expenses 
but excluding the Missouri River basin. 
Since only very small portions of ae 
South Dakota, Michigan and Indiana ____Wisconsin Portion 

are part of the drainage network, these Fiscal Year Actual Federal/State Funding Assessed Paid Balance 
states were not given membership on 
the Commission. : 

A previously planned merger of 1966-67 $5,000 . $ 5,000 $ 0 

basin commisions venlaged. the | 136268 ssa gam om 
and its jurisdiction in 1969-70 270,000 22500 0 -22,5c0  |- 

mid-1973. At that time the Souris- 1970-71 297,000 22,500 0 -45,000 
Red-Rainy River Basin Commission 1971-72 370,000 22,500 32,500 -35,000 
terminated. Its territory, primarily in ona toy ove OOD a7 coe 33800 

Minnesota and North Dakota, then 1974-75 480,000 29,000 37,500 13,500 
came under the authority of the 1975-76 480,000 (projected) 29,000 
UMRBC. ee 

The main office of the Upper | a 
Mississippi River Basin Commission is 
located at Fort Snelling, Twin Cities, | 

Minnesota. A branch office at Fargo, | , 
North Dakota, has been set up to | 
follow through on as much of the 
former Souris-Red-Rainy Commis- 
sion’s activities as desirable. agencies, under the chairmanship of | Appendix G: Fluvial Sediment (Vol. 

Members of the Commission. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, had IIT) 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Com- done the study which evaluates the | Appendix H: Water Supply and Qual- 
mission is made up of representatives present conditions of water and re- ity Control (Vol. IV) 
of six states (Illinois, lowa, Minnesota, lated land resources and projected § Appendix I: Flood Control (Vol. V) 
Missouri, North Dakota, and Wiscon- _ future conditions for the years 1980, | Appendix J: Navigation (Vol. V) 
sin), ten federal agencies (Departments 2000 and 2020. It remained only for § Appendix K: Recreation (Vol. VI) 
of Agriculture; Army; Commerce; the Commission to evaluate the study | Appendix L: Fish and Wildlife (Vol. 
Health, Education and Welfare; and recommend the role it should play VI) 
Housing and Urban Development; in future Commission deliberations. | Appendix M: Power (Vol. VI) 
Interior; and Transportation; the After a thorough review andanumber Appendix N: Agriculture (Vol. VI) 
Energy Research and Development of public hearings, the Commission | Appendix O: State and Federal Water 
Administration; Environmental Protec- agreed that this study would serve as Laws, Policies and Programs (Vol. 
tion Agency; and the Federal Power its framework study, comparable to VII) 

Commission), and the Chairman, ap- —_ the Level A Great Lakes Basin Study Appendix P: Economic Base Study 
pointed by the President, making a described earlier. and Projections (Vol. VIII) 
total of 17 commissioners. South The Upper Mississippi Basin Study Appendix Q: Framework for Develop- 
Dakota participates as an observer, and _— includes a Main Report and the fol- ment (Vol. IX) 

it and the other states with small areas lowing Appendices published in 9 The first document published by 
in the drainage basin — Indiana, volumes: the Commission besides its Annual 

Michigan and Montana — are notified ~ Report was a Transportation Compen- 
of Commission meetings and consulted Main Report (Vol. I) dium. The Compendium examines 

on matters affecting them. Appendix A: History of Investigation existing source material on transporta- 
Structure and Activities. Although (Vol. ID) tion with emphasis on the Upper 1



Mississippi River Basin. It includes a blished, the Army Corps of Engineers sions through the National Assess- 

digest of laws and the institutional received funding for its Upper ments; Level B Studies and revisions to 

arrangements which regulate and con- _— Mississippi River Resource Manage- reflect changed conditions; and the 

trol the transportation industry as well ment Study for maintenance of the results of appropriate Commission, 

as summaries of federal, state and nine-foot navigation channel. Since the Federal, State, regional, interstate, 

regional literature concerned with the | Committee’s work and the Corps’ local and non-governmental planning 

movement of commercial goods and study had similar goals, the Commis- _ studies. The CCJP will be developed 

services between production areas, sion gave the Committee the role of — through a continuous, dynamic proce- 

markets and consumption areas. participation in the Corps’ study. The dure, may be prepared in stages and 

Speeches, statements and conferences Committee, composed of members will be kept current.” 

on transportation are also summarized. from 5 state and 5 federal agencies, Finally, the Commission has also 

The Upper Mississippi River Basin will serve as a clearing house for review | approved the Main Stem of the Upper 

Commission, like the Great Lakes of the study. : Mississippi River, Chicago Metropoli- | 

Basin, uses the committee system to The Upper Mississippi River Basin tan Area, Rock River, and Wisconsin- 

accomplish its work. Existing commit- Commission is participating in the La Crosse Rivers as potential areas for 

tees and subcommittees are respon- 1975 National Water Assessment Level B studies. 

sible for defining the Commission’s which should update the earlier Finances. The Commission’s oper- 

goals, policies and objectives, for re- framework study and contribute to ating expenses are shared by the five 

commending priorities for Level B development of the comprehensive, original participating states and the 

studies, for defining the coordinated, coordinated joint plan (CCJP). A large federal government. Each state pays an 

comprehensive joint plan, and con- share of future budgets will be devoted —_ equal assessment. The expenses for the 

ducting the 1975 National Water As- to CCJP activities. The CCJP commit- _ regional office in Fargo are paid by the 

sessment. tee has just finished working on redefi- _ states of Minnesota and North Dakota 

Ongoing and Anticipated Programs. nition, strategy, policy, procedures, and do not increase Wisconsin’s assess- 

Early in 1974 the state of Wisconsin and criteria for development and ment for Commission activities. 

sued the U.S. Army Corps of Engi- approval of the plan. More specifically, | Details are shown in Table 2. 

neers for mismanagement of dredge the Commission adopted definition of In addition to the actual money in 

spoil disposal during its maintenance the CCJP as follows: “The Compre- the Commission’s budget, a fair 

of the nine-foot channel on the hensive Coordinated Joint Plan(CCJP) amount of time and effort is spent by 

Mississippi River. The Upper is a specific document composed of each state and by the federal govern- 

Mississippi River Basin Commission elements approved and adopted by the = ment which does not show up on the 

recognized that channel maintenance Upper Mississippi River Basin Commis- | Commission’s budget report. Wiscon- 

practices have an environmental and sion, identifying those water and re- _ sin has participated in every commit- 

commercial impact on each state as lated structural and nonstructural pro- _ tee activity of the Commission, as well | 

well as the region. It established a jects, programs and other measures as in the preparation of the Upper 

Dredge Spoil Practices Study Commit- designed to enhance the economic, Mississippi River Comprehensive Basin 

tee to investigate alternatives for short, environmental and social conditions of Study. 

mid-term and long-range disposal. the area, and will include the Level A | 

Shortly after the Committee was esta- Study (Framework Study) and revi- 

BENEFIT FOR WISCONSIN | 

FINANCIAL AID UNDER Department of Natural Resources staff Several DNR publications were sup- 

TITLE Il capability to deal with comprehensive ported by these grants. Among them 

planning problems, have greatly aided are the Rock River Basin Water Re- 

The grant program provided by development of a comprehensive water — sources Plan (1971), A Basic Guide to 

Public Law 89-80 has been invaluable data network throughout the state and Water Rights in Wisconsin (1971), 

in developing the water resources plan- enhanced coordination between state Small Area Population Projections for 

ning program in Wisconsin. Monies government and the river basin com- Wisconsin (1972), and Visions of 

8 received under Title III have improved missions. Tomorrow, A Comprehensive Plan for !



the Management of Wisconsin’s Water 
Resources (1973). Other publications 
are underway. | 

Total funding received by Wisconsin 

through the Water Resources Planning TABLE 2. = Operating budget of the Upper Mississippi River Basin 

totals are displayed in Table 3. Wiscone | CO™™mésion (Minneapolis Office only) 
sin ranks 16 of 53 in the total amount ee 

Washineton ae Rice ee Operating Budget provided Wisconsin Portion 

Virgin Islands during the 1967-73 time Fiscal Year by State/Federal Funding Assessed Paid Balance 

period. I 

1972-73 $130,000 $ 0 $ 0 0 | 

FRAMEWORK STUDIES 1973-74 300,000 30,000 30,000 0 
1974-75 300,000 30,000 30,000 0 

To date, the framework studies 1975-76 300,000 (projected) 
completed for both the Upper 
Mississippi River basin (1972) and the 
Great Lakes basin (presently being 
published in final form) have most 

benefited Wisconsin. Both were devel- TO 
oped during approximately the same 
time period and in a similar manner. 
Taken together, these studies not only TABLE 3. Grants to Wisconsin 
cover the entire state, but also address under Title Ill of P. L. 89-80, 
the broader concerns of interstate FY 1967-75. 
water management of the waters of 
the Great Lakes and the Mississippi 

River. These plans provide a tremen- Year Amount 
dous amount of basic data as well as : 1967 $ 43.000 
projections which Wisconsin is em- 1968 47.200 

ploying in its water resources planning. 1969 48,000 
Recommendations made in the frame- 1970 48,000 
work plans are helpful in Wisconsin fon) 800 

planning, but the state is not bound to 1973 58,200 
implement recommendations it op- 1974 58,200 
poses or cannot afford. The frame- 1975 102,600 
work studies will be updated through TT a 
the National Assessments. 

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER 

OrUDY ee MANAGEMENT the first step toward Commission municipal and industrial wastewater 

. basin-wide transportation planning. dischargers, flood damages, stream 
Helpful recommendations are also The Compendium will be useful as a bank erosion and sedimentation, recre- 

expected from the three-year Upper tool for addressing transportation ational development, fish and wildlife 

Mississippi River Resource Manage- issues in our state and as related to the © management and agricultural land use 

ment Study which is now underway. _Tegion as a whole. and management. A thorough analysis 
The state is an active member of the will be made of the relationships of 
UMRBC Dredge Spoil Practices Com- COMPREHENSIVE RIVER the present and future uses of land and 

mittee and is providing manpower and BASIN PLANS (LEVEL B) water mn the Fox-Wolf watershed and 

information for the Resource Manage- . of the impacts of these uses on Green 
ment Study. It is anticipated that the Probably most beneficial to Bay. Multipurpose proposals which 
study will recommend an acceptable Wisconsin will be the intensive Level B focus on middle-term needs (15-25 

solution to the question of spoil studies that have been approved for years) will be evaluated for their 
disposal which has troubled the state various basins in the state. The Level B effects on the total needs, as well as 
of Wisconsin. comprehensive planning program for their effects on the resources and on 

the Fox-Wolf River basin has been _ the environment. 
approved by the Great Lakes Basin Several other Level B studies have 

TRANSPORTATION Commission and the U.S. Water Re- been approved by the Upper 

COMPENDIUM sources Council. Mississippi River Basin Commission. 

Wisconsin will take a leadership role They include the Wisconsin-La Crosse 
The Upper Mississippi River Basin in this study if it is funded. Particular Rivers basin, the Rock River basin, 

Commission’s Transportation Compen- emphasis is to be placed on multi- and the Main Stem of the Upper 

dium, published in May 1975, is just disciplinary and complex problems of — Mississippi River. g



CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

River basin commissions have con- of impact is the lack of support for b. Very early in a study a con- 
siderable potential for putting water commission plans and recommenda- ceptual plan should be developed to 
resource decisions on a rational, com- tions. Since by law commissions have give the interested public a meaning- 
prehensive, coordinated basis, and no authority to implement their plans, ful document to respond to. 
they are working toward this goal. public, governmental, and private sup- c. Citizen advisory groups should 
Many problems have been of the type port is absolutely essential. Consensus be formed early in the study. Ex- 
one expects in new organizations — planning and participation by all af- pense money may need to be pro- 
difficulties in defining scope and con- fected parties is supposed to compen- vided for citizens to permit their 
tent of responsibilities and finding the sate for this lack of authority. Al- participation. 
most effective and efficient way to though commission members may d. A citizen member and represent- 
operate. Also certain preliminary activ- reach consensus, their agreement does atives of county and regional plan- 

ities must be finished before any re- not wipe out long-standing conflicts ning organizations should be added 
sults appear. Time cures these prob- and rivalries back at the home agency to the coordinating committee for 
lems. or state or between agencies and each study. 

In the case of both the Great Lakes states. e. The states should assist citizen 
and the Upper Mississippi River Basin The other generator of support, full input by acting as clearing houses 

| Commissions, this period of adjust- participation, is also very much an for county, municipal and regional 
ment should be reaching an end. Stilla ideal. States, which are represented on viewpoints on proposed plans and 
number of changes are needed to make __ the commissions, often find it difficult projects. 

the commissions into the kind of — to involve themselves as fully as they f. Where appropriate, the river 
| planning organizations they were would like due to limited funding. basin commissions, with state con- 

meant to be. Counties, cities, villages and towns, currence, may contract with local | 
The most serious and basic criticism business enterprises and the public, planning agencies for input to the 

of the commissions is that their plan- _ either through organizations or as planning process. 
ning activities have had only amargin- _ individuals, may not even be aware of 
al impact on federal and state water |= commission river basin planning. Also 2. The states must have more 
resource operation. This is due in part —_ plans have emphasized data collection funding under Title III of the Water 
to the recent establishment of the as opposed to plan formulation. This Resources Act to enable them to fully 
commissions and their early concentra- — makes it difficult for governments and participate in studies that affect them. 

tion on broad projects such as frame- the public — who may not have | a. Title [II should be extended 

work studies. Delays in starting studies —_ technical experience or training — to indefinitely after its expiration date 
and then in completing them is participate in planning at an early of July, 1976. 

another factor. Some of the delay was _— enough stage to be influential. How- b. The appropriations under Title 
unavoidable and will result in more — ever, new guidelines for Level B plan- III should be increased to keep up 
effective and faster studies for the ning require public participation, and with inflation and to allow expan- 
future. Changes in the law and public public advisory groups are being sion of the states’ participation in 

attitudes mandated multi-objective formed to review various stages of the water and related land resources. 
planning and environmental impact 1975 Water Assessment as well. c. The states should show their 
statements. Other changes require Taking all the previous points into support for water resources plan- 

more public input and shorter study consideration, the following recom- ning by budgeting equivalently 
periods for Level B studies. These mendations are suggested. They re- increased matching funds for 

changes have caused temporary delays, quire action primarily on the part of cooperation with the river basin 

but are no longer a problem. Other the river basin commissions and the commissions and development of 
delays have been caused by organiza- | Water Resources Council. policy analysis for that state’s water 
tional and funding problems. Changes plan. 
in these arrangements are recom- 1. Better procedures should be de- 
mended. They will have payoffs be- veloped to actively recruit non- 3. Studies should be designed in a 
yond mere expediting of study | commission members (i.e., regional format which makes them easier to 

schedules. and local governments, private enter- update, eliminates collection of un- 
A third reason for the minimal prise, concerned citizen and special necessary data, makes data available in 

impact of commission planning activi- interest groups, and individuals) to a format useful to various govern- 

ties is that their studies often become _ participate in planning with the goal of mental planning needs, and facilitates 

out-of-date shortly after completion. making the plans more acceptable and early and meaningful participation by 
Speeding up study schedules should likely to be implemented. the public. 
help solve the problem. Studies should a. The river basin commissions a. Data should be standardized in a 

also be designed to make updating should give advance notification of format useful to states and other 

easier. proposed or newly initiated studies planning entities. This would facili- 

10 A fourth and crucial reason for lack prior to starting work. tate updating as well as adoption of



_ data by states for their water plans. the plan of study and time schedule. states and with federal agencies to 
- b. Guidelines for organizing and a. The study manager should be carry out the work elements under 

pursuing studies and criteria for from the state whose water and the plan of study. a 
| evaluating planning should be de- related land resources are being li all these recommendations are 

veloped. studied. | a implemented, states will find it much 

ee — b. All federal funds appropriated § easier to use commission data and 
4. River basin commissions should for specific special studies should be plans to develop their own water and 

exercise their authority to better allocated directly to the river basin _— related land resource policies and 
manage all special studies such as Level commission rather than some funds __ plans. Citizen support should also in- 
B planning studies. Better management being allocated separately to federal crease. The goal of wiser and more 
will facilitate participation by state agencies. efficient management of water and 

and local governments, prevent special- c. The river basin commission, in related resources will then be closer to 
ized and biased interests from domina- consultation with the state study realization to the greater benefit of us 
ting a study, and improve adherence to manager, should then contract with all. — 

SUMMARY | 

This report has described the Water — special emphasis on Wisconsin’s contri- commissions more effective in 
Resources Council and the Great butions to the commissions and the managing water and related land 
Lakes and Upper Mississippi River value of the commissions’ work to the resources. 
Basin Commissions. It has enumerated state. The conclusion lists several rec- 
their duties and accomplishments with ommendations for making river basin | 
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TECHNICAL BULLETINS (1972-75)* 

No. 52 Mercury levels in Wisconsin fish and wildlife. (1972) No. 72 Mortality of radio-tagged pheasants on the Waterloo 

Stanton J. Kleinert and Paul E. Degurse Wildlife Area. (1973) Robert T. Dumke and Charles 

M. Pils 

No 53 Chemical analyses of selected public drinking water 

supplies (including tract metals). (1972) Robert No. 73 Electrofishing boats: Improved designs and operating 

Baumeister guidelines to increase the effectiveness of boom 

shockers. (1973) Donald W. Novotny and Gordon R. 
No.54 Aquatic insects of the Pine-Popple River, Wisconsin. Priegel 

1972) Willi: L. Hilsenhoff, Jerry L. Longridge, : en ene aoa Cisig P, _N0- 74 Surveys of toxic metals in Wisconsin. (1974) John G. 
Willow 2 Z Konrad et al. 

No.56 A ten-year study of native northern pike in Bucks No. 75 Surveys of lake rehabilitation techniques and 
Lake, Wisconsin, including evaluation of an 18.0-inch experiences. (1974) Russell Dunst et al. 

size limit. (1972) Howard E. Snow and Thomas D. 2 z 
Beud No. 76 Seasonal movement, winter habitat use, and popula- 

tion distribution of an east central Wisconsin pheas- 

No.57 Biology and control of selected aquatic nuisances in ant population. (1974) John M. Gates and James B. 
recreational waters. (1972) Lloyd A. Lueschow Haale 

No.58 Nitrate and nitrite variation in ground water. (1972) No. 77 Mechanical and habitat manipulation techniques for 
Koby T. Crabtree aquatic plant management. (1974) Stanley A. 

Nichols 

No.59 Small area population projections for Wisconsin. : 2 ‘ : ¢ 
(1972) Douglas B. King, David G. Nichols and No. 78 Hydrogeologic evaluation of solid waste disposal in 

Richard Gant south central Wisconsin. (1974) Alexander 

Zaporozec 

No.60 A profile of Wisconsin hunters. (1972) Lowell L. S 2 
Klessig and James B. Hale No. 79 Effects of stocking northern pike in Murphy Flow- 

age. (1974) Howard E. Snow 

No. 61 Overwinter drawdown: impact on the aquatic vegeta- 
tion in Murphy Flowage eres ce ae No. 80 Impact of state land ownership on local economy in 
D. Beard : Wisconsin. (1974) Melville H. Cohee 

No.63 Drain oil disposal in Wisconsin. (1973) Ronald O. No. 81 Influence of organic pollution on the density and 

Oar ddesad Seton © Rice production of trout in a Wisconsin stream. (1975) 

Oscar M. Brynildson and John W. Mason 

No. 64 The prairie chicken in Wisconsin. (1973) Frederick 
and ae Hopeeno a ‘ : No. 82 Annual production by brook trout in Lawrence 

Creek during eleven successive years. (1974) Robert 

No. 65 Production, food and harvest of trout in Nebish ee 
Lake, Wisconsin. (1973) Oscar M. Brynildson and = - 
James J. Kempinger No. 83 Lake sturgeon harvest, growth, and recruitment in 

Lake Winnebago, Wisconsin. (1975) Gordon R. 

No.66 Dilutional pumping at Snake Lake, Wisconsin — a Priegel and Thomas L. Wirth 
potential renewal technique for small eutrophic e es 
lakes. (1973) Stephen M. Born, Thomas L. Wirth, No. 84 Estimate of abundance, harvest, and exploitation of 

James O. Peterson, J. Peter Wall and David A. the fish population of Escanaba Lake, Wisconsin, 
Stephenain z 46-69. (1975) James J. Kempinger, Warren S. 

Churchhill, Gordon R. Priegel, and Lyle M. 

No. 67 Lake sturgeon management on the Menominee River. Christenson 
(1973) Gordon R. Priegel 2 : s 

No. 85 Reproduction of an east central Wisconsin pheasant 
population. (1975) John M. Gates and James B. Hale 

No. 68 Breeding duck populations and habitat in Wisconsin. 

(1973) James R. March, Gerald F. Martz and Richard No. 86 Characteristics of a northern pike spawning popula- 
A. Hunt tion. (1975) Gordon R. Priegel 

: % 2 No. 87 Aeration as a lake management technique. (1975) S. 
No. 69 An experimental introduction of coho salmon into a A. Smith, D. R. Knauer and T. L. Wirth 

landlocked lake in northern Wisconsin. (1973) Eddie 

1, Avery No. 88 Guidelines for the application of wastewater sludge 

to agricultural land in Wisconsin. (1975) Dennis R. 

No.70 Gray partridge ecology in southeast-central Wiscon- Kenney, Kwang W. Lee, and Leo M. Walsh 

sin. (1973) John M. Gates 
No. 89 Aquatic insects of Wisconsin (1975) William L. 

Hilsenhoff 
No.71 Restoring the recreational potential of small im- 

poundments: the Morion Millpond experience. No. 90 Effect of bottom water discharge upon the limnology 

(1973) Stephen M. Born, Thomas L. Wirth, Edmund of a reservoir. (1975) Russell C. Dunst, Thomas L. 

O. Brick and James O. Peterson Wirth, and Paul D. Uttormark 

*Complete list of all technical bulletins in the series available from the Department of Natural Resources, Box 450, Madison, Wisconsin 53701.
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