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Wildlife Service (Service) is pleased to provide you with this copy of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact for the proposed Grand
Kankakee Marsh National Wildlife Refuge located in the Kankakee River Basin (Basin) in
northwestern Indiana and northeastern Illino is.

The EA describes and assesses fìve alternatives, including a "No Action" alternative. The
alternatives describe the Service's level of involvement in restoration and preservation of
valuable fisheries and wildlife resources and their habitats 

providing, to the extent possible, that the widest spectrum of benefits associated
with this great area be enhanced and made availabie to the public.

Included in the front of the EA is the Selection of Alternative and Finding of No Significant
Impact, which was based on public input and the analysis of the opportunities and concems
illustrated in the EA.

The Service recognizes that there is rarel¡, total consensus on issues of fish and q,ildlife resource
management, and this project has certainly been no exception. However, we feel this project u,ill
provide lasting benefits to fish. u,ildlife. and the people of this Nation.

We appreciate the efforts of those who contributed to the planning and public involvement
process which made this project a reality.

United States Department of the Interior
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This action will not adversely impact floodplains.
This action will not adversely impact other planning efforts in the Basin

Supp ortin g References :

Environmental Assessment
Economic Imoact Assessment
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Summary

The mission for the Refuge will be to protect, restore, and manage ecological processes within the
Kankakee River Basin that benefit th¡eatened and endangered species, migratory birds, native fish, and
diverse flora 



Summary

¡s 















Purpose And Need For Action

a Conduct programs of interpretation, education, and recreation to foster a stewardship ethic in the
American public through high quality fish and wildlife oriented experiences.

a Communicate information essential for public awareness and understanding of the importance of
fish and wildlife resources and interprets fish and wildlife changes reflecting environmental
degradation that ultimately will affect the welfare of human beings.

The Service manages over 500 national wildlife refuges, 66 national fish ha6ñ
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Purpose And Need For Action

Mission of the National lVildlife Refuge System

The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to adminisler a national netvvork of lands and
waters þr the conservalion, management, and where appropriate, restoraÍion offish, wildlife, and plant
resources and their habitats within the United States þr the benefit of present andfuture generations.

Goals of the National Wildlife Refuge System

a Preserve, restore, and enhance in their natural ecosystems (when practical) all species of animals
and plants that are endangered or threatened with becoming endangered;

a Perpetuate the migratory bird resource;
a Preserve a natural diversity and abundance offauna and flora on refuge lands; and

a Provide an understanding and appreciation of frsh and wildlife ecology and humankind's role in
their environment and to provide refuge visitors with high quality, safe, wholesome and enjoyable
recreational experiences oriented toward wildlife to the extent these activities are compatible with
the purposes for which each refuge was established.

National Wildlife Refuge System Guiding Principles

@ Habitat: Fish and wildlife will not prosper without high
quality habitat, and without fish and wildlife, traditional
uses of refuges cannot be sustained. The Refuge System
will continue to conserve and enhance the quality and

diversitv of fïsh and wildlife habitat within refuses.

Public Use: The Refuge System provides important
opportunities for compatible wildlife-dependent
recreational activities involving hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, and environmental
education and interpretation.

Partnerships: America's sportsmen and women were
the first part4fpart)n6Qpart)nnaF�rtaf% anfaf
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2. Oak Savanna and Associated Species Declines

Prior to European settlement, oak savanna

covered approximately 27-32 million acres of the

Midwest Q..luzzo 1985). This same author
indicates that in 1985, only 113 sites (2,607
acres) of high-quality oak savanna remained.

Historically, nearly 1,605,500 acres or 7.5o/o of
Indiana was either prairie or oak-savanna, most
of which occurred in the Grand Prairie Natural
Region (Betz 1978) (Figure 5). Over 99 percent

of the original savanna has been lost, and mid-
western oak savanna are among the rarest

ecosystems in the world. Development has

destroyed, fragmented, and disrupted natural
processes needed to maintain quality oak savanna

ecosystems. 
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4. Threatened And Endangered Species

Several Federally endangered and threatened species occur in
the Kankakee 
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become prevalent, that is, small, scattered subdivision and metes and bounds divisions 
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Purpose And Need For Action

The Service's proposed action in this EA is to develop the Grand Kankakee Marsh National Wildlife
Refuge "for the development, advanceme¡t, management, conservation, and protection of fish and
wildlife resources" (Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956) and for "the conservation of the wetlands of the
�
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Purpose And Need For Action

Ensure public involvemenf: Refuge planning will include a clear, credible, and meaningful role
for public input from the full spectrum of social and cultural backgrounds. Public sentiment and
comment at the local, State, and national levels will be considered.

lnterim Refuge Goals

Interim Refuge goals will be consistent with those for the National V/ildlife Refuge System. They are:

Preserve, restore, and enhance in their natural 2P













Purpose And Need For Action

1956. It authorizes the Secretary to accept gifts and bequests ofreal and personal property on
behalf of the United States. It also authorizes the use of volunteers on Service projects and
appropriations to carry out a volunteer program.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The purposes of the NEPA are to: declare
a national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his
environment; promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; enrich the understanding of the ecological
systems and natural resources important to the Nation; and establish a Council on Environmental
Quality.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. This Act ensures that projects not affect the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species in the project area or result in
destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitats.

Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929. The Act established the Migratory Bird Conservation
Commission which consists of the Secretaries of the Interior (chairman), Agriculture, and
Transportation, two members from the House of Representatives, and an ex-officio member from
the state in which a project is located. The Commission approves acquisition of land and water,
or interests therein, and sets the priorities for acquisition of lands by the Secretary for sanctuaries
or for other management purposes. 
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Description Of Alternatives

1. ldentification of Focus Areas

In order to begin the process of identifying the most important areas for the conservation of Service trust
resources in the Basin, the Service formulated focus a¡eas using an Expert Workshop approach (Johns
and Soule 1995) and the best available data using GlS-aided reserve design methodology. For each
Action alternative, the Service identified focus areas through the analysis of land cover, threatened,
eb, 









Description Of Alternatives

tsxl

Alternative 3 - Grassland

The grassland scena¡io focuses on the protection and restoration of important areas of grassland and oak
savanna. Under this scenario, the Service would protect, restore, and enhance existing oak savanna and
prairie habitat, degraded habitat, and likely work cooperatively with private landowners to manage some
non-native grassland habitat. Figure l0 indicates the location of the focus a¡eas for this alternative occur
about equally in Illinois and Indiana. læach and Ross, 1995, suggest an appropriate target for protection
of oak savanna may be 2Vo to 3Vo of thç land in each physiognomic province. The a¡ea of both the
Central Till Plains Section (15,326,281 acres) and the smaller Grand Prairie Subsection (4,791,090
acres) were established using GIS and the digital U.S. Forest Service map of Ecological Units of the
Eastern United States (Keys, et at. 1995). It is not entirely clea¡ which of these corresponds p,791,090læach aot o
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Description Of Alternatives

TABLE 2.4
Existinq Land Use Focus Area lin acres) in the id Alternat ve

FOCUS
AREA #

TOTAL WETLAND GRASSLAND/
PASTURE

UPLAND
FOREST

AGRICULTURE URBAN

2 1434 497 41 186 710 0

4 988 40 10 30 889 19

5 431 108 20 22 281 0

6 2027 727 172 230 867 3l

7 2504 15 228 708 1 550 3

I 5807 2172 897 708 1 995 35

10 4368 52 495 1 092 2724 Ð

13 1 0053 56 4903 1412 3572 110

15 6736 71 2172 217 4137 139

17 3574 822 326 488 191 1 27

18 4121 939 127 640 2401 14

19 7129 1 491 291 609 4724 't4

20 1420 379 20 191 830 0

22 421 175 16 6f 169 0

TOTAL 51 ,013 7,544 9,718 6,594 26.760 397
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Desc ri ptÍ o n Of A|tern ativ es
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Descrlption Of Alternatives
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Figure l0 - Alternative 3
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D esc ri ptio n Of Alte rn atives
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Figure 11 - Alternative 4
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D esc ri pti o n Of AIte rn ativ es
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Figure l2 - Alternative 5
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Affected Environment

7. Flooding

Currently the Kankakee River overflows its banks an average of every two years. These flooding events

combine large volumes of water with unusually low peaks and extremely long durations. This is
principally due to the large expanse of flat land that holds the water for extended periods of time. Data
beginning tn 1926 show that annual flood peaks are increasing due to intensif,red agricultural practices,

diking and pumping, and urban growth (Kankakee River Basin Commission, 1989).

The frequent flooding in the Basin is the result of several factors, including 1) the loss of river capacity

due to channelization, 2) increased runoff to the river and its major tributaries due to agricultural drainage

and urban/rural development, 3) loss of wetlands to retain and slowly release flood waters,

4) erosion of topsoil due to inadequate land treatment practices, and 5) bank erosion along the river and

its tributaries as a result of increased peak flows. Not only does the Kankakee River and its tributaries
receive increasing amounts of runoff, increased deposition and build-up of sediments within the river and

its tributaries are reducing the capacity to retain these waters within the river banks. Further, due to the

flatness of the Basin, floodwaters have the potential to affect large acreages.

Modern-day flooding and sedimentation not only cause monetary
damages to local property, they also destroy natural resources and
degrade and/or restrict many recreational uses of the river.

Flooding along the Kankakee's main
channel in Indiana impacts 106,150 acres,

of which 86,060 are cropland. A1976
study placed the extent of annual damage

at $1,420,000, which in 1997 dollars is

$4,250,000. With respect to tributaries,
that same study found that flooded land
amounted to 91,000 acres and produced

damages estimated at $1,234,700, or
$3,690,000 in 1997 dollars. Another
study in Illinois found that flooding along
the Illinois portion of the river produced

similar damages. It was estimated that
over 10 percent of the land within the
Basin floods and annual damages along
the Kankakee, Iroquois, and Sugar Creek
could be as high as $1,240,000 (1997
dollars). Recent estimates of flood
damages within the Basin indicate annual
damages in excess of $14 million.

8. Archeological Resources

Numerous archeological sites are known to exist in the Kankakee River Basin. The following data

BBcaultcavpbosu cogtv�basin#bÖ�b0# gites  bÖ�cC6,gites  gites  

etv d¯ve`e bÖ�rÖ�s4#)N_wtgn antM·vv†�Â�cd#)
anq�





Atlected Environment

C. Invertebrate Species

The Kankakee River in Illinois supports a diverse mussel fauna 



Affected Environment

birds including the least bittem, American bittern, black tern, sedge wren, and prothonotary wa¡bler
which currently breed in the Basin. Numerous other wetland or successional habitat-dependent species

including several on the list of Migratory Non-game Birds of Management Concern in the United States
(1995 List) occur in the Basin (Office of Migratory Bird Mgt. 1995).

The 1995 List contains 122 species and documents habitat loss as the primary th¡eat to 80Vo of those
species (Office of Migratory Bird Mgt. 1995). Grassland species of management concern on the 1995

List that would benefit from prairie/savanna restor+tion and protection in the Kankakee Basin include:
grasshopper sparrow!�fit 





Affected Environment

Water quality, quantity, velocity, timing, frequency, and duration a¡e the primary determinants of a rivers
floodplain structure and function. When a river floods under natural conditions, it alters its shape by

scouring new channels and inundating riverside lands, depositing sediments, 



Affected Environment

many remaining savannas are severely degraded primarily because of the absence of fire critical to the

maintenance of this system. Prompt management and protection efforts are required to conserve what

remains.

The southeastern Kankakee County/northeastern Iroquois County area in Illinois has the potential for
large-scale management for oak savanna. Recent work by Banks et al. preliminarily confirms the

existence of significant remnant savanna in the lndiana portion of the Basin. Landscape level

management of sand savannas in this region is a priority for the Indiana DNR and the lndiana Field
Office of TNC. The Midwest Oak Ecosystem Recovery Plan (lrach and Ross 1995) Iists as goal 2:

"establish a networked system ofreserves that captures the full array ofoak ecosystem species,

communities, and processes, and that conserves viable populations of all plants and animals known to
inhabit them." Other listed goals include the establishment of buffer arsas and the development of
stewardship and education networks.

C. Frairie Ecosystems

Prairie is a general term for several types of grass-dominated ecosystems. ln Indiana, tall-grass prairie

historically covered approximalely I3Vo of the state and yet in the late 1960's, Lindsey found only I
remnant large enough to allow him to consider prairie a landscape type (Lindsey, Schmesz and Nichols
1969). ln lgTS,thelllinoisNaturalAreaslnventoryidentified only2,352 acresof highqualityprairre
scattered over 253 a¡eas, with a fulll3Vo occurring along rail¡oads and in cemeteries (White 1981).

Many small remnants exist in the study area, but will require intensive management to preserve their
diversity. Even under ca¡eful stewardship, small, isolated "islands" exhibit the twin problems of the

loss of some conservative species and the domination of opportunistic species (Noss and Harris 1986).

Betz,1978, divides the prairies of lndiana into 3 major types: sand prairies and black oak savannas;

black siltJoam prairies; and, dry gravel-hill prairies. Approximately 50Vo of the Indiana prairies were

sand prairies and black oak savanna. White and Madany, 1981, classified prairie communities of Ilhnors

into 6 subclasses: Prairie subclass, Sand Prairie subclass, Gravel Prairie subclass, Dolomite Prairie

subclass, Hill Prairie subclass, and the Shrub Prairie subclass. The ¡ailroad toFie� Grboad ����anb Sand 
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Envi ron me nta I Consequences

withdrawing flood-prone, prior-converted and farmed wetlands from production. For example, in
Kankakee and Iroquois Counties in Illinois, fa¡mland dropped from 389,185 acres to 358,920 acres and
685,131 acres to 662,629 acres, respectively, between 1987 and 1992 (Bureau of Census 1992).

In the lndiana portion of the Kankakee Basin, every county except Pulaski (+ 0.85Vo) exhibited a decline
in farmland in the 10 year period from 1982 to 1992. The declines ranged f¡om a high of Il.64Vo in
Porte¡ County to 0.3l%o in Jasper County (Indiana Farm Bu¡eau 1996). The average percent decline in
farmland in 9 Indiana counties in the Basin during the period was 3.9Vo. Some percentage of farmland in
both states would also likely be lost to land acquisition by conservation agencies, flood control efforts by
va¡ious Federal, state, and local agencies, and other organizations working in the Basin. A more
ominous threat to farmland is rapid and widespread urbanization of rural areas. According to a recent
study just released by the Chicago-based Openlands Project, the Chicago metropolitan region is
predicted to double in size over the next 30 years. It is estimated that the population will grow by 48Vc
during the next 30 years, but that land development will increase by a whopping 165%o. Moreover, the





Envi ron me ntal Con seque n ces

In addition, since acquisition will occur over 30 or more years, communities will have a reasonable time
period to adapt to the proposed land use changes. As previously stated, current development in 





Envi ron me ntal Conseque nce s

Restoration and preservation of Federally and state-listed species would continue under existing laws
and regulations in alternative 1. This alternative might not. however, focus Service restoration and

habitat management activities to benefit both Federally and state-listed species.

Alternatives 2-5

Biological Diversity and Abundance

Implementation of alternatives 2-5 would result 



Environ menta I Conseq uen ces

of the Federally endangered or other species selected for mo¡e.intensive management. We feel that
habitat restoration from marginal farmland or partially functioning wetlands would far outweigh
modifications to existing functional habitat.

Implementation of Alternative 5 would contribute to the preservation of the aquatic environment by
restoring and preserving additional wetland, grassland, and savanna habitats in the Basin. Riparian
protection and wetland restoration coupled with Best Management Practices (BMP) in the Basin could
help limit sedimentation and its negative impacts to aquatic organisms. In addition, since many hsh
depend on the floodplain for foraging and spawning, the resto¡ation and preservation of riparian
wetlands and the natural processes that sustain them could be important for the long-term viability of
fish populations in the Kankakee.

Amphibians and wetland-dependent reptile species would possibly benefit more from the wetland
altemative that emphasizes larger wetland blocks. Nevertheless, some state-listed species that would
likely benefit from Alternative 5 include: the blue spotted salamander (Ambystoma laterale) (Special

Concern (SSC) - IN) , northem leopard frog (SSC - IN), eastern massasauga (SE - IL, IL, �laq IN), easurale) 7F�I0(SE(

- �

(SE%rale) D(SE((SA (SA(- � IN), easurale) 0Xthat from the easx







a

Environmental Consequences

Differences in outcomes for the four management alternatives examined in this report reflect
differences in the amount of agricultural land projected to be acquired and differences in the
types and amounts of recreational activity supported by the management alternatives. Overall,
alternative 5 would result in relatively less agricultural land being acquired. Alternative 5 would
also allow more recreational activity than other altematives considered.

G ENERAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

Unavoidable Adverse lmpacts

tv.

A.

Under Altematives 2-5, the potential development of access roads, dikes, control structures, visitor
parking a¡eas, and reclamation of former building sites could lead to local and short-term negative
impacts to plants, soil, and some wildlife species. Some loss of cultural resources could occur by
restoring former wetlands. Greater public use may result in increased littering, noise, and vehicle traffic.

B. Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity

The local, short-term uses of the environment under alternatives 2-5 include habitat restoration and
enhancement. Alternatives 2-5 could also include development of public use facilities. The resulting
long-term affect of these altematives include increased protection of th¡eatened and endangered specles,
increased waterfowl and songbird production, and long-term recovery of a myriad of species dependent
on quality wetland and grassland habitats. In addition, 
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Env i ron m e ntal Co n se q u e n ce s

Service Acquisition Mechanisms

Conservation Easements - involve the acquisition of certain rights that can be of value for the purpose of achieving
fish and wildlife habitat objectives (usually prohibiting or encouraging certain practices, e.g., the right to d¡ain a
wetland or delay haying or harvest). Easements become part of the title to ttre properry and a¡e usually permanent.
If a landowner sells his or her properfy, the easement continues as part of the title.

Lease Agreements - ate short-term 



E nv i ro n m e nta I C onse q ue n c e s

ln Novembe¡ and December of 1994, the Service canvassed ail 141 counties in the 8 state a¡ea of Region
3 where refuge revenue sharing payments are made on National Wildlife Refuge System lands. The
counties were asked to estimate the real estate taxes on these lands had they remained in private
ownership. ln lndiana,2 of the 3 counties that receive refuge revenue sharing payments from the Service
responded to the survey. In lllinois, 8 of the 18 counties surveyed responded. Based on their estimates.

According to the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act which authorizes the Service to make these payments,
"Each county which receives payments....shall distribute, under guidelines established by the Secretary,
such payments on 
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Biologicøl Diversiþ -

Biomass -
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The variety of life forms and processes, including the complete
natural complex of species, communities, genes, and ecological
functions.

The weight of all life in a specified unit of environment or an
expression of the total mass or weight of a given population, both
plant and animal.

A readily visible concentrated growth or aggregation of plankton
(plant and animal).

The purpose of a CCP is to provide long-range guidance and
management direction for a Refuge to accomplish its purpose,
contribute to the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System,
and to meet other relevant mandates. It provides Refuge
employees and managers with clear goals and strategies to help
meet the Service's mission and fulfill commitments made to the
American people.

Those effects on the environment that result from the incremental
effect of the action when added to the past, present, and reasonable
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or
nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
effects can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time.

Amount of oxygen dissolved in water.

An area mostly bound by ridges or other similar topographic
features, encompassing part, most, or all of a watershed.

The study of the relations between organisms and the totality of the
biological and physical factors affecting them or influenced by
them.

A strategy or plan to manage ecosystems to provide for all
associated organisms, as opposed to a strategy or plan for
managing individual or clusters of species.

An ecological system; the interaction of living organisms and the
nonliving environment producing an exchange of materials
between the living and nonliving.

Ecosvstem -










