
 

 

Upper Mississippi River Restoration Program 
Coordinating Committee 

 
May 20, 2026 

Quarterly Meeting 
 

Highlights and Action Items 
 
Regional Management and Partnership CollaboraƟon 
 
 The FY 2026 funding outcome is $53 million for the program.  LTRM base monitoring is fully funded for 

FY 2026 with $7 million. The scope of work for Science in Support of RestoraƟon and Management was 
approved in May, which will bring LTRM total funding to $9 million. 
 

 The President’s Budget for FY 2027 includes $55,487,000 for UMRR project costs with an addiƟonal 
$4,020,000 million for Corps staff salaries and expenses.  This is the highest budget recommendaƟon 
ever for the program. 
 

 The ad hoc team has completed a draŌ 2025-2035 UMRR Strategic Plan, and has prepared to conduct a 
review by the broader partnership.  The next step ad hoc team is to incorporate input from the 
CommunicaƟons and Outreach Team (COT), Analysis Team (A-Team), and the stakeholder groups and 
nongovernmental organizaƟons who parƟcipated in the strategic planning process, then conduct a 
public review of the plan in July. 
 

 Given the financial uncertainty at the beginning of FY 2026, the UMRR CoordinaƟng CommiƩee 
developed scenarios for conƟnuing to implement LTRM under a reduced budget.  The UMRR 
CoordinaƟng CommiƩee has agreed to employ an aŌer-acƟon review on this process. 

 
Habitat RehabilitaƟon and Enhancement Projects (HREPs) 
 
 A few highlights of progress in implemenƟng HREPs include:  

o The St. Paul District has kicked off planning for the Bankline StabilizaƟon HREP. 

o The St. Paul District will hold a ribbon cuƫng for McGregor Lake HREP Stage 2 on September 22. 

o The Rock Island District will hold a kickoff meeƟng for the Lower Pool 11 HREP planning in August. 

o The St. Louis District expects to complete Stage 1 of the Yorkinut Slough HREP design in November.    
 
Long Term Resource Monitoring (LTRM)  

 
 Two manuscripts were published in the last quarter that were supported by UMRR funding and the 

programmaƟc infrastructure.   
 

 The 2026 NaƟonal Conference on Ecosystem RestoraƟon in Omaha, Nebraska included two sessions on 
UMRR. 
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Future MeeƟng Schedule 

 
 August 2026 to be held in St. Louis, Missouri 

o UMRBA quarterly meeƟng – August 4  

o UMRR CoordinaƟng CommiƩee quarterly meeƟng – August 5 
 

 October 2026 to be held in the Quad CiƟes 

o UMRBA quarterly meeƟng – October 13 

o UMRR CoordinaƟng CommiƩee quarterly meeƟng – October 14 

o NESP CoordinaƟng CommiƩee quarterly meeƟng – October 15 
 

 February 2027 to be held virtually 

o UMRBA quarterly meeƟng – February 16 

o UMRR CoordinaƟng CommiƩee quarterly meeƟng – February 17 or 18 

o NESP CoordinaƟng CommiƩee quarterly meeƟng – February 17 or 18 
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LTRM Highlights

May 20, 2026
Bloomington, MN

Reforesting Upper Mississippi River Floodplain 
Openings Colonized by Invasive Species
Guyon L, Weiss S, Tarleton A, and Cosgriff R (2026). Reforesting 
Upper Mississippi River floodplain openings colonized by 
invasive species. Invasive Plant Sci. Manag 19(e5): 1–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/inp.2025.10021

Key Questions:
1. Can artificial reforestation with early successional 

species be used to fill canopy gaps and reduce the 
abundance of invasive plant species such as reed 
canarygrass (P. arundinacea) and Japanese hops (H. 
japonicus)?

2. What are the most effective planting densities?
3. Can successful reforestation be achieved without 

standard maintenance (e.g., mowing, herbicide 
application)? • Tree plantings included willow cuttings & cottonwood 

and sycamore RPM container stock at different 
densities

• Half of each plot received maintenance treatments 
(mowing & herbicide)

• Planted trees and other vegetation were monitored 
twice per growing season

Reforesting Upper Mississippi River Floodplain 
Openings Colonized by Invasive Species

Key Findings:
• Planting and maintenance had significant effects on

tree survival, invasives cover, and plant community 
diversity

• Trees that received maintenance had higher survival 
than those that did not, and willow cuttings had 
higher survival than container stock A

• Annual tree height growth was greatest in willow 
cuttings planted at the highest density B

• Invasive species cover declined significantly in 
maintenance treatments and willow plantings C

• Change in plant community diversity was greater in
maintenance treatments and in willow plantings D

• Overall vegetation patterns were strongly influenced 
by invasive species 

A B

C D

Few studies have evaluated long-term dynamics of phytoplankton communities in 
large rivers. To address this gap, this study evaluated the inter-annual dynamics of 
phytoplankton and cyanobacteria communities in the Illinois River over 11 years, 
addressing the following questions: 
1) How much do summer phytoplankton communities vary from year to year?, 
2) What environmental conditions are associated with that variation?, and 
3) Do cyanobacteria respond to different conditions than the full phytoplankton

community? 

Dataset: 
• 2010-2020; 
• Stratified random samples from main channel, side 

channel, and backwaters
• Summer phytoplankton (late July/early Aug)
• Winter, spring, and summer environmental 

characteristics (discharge, temperature, 
precipitation, nutrients, carp, turbidity)

1. Evaluated similarity of 
communities across aquatic 
areas and over time (using 
multivariate analyses)

2. Assessed scale and role of 
environmental drivers by evaluating 
synchrony of inter-annual 
community dynamics (Multivariate 
autoregressive state space models; 
MARSS)

3. Compared environmental drivers of full phytoplankton 
community to those of cyanobacteria
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Main Channel Side Channel Backwater

Full phytoplankton community

Phytoplankton biovolume was greatest in backwaters. 
Communities were similar among areas and dominated by diatoms. 

Cyanobacteria had high abundances in backwaters in hot and dry years (2012, 2018). 

Year to year variation of the community was shaped by aquatic area, not specific to taxa. 
Peaks in abundance sometimes occurred in different years across areas. 

Differences in environmental variables 
associated with variation in the full 

community vs cyanobacteria

Cyanobacteria
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Inter-laboratory Comparison

Upper Mississippi River Restoration, Long Term Resource Monitoring element

Water Quality Analytical Laboratory

https://bqs.usgs.gov/srs/#benefits

Standard Reference Sample 
Project

• Approximately 125 Laboratories from 40 
states

• Federal, state, private and university labs

• The UMRR-LTRM water quality laboratory 
participates in this study every spring

• Samples are analyzed for NH4, NO3, TN, 
TP and SRP
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with an “x”. 
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USGS Powell Center Project 

Are we experiencing a riverine silicon surge? 
Implications for the global carbon cycle
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USGS Powell Center Project
Working Group Participants 

Diane McKnight, University of Colorado Boulder
Ruth Heindel, Kenyon College 

Jessica Corman, University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Hjalmar Laudon, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences

Bill McDowell, University of New Hampshire 
Pirkko Kortelainen, Finnish Environment Institute

Arial Shogren, University of Alabama
Adam Wymore, University of New Hampshire
Jeremy Jones, University of Alaska Fairbanks 

Amanda Poste, Norwegian Institute for Nature Research 
Wil Wollheim, University of New Hampshire 

Paul Julian, Sanibel-Captiva Conservation Foundation 
Daniel Conley, Lund University

Abra Atwood, Woodwell Climate Research Center 
Marcia Macedo, Columbia University
Bryn Stewart, University of Arizona

Lauren Koenig, USGS
Tao Wen, Syracuse University

Zanchenling Wang, Syracuse University
Elizabeth Elmstrom, Marine Biological Laboratory

Nicole Fernandez, ETH Zurich
Antti Räike, Finnish Environment Institute
Patrick Thomas, University of Oldenburg 

Benjamin Abbott, Brigham Young University 
Linda Deegan, Woodwell Climate Research Center 

Thank you to our amazing team 
of 25+ scientists to work on this 

project for past 6+ years

PI Team: 

Joanna Carey, Kathi Jo Jankowski, Pamela Sullivan,

Core Team: Keira Johnson (post-doc), Lienne Sethna, 

Sidney Bush (post-doc), Nick Lyon 

Many questions remain unanswered about river Si cycling

● How do controls on river Si vary across spatial scales? 

● What is the role of terrestrial vegetation in controlling river Si dynamics? 

● How have concentrations and exports changed over the last several decades? 

● How do Si dynamics vary relative to nitrogen and phosphorus?

● How variable is river Si seasonality across space? Are these patterns changing over time? 

● How dynamic is river Si along the river longitudinal continuum? 

Individual studies 

highlight 

inconsistencies in 

controls on river Si at 

small spatial scales

NCEAS funded 

synthesis 

2020-2024

Powell Center 

funded synthesis 

2024-2026

The Global Aggregation of 
Stream Silica (GlASS) dataset

• >400 rivers, all 7 continents

• Daily streamflow, most rivers 

>10 years of data

• At least monthly chemistry data 

(Si, N, P)

• Compiled 28 watershed 

predictors for each river (e.g., 

lithology, climate, land cover, 

terrestrial productivity)

• Used WRTDS to model daily, 

monthly, annual Si 

concentration + yield
Using this dataset to characterize river Si dynamics, and evaluate how it 

is changing over time and relative to N and P Jankowski et al. 2025

Planned products

Johnson et al, 
in review

Jankowski et 
al, in prep

2026 National 
Conference on 
Ecosystem 
Restoration
April 13 – 16
Omaha, 
Nebraska

• Two UMRR Special 
Sessions

• April 14

Implementation Planning Update

• All IP and many Science Meeting projects were paused in FY25 

• Project Status Evaluations completed (Feb-Apr)

• In renewal or restart processes

• Restoration Science Research Framework (soft start)

• Macroinvertebrates intended FY27

• Science Meeting projects, e.g. plants & phys. Forces
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UMRR Analysis Team Draft Agenda April 22, 2026 
 

Microsoft Teams Webinar 
Connection information: 

https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/286264302721147?p=5safsrBBxcGjsvZAP3 

 

Meeting ID: 286 264 302 721 147 

Passcode: kC6JL9xk 

Join by phone 

+1 608-571-2209, United States, Madison  

Phone conference ID: 822 995 260#  

 

 

Date: Wednesday April 22nd, 2026 

Time: 1:00 pm – 4:30 pm 

Chair: Shawn Giblin, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

 

1:00-1:15- Introduction and Roll Call- Shawn Giblin 

1:15-1:25- Time, place, and type of next meeting (late July? next UMRR-CC is August 5th) 

and approval of January A-Team meeting minutes -Shawn Giblin 

1:25-1:55- UMRR and LTRM update - Marshall Plumley and Davi Michl (Jim Fischer) 

1:55-2:10- LTRM Science Update- Jeff Houser and Jim Fischer 

2:10 –2:35- “Big River Bluegill: How and Why Population Dynamics Vary Along Large 

River Gradients” Kristen Bouska 

2:35-3:00 “Development of a Machine Learning (ML)–Based Dashboard for Real-Time 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management of Aquatic Insect Populations in the Upper 

Mississippi River” Dipankar Mitra 

3:00-3:10 Break 

3:10- 3:30 "Towards an Integrated Framework for Floodplain Vegetation Monitoring, 

Research, and Modeling in the Upper Mississippi River System" Matthew Trumper 

 

3:30-3:45 "Data visualization using RShiny and GitHub Repositories for Pool 8 of the 

UMR" Patrick Kelly 

3:45-4:05 “Landform Alteration to Enable Natural Function of Ridge and Swale 

Geomorphology to Establish Suitable Conditions for Forest Community Types” Ben 

Vandermyde 

4:05-4:30 Agency Updates 

4:30- Adjourn 

Kristen Bouska1, Andy Bartels2, Levi Solomon3, Mel C. Bowler4, Steve DeLain5, Eric Gittinger6, Travis 
Kueter4, Kris Maxson3, Eric Ratcliff6, John West7, Jim Lamer3, Hae Kim8, and Quinton Phelps8

1U.S. Geological Survey, Upper Midwest Environmental Sciences Center, La Crosse, WI
2Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, La Crosse, WI
3Illinois Natural History Survey, Illinois River Biological Station, Havana, IL
4Iowa Department of Natural Resources, Bellevue, IA
5Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Lake City, MN
6Illinois Natural History Survey, Great Rivers Field Station, Alton, IL
7Missouri Department of Conservation, Cape Girardeau, MO
8Missouri State University, Springfield, MO

Big River Bluegill: 
How and why bluegill population dynamics vary along a large river gradient

Methods

Data collection

• Leverage LTRM field stations

• Daytime electrofishing

• 10 individuals per cm length group

• June 15 – October 31, 2018-2020

Age estimation

• Species-specific standardized 
procedures

• Otolith thin-sectioning & imaging
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Results – growth and maturity

Results – mortality

Study 

reach
Year

Annual mortality (95% 

confidence interval)

Upper 

Pool 4

2018 51.4 (-197.3 – 92.1)

2019 61.3 (-12.6 – 86.7)

2020 -

Lower 

Pool 4

2018 39.3 (-243.5 – 89.3)

2019 67.4 (45.0 – 80.7)

2020 -

Pool 8

2018 59.7 (19.4 – 79.9)

2019 50.7 (36.0 – 62.1)

2020 68.6 (26.9 – 86.5)

Pool 13

2018 78.9 (45.7 – 91.8)

2019 71.0 (43.5 – 85.1)

2020 79.3 (54.1 – 90.7)

Pool 26

2018 81.0 (-168.8 – 98.7)

2019 81.8 (21.1 – 95.8)

2020 74.0 (-1051.9 – 99.4)

La Grange

2018 70.3 (-26.1 – 93.0)

2019 69.2 (-8.2 – 91.3)

2020 68.2 (10.6 – 88.7)

Discussion – riverine bluegill dynamics

• Fast growth
• Mean length at age > midwestern lakes

• Early maturity
• Age at which 50% maturity < midwestern lakes

• Asymptotic mean length < midwestern lakes

• High mortality
• Mortality = heavily exploited lakes

• Optimum set of life traits varies with 
environmental conditions

Adapted from Winemiller 2005

periodic

equilibriumopportunistic fe
c
u

n
d
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y

Increasing environmental disturbance, decreasing 

predictability in spatiotemporal variability of 

resources and mortality factors

6



7



BENJAMIN VANDERMYDE

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

ROCK ISLAND DISTRICT

National Conference on Ecosystem Restoration

13th to 16th April 2026

Landform Alteration to Enable Natural 

Function of Ridge and Swale 

Geomorphology to Establish Suitable 

Conditions for Forest Community Types

18

UMR RAPID FOREST LOSS AFTER 2019 

Pool 12 – Menominee River

Dead Zone in the Summer

Accretion has Resulted in Terrestrial Areas Holding Water at an Elevation that is Higher 

than the Main Channel Water Surface Elevation Several Months into the Growing Season  

8



19

UMR FOREST ECOLOGY NATURAL PROCESS

Pool 13 – Green Island

Growing Season Flood

Floodplain Forest are Capable of Withstanding Seasonal Flooding 

- Understanding what Promotes Growth and where to Expect Extensive Tree Mortality  

Trees to Focus On

1. Silver Maple

2. Eastern Cottonwood

3. Willow Species

4. Hard Mast Species

5. Light Seeded Species

20

RESHAPING LANDFORM TO RIDGE AND SWALE

Pool 14 – Beaver Island

Dead Zone in the Summer

Pool 14 – Beaver Island

Dredge Placement in Summer

Ensure the Design is Representative of Natural Landform Mosaic of Variability

 - Uniformly Pushing Excavated Material Parallel to Swale Limits Success of Growth

 

UMRR Analysis Team Draft Agenda April 22, 2026 
 

Microsoft Teams Webinar 
Connection information: 

https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/286264302721147?p=5safsrBBxcGjsvZAP3 

 

Meeting ID: 286 264 302 721 147 

Passcode: kC6JL9xk 

Join by phone 

+1 608-571-2209, United States, Madison  

Phone conference ID: 822 995 260#  

 

 

Date: Wednesday April 22nd, 2026 

Time: 1:00 pm – 4:30 pm 

Chair: Shawn Giblin, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

 

1:00-1:15- Introduction and Roll Call- Shawn Giblin 

1:15-1:25- Time, place, and type of next meeting (late July? next UMRR-CC is August 5th) 

and approval of January A-Team meeting minutes -Shawn Giblin 

1:25-1:55- UMRR and LTRM update - Marshall Plumley and Davi Michl (Jim Fischer) 

1:55-2:10- LTRM Science Update- Jeff Houser and Jim Fischer 

2:10 –2:35- “Big River Bluegill: How and Why Population Dynamics Vary Along Large 

River Gradients” Kristen Bouska 

2:35-3:00 “Development of a Machine Learning (ML)–Based Dashboard for Real-Time 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management of Aquatic Insect Populations in the Upper 

Mississippi River” Dipankar Mitra 

3:00-3:10 Break 

3:10- 3:30 "Towards an Integrated Framework for Floodplain Vegetation Monitoring, 

Research, and Modeling in the Upper Mississippi River System" Matthew Trumper 

 

3:30-3:45 "Data visualization using RShiny and GitHub Repositories for Pool 8 of the 

UMR" Patrick Kelly 

3:45-4:05 “Landform Alteration to Enable Natural Function of Ridge and Swale 

Geomorphology to Establish Suitable Conditions for Forest Community Types” Ben 

Vandermyde 

4:05-4:30 Agency Updates 

4:30- Adjourn 

Questions?
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Aaron McFarlane

Biologist

St. Paul District

20 May 2026

aaron.m.mcfarlane@usace.army.mil 

UPPER MISSISSIPPI 

RIVER RESTORATION 

PROJECT 

SOIL ANALYSES

COLLABORATORS AND THANKS

Study Team: 
Nia Hurst2

Aaron McFarlane1

Dr. Carina Jung2 

Dr. Charles Theiling2

Dr. Jacob Berkowitz2

Lewis Wiechmann1

Thanks to Many Collaborators! 

Andrew Meier1 

Ben Vandermyde1

Steve Gustafson1

Allison Nickel1

Robert Cosgriff1 

Megan McGuire1

Dr. Stephen Winter3

Jillian Harms1

Madelyn Roesch2

Tate Sattler1

and others….

McFarlane, AM, Hurst, NR, Jung, CM, and CH Theiling. 2024. Evaluating Soil Conditions to Inform 

Upper Mississippi River Floodplain Restoration Projects. ERDC-EL TR-24-6. Vicksburg, MS: US Army 

Engineer Research Center. http://dx.doi.org/10.21079/11681/48451

Theiling, CH, McFarlane, AM, Hurst, NR, Berkowitz, JF, and BC Suedel. 2024 Conway Lake 

Ecosystem Restoration: Soil Investigations to Support Engineering With Nature and Beneficial Use of 

Dredged Sediment. ERDC-EL DOER-24-5. Vicksburg, MS: US Army Engineer Research Center. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.21079/11681/49473 

Berkowitz, J.E. and Hurst, N.R., 2022. New initiatives improve wetland restoration outcomes: 

engineering with nature and the use of natural and nature-based features. 

https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/WSP_EWN_NNBF_Berkowitz_Hurst_2022.pdf 

1: USACE – St. Paul, Rock Island, and St. Louis Districts

2: USACE Engineer Research and Development Center, 

     Vicksburg, MS

3: USFWS, Winona, MN

FROM THIS… …TO THIS

REPLACING THIS. IT’S SOIL!

Soil Biology - MicrobesSoil Physical / Chemical Properties
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SOIL SAMPLING OVERVIEW

Sites Sampled 2020-2025:

  Restoration sites – outcomes  (16)

  Restoration sites – development   (2)

  Natural reference sites    (24)

  Historical dredged material placement  (19)

~ 300 soil evaluation plots.

Largest project to date started in 2024 and is 

entering analysis phase now. 

UMR RESTORATION ISLANDS

Elevation &

Hydrology

Sediment 

Characteristics
Construction 

Techniques

Plantings, soil 

treatments, etc.

SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Natural – Belvedere Island

Artificial – Pool 8 Islands

Representative Sediment Cores from 2020

SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Depth
Bulk Density 

(g/cm3)

Natural 
0-10 1.13 ± 0.1

10-20 1.17 ± 0.1

Manmade
0-10 1.35 ± 0.04

10-20 1.52 ± 0.05

Pool 8 Islands and Capoli vs. Natural

SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Compaction – localized and sitewide

SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

g/cm3

0
-1

0
 c

m

2022 - Bulk Density
Natural

Harpers

Boom

Bertom

Calhoun Point

Stone

Huron

Lake Odessa

P13

Pool 8 Ph I

Testing in 2022 indicated 

greater variability in some 

restoration sites… 

Will re-address in 

upcoming analysis.
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SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Organic matter 

significantly lower at most 

restoration sites 

compared to natural sites, 

both 2020 and 2022.

0 2 4 6 8 10

Percent OM

0
-1

0
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m

2022 – Organic Matter

Organic matter reduces 

the bulk density, holds 

water, provides 

nutrients…

SEDIMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Conway and McGregor HREP – Soil Test Plots

POOL 5 SAND DUNE PRAIRIE 

RESTORATION
Weaver Dunes SNA

West Newton Chute Placement Site

0 20 40 60 80 100

Moisture content

Medium Sand

Fine Sand

Silt + Clay

Organic Matter

Bulk Density

WNC Weaver

HYDROLOGY

Elevation 

ABOVE

Low Control Pool

FREQUENCY of 

Flooding / Inundation

HYDROLOGY

Figures available in McFarlane, Fasching, Keenan, and Case. 2025. 

Communication Materials to Support Implementation of Growing 

Season Drawdowns. Sustainable Rivers Program.

HYDROLOGY

Mean Days of Annual Inundation

0 - 10 10 - 20 20 - 50 50 - 90

0
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20

Soil sample locations 2025, n=108.

Height Above Low Control Pool (LCP) vs.

Average annual flooding.

Height Above 
LCP (feet)

Upper Pool

Lower Pool
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Historical Dredged Material Placement Sites:

Extended Soil Development Trajectory

EMRRP 2024-26 

19Modern LIDAR-derived DEM 1950 Present-day

Ground Truthing

EMRRP 2024-26 

Major advances from 

previous studies:

- Inundation site pairing (controls 

for one of the most critical 

floodplain vegetation variables, 

comparable between pool areas, 

focused on inundation ranges that 

restoration projects would best 

target for floodplain veg). 

- Large-scale, randomized

- Historical placement (although not 

intended for restoration), 

represents longer-term soil 

development of DM

SUMMARY – SOILS AND UMR RESTORATION

On Deck

- Large-scale analysis of 2025 

sampling data. 

- Database identifying historical 

DM placement sites.

- Design recommendations (via 

UMRR Handbook)

Recommendations:

- Be mindful of compaction. 

- Consider construction methods and 

equipment, mixing, etc.

- Characterize your source material, 

especially for fines, and consider 

ways to add organic matter.

- Consider all implications of 

hydrology at your site.

Future…

- Additional experimental designs 

(e.g., TSI blended topsoil, sandier 

blends, microbial inoculation, etc.) 

- Soil development insights from 

repeated HREP monitoring.

- Studies to build on EMRRP 

project results.

Link
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This information is preliminary and is subject to revision. It is being provided to meet the need for timely best science. The 

information is provided on the condition that neither the U.S. Geological Survey nor the U.S. Government shall be held liable for any 

damages resulting from the authorized or unauthorized use of the information.

Towards an integrated framework for 
floodplain vegetation monitoring and research 
in the Upper Mississippi River System 

Matthew Trumper1, Shelby Weiss2, Nathan De Jager1, 
Lyle Guyon2, Molly Van Appledorn1

1U.S. Geological Survey Upper Midwest Environmental Sciences Center
2National Great Rivers Research and Education Center

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Geological Survey

Floodplain vegetation working group: 

Andy Meier, Ben Vandermyde, and Brian Stoff (USACE), 
Jim Lamer (INHS), Dave Bierman (IA DNR), Dave Herzog 
(MDC), Patrick Kelly (WI DNR), Nicole Ward (MN DNR), 
Stephen Winter and Lauren Larson (USFWS), Danelle 
Larson and John Delaney (USGS), Tara Hohman (Audubon)

Acknowledgments

Long Term Resource Monitoring in the UMRS

Bouska et al. (2018)

Long Term Resource Monitoring in the UMRS

Bouska et al. (2018)

Fish | 

Water quality |

Aquatic veg |

Invertebrate

Long Term Resource Monitoring in the UMRS

Bouska et al. (2018)

No component 
for floodplain 
vegetation
 

Fish | 

Water quality |

Aquatic veg |

Invertebrate

Floodplain Vegetation Monitoring in the UMRR Program

Yin (1999) (R. Cosgriff)

(R. Cosgriff)

LTRM Land Cover-Land Use LTRM Flood Study
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Floodplain Vegetation Monitoring in the 
USACE Operations and NESP Programs

(N. De Jager)

Permanent Plots Phase II Inventory

(A. Meier)

Guyon et al. (2012)

A Turning Point:

Guyon et al. (2012)

A Turning Point:

System

What is the state of 
floodplain veg?

Guyon et al. (2012)

A Turning Point:

System

What is the state of 
floodplain veg?

Regional

Where should we 
target management 
actions?

Guyon et al. (2012)

A Turning Point:

System

What is the state of 
floodplain veg?

Local

What treatments are 
most effective?

Regional

Where should we 
target management 
actions?

Information Need: 
Floodplain Vegetation 
Change Across the System

UMRR 2022 Report to Congress

Purpose

• Utilize existing data sets and tools 
to understand and quantify long-
term changes in floodplain plant 
communities
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Floodplain Vegetation Workshop 
January 7-8, 2025, Moline, Illinois

Evaluating Existing Monitoring and Research Datasets

--, no data; ◆, datasets that currently capture each metric; *, 
sampling targeted at forested sites; ❖, captured only for species 
present as one of the top three dominant species in the understory

LTRM Flood Study
556 plots in 1995 
347 plots in 2021, 

across 8 pools

USACE Phase II 
Inventory

~37,000 plots across 
22 pools

USACE Permanent Plots
~330 plots across 22 

pools

• Systemic land cover-land use ​

• Local-scale studies

• Forest inventory and 
monitoring plots

USFS FIA
~140 plots across 31 

pools

(R. Cosgriff)

Barriers to Monitoring

Weiss et al. (2026) Weiss et al. (2026)

Workshop Proceedings Report

Integrated Monitoring Programs

• How to make use of existing 
sites and datasets?

• Conceptual frameworks can 
help by establishing links 
among sites and datasets, 
identifying gaps in 
monitoring, and developing 
a common understanding

Bustamante et al. (2016)

Hierarchical frameworks are useful in river-floodplain systems

Frissell et al. (1986)
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Hierarchical frameworks are useful in river-floodplain systems

Frissell et al. (1986)

Lubinski (1993)

Hierarchical frameworks are useful in river-floodplain systems

Frissell et al. (1986)

Lubinski (1993)

Gurnell et al. (2016)

Hierarchical frameworks are useful in river-floodplain systems

Frissell et al. (1986)

Lubinski (1993)

Gurnell et al. (2016)

Palmquist et al. (2018)

Multi-tier Monitoring Design

Adapted from Bricker and Ruggiero (1998)

Preliminary Information-Subject to Revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.

Integration Through Research and Modeling

Preliminary Information-Subject to Revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.

The LANDIS-II model has been adapted for floodplain ecosystems and applied 
to the UMRS (De Jager et al. 2019; De Jager et al. 2024; Trumper et al. 2025)

Preliminary Information-Subject to Revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.

Integrated Floodplain 
Vegetation Monitoring, 

Research, and 
Modeling

17



Future Directions

• A variety of datasets that 
continue to get collected

• A series of routine analyses
• Status and trends
• Targeted research
• Process-based modeling

• Potential for expanded 
monitoring and research 
efforts

• Addressing management 
questions across scales

Adapted from Bricker and Ruggiero (1998)

Preliminary Information-Subject to Revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.

We have the data and inter-agency 
partnerships needed to take a 
hierarchical approach to monitoring 
floodplain vegetation in the UMRS—
coordination is key moving forward 

Takeaway

saweiss@lc.edu
mtrumper@usgs.gov
ndejager@usgs.gov

Questions?
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