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February 14, 2022 

Colonel Karl Jansen 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

180 5th Street East, Suite 700 

St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Colonel Jansen, 

I am writing today to share that my staff continues to hear from some community members 

regarding the Dredge Material Management Plan for Pool 6.  On February 11, 2020, one of my 

staff members attended the public meeting in Winona to discuss the draft document of the 

Dredged Material Plan for Pool 6 of the next 20 years.  The public comment period was a chance 

for community members to share with the Army Corps their concerns and ideas.  I trust that you 

will take those comments seriously.  As the plan is moving forward and released this spring, it is 

my hope that conversations with community members will continue and that you will be 

thoughtful and intentional in your communications with local residents.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tina Smith 

United States Senator 
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January 20, 2022

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
4101 American Blvd E

Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
Phone: (952) 252-0092 Fax: (952) 646-2873

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 03E19000-2017-SLI-0678 
Event Code: 03E19000-2022-E-04820  
Project Name: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan
 
Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed 

project location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

This response has been generated by the Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC) system 
to provide information on natural resources that could be affected by your project. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (Service) provides this response under the authority of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 
U.S.C. 668-668d), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712), and the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).  

 

Threatened and Endangered Species

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirement for obtaining a Technical Assistance Letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.).

 

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Note that under 50 
CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the Act, the accuracy of this species 
list should be verified after 90 days. The Service recommends that verification be completed by 
visiting the ECOS IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and implementation 
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for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested through the ECOS 
IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

 

Consultation Technical Assistance

Please refer to the Midwest Region S7 Technical Assistance website for step-by-step instructions 
for making species determinations and for specific guidance on the following types of projects: 
projects in developed areas, HUD, CDBG, EDA, pipelines, buried utilities, telecommunications, 
and requests for a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) from FEMA.

                                                 

Using the IPaC Official Species List to Make No Effect and May Affect Determinations for 
Listed Species

 

1.         If IPaC returns a result of “There are no listed species found within the vicinity of the 
project,” then project proponents can conclude the proposed activities will have no 
effect on any federally listed species under Service jurisdiction. Concurrence from the 
Service is not required for No Effect determinations. No further consultation or 
coordination is required. Attach this letter to the dated IPaC species list report for your 
records. An example "No Effect" document also can be found on the S7 Technical 
Assistance website.

2.         If IPaC returns one or more federally listed, proposed, or candidate species as 
potentially present in the action area of the proposed project – other than bats (see 
below) – then project proponents must determine if proposed activities will have no 
effect on or may affect those species. For assistance in determining if suitable habitat for 
listed, candidate, or proposed species occurs within your project area or if species may 
be affected by project activities, you can obtain Life History Information for Listed and 
Candidate Species through the S7 Technical Assistance website. If no impacts will occur 
to a species on the IPaC species list (e.g., there is no habitat present in the project area), 
the appropriate determination is No Effect. No further consultation or coordination is 
required. Attach this letter to the dated IPaC species list report for your records. An 
example "No Effect" document also can be found on the S7 Technical Assistance 
website.

3.         Should you determine that project activities may affect any federally listed, please 
contact our office for further coordination. Letters with requests for consultation or 
correspondence about your project should include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header. Electronic submission is preferred.

 

Northern Long-Eared Bats
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Northern long-eared bats occur throughout Minnesota and Wisconsin and the information below 
may help in determining if your project may affect these species.

 

This species hibernates in caves or mines only during the winter. In Minnesota and Wisconsin, 
the hibernation season is considered to be November 1 to March 31. During the active season 
(April 1 to October 31) they roost in forest and woodland habitats. Suitable summer habitat for 
northern long-eared bats consists of a wide variety of forested/wooded habitats where they roost, 
forage, and travel and may also include some adjacent and interspersed non-forested habitats 
such as emergent wetlands and adjacent edges of agricultural fields, old fields and pastures. This 
includes forests and woodlots containing potential roosts (i.e., live trees and/or snags ≥3 inches 
dbh for northern long-eared bat that have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or hollows), as 
well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. These 
wooded areas may be dense or loose aggregates of trees with variable amounts of canopy 
closure. Individual trees may be considered suitable habitat when they exhibit the characteristics 
of a potential roost tree and are located within 1,000 feet (305 meters) of forested/wooded 
habitat. Northern long-eared bats have also been observed roosting in human-made structures, 
such as buildings, barns, bridges, and bat houses; therefore, these structures should also be 
considered potential summer habitat and evaluated for use by bats. If your project will impact 
caves or mines or will involve clearing forest or woodland habitat containing suitable roosting 
habitat, northern long-eared bats could be affected. 

 

Examples of unsuitable habitat include:

·         Individual trees that are greater than 1,000 feet from forested or wooded areas,

·         Trees found in highly developed urban areas (e.g., street trees, downtown areas),

·         A pure stand of less than 3-inch dbh trees that are not mixed with larger trees, and

·         A stand of eastern red cedar shrubby vegetation with no potential roost trees.

 

If IPaC returns a result that northern long-eared bats are potentially present in the action area of 
the proposed project, project proponents can conclude the proposed activities may affect this 
species IF one or more of the following activities are proposed:

·         Clearing or disturbing suitable roosting habitat, as defined above, at any time of year,

·         Any activity in or near the entrance to a cave or mine,

·         Mining, deep excavation, or underground work within 0.25 miles of a cave or mine,

·         Construction of one or more wind turbines, or
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·         Demolition or reconstruction of human-made structures that are known to be used by 
bats based on observations of roosting bats, bats emerging at dusk, or guano deposits or 
stains.

 

If none of the above activities are proposed, project proponents can conclude the proposed 
activities will have no effect on the northern long-eared bat. Concurrence from the Service is not 
required for No Effect determinations. No further consultation or coordination is required. 
Attach this letter to the dated IPaC species list report for your records. An example "No Effect" 
document also can be found on the S7 Technical Assistance website.

 

If any of the above activities are proposed, please use the northern long-eared bat determination 
key in IPaC. This tool streamlines consultation under the 2016 rangewide programmatic 
biological opinion for the 4(d) rule. The key helps to determine if prohibited take might occur 
and, if not, will generate an automated verification letter. No further review by us is 
necessary. Please visit the links below for additional information about "may affect" 
determinations for the northern long-eared bat.

NLEB Section 7 consultation

Key to the NLEB 4(d) rule for federal actions that may affect

Instructions for the NLEB 4(d) assisted d-key

Maternity tree and hibernaculum locations by state

 

Other Trust Resources and Activities

Bald and Golden Eagles - Although the bald eagle has been removed from the endangered 
species list, this species and the golden eagle are protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Act and 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Should bald or golden eagles occur within or near the project area 
please contact our office for further coordination. For communication and wind energy projects, 
please refer to additional guidelines below.

 

Migratory Birds - The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the taking, killing, 
possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except 
when specifically authorized by the Service. The Service has the responsibility under the MBTA 
to proactively prevent the mortality of migratory birds whenever possible and we encourage 
implementation of recommendations that minimize potential impacts to migratory birds. Such 
measures include clearing forested habitat outside the nesting season (generally March 1 to 
August 31) or conducting nest surveys prior to clearing to avoid injury to eggs or nestlings.
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Communication Towers - Construction of new communications towers (including radio, 
television, cellular, and microwave) creates a potentially significant impact on migratory birds, 
especially some 350 species of night-migrating birds. However, the Service has 
developed voluntary guidelines for minimizing impacts.

Transmission Lines - Migratory birds, especially large species with long wingspans, heavy 
bodies, and poor maneuverability can also collide with power lines. In addition, mortality can 
occur when birds, particularly hawks, eagles, kites, falcons, and owls, attempt to perch on 
uninsulated or unguarded power poles. To minimize these risks, please refer 
to guidelines developed by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee and the Service. 
Implementation of these measures is especially important along sections of lines adjacent to 
wetlands or other areas that support large numbers of raptors and migratory birds.

Wind Energy - To minimize impacts to migratory birds and bats, wind energy projects should 
follow the Service’s Wind Energy Guidelines. In addition, please refer to the Service's Eagle 
Conservation Plan Guidance, which provides guidance for conserving bald and golden eagles in 
the course of siting, constructing, and operating wind energy facilities.

State Department of Natural Resources Coordination

While it is not required for your Federal section 7 consultation, please note that additional state 
endangered or threatened species may also have the potential to be impacted. Please contact the 
Minnesota or Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for information on state listed species 
that may be present in your proposed project area.

Minnesota

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources - Endangered Resources Review Homepage

Email: Review.NHIS@state.mn.us

Wisconsin

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources - Endangered Resources Review Homepage

Email: DNRERReview@wi.gov
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▪
▪

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. Please feel free to contact 
our office with questions or for additional information.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
Migratory Birds
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
4101 American Blvd E
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
(952) 252-0092
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 03E19000-2017-SLI-0678
Event Code: Some(03E19000-2022-E-04820)
Project Name: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan
Project Type: ** OTHER **
Project Description: The project under evaluation relates to the management of material 

dredged in order to maintain the navigation channel in Pool 6 of the 
Upper Mississippi River. The actual areas of impact would be much 
smaller, discrete parcels located within the Pool 6 area, that would be used 
for the placement and storage of dredged sand over the next 40 years. 
Maps detailing the parcels where tree removal would occur can be 
provided upon request.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@44.03818695255745,-91.61141587355701,14z

Counties: Minnesota and Wisconsin
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 7 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Birds
NAME STATUS

Whooping Crane Grus americana
Population: U.S.A. (AL, AR, CO, FL, GA, ID, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, MI, MN, MS, MO, NC, 
NM, OH, SC, TN, UT, VA, WI, WV, western half of WY)
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758

Experimental 
Population, 
Non- 
Essential

Clams
NAME STATUS

Higgins Eye (pearlymussel) Lampsilis higginsii
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5428

Endangered

Sheepnose Mussel Plethobasus cyphyus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6903

Endangered

1
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Insects
NAME STATUS

Karner Blue Butterfly Lycaeides melissa samuelis
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not 
available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6656

Endangered

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Candidate

Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Bombus affinis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9383
General project design guidelines:  

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/IQNWD4GLCRBIJB2J4KTJDQB3ZA/documents/ 
generated/5967.pdf

Endangered

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.
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1.
2.
3.

Migratory Birds
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS 
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. 
To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see 
the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that 
every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders 
and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data 
mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For 
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative 
occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional 
information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory 
bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be found 
below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and 
breeding in your project area.

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

American Golden-plover Pluvialis dominica
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds 
elsewhere

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Dec 1 to 
Aug 31

1
2
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NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Black Tern Chlidonias niger
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3093

Breeds May 15 
to Aug 20

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9399

Breeds May 15 
to Oct 10

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 20 
to Jul 31

Canada Warbler Cardellina canadensis
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 20 
to Aug 10

Eastern Whip-poor-will Antrostomus vociferus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 1 
to Aug 20

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types 
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

Breeds 
elsewhere

Golden-winged Warbler Vermivora chrysoptera
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8745

Breeds May 1 
to Jul 20

Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3941

Breeds May 1 
to Aug 31

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Breeds 
elsewhere

Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 10 
to Sep 10

Ruddy Turnstone Arenaria interpres morinella
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA

Breeds 
elsewhere
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1.

2.

3.

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation Regions 
(BCRs) in the continental USA

Breeds 
elsewhere

Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9480

Breeds 
elsewhere

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA 
and Alaska.

Breeds May 10 
to Aug 31

Probability Of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the 
FAQ "Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting 
to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your 
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week 
months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see 
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher 
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in 
the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for 
that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee 
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 
0.25.
To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of 
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum 
probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence 
in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on 
week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.
The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical 
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the 
probability of presence score.

Breeding Season ( )
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 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence

Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across 
its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project 
area.

Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys 
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of 
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe
Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant 
information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on 
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
American Golden- 
plover
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC 
Vulnerable

Black Tern
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Black-billed 
Cuckoo
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Bobolink
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Canada Warbler
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Eastern Whip-poor- 
will
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Golden Eagle
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▪

▪

Non-BCC 
Vulnerable

Golden-winged 
Warbler
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Henslow's Sparrow
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Lesser Yellowlegs
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Red-headed 
Woodpecker
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Ruddy Turnstone
BCC - BCR

Rusty Blackbird
BCC - BCR

Short-billed 
Dowitcher
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Wood Thrush
BCC Rangewide 
(CON)

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/ 
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds http://www.fws.gov/birds/ 
management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/ 
conservation-measures.php
Nationwide conservation measures for birds http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/ 
management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

Migratory Birds FAQ
Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts 
to migratory birds. 
Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize 
impacts to all birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly 
important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in 
the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very 
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helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding 
in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures or permits 
may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of 
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified 
location? 
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian 
Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, 
and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as 
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as 
warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act 
requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or 
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your 
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list 
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds 
potentially occurring in my specified location? 
The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data 
provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing 
collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information 
becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and 
how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me 
about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my 
project area? 
To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, 
wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab 
of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of 
interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a bird on your 
migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your 
project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds 
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds? 
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1.

2.

3.

Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

"BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern 
throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);
"BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation 
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and
"Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on 
your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) 
potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities 
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, 
in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC 
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can 
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles, 
please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects 
For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species 
and groups of bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the 
Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides 
birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird 
model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical 
Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic 
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use 
throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this 
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study 
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list? 
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid 
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report 
The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of 
birds of priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for 
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC 
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location". Please be 
aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that 
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look 
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no 
data" indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey 
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In 
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of 
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certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for 
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might 
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you 
know what to look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement 
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, 
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell 
me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory 
birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.
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January 23, 2022

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
4101 American Blvd E

Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
Phone: (952) 252-0092 Fax: (952) 646-2873

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation code: 03E19000-2017-TA-0678 
Event Code: 03E19000-2022-E-04933 
Project Name: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan 
Subject: Verification letter for the 'Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan' project under 

the January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for the 
Northern Long-eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions.

Dear Aaron McFarlane:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received on January 23, 2022 your effects 
determination for the 'Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan' (the Action) using the 
northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) key within the Information for Planning and 
Consultation (IPaC) system. This IPaC key assists users in determining whether a Federal action 
is consistent with the activities analyzed in the Service’s January 5, 2016, Programmatic 
Biological Opinion (PBO). The PBO addresses activities excepted from "take"[1] prohibitions 
applicable to the northern long-eared bat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 
Stat.884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

Based upon your IPaC submission, the Action is consistent with activities analyzed in the PBO. 
The Action may affect the northern long-eared bat; however, any take that may occur as a result 
of the Action is not prohibited under the ESA Section 4(d) rule adopted for this species at 50 
CFR §17.40(o). Unless the Service advises you within 30 days of the date of this letter that your 
IPaC-assisted determination was incorrect, this letter verifies that the PBO satisfies and 
concludes your responsibilities for this Action under ESA Section 7(a)(2) with respect to the 
northern long-eared bat.

Please report to our office any changes to the information about the Action that you submitted in 
IPaC, the results of any bat surveys conducted in the Action area, and any dead, injured, or sick 
northern long-eared bats that are found during Action implementation. If the Action is not 
completed within one year of the date of this letter, you must update and resubmit the 
information required in the IPaC key.
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

This IPaC-assisted determination allows you to rely on the PBO for compliance with ESA 
Section 7(a)(2) only for the northern long-eared bat. It does not apply to the following ESA- 
protected species that also may occur in the Action area:

Higgins Eye (pearlymussel) Lampsilis higginsii Endangered
Karner Blue Butterfly Lycaeides melissa samuelis Endangered
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate
Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Bombus affinis Endangered
Sheepnose Mussel Plethobasus cyphyus Endangered
Whooping Crane Grus americana Experimental Population, Non-Essential

If the Action may affect other federally listed species besides the northern long-eared bat, a 
proposed species, and/or designated critical habitat, additional consultation between you and this 
Service office is required. If the Action may disturb bald or golden eagles, additional 
coordination with the Service under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act is recommended.

________________________________________________ 
 
[1]Take means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct [ESA Section 3(19)].
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Action Description
You provided to IPaC the following name and description for the subject Action.

1. Name

Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'Pool 6 Dredged Material Management 
Plan':

The project under evaluation relates to the management of material dredged in 
order to maintain the navigation channel in Pool 6 of the Upper Mississippi River. 
The actual areas of impact would be much smaller, discrete parcels located within 
the Pool 6 area, that would be used for the placement and storage of dredged sand 
over the next 40 years. Maps detailing the parcels where tree removal would 
occur can be provided upon request.

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://www.google.com/ 
maps/@44.03818695255745,-91.61141587355701,14z

Determination Key Result

This Federal Action may affect the northern long-eared bat in a manner consistent with the 
description of activities addressed by the Service’s PBO dated January 5, 2016. Any taking that 
may occur incidental to this Action is not prohibited under the final 4(d) rule at 50 CFR 
§17.40(o). Therefore, the PBO satisfies your responsibilities for this Action under ESA Section 
7(a)(2) relative to the northern long-eared bat.

Determination Key Description: Northern Long-eared Bat 4(d) Rule

This key was last updated in IPaC on May 15, 2017. Keys are subject to periodic revision.

This key is intended for actions that may affect the threatened northern long-eared bat.
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The purpose of the key for Federal actions is to assist determinations as to whether proposed 
actions are consistent with those analyzed in the Service’s PBO dated January 5, 2016.

Federal actions that may cause prohibited take of northern long-eared bats, affect ESA-listed 
species other than the northern long-eared bat, or affect any designated critical habitat, require 
ESA Section 7(a)(2) consultation in addition to the use of this key. Federal actions that may 
affect species proposed for listing or critical habitat proposed for designation may require a 
conference under ESA Section 7(a)(4).
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Determination Key Result
This project may affect the threatened Northern long-eared bat; therefore, consultation with the 
Service pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat.884, as 
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) is required. However, based on the information you provided, 
this project may rely on the Service’s January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on 
Final 4(d) Rule for the Northern Long-Eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions 
to fulfill its Section 7(a)(2) consultation obligation.

Qualification Interview
Is the action authorized, funded, or being carried out by a Federal agency?
Yes
Have you determined that the proposed action will have “no effect” on the northern long- 
eared bat? (If you are unsure select "No")
No
Will your activity purposefully Take northern long-eared bats?
No
Is the project action area located wholly outside the White-nose Syndrome Zone?
Automatically answered
No
Have you contacted the appropriate agency to determine if your project is near a known 
hibernaculum or maternity roost tree? 
 
Location information for northern long-eared bat hibernacula is generally kept in state 
Natural Heritage Inventory databases – the availability of this data varies state-by-state. 
Many states provide online access to their data, either directly by providing maps or by 
providing the opportunity to make a data request. In some cases, to protect those resources, 
access to the information may be limited. A web page with links to state Natural Heritage 
Inventory databases and other sources of information on the locations of northern long- 
eared bat roost trees and hibernacula is available at www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/ 
mammals/nleb/nhisites.html.
Yes
Will the action affect a cave or mine where northern long-eared bats are known to 
hibernate (i.e., hibernaculum) or could it alter the entrance or the environment (physical or 
other alteration) of a hibernaculum?
No
Will the action involve Tree Removal?
Yes
Will the action only remove hazardous trees for the protection of human life or property?
No
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9.

10.

Will the action remove trees within 0.25 miles of a known northern long-eared bat 
hibernaculum at any time of year?
No
Will the action remove a known occupied northern long-eared bat maternity roost tree or 
any trees within 150 feet of a known occupied maternity roost tree from June 1 through 
July 31?
No
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Project Questionnaire
If the project includes forest conversion, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 1-3.
1. Estimated total acres of forest conversion:
3.5
2. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from April 1 to October 31
0
3. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes timber harvest, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 4-6.
4. Estimated total acres of timber harvest
0
5. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from April 1 to October 31
0
6. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes prescribed fire, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 7-9.
7. Estimated total acres of prescribed fire
0
8. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from April 1 to October 31
0
9. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes new wind turbines, report the megawatts of wind capacity 
below. Otherwise, type ‘0’ in question 10.
10. What is the estimated wind capacity (in megawatts) of the new turbine(s)?
0
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This message may be from an external email source.
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center.

From: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR)
To: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Cc: Youngsma, Lucas (DNR); Strauss, Ceil C (DNR)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping
Date: Friday, June 11, 2021 12:58:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Nothing that would affect anything by Homer

From: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2021 8:28 AM
To: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us>
Cc: Youngsma, Lucas (DNR) <Lucas.Youngsma@state.mn.us>; Strauss, Ceil C (DNR) <ceil.strauss@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Thanks Suzanne, it doesn’t sound like anything would affect the proposed change below though?

Alex

From: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2021 3:43 PM
To: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Youngsma, Lucas (DNR) <Lucas.Youngsma@state.mn.us>; Strauss, Ceil C (DNR) <ceil.strauss@state.mn.us>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Alex,

The preliminary Winona County FEMA maps will probably be issued in six to seven months. FEMA needs additional data on the interior drainage for the Gilmore Creek levee. They are giving the city time to provide this data. But there is a
limit to how long they will wait. I don’t know what the limit is.

Suzanne

From: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2021 11:20 AM
To: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Hi Suzanne, just thought I’d check in to see what the status of the floodmapping is based on our last email.  I believe it was out for comments at the time?  For project purposes we just wanted to confirm if we could move forward with it
as an accepted change.

Thanks,
Alex

From: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 4:25 PM
To: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Huinker, Taylor (DNR) <Taylor.Huinker@state.mn.us>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Alex,

There is no cross-section at this location in the model. The distance that you are encroaching is very, very small. It is ok to modify the floodway to be the blue line.

Suzanne

From: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 1:44 PM
To: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Hey Suzanne, just thought I’d check in to see if there has been any updates.

Thanks,
Alex

From: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) [mailto:suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 5, 2020 9:29 AM
To: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil>; Huinker, Taylor (DNR) <Taylor.Huinker@state.mn.us>
Cc: Henneman, Heather E CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Heather.E.Henneman@usace.army.mil>; Machajewski, Paul R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Paul.R.Machajewski@usace.army.mil>; Hanson, Eric Robert CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
<Eric.R.Hanson@usace.army.mil>; Buesing, Aaron W CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Aaron.W.Buesing@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

I need to check with FEMA

From: Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 3:27 PM
To: Jiwani, Suzanne (DNR) <suzanne.jiwani@state.mn.us>; Huinker, Taylor (DNR) <Taylor.Huinker@state.mn.us>
Cc: Henneman, Heather E CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Heather.E.Henneman@usace.army.mil>; Machajewski, Paul R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Paul.R.Machajewski@usace.army.mil>; Hanson, Eric Robert CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
<Eric.R.Hanson@usace.army.mil>; Buesing, Aaron W CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Aaron.W.Buesing@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Pool 6 DMMP / Homer Floodmapping

Hi Suzanne,

As per our discussion on the phone last week I talked things over with Aaron and got his opinion on the suggested map change (below in blue). Will this be sufficient for us to move forward with our placement plan in assuming that the
temporary material will not need to be further modeled for flood stage impacts?

Thanks,
Alex

From: Buesing, Aaron W CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) 
Sent: Monday, August 3, 2020 1:17 PM
To: Hanson, Eric Robert CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Eric.R.Hanson@usace.army.mil>; Le, Long P CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Long.P.Le@usace.army.mil>; Machajewski, Paul R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
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<Paul.R.Machajewski@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Henneman, Heather E CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Heather.E.Henneman@usace.army.mil>; Hendrickson, Jon S CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Jon.S.Hendrickson@usace.army.mil>
Subject: RE: Pool 6 DMMP Question (UNCLASSIFIED)

View in html:

See the embedded image.

The red line is the draft floodway line provided to the States and USACE personnel as part of the 2004 FFS.  Comments on the draft floodway line were encouraged both from within and outside the St. Paul District.  I don't recall any
comments on this reach of the river.  I suspect that the red line just got used by whomever took the next step of producing a FIS package for the county.  The shapefile for this line is “mn_fldwy_main” located at
\\mvd\mvp\ECH\Mississippi_FFS_FloodwayStudy\UMRfldwy\Floodway\MN_floodway.

A slight adjustment of the floodway shown by the blue line would have a very minor impact on the floodway impacts.  My judgment, based on modeling experience, is that a 1-D steady-flow HEC-RAS model of this change would likely
produce stage impacts on the order of 0.00’ to 0.01’.

Aaron W. Buesing, P.E.
Hydraulic Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District
180 5th Street East, Suite 700
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678
Office: 651-290-5627
Cell: 651-304-7381
Aaron.W.Buesing@usace.army.mil
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Comments Received during Public Review 2020, and Responses.

Commenter
Comment 

Number
Comment Response

MNDNR 1

Page 6, 1.4 Economic Assessment. Transportation benefits to the nation are 

discussed, but it is important to note that the environmental impact of dredging can 

also be economically quantified. The Corps should provide an economic assessment 

that includes benefits from environmental services that the river provides and 

discusses the economic loss of removing dredge material from the river which 

disrupts natural processes that develop and sustain islands and sandbars and deltaic 

features at the Gulf in Louisiana.

While we agree these would be interesting background information, the PDT determined the 

effort of developing these economic numbers would not be worth pursuing for this report 

because they would not provide value in evaluating the impacts of the porposed plans.

MNDNR 2
Page 10, Section 2.2.1 Hydrology. There is a need for better trend analysis and 

description of existing hydrology in Pool 6, incorporating climate change effects and 

the measurements observed in recent years.

Some more detailed hydrologic information and climate change analysis is presented in 

Chapter 4.3 as well as in the Climate Assessment appendix.

MNDNR 3

Page 11, Section 2.2.2 Fish. Expand this section by adding species such as sturgeons, 

gars, paddlefish, bowfin as well as state‐listed species of greatest conservation need 

(SGCN). Also, remove rainbow and brown trout from the exotic species list, since 

they only occur infrequently and near cold water stream tributary mouths.

Added reference to the suggested species. Retained reference to trout. 

MNDNR 4

Page 26, Section 4.3.1 Dredged Material Management History in Pool 6. This section 

states that access to the Homer West site was lost because previously deposited 

dredge material was still present on the site. This indicates that demand for 

beneficial use material might not be as high as in the past. This should be discussed 

further.

At that time, the site was under private ownership and the dredged material was being sold by 

the owner. Under the DMMP plan, the material will be freely available and with improved site 

access. 

MNDNR 5

Page 28, Section 4.3.1 Dredging Trends in Pool 6. Expand on the explanation for why 

more dredging occurred in Pool 6 relative to Pools 5A and 7. Could it be that 

because Pool 6 is so constricted laterally, water level fluctuations and elevations are 

relatively greater causing more erosion and channel migration than in Pools with 

much greater surface area which are better able to absorb hydraulic pressure from 

rising waters?

These are possible contributors, the lack of large backwater areas overlaps with the 

constriction statement but additional reference information would be needed regarding 

erosion.

MNDNR 6
Page 30, Section 4.3.1 Dredging Trends in Pool 6. The last paragraph, including 

statistical information, appears to be inaccurate or unclear at best, and should be 

rewritten. Also, this information should be incorporated in Section 2.2.1.

There was a typographical error in 4.3.1 which has been fixed: the threshhold for statistical 

significance is 0.05 (in the climate assessment) but here it was written as 0.5. The following 

text was added to Section 2.2.1 regarding changing hydrologic trends: "There was a 28% 

increase in the average annual flow for the 1981‐2018 time period compared to the 1928‐

1980 time period."

MNDNR 7

Page 43, Section 5.2.10 In‐Water Placement. If the Federal Standard, as estimated in 

this draft DMMP, is $10.50/cy and a typical one acre island would contain 12,000 cy 

of granular material, Channel Maintenance would contribute $126,000 for 

placement. If the typical conservative cost for island construction for habitat 

purposes is $200,000 (page 44), then the additional funds needed to construct the 

island would be $74,000/acre. And, if design criteria for island construction were 

adjusted to incorporate other habitat objectives (less rock and fines), that 

$74,000/acre could be reduced considerably. The discussion in this section should 

be less about how expensive and problematic the option of habitat islands are and 

more about how doable and environmentally beneficial the option is. For these 

reasons, The Trempealeau National Wildlife Refuge Island option should be carried 

forward and added to the Tier 3 list and described in detail, similar to other Tier 1, 2, 

and 3 options.

This is only one of the considerations noted in the text that contributes to the difficulty of 

using island construction and habitat restoration as a dredged material management 

alternative. Flood stage impacts and careful consideration of in‐water resources are also 

required.

Further, because dredging is conducted in small increments annually, not all of the material is 

available at once. This means it would need to be placed over time, or stockpiled somewhere 

and moved again, which increases costs substantially. Cost estimates provided are based on 

large projects constructed all at once. If alternatives could be developed which were 

acceptable to resource managers that would allow for gradual construction or stockpiling on‐

site near proposed restoration sites, this may help reduce costs. 

Another factor is transportation costs ‐ these costs will vary greatly depending on where 

proposed islands are located in relation to the dredge cuts. There are even greater challenges 

of moving material over or through the railroad embankment that separates the Main 

Channel from the refuge. 

We hope stakeholders and potential sponsors will continue to work with the Corps to seek out 

and develop these alternatives such that dredged material can be re‐used for environmental 

benefit.

MNDNR 8

Page 53, Section 5.4.2 Winona Harbor Expansion, Option 1. This site is a Minnesota 

Biological Survey site mapped as a Silver Maple – (Virginia Creeper) Floodplain 

Forest, FFs68a. If this area is indeed floodplain forest, it would be classified as a Type 

1 wetland and could require avoidance or mitigation. Increased truck traffic and 

noise could negatively impact the recreational use of this island as well as wildlife 

habitat.

An on‐site wetland delineation has been conducted here, and this small expansion does not 

contain wetland. Language was updated to clarify.

MNDNR 9

Page 54, Section 5.4.2 Winona Harbor Expansion, Option 2. “Hydraulic modeling has 

shown that this would cause minor increases in local flood stages.” Hydraulic 

modeling showed that this option would increase the local flood stage by 0.03’. The 

City of Winona is not comfortable with any increase in flood stage that would put 

additional pressure on City levees, which are currently in the process of 

recertification. Also, increases of more than 0.00’ are prohibited by state law if any 

existing structures would be impacted.

This site has been removed from the sites carried forward.

Page 1 of 4
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Comments Received during Public Review 2020, and Responses.

Commenter
Comment 

Number
Comment Response

MNDNR 10

Page 60, Section 5.5 Tentatively Selected Plan. The Federal Standard developed for 

Pool 6 is inadequate for the following reasons. There is no basis for the assumption 

that beneficial use will keep up with projected annual dredging quantities, since that 

assumption is based solely on the lesser quantities removed for beneficial use 

historically. If those assumptions are wrong, beneficial use placement sites will likely 

remain full, significantly reducing aesthetic qualities of the river for residents and 

visitors of Winona and Homer. Additionally, material would need to be frequently 

moved to permanent placement sites, thereby increasing the cost/cy (Federal 

Standard) of Pool 6 dredge material management. Another concern with this TSP is 

that it did not adequately identify where or how dredged material might be used 

beneficially in the Winona area in the future? It appears that most of the 

developable land has been developed and significant road/bridge projects have 

been completed. This plan should include potential beneficial uses to help justify any 

assumptions (consult City, County and State planners for

information). If the Federal Standard needs to be adjusted during the 20 year 

planning period to reflect additional costs, alternatives that have been screened, 

such as the beneficial use of material for island habitat in the Trempealeau National 

Wildlife Refuge, would likely receive greater consideration based on adjusted 

cost/benefit analysis (see comment #7).

This is one of the reasons the Tiered plan was developed. The Corps regularly coordinates with 

all of these stakeholders, as well as local contractors and more to facilitate beneficial use of 

dredged material. The Corps believes beneficial use will continue into the future, but the 

other options have been developed and carried forward to ensure placement capacity is 

available when needed. Beneficial use for purposes such as island construction will continue 

to be given consideration, and the Corps welcomes these opportunities.

MNDNR 11
Page 81, Section 7.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species. Six other federally listed 

species occur in the broad project area and should be discussed in this section.

The species included were provided to the Corps as an official Section 7 Species List by the 

USFWS's "Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC)" tool. The list has been updated 

and can be found in Appendix A. We are unaware of any additional Federally Threatened or 

Endangered Species that could occur in the project area.

MNDNR 12

The Winona Blanchard’s cricket frog population has been documented within a mile 

of Latsch Island and has been expanding in recent years. The statement that Latsch 

Island has little aquatic vegetation and therefore would not support the Blanchard’s 

cricket frog is in an inaccurate understanding of their habitat preferences. We 

suggest coordinating with the DNR Non‐game Wildlife Specialist (Erica Hoaglund, 

Erica.hoaglund@state.mn.us) to avoid impact to this species.

The evaluation and discussion of potential impacts to the Blanchard's cricket frog has been 

updated based on the studies and coordination that has occurred between the Corps and 

MNDNR for other projects since the original release of this report. 

MNDNR 13

Splendid tiger beetles are known to occur in the broader project area. They are a 

state‐listed species of special concern, but are very rare. It is unlikely that dredge 

piles would become ecological sinks for this species because they prefer steeper, 

clay substrates. Please contact Erica Hoaglund (DNR) if this habitat is present at any 

of the selected sites. Though the Splendid tiger beetle is currently a species of 

special concern, it is likely to be uplisted in the future.

None of the proposed sites contain "steep clay substrates" as described by the commenter. In 

addition, MN State Endangered Species Review tools do not indicate any known occurences of 

the splendid tiger beetle near tenatively selected sites.

MNDNR 14
Small animal exclusion fencing around each pile would help to protect multiple 

turtle species in the project area. MnDOT has plans for these available.
Comment Noted. The Corps may consider using these in specific cases if warranted.

MNDNR 15
Increased truck traffic could negatively impact Timber rattlesnakes, a state‐listed 

threatened species, in the vicinity of Tier 2 and 3 sites.
Added text to report noting this.

MNDNR 16

Page 91, Section 8.3.3 State Permits. Encroachments on a community in a regulatory 

floodway that result in an increase of more than 0.00 feet in flood levels are 

prohibited, unless a CLOMR is approved by FEMA. If existing structures would be 

impacted, NO increases are allowed. The current DNR Public Water’s Permit could 

not be updated to include the Winona Harbor Expansion unless a CLOMR was 

obtained from FEMA.

No longer applicable ‐ the updated TSP does no longer includes any sites where flood stage 

impacts are a concern. 

EPA 17
Overall, we commend the readability of the Draft EA and appendices. We concur 

with USACE's conclusion that the magnitude of the proposed effects is relatively 

minor within the watershed.

Comment Noted.

EPA 18
Revise the Final EA to discuss if cost estimates for each site included required 

wetland mitigation costs. If they did not, revise and include those costs.

As mentioned in the introduction to Chapter 5.4, "Development Costs" for access 

improvements , site clearing, erosion control, wetland mitigation, and screening" were 

included for all sites.

EPA 19

Page 20 of Appendix F states that the landowner of the Homer East parcel, which is 

approximately 3 acres in size (and proposed for use‐as a Tier 1 site), has "verbally 

expressed opposition to conveying fee title to the United States ... " The Draft EA did 

not include any information on the potential for issues in acquiring title or legal use 

of this proposed Tier 1 Site. Recommend including information in the Final EA on the 

potential for USACE tonot acquire/use the Tier: 1 Homer East site. If barriers were 

overcome, that should be clarified as well.

Real Estate negotiations typically follow the finalization of the DMMP. Therefore, while the 

landowner's initial expressions are referenced, it should also be recognized that no formal 

negotiations or offers have been made.

WIDNR 20

Island construction for habitat restoration should be considered a viable option and 

identified in the tentatively selected plan. It is understood that these projects cannot 

suffice a long term dredge material management solution for Pool 6, however, 

including them in the TSP would capture their importance to operations when 

traditional placement sites are unavailable, as occurred in 2014 and 2019. 

Unfortunately, if we wait until the existing and Tier 1 sites are full, there will not be 

enough time to put together a set of plans for the project. Island construction for 

habitat restoration should be considered a viable option and considered in the 

tentatively selected plan. Including it in the TSP would allow projects into the 

planning process.

The Corps agrees that developing island construction plans prior to needing to use higher‐tier 

sites will be critical to promoting success. Although not included as part of the TSP, the Corps 

is interested in working with local stakeholders to explore these opportunities separately.
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Comments Received during Public Review 2020, and Responses.

Commenter
Comment 

Number
Comment Response

WIDNR 21

Mosquito Island should be identified in the TSP as a viable placement site. The 

Mosquito Island habitat restoration project suffered damages immediately following 

the completion of construction due to multiple high‐water events. Flood events 

during the summer of 2019 caused portions of the original island erode to the point 

of island dissection.

The USFWS has taken the lead on stabilization of the breach through the historical island, 

which is under their ownership. The Corps plans to monitor the site to better understand 

those changes and incorporate any lessons learned into new projects. If a future need is 

identified at Mosquito Island, the Corps would not require the site being part of the DMMP 

TSP to plan for additional work.

WIDNR 22

The TSP identifies a tiered approach for the sites carried forward and a sliding scale 

for the cost per cubic yard of dredge material disposal (Federal Standard). This 

tiered approach may offer some beneficial flexibilities in operation, but it is difficult 

to evaluate the costs of retaining capacity within the upland placement sites, such as 

Homer and Winona Commercial Harbor, which are critical to operations. 

Additionally, it will make it very difficulty to determine cost sharing for beneficial use 

opportunities or for work under alternate authorities, such as Section 204 or HREP.

We agree. The Corps has not found a more suitable way to characterize these potentially 

varying costs without knowing what will happen in the future. The Corps believes the best way 

to solve this is to work with local stakeholders to develop plans for projects appropriate for 

Section 204, HREP, or other similar authorities so that there is a better way to compare costs 

when those opportunities may become available. The Corps would welcome a request for 

scoping this type of project.

WIDNR 23

The estimates for one‐time beneficial use placement would seem to indicate that 

this option could be achieved for less than $17/cy. These costs would seemingly 

justify inclusion of those options as cost effective elements of a long‐term strategy, 

particularly when their value in satisfying emergency placement needs is considered.

Please see responses to Comment numbers 7, 20, and 24.

WIDNR 24
Please consider adding Perrot Island restoration into the tentatively selected plan. 

Including it in the TSP would allow this project to move forward into the planning 

process.

Although not included as part of the TSP, the Corps is interested in working with the WIDNR 

and others to explore if there is an opportunity to develop a plan for Perrot Island that would 

meet the WIDNR's and the Corps' needs. 

WIDNR 25
Section 1.4 ‐ Economic assessment ‐ Recommend including economic information on 

the recreational beenfits associated with Pool 6 of the UMR

While we agree these would be interesting background information, the PDT determined the 

effort of developing these economic numbers would not be worth pursuing for this report 

because they would not provide value in evaluating the impacts of the proposed plans.

WIDNR 26
Section 2.2.1 – Hydrology ‐ The information provided in this section is dated and 

very general. Recommend including data about climate change and recent trends in 

hydrology.

The referenced section is intended to be general for the lay reader, while hydrology is covered 

in detail in Section 4.3.1 and even further detail in Appendix G.

WIDNR 27

Section 2.2.1 – Water Quality ‐ Pool 6 of the Mississippi River is listed as impaired 

water in Wisconsin due to Total Phosphorous

and Mercury. Pool 6 also has a contaminated fish tissue impairment for PFOS and 

PCBs.

Added updated water quality info using WI and MN's impaired waters data.

WIDNR 28
Section 2.2.1 – Wildlife ‐ Recommend including information on the mussel resources 

found in Pool 6.
Added as suggested.

WIDNR 29

Section 2.2.5 – State‐Listed Species ‐ This section only contains state‐listed 

threatened and endangered species for Minnesota.

Recommend including general information on Wisconsin’s state listed species. 

Please work with our Natural Heritage Inventory program to generate a list.

Added as suggested.

City of 

Winona
30

The City expressed that they are not infavor of expanding the placement area on 

Latsch Island.

Comment Noted. As discussed throughout the meetings with City of Winona representatives 

following this public review, we have removed the Winona Harbor large expansion from 

consideration. As agreed upon, we have retained the small, one‐acre expansion within the 

DMMP.

Congress‐

man Jim 

Hagedorn

31
Commenter expressed support of ensuring safety near the Homer site by 

relocating the sand to an appropriate area, following a meeting with local 

residents.

Comment Noted.

Multiple 32 Homer ‐ Concerns about increased truck traffic on Highway 61
Comment Noted. Identification and evaluation of these effects are located wihtin Section 

7.1.2 of the report.

Multiple 33
Homer ‐ Concerns about safety of trucks entering/exiting. Difficult view and railroad 

crossing.

Comment Noted. Identification and evaluation of these effects are located wihtin Section 

7.1.2 of the report.

Multiple 34 Homer ‐ Concerns about aesthetics
Comment Noted. Identification and evaluation of these effects are located wihtin Section 

7.1.2 of the report.

Multiple 35
Homer ‐ Concerns about airborne particulate matter, dust, and equipment emissions 

leading to reduced air quality.

Comment Noted. Identification and evaluation of these effects are located wihtin Section 

7.1.2 of the report.

Multiple 36
Homer ‐ Concerns of siltation of adjacent upstream beach experienced in recent 

years. Could these be due to eddies and localized flow changes from barge traffic 

and offloading equipment?

Aerial imagery suggests the siltation is a result of Homer Creek which has a drainage area of 

about 5 square miles and 30% of it is made of NLCD 2006 Class 82 crops (corn, soybeans, etc).  

Barge traffic and offloading equipment are unlikely to cause eddie effects since there is still 

flow being conveyed beneath them, additionally these effects would affect the downstream 

area rather than the upstream.

Multiple 37 Homer ‐ Concerns about noise
Comment Noted. Identification and evaluation of these effects are located wihtin Section 

7.1.2 of the report.
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Comments Received during Public Review 2020, and Responses.

Commenter
Comment 

Number
Comment Response

Multiple 38 Homer ‐ Concerns about decreased surrounding property values

Comment noted:  As part of the USACE plan formulation process, each proposed dredged 

material placement site is analyzed to identify potential impacts, both positive and negative.  

USACE considers impacts to the environment as well as surrounding properties.  As sites are 

further recommended for inclusion in a Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), USACE also identifies 

mitigation measures that may be deemed necessary to reduce negative impacts.  As the Pool 

6 DMMP was being developed, USACE found no historical direct correlation between existing 

dredged material placement sites and surrounding property values or depreciation.  USACE is 

committed to working closely with the local Winona community and adjacent landowners on 

collaboration efforts to further reduce any reasonably perceived negative impacts that may be 

recognized by an active dredged material placement site.

Multiple 39

Winona Harbor Expansion ‐ Concerns about environmental effects including impacts 

to wetlands, birds, plants, forest, ecosystem processes, etc., flood effects, 

aesthetics, airborne sand, noise, traffic, recreation, inconsistency with the Corps' 

Forest Stewardship Plan, and tourism within Winona.

The large Winona Harbor Expansion site was removed from further consideration due to the 

public and stakeholder response received during public review of the project in early 2020 

(note Section 5.2.5). Removal of this site reduces the potential impact of the plan by over 8 

acres. The reduction in site size would substantially reduce the noted socioeconomic impacts 

as well. 

Multiple 40
Sugestions to consider placement of material in local frac sand mines, constructing 

islands throughout Pool 6, or use of ADM property

Comment noted. The local area was searched for previously mined areas, and several of these 

alternatives were included in the Tentatively Selected Plan. If additional specific mine sites are 

known that have not been identified in the report, the Corps would encourage bringing those 

sites to our attention for future consideration. The construction of islands remains viable, but 

these projects will require their own planning efforts. The ADM property was eliminated from 

consideration as described in Section 5.2.4.
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April 16, 2020 
 
  
Bob Edstrom, St. Paul District Army Corps of Engineers 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division North 
United States Army Corps of Engineers - St. Paul District 
180 Fifth Street East 
Suite 700 
St. Paul  MN  55101-1600 
 
 
 
 
 Subject: Mississippi River Pool 6 DMMP 
 
Dear Mr. Edstrom: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Feasibility and Integrated Environmental Assessment for the 
Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP).  We understand that the Corps is reformulating the plan for 
arriving at a long-term solution for managing dredged material in Pool for the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) for 
the purposes of continued operations and maintenance of the 9-foot Navigation Channel Project.  The Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (Department) has reviewed the draft plan and provided comments in a 
sequential order that follows the DMMP outline.  Those comments are attached to this letter.  We hope that they 
will be useful in the reformulation process and we welcome a dialogue on addressing needs in Pool 6. 
 
The Department recognizes that the UMR is an important resource to our state and our nation. In 1986, Congress 
declared the Upper Mississippi River system as a nationally significant ecosystem and a nationally significant 
commercial navigation system and stated that the system shall be administered and regulated in recognition of its 
several purposes.  As a partner in the management of this system, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
recognizes the role the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has in managing the river as multipurpose system 
and appreciates the Corps’ aims to develop a long-term dredge material management plan for Pool 6.  
 
The detailed comments are provided as an attachment, but there are some specific suggestions that we hope will 
be focal elements of a reformulated final DMMP and its outcomes:   

 Island construction for habitat restoration should be considered a viable option and identified in the 
tentatively selected plan. It is understood that these projects cannot suffice a long term dredge material 
management solution for Pool 6, however, including them in the TSP would allow these projects to 
advance to the planning process and more importantly, would capture their importance to operations 
when traditional placement sites are unavailable, as occurred in 2014 and 2019.   

 Mosquito Island should be identified in the TSP as a viable placement site.  The Mosquito Island habitat 
restoration project suffered damages immediately following the completion of construction due to 
multiple high-water events.  Flood events during the summer of 2019 caused portions of the original 
island erode to the point of island dissection.     

 The TSP identifies a tiered approach for the sites carried forward and a sliding scale for the cost per cubic 
yard of dredge material disposal (Federal Standard).  This tiered approach may offer some beneficial 
flexibilities in operation, but it is difficult to evaluate the costs of retaining capacity within the upland 
placement sites, such as Homer and Winona Commercial Harbor, which are critical to operations. 

 
 

Tony Evers, Governor 
Preston D. Cole, Secretary 

 Telephone 608-266-2621 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463 

TTY Access via relay - 711 
 

State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
La Crosse Service Center 
3550 Mormon Coulee Road 
La Crosse WI  54601 

 dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov 
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Additionally, it will make it very difficulty to determine cost sharing for beneficial use opportunities or 
for work under alternate authorities, such as Section 204 or HREP.  

 The estimates for one-time beneficial use placement would seem to indicate that this option could be 
achieved for less than $17/cy.  These costs would seemingly justify inclusion of those options as cost-
effective elements of a long-term strategy, particularly when their value in satisfying emergency 
placement needs is considered.  

 
Again, thank you again the opportunity to comment on the Pool 6 DMMP.  If you have any questions or need any 
clarification on the items included in this letter, please contact Sara Strassman, Mississippi River Planner, at (608) 
518-2707 or by email at Sara.Strassman@wisconsin.gov.   
 
Sincerely,  

 
Sara Strassman 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources - Mississippi River Planner 
3550 Mormon Coulee Road 
La Crosse, WI 54601 
Phone: (608) 518-2707 
Sara.Strassman@wisconsin.gov  
 
cc: Steve Galarneau (WDNR), James Fischer (WDNR), Steve Clark (USACE), Nick Dunham (USACE) 
 
Encl:    WDNR Comments on the Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan 
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Section 1.4 – Economic Assessment 
 
Comment:  Recommend including economic information on the recreational benefits associated with Pool 6 of 
the Mississippi River. 
 
 
Section 2.2.1 – Hydrology   
 
Comment:  The information provided in this section is dated and very general.  Recommend including data about 
climate change and recent trends in hydrology. 
 
 
Section 2.2.1 – Water Quality 
 
Comment:  Pool 6 of the Mississippi River is listed as impaired water in Wisconsin due to Total Phosphorous 
and Mercury.  Pool 6 also has a contaminated fish tissue impairment for PFOS and PCBs.  
 
 
Section 2.2.1 – Wildlife 
 
Comment:  Recommend including information on the mussel resources found in Pool 6.  
 
 
Section 2.2.5 – State-Listed Species  
 
Comment:  This section only contains state-listed threatened and endangered species for Minnesota.  
Recommend including general information on Wisconsin’s state listed species.  Please work with our Natural 
Heritage Inventory program to generate a list.   
 
 
Section 4.3.1 – Existing Conditions Dredging Trends in Pool 6: “Analysis was also done for the years 1941-
2018 to account for dry years in the 1930s and 1940s, as well as regulation for the basin. A statistically 
significant positive trend line was observed for the discharge (p-value = 0.0013).” 
 
Comment:  Please correct the following sentence: “Analysis was also done for the years 1941-2018 to account 
for dry years in the 1930s and 1940s, as well as regulation for the basin.”    
 
 
Section 5.2.2 – Former Commercial Dock: “This site is located along the shoreline of Yeoman’s Pond in 
Winona’s general manufacturing district, a few parcels northwest of the Winona Commercial Harbor Site. 
The site was previously used as a commercial material loading facility. The site has been paved recently and 
is currently used by the city to load agricultural commodities onto barges from trucks.” 
 
Comment:  Is there any opportunity to work with the City of Winona to reconsider this site?  Especially if the 
Winona Sand and Gravel Airport Pit was deemed a viable option.  This site could potentially save a considerable 
amount of money on trucking.   
 
Section 5.2.10 – In-Water Placement: “The objective of this DMMP is for the management of up to 1.25 million 
yards of granular material over the next twenty years. The Corps has constructed many artificial islands under 
the UMRR Program over the past 30 years. Typical artificial islands require on average about 12,000 cubic 
yards of granular material per one-acre of island (typical wide type island sited in water 3-4 feet deep and rising 
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2 feet above water surface). These islands not only require a granular base, but at least one foot of fine material 
for topsoil, rock protection for erosion control (such as rock vanes, groins and end protection) as well as ground 
cover plantings. A typical conservative cost for an island is about $200,000 an acre. If islands were constructed 
with 1.25 million yards of granular material it could result in the construction of more than 100 acres of islands 
at a total cost of over $20,000,000. About half of this total cost is from the rock erosion control features and 
topsoil necessary for island construction, which would be avoided with the use of other placement alternatives 
considered here.” 
 
Comment:  Based on the information provided, main channel dredge material can be utilized for island 
construction at an estimated full build out cost of $16.66 per cubic yard.  This cost is lower than some of the Tier 
3 options deemed viable in the TSP.  Island construction for habitat restoration should be considered a viable 
option and considered in the tentatively selected plan. Including it in the TSP would allow projects into the 
planning process.    
 
 
Section 5.3.7 – Island Construction: “The Corps has determined that these types of projects would not be 
suitable for managing dredged material in Pool 6, for the reasons described in Chapter 5.2.13. Changes in 
conditions, funding from other programs or outside sources, or work in-kind to construct these additional features 
could make island construction a viable alternative in the future.” 
 
Comment:  The Chapter cited in this section (5.2.13) is incorrect.  Please amend to Chapter 5.2.10.  Beyond that, 
it is understood that there are a range of issues associated with utilizing main channel dredge material for habitat 
restoration projects.  However, the financial information provided in Section 5.2.10 indicate that it may be a 
viable option.  Please consider adding island construction and habitat restoration to the tentatively selected plan.   
 
 
Section 5.3.7 – Mosquito Island: “Mosquito Island is a small, main channel border island located a few miles 
downstream of Winona, Minnesota. This island is currently used for recreation. The island eroded substantially 
following the construction of the Lock and Dam system. The Corps has recently (2017) restored a portion of the 
historic island using dredged sand and excess riprap from another project. There would be potential for further 
extending the island to a size larger than historic extents, if supported by the partner resource agencies.” 
 
Comment:  The construction of Mosquito Island restoration projects was completed in 2017.  Water Quality 
Certification was granted by WDNR for this restoration project. Immediately following the completion of 
construction, the island was damaged during multiple high-water events.  During the summer of 2019 the original 
portions of the island existing prior to the restoration project were substantially damaged.  To date this project has 
never been stabilized to the point where WDNR was comfortable stating that the project has been completed and 
constructed as designed.  Please consider addition the Mosquito Island project back into the tentatively selected 
plan. 
 
 
Section 5.3.7 – Perrot Island (RM 717.5): “This island, in the lowermost portion of Pool 6, is owned by the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WIDNR). The WIDNR has identified erosion occurring at the island 
and suggested that placement of material here may be useful. This location could be convenient for material 
generated from the three dredge cuts in the lower end of the pool. The WIDNR has also prepared a preliminary 
fact sheet and maps showing potential desirable features.” 
 
Comment:  Perrot Island or Johnson Island is a WDNR owned and managed island that has suffered a great deal 
of erosion and dissection over the last decade.  The WDNR has identified the island as a location that would 
benefit greatly from dredge material placement for habitat restoration.  It is understood that there are a range of 
issues associated with utilizing main channel dredge material for this habitat restoration project.  However, the 
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financial information provided in Section 5.2.10 indicate that it may be a viable option. Please consider adding 
Perrot Island restoration into the tentatively selected plan.  Including it in the TSP would allow this project to 
move forward into the planning process.    
 
 
Section 5.4.2 – Winona Harbor Expansion Option 2 – Full Site Expansion: “Hydraulic modeling has shown 
that it would cause minor increases in local flood stages.” 
 
Comment:  The local flood stage increases from the Winona Harbor Full Site Expansion may be problematic. 
Please work with both Wisconsin and Minnesota on the flood stage modeling issues. 
 
 
Section 5.5 –Tentatively Selected Plan – Table 4: “Table 4 below shows the sites carried forward in order of 
increasing cost of use.” 
 
Comment:  The TSP identifies a tiered approach for the sites carried forward and a sliding scale for the cost per 
cubic yard of dredge material disposal (Federal Standard).  The tiered approach would make it very difficult to 
plan for channel maintenance habitat restoration projects.  In the event all the Tier one sites are able to be utilized 
and there is a high level of beneficial use the cost of the Federal Standard will remain relatively low.  If the Corps 
is unable to utilize all of the Tier 1 sites and there is a low level of beneficial use the sites will fill up and the Tier 
2 and 3 sites will need to be utilized at a cost per cubic yard ranging from $16.00 to $19.50.   Section 5.2.10 
indicates that main channel dredge material can be utilized for island construction at an estimated full build out 
cost of $16.66 per cubic yard.  This cost is lower than some of the Tier 3 options deemed viable in the TSP.  
Unfortunately, if we wait until the existing and Tier 1 sites are full, there will not be enough time to put together a 
set of plans for the project.  Island construction for habitat restoration should be considered a viable option and 
considered in the tentatively selected plan. Including it in the TSP would allow projects into the planning process.     
 
You may also want to consider restructuring the tiered approach to placement sites.  As of right now, the Corps 
has two viable placement sites (Homer West and Winona Harbor).  The site expansions could be Tier 1 and the 
Port Authority Business Park could be a Tier 2, similar to the TSP.  All of the material has to come through those 
sites.  Any costs beyond that could be split out as a separate line item for the second handling/transportation of 
that material to its final resting place (eg – Homer West $11.50/CY + Yaedke Pit $5.50/CY = $16.50 CY Total).  
This would allow the Corps the option of putting together some habitat projects into the TSP as Tier 3 sites.  
 
 
Section 6.1 – Tier 1: Homer East and West: “The Corps currently owns the West portion of the Homer site 
in fee title. The Corps has no existing real estate interest in the East portion.” 
 
Comment:  If the Corps is unable to acquire real estate interest in the Homer East how would that impact this 
DMMP?  
 
 
Section 6.1 – Tier 1: Homer East and West – Wetland Mitigation: “Wetland has been identified on the 
Homer site, which would be filled under the tentatively selected plan. The Corps would mitigate the wetland 
losses incurred.” 
 
Comment:  Does the cost per cubic yard identified in the TSP for the Homer East site ($10.50/CY) include the 
costs to mitigate the wetland losses?    
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Section 6.1 – Tier 1: Homer East and West: “The Corps currently owns the West portion of the Homer site 
in fee title. The Corps has no existing real estate interest in the East portion.” 
 
Comment:  If the Corps is unable to acquire real estate interest in the Homer East how would that impact this 
DMMP?  
 
 
Section 6.1 – Tier 1: Homer East and West – Wetland Mitigation: “Wetland has been identified on the 
Homer site, which would be filled under the tentatively selected plan. The Corps would mitigate the wetland 
losses incurred.” 
 
Comment:  Does the cost per cubic yard identified in the TSP for the Homer East site ($10.50/CY) include the 
costs to mitigate the wetland losses?    
 
 
Section 6.2 – Tier 1: Winona Harbor and Expansion Options: “The Winona Harbor site, owned by the City 
of Winona, has been in use since 1975 and would be used and operated similarly to previous use. The 
existing portion of the site consists entirely of previously placed dredged material. The environmental 
impacts of placing dredged material on the existing Winona Harbor site were assessed in the 1997 CMMP 
EIS and Record of Decision. Material would be placed here as capacity is available. Historically the Corps’ 
real estate interest in the site consisted of a short-term easement for use of the existing, ~1 acre area. This 
plan also includes two incremental expansions of approximately 1 acre (small expansion) or 8 acres (full 
expansion) of placement capacity downstream of the existing site. These expansions are adjacent to the 
existing site and would be operated together.” 
 
Comment:  If the City of Winona determines that site expansion is not the desired plan for this area, how would 
that impact this DMMP? 
 
 
Section 6.2 – Tier 1: Winona Harbor and Expansion Options – Wetland Mitigation: “Wetland has been 
identified as part of the full expansion, which would be filled under the tentatively selected plan. The Corps 
would mitigate the wetland losses. When the Corps gains access to the site, the wetland would be delineated 
and assessed to determine the exact quantity of wetland that would be impacted and determine the 
appropriate measure to compensate for the function and value of the wetland.” 
 
Comment:  Does the cost per cubic yard identified in the TSP for the Winona Harbor Full Expansion site 
($10.50/CY) include the costs to mitigate the wetland losses?    
 
 
Section 7.2.1 – Natural Resource Effects – Hydrology/Hydraulics: “WIDNR’s floodplain regulations 
(Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 116) of preventing a rise in the regional flood elevation (i.e. one percent 
annual exceedance probability (AEP)) of equal to or greater than 0.01-foot is the most restrictive 
requirement in the area, and was therefore used as the preliminary limit for the no-rise analysis.” 
 
 Comment:  Wisconsin DNR’s definition of no rise within the model ordinances that are adopted by local units of 
government is defined as zero reported to hundredths of a foot.  Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 116 has not 
been updated to match the model ordinance language.  
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Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
Region 3 Headquarters 
1200 Warner Road 
Saint Paul, MN 55106 

April 10, 2020 

District Commander, St. Paul District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
ATTN: Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
180 5th Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1600 

Dear Mr. Sobiech, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the USACE’s Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan. We recognize 
the challenge that finding long-term, financially feasible sites on which to deposit dredged material poses to 
maintaining a navigable channel through Pool 6. We respectfully submit the following comments: 

1. Page 6, 1.4 Economic Assessment.  Transportation benefits to the nation are discussed, but it is 
important to note that the environmental impact of dredging can also be economically quantified. The 
Corps should provide an economic assessment that includes benefits from environmental services that 
the river provides and discusses the economic loss of removing dredge material from the river which 
disrupts natural processes that develop and sustain islands and sandbars and deltaic features at the Gulf 
in Louisiana.  

2. Page 10, Section 2.2.1 Hydrology.  There is a need for better trend analysis and description of existing 
hydrology in Pool 6, incorporating climate change effects and the measurements observed in recent 
years. 

3. Page 11, Section 2.2.2 Fish.  Expand this section by adding species such as sturgeons, gars, paddlefish, 
bowfin as well as state-listed species of greatest conservation need (SGCN).  Also, remove rainbow and 
brown trout from the exotic species list, since they only occur infrequently and near cold water stream 
tributary mouths. 

4. Page 26, Section 4.3.1 Dredged Material Management History in Pool 6.  This section states that access 
to the Homer West site was lost because previously deposited dredge material was still present on the 
site. This indicates that demand for beneficial use material might not be as high as in the past. This 
should be discussed further. 
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5. Page 28, Section 4.3.1 Dredging Trends in Pool 6.  Expand on the explanation for why more dredging 
occurred in Pool 6 relative to Pools 5A and 7. Could it be that because Pool 6 is so constricted laterally, 
water level fluctuations and elevations are relatively greater causing more erosion and channel 
migration than in Pools with much greater surface area which are better able to absorb hydraulic 
pressure from rising waters? 

6. Page 30, Section 4.3.1 Dredging Trends in Pool 6.  The last paragraph, including statistical information, 
appears to be inaccurate or unclear at best, and should be rewritten. Also, this information should be 
incorporated in Section 2.2.1. 

7. Page 43, Section 5.2.10 In-Water Placement.  If the Federal Standard, as estimated in this draft DMMP, is 
$10.50/cy and a typical one acre island would contain 12,000 cy of granular material, Channel 
Maintenance would contribute $126,000 for placement. If the typical conservative cost for island 
construction for habitat purposes is $200,000 (page 44), then the additional funds needed to construct 
the island would be $74,000/acre. And, if design criteria for island construction were adjusted to 
incorporate other habitat objectives (less rock and fines), that $74,000/acre could be reduced 
considerably. The discussion in this section should be less about how expensive and problematic the 
option of habitat islands are and more about how doable and environmentally beneficial the option is. 
For these reasons, The Trempealeau National Wildlife Refuge Island option should be carried forward 
and added to the Tier 3 list and described in detail, similar to other Tier 1, 2, and 3 options. 

8. Page 53, Section 5.4.2 Winona Harbor Expansion, Option 1.  This site is a Minnesota Biological Survey 
site mapped as a Silver Maple – (Virginia Creeper) Floodplain Forest, FFs68a. If this area is indeed 
floodplain forest, it would be classified as a Type 1 wetland and could require avoidance or mitigation. 
Increased truck traffic and noise could negatively impact the recreational use of this island as well as 
wildlife habitat. 

9. Page 54, Section 5.4.2 Winona Harbor Expansion, Option 2.  “Hydraulic modeling has shown that this 
would cause minor increases in local flood stages.” Hydraulic modeling showed that this option would 
increase the local flood stage by 0.03’. The City of Winona is not comfortable with any increase in flood 
stage that would put additional pressure on City levees, which are currently in the process of 
recertification. Also, increases of more than 0.00’ are prohibited by state law if any existing structures 
would be impacted. 

10. Page 60, Section 5.5 Tentatively Selected Plan.  The Federal Standard developed for Pool 6 is inadequate 
for the following reasons. There is no basis for the assumption that beneficial use will keep up with 
projected annual dredging quantities, since that assumption is based solely on the lesser quantities 
removed for beneficial use historically.  If those assumptions are wrong, beneficial use placement sites 
will likely remain full, significantly reducing aesthetic qualities of the river for residents and visitors of 
Winona and Homer. Additionally, material would need to be frequently moved to permanent placement 
sites, thereby increasing the cost/cy (Federal Standard) of Pool 6 dredge material management. Another 
concern with this TSP is that it did not adequately identify where or how dredged material might be 
used beneficially in the Winona area in the future? It appears that most of the developable land has 
been developed and significant road/bridge projects have been completed. This plan should include 
potential beneficial uses to help justify any assumptions (consult City, County and State planners for 
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information). If the Federal Standard needs to be adjusted during the 20 year planning period to reflect 
additional costs, alternatives that have been screened, such as the beneficial use of material for island 
habitat in the Trempealeau National Wildlife Refuge, would likely receive greater consideration based 
on adjusted cost/benefit analysis (see comment #7). 

11. Page 81, Section 7.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species. Six other federally listed species occur in the 
broad project area and should be discussed in this section. 

12. Page 82, Section 7.2.4 State-Listed Rare Species.  Update the Section 6.6 Table on page 69. 

a. The Winona Blanchard’s cricket frog population has been documented within a mile of Latsch 
Island and has been expanding in recent years. The statement that Latsch Island has little 
aquatic vegetation and therefore would not support the Blanchard’s cricket frog is in an 
inaccurate understanding of their habitat preferences. We suggest coordinating with the DNR 
Non-game Wildlife Specialist (Erica Hoaglund, Erica.hoaglund@state.mn.us) to avoid impact to 
this species. 

b. Splendid tiger beetles are known to occur in the broader project area. They are a state-listed 
species of special concern, but are very rare. It is unlikely that dredge piles would become 
ecological sinks for this species because they prefer steeper, clay substrates. Please contact 
Erica Hoaglund (DNR) if this habitat is present at any of the selected sites. Though the Splendid 
tiger beetle is currently a species of special concern, it is likely to be uplisted in the future. 

c. Small animal exclusion fencing around each pile would help to protect multiple turtle species in 
the project area. MnDOT has plans for these available. 

d. Increased truck traffic could negatively impact Timber rattlesnakes, a state-listed threatened 
species, in the vicinity of Tier 2 and 3 sites. 

13. Page 91, Section 8.3.3 State Permits.  Encroachments on a community in a regulatory floodway that 
result in an increase of more than 0.00 feet in flood levels are prohibited, unless a CLOMR is approved 
by FEMA. If existing structures would be impacted, NO increases are allowed.  The current DNR Public 
Water’s Permit could not be updated to include the Winona Harbor Expansion unless a CLOMR was 
obtained from FEMA. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

 
Melissa Collins 
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist | Ecological and Water Resources 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
1200 Warner Road 
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St. Paul, MN 55106 
Phone: 651-259-5755 
Email: melissa.collins@state.mn.us 

CC: Dan Lais, Central Region Manager 

Equal Opportunity Employer 
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April 3, 2020 

Re:  Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan 

Dear Army Corps Commander Colonel Jansen: 

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers has proposed a "Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan" 
(Plan) for a section of the Mississippi River in Winona County, Minnesota.  The Plan includes a 
proposal to significantly expand the existing piling of dredged sand on a Corps-owned site in 
Homer Township, Winona County, on the banks of the Mississippi River along U. S. Highway 61.  
The site lies directly in the view of residential homes on the opposite side of Highway 61 along 
the river bluff area in the town of Homer, Minnesota. 

Even though the Corps has been in the planning stages of the Plan for many years, the Winona 
County Board of Commissioners was only recently advised by the Corps of the Plan at a 
presentation to the Winona County on March 3, 2020, by local Corps staff. 

The Winona County Board of Commissioners held a public hearing on the Plan on March 3, 
2020, after the Corps' presentation to the Board.   Numerous citizens who reside in Homer 
voiced their concerns about the Plan and submitted written materials.  The Winona County 
Board also received a petition from 112 residents of Homer expressing concern over the Plan.  

Residents stated that the Plan would: 

•   destroy the look, feel, and natural beauty of the Homer community 
•   add to the current sand pile which is a blight on the scenic Great River Road (Highway 61) 
•   triple the size of the existing pile 
•   increase truck traffic, noise, and air pollution 
•   decrease property values 
•   result in loss of natural habitat and natural beauty 
•   diminished the quality of life for citizens of Homer, Minnesota 
•   Not result in the highest and best use of the property 
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The Winona County Board believes that it is in the best interests of the citizens of Winona 
County that the Army Corps postpone or reject implementation of the Plan to use the Homer 
site.  We ask the Army Corps to work local legislators, the Winona County Board of 
Commissioners, and Homer, Minnesota community residents to explore other options for 
management of the dredged material.   

Winona County objects to the expansion or increased use of the existing sand pile in Homer, 
Minnesota.  Please commit to working with us to address the significant and valid concerns 
raised by the Homer community.  While moving the sand to other sites might be more costly it 
does not compare to the impact on Homer residents of expanding the current site. 

 

 

 

Ken Fritz 
Winona County Administrator 
 

 

CC: Minnesota Governor Tim Walz 
 Minnesota Senator Amy Klobuchar 
 Minnesota Representative Hagedorn 

State Senator Miller 
 State Representative Pelowski 

Winona County Board of Commissioners 
 Winona County Attorney 

Mayor of the City of Winona 
 Winona City Manager 

Winona County Director of Planning and Environmental Services 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTlbN AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

FEB 2 8 2020 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer~ - St. Paul District 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, Minnesofa5510) · 

Re: EPA Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment - Pool 6 Upper Mississippi River 
· Dredged Material Management Plan; Winona County; Minnesota / Buffalo and -
Trempealeau Counties, Wisconsin 

Dear Mr. McFarlane: 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) 
Definite ·Project Report and Draft Environmental Assessment (hereafter: Draft EA) regarding the -
creation of a coordinated, long-term plan for managing dredged material generated by the continued 
operation and maintenance ·of the nine-foot Navigation Channel Project in Pool 6 of the Upper 
Mississippi River (UMR).·This plan was initiated due to a change in the availability of dredged. 
material pfacementsites prevjously used in Pool 6. This letter provides our comments on the Draft 
EA, pursuant to the National Envirqnmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 
Quality's NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act. 

The St. Paul District (District) of the USA CE is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the 
9-foot-deep navigation channel in the UMR. The Draft EA identifies and evaluates alternatives to 
manage the volume. of dredged material expected to be generated by the operation and maintenl'!fice 
of the Federal navigation channels in·Po,ol.6 of the UMR over a minimum 20-year perio~ of analysis. 
All Federal navigational maintenance projects must demonstrate there.is sufficient dredged material· 
placement capacity for a minimum of twenty years. If there is not sufficient capacity, a Dredged 
Material Management Plan (DMMP) must be prepared by USACE to identify the specific measures 
necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a twenty-year period .. A 
DMMP and long..;term strategy fo:r these projects is· currently in preparation and is the subject of this 
Draft EA. 

Dredged materiaUii Pool 6 is managed under the District's Channel Maintenance Managem~nt Plan 
(CMMP) for the 9-Foot Navigation Channel 1. The CMMP and accompanying Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is the St. Paul District's plan for channel maintenance and dredged material 
management for the UMR. The report was published in 1996. Dredged material in Pool 6 was 
managed similarly from 1975-2013; pursuant to the CMMP, all dredged .material in Pool 6 was 
placed at one of three sites as described in the CMMP for Pool 6. However, in 2013, USACE lost 

/ . 

1 The C:MMP describes the long~term dredged n;iaterial placement plans of the entire District and provides 
designated placement sites for all of the active channel dredging locations as well as the commercial and small-boat 

· harbor dredging locations. 
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access to one of the disposal sites and had limited capacity at another site. As such, there are no 
longer facilities available in Pool 6 with capacity to place the amount of material dredged annually in 
Pool 6. These events led to beginning the DMMP process. The DMMP is part of a planning process 
tiered off of the original CMMP, to meetthe demands of these changing conditions. 

The sediment found in the main channel of the river in the study area consists of medium to coarse 
sand. Contaminant testing has confirmed the material is free of elevated concentrations of pollutants 
and meets state standards for in-water and upland placement. The material is. suitable for a number of 
beneficial use applications such as construction fill material and winter road maintenance. Because 
of this, Pool 6 is different than most pools managed by the District because all of the material 
dredged from Pool 6 over the last 30+ years has been placed at smaller sites and periodically used by 
the local community for purposes such as construction fill, road maintenance, or cattle bedding. Due 
to the history of beneficial use success, USACE formulated the DMMP with the primary goal of 
securing enough capacity to successfully operate open beneficial use sites2 rather than seek the much 
greater area required to store all of the dredged material over the plan life. A seco:p.dary goal of 
identifying contingency capacity was added to the study in the event beneficial use management does 
not fulfill all dredged material m?,D.agement needs in Pool 6 over the 20-year study period. free. The 
study team concluded that these factors demonstrate that there is sufficient demand in the study area 
to pursue a smaller site capacity with beneficial use rather than 1ensuring capacity for all· dredged 
material over the plan life. · · 

Pool 6 is also different from the pools adjacent to it in that the average dredging volume has 
substantially risen over the last four.decades. Pool·6 has seen its average annual dredging quantities 
steadily increase. The average annual dredging volume in the 201 Os was 62,400 cubic yards, nearly 
five times the average from the period of1981-2009, when the average annual dredging conducted in 
Pool 6 was 24,500 cubic yards. · · 

For dredged material management, the objective, as defined by USACE policy, is to identify the 
least-cost, environmentally acceptable alternative that is consistent with sound engineering practices. 
The Federal Standard for dredged material management is determined based on the environmental 
quality of the sediment. The Federal Standard, as defined by 33 CFR § 335.7, is the dredged material 
disposal alternative which represents the least-costly alternative consistent with sound engineering 
practices and that meets the environmental standards established by the Cleap. Water Act Section 
404(b )( 1) evaluation process (or ocean dumping criteria). · 

US ACE assessed and identified 3 0 potential sites for dredged material management. Material would 
generally be managed at these sites in one of three ways: Open Beneficial Use, Permanent 
Placement, and/or One-time Beneficial Use. Nine of the sites were carried forward as thefinal array 
of alternatives. The nine sites were split into three tiers (T.ier 1, 2, 3) based on placement costs. The 
Tier 1 alternatives have river access for direct placement of dredged material and direct road access 
for beneficial use users to remove the material.Tier 2 sites would require material to be offloaded at 
a river access site and trucked to a nearby placement site. Tier 3 ~ites are placement sites that would 

· require substantial trucking from one of the river access points and would all be permanent 
placement sites. The Federal Standard in Pool 6 has been identified as maximizing the open 
beneficial use of material using sites with direct river access. 

2 Placement sites that are open to the public that allow individuals, contractors, or communities to take material at 
any time for projects are referred to as "Open Beneficial Use Sites." 

2 
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The tentatively selected plan (TSP) identified in the Draft EA is a tiered approach proposing the use 
of up to 9 placement sites (some of which are incremental portions of contiguous land) to manage 
dredged material placement needs· in Pool 6 for the next 20+ years. Under the TSP, USA CE would · 
attempt to manage as much material as possible· through Tier 1 open beneficial use sites with direct 
river access. If dredging demands outpace the capacity provided by the Tier 1 sites, the District 
would pursue higher-cost alternatives. The capacity of the three Tier 1 sites identified in the Draft 
EA combine to meet the target minimum capacity developedjn this study and include two CMMP 
sites previously used by the District. To plan for uncertainty, one Tier 2 site was also carried forward 
for consideration if capacity requirements change, and three Tier 3 sites were identified and carried 
forward to be implemented only if necessary. The use of two of the Tier 1 sites identified in the TSP 
would result in placing fill in waters of the U.S. These two sites are recommended among the first 
tier of sites to be implemented J,e~ause they constitute the most practicable sites. These sites have 

_ ·· direct river access, which is a critical factor for ensuring site access for mechanical dredging. The use · 
of these sites would also avoid double handling and trucking, which reduces social impacts and air 
quality impacts, and significantly reduces federal costs. Compensatory mitigation for wetland fill 
would be provided by the purchase of wetland bank credits within the watershed. 

EPA offers the following comments on the Draft EA. Our comments. are minor and focus on 
document clarification; Detailed comments are enclosed. Overall, we commend the readability of the 
Draft EA and appendices. We concur with USACE's conclusion that the magnitude of the proposed 
effects is relatively minor within the watershed. 

Thank you_for the oppprtunity to review and comment on this Draft EA. We are available to discuss 
our comments with you in further detail if requested. We look forward to reviewing additional 
NEPA documents for this project when they are released, including the project decision document. 
Please send us a copy of all future NEPA documents jor thisproject. If you have any questions about 

,this letter, please contact the lead NEPA reviewer, Ms._Liz Pelloso, PWS, at 312-886-7425 or via_ 
email at pelloso.elizabeth@epa.gov. 

( 

' Sincerely, 

Kenneth A. Westl , Deputy Director 
Tribal and Multll,Redia Programs Office 

Enclosure: 
EPA 's Detailed Comments: Pool 6 UMR DMMP Draft Environmental Assessment; Buffalo & 
Trempealeau Cos, WI I Winona Co., MN 

cc via email(with enclosure): 
Jonathan J. Sobiech, USACE-St. Paul 
Mary Stefanski, USFWS-UMRNWR 
Bill Huber, MnDNR 
Kurt Rasmussen, WDNR 

3 
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EPA's Detailed Comments: Pool 6 UMR DMMP 
Buffalo & Trempealeau Cos, WI / Winona Co., MN 

Draft Environmental Assessment 

February 28, 2020 

DOCUMENT-CLARIFICATION/ UPDATES 
• Use of the Winona site "full expansion" option and the Homer East_site will require wetland 

mitigation as described in the Draft EA. However, the Draft EA did not explain if the costs . 
· of required mitigation ( credits or otherwise) were included in the costs estimated for the use 
of each site. 

Recommendation: Revise the Final EA to discuss if cost estimates for each site included 
required mitigation costs. If they did not, revise and include those costs. 

• Page 20 of Appendix F states that the landowner of the Homer East par&el, which is 
approximately 3 acres in size ( and proposed for use-as a Tier 1 site), has "verbally expressed 
opposition to conveying fee title to the UnitedStates ... " The Draft EA did not include any 
information on the potential for issues in acquiring title or legal use of this proposed Tier 1 

. . . 

Site. 

Recommendation: Include information in the Final EA on the potential for USACE to 
not acquire/use the Tier: 1 Homer East site. If barriers were overcome, that should be 
clarified as well. 

Page 1 of 1 . 

I 
i-
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February 26, 2020 
 
District Commander, St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers  
ATTN: Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1600 
 
SENT VIA U.S. MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL TO Pool6DMMP@usace.army.com ONLY 
 
RE: Request For Extension Of Public Comment Period For Draft DMMP For POOL 6 
 
District Commander: 
 
The City of Winona (City) hereby requests an extension of the public comment period for the draft DMMP for 
Pool 6, dated February 2020 (DMMP), by an additional 90 days. The purpose of this request is so that the City 
and its City Council, City staff and experts can adequately review and analyze the DMMP, and draft and 
provide USACE with detailed comments on the proposed plan. The initial comment period scheduled to end 
March 9, 2020 is far too short a time for the City to be able to meaningfully review and analyze the draft plan 
and draft and submit comments to USACE.   
 
Denial of this request to extend the comment period will effectively deny the City its right to comment. The 
City cannot engage technical experts, cannot have City staff and such experts review and analyze the draft 
plan, and cannot meet with and obtain comments from the City Council and the public on the draft plan, 
within the unnecessarily narrow initial 30 days comment period. 
 
Please respond to the City's request for extension in writing at to me by 4:30 p.m. on March 2, 2020 so that 
the City can prepare accordingly.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of the City's request and we look forward to continue to work with you on 
this important matter. 
 

If you have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Stephen T. Sarvi 

City Manager  

City of Winona, MN 

 
CC:  Keith Nelson, Winona Public Works Director 
 Christopher Hood, City Attorney 

 

CITY MANAGER 
207 Lafayette Street 
P.O. Box 378 
Winona, MN 55987-0378 
www.cityofwinona.com  

Appendix A - Coordination and Correspondence 56

http://www.cityofwinona.com/


 St. Paul District 
 
 
 

                                                                                                           

Public Notice 
  Project:  Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan 
 Winona County, Minnesota 
 Buffalo & Trempealeau Counties, Wisconsin 
 
     Date: 6 February 2020    In Reply Refer to:            
Expires: 9 March 2020    Regional Planning and  
         Environment Division North 

 
1. Project Proponent.  St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers, 180 Fifth Street East, Suite 
700, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678. 
 
2. Project Authority.  The Corps of Engineers is responsible for maintaining a navigable 
channel on the Upper Mississippi River. Authority for continued operation and maintenance 
of the Upper Mississippi River 9-Foot Channel project is provided in the River and Harbor 
Acts of 1930 and 1932. Original authority for the Corps of Engineers to work on the 
Mississippi River was provided in the River and Harbor Act of 1880. 
  
3. Project Location.  The project is located in navigation Pool 6 of the Mississippi River, 
located between Lock and Dam Number 5A at River Mile 728.5 and Lock and Dam Number 
6 at River Mile 714.1. 
 
4. Summary of the Proposed Project.   
 

a.  The purpose of this Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) is to prepare a 
coordinated, long-term plan for managing dredged material generated by the 
continued operation and maintenance of the Nine-foot Navigation Channel Project 
in Pool 6 of the Upper Mississippi River (UMR). The Corps is proposing to use up 
to 9 placement sites (some of which are incremental portions of contiguous land) to 
manage dredged material placement needs in Pool 6 for the next 20 or more years. 
A full description of the project can be found in the Draft Environmental 
Assessment.  

 
b. The implementation of two of the nine placement sites in the proposed plan would 

result in placing fill in waters of the U.S. The proposed fill activity at the Homer 
site would occur in Homer, Minnesota, in Winona County, where an estimated 1.55 
acres of deep marsh wetland would be filled. The proposed fill activity at the 
Winona Harbor Full Expansion site would occur in Winona, Minnesota, in Winona 
County where an estimated 3.5 acres of bottomland hardwood swamp and deep 
marsh wetland would be filled. Compensatory mitigation for fill would be provided 
by the purchase of wetland bank credits within the watershed. Effluent discharges, 
resulting from hydraulic dredged material placement, would occur adjacent to the 
main (navigation) channel in Pool 6 of the Upper Mississippi River (UMR). 

 
5. Construction Schedule.  Implementation and use of the proposed sites would begin 
as soon as spring 2020. 
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6. Permits/Coordination. 
 

a.  General.  The proposed action has been coordinated with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, local governmental units, and 
others. 
 

b.  State.  The filling for the proposed project is subject to regulation by the State of 
Minnesota in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  A request for Water 
Quality Certification will be made to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). Any 
comments relative to the MPCA’s Section 401 Certification for the activity proposed in the 
public notice may be sent to the following address:   
  

 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency,  
 Resource Management and Assistance Division. 
 Attention 401 Certification 
 520 Lafayette road North 
 St. Paul, MN 55155-4194 

 
c.  Federal.  A Draft Environmental Assessment was prepared and coordinated in 

accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. Coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service occurred during the planning process. A Section 404(b)(1) evaluation was 
prepared in accordance with the Clean Water Act of 1977.  
 
7. Summary of Environmental Impacts.  The project would have temporary but 
recurring minor adverse effects on noise, transportation, surface water quality, and air quality; 
minor adverse effects on aesthetic values, terrestrial habitat, wetlands, aquatic habitat, and 
biological productivity; and minor beneficial effects on transportation and commercial 
navigation. 
 
8. Report.  A Draft Environmental Assessment that describes the project and the 
environmental impacts in detail is available to the public and can be viewed at 
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Home/Public-Notices/. The report includes project drawings, 
a Draft Finding of No Significant Impact, and letters of coordination from regulatory 
agencies.  
 
9. Public Hearing Requests. The Section 404(b)(1) evaluation is being distributed as 
part of this environmental assessment.  Anyone may request a public hearing on this project. 
The request must be submitted in writing to the District Engineer within 15 working days of 
the date of this Public Notice. Interested parties are also invited to submit to this office 
written facts, arguments, or objections to this project prior to the expiration date of this Public 
Notice. These statements should clearly state the interest the project would affect and how the 
project would affect that interest. A request for public hearing may be denied if substantive 
reasons for holding a hearing are not provided or there is otherwise no valid interest to be 
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served.  All statements will become an official part of the project file and will be available for 
public examination. 
  
10. Review and Comment. If you have any comments on the environmental assessment 
they should be provided before the expiration date of this notice. Persons submitting 
comments are advised that all comments received will be available for public review, to 
include the possibility of posting on a public website. Questions on the project or comments 
on the Environmental Assessment can be directed to: Pool6DMMP@usace.army.mil. Please 
address all formal written correspondence on this project to District Commander, St. Paul 
District, Corps of Engineers, ATTN:  Regional Planning and Environment Division North, 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1600. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         
     Jonathan J. Sobiech 
     Acting Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 

     Environment Division North 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North                                               
 
 
 
Dear Interested Parties: 
 
 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District has conducted an environmental 
analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended. 
The Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment for the Pool 6 Dredged 
Material Management Plan addresses the long-term plan for managing material dredged in Pool 6 
of the Upper Mississippi River for the purpose of continued operation and maintenance of the 9-
foot Navigation Channel. The project documentation is being released for public review and 
comment. If public review identifies any significant concerns or results in project modifications, a 
revised NEPA document may be prepared. 
 

The Public Notice, draft Environmental Assessment, Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
evaluation, and all additional appendices are posted at: 
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Home/PublicNotices.aspx. 
 

If you have any comments on the environmental assessment, please provide them by 
March 9, 2020. All comments will become an official part of the administrative record and will be 
available for public examination. 

 
A public meeting will be held at the Winona Historical Society, on February 11, 2020 from 

6:00-8:00 p.m. to discuss the project and obtain public input. 
 
  Questions concerning the Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Project should be directed 
to Aaron McFarlane, at (651) 290-5660 or by email to: Pool6DMMP@usace.army.mil. Please 
address all formal written correspondence on this project to the District Engineer, St. Paul District, 
Corps of Engineers, Attention: Regional Planning and Environment Division North, 180 Fifth 
Street East, Suite 700 St. Paul, Minnesota  55101-1678. 
 
 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       Jonathan J. Sobiech 
       Acting Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
                                                                            Environment Division North 
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From: Utrup, Nick J
To: Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan - Advance Agency Draft Report for Review
Date: Friday, January 31, 2020 8:30:43 AM

Sounds good, just keep me posted.

Regarding FWCA, we usually prefer informal consultation on these matters rather than entering into a formal
agreement.  But we like to consider these on a case by case basis.  Regarding the Dredged Material Management
Plan, our continued informal consultation with you on this project (e.g., phone, email, etc...) meets the requirements
under the FWCA, and we do not plan to provide a Coordinate Act Report.

Thanks,

Nick

Nick Utrup
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4101 American Boulevard East
Bloomington, MN  55425

Office:  (952) 252-0092 ext. 204

Email:   Nick_Utrup@fws.gov <mailto:Nick_Utrup@fws.gov>

________________________________

From: Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Aaron.M.McFarlane@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 1:45 PM
To: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan - Advance Agency Draft Report for Review

Excellent, thanks Nick!

Based on some comments we received from our Division, I think we will actually coordinate all of the bat impacts
up-front, and then review and revisit as needed. So, I'll be sending the 4(d) paperwork soon.

We also received a question about whether you would be providing a CAR. I know that's not typical of your office,
but if anything has changed please let me know. If not, could I request at some point from you an email stating
something like, "Our coordination with you on this project meets the requirements under the FWCA, and we do not
plan to provide a CAR." ... Or something to that effect that seems reasonable to your office? We can address that
after public review if needed, but I just wanted to bring it up in case you guys would like funding or need anything
different than in the past for FWCA compliance.

Thanks again,
Aaron

-----Original Message-----
From: Utrup, Nick J [mailto:nick_utrup@fws.gov]
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2020 6:49 AM
To: Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Aaron.M.McFarlane@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan - Advance Agency Draft Report for
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Review

Hey Aaron,

Thanks for the summary!  Based on your description, I don't have any comments at this time.  As you mentioned,
we can provide consultations on a case-by-case basis depending on any potential impacts to T&E species (likely
NLEB). 

Nick

Nick Utrup
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4101 American Boulevard East
Bloomington, MN  55425

Office:  (952) 252-0092 ext. 204

Email:   Nick_Utrup@fws.gov <mailto:Nick_Utrup@fws.gov>

________________________________

From: Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Aaron.M.McFarlane@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 11:14 AM
To: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan - Advance Agency Draft Report for
Review

Hi Nick,

We are currently preparing to release the Pool 6 DMMP report for public review in early February, with a public
meeting scheduled for February 11 in Winona. You may recall meetings and discussions from late 2018, and
perhaps dating back even further when we had sent out a previous version of the report for review.

I sent this draft report out to the local agency stakeholders last week, and missed adding you to it - my apologies. I'll
give you a quick run-down of the plan. The main change we have made moving forward is primarily in response to
uncertainties in dredging, real estate acquisition, and any other unknown factors. After considering these
uncertainties and the small number of feasible sites we found, we have chosen to retain 9 feasible sites we identified
as possible future material placement locations. We would only develop and use them as-needed, but the plan would
leave us able to take advantage of opportunities that come up. It amounts to expanding two beneficial use sites we
currently use, one additional city lot we've used in the past, and three gravel pits up in the bluffs.

The expansion of the two sites on the river would involve approximately 5 acres of wetland fill which would be
compensated for by mitigation bank credits. If fully developed, the plan would also result in a loss of around 10
acres of forest, which would be coordinated as appropriate with your office regarding the NLEB prior to taking
action.  Our determination was that no other endangered species would be impacted by using any of the sites, though
these would be revisited if implementation lags far behind.

Please let me know if you have any comments or concerns.

Thanks!
Aaron
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-----Original Message-----
From: Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 1:35 PM
To: 'Lucy McMartin' <LMcMartin@ci.winona.mn.us>; 'Keith Nelson' <knelson@ci.winona.mn.us>; Dieterman,
Daniel M (DNR) <dan.dieterman@state.mn.us>; Taylor.Huinker@state.mn.us; Schnick, Emily (MPCA)
<Emily.Schnick@state.mn.us>; jim.brist@state.mn.us; Strassman, Sara L - DNR
<Sara.Strassman@wisconsin.gov>; Rasmussen, Kurt A - DNR <Kurt.Rasmussen@wisconsin.gov>; 'Fischer, James
R - DNR' <JamesR.Fischer@Wisconsin.gov>; Mary Stefanksi <mary_stefanski@fws.gov>; McMurl, Curt (FWS)
<curt_mcmurl@fws.gov>
Cc: Edstrom, Robert K CIV USARMY USACE (USA) <Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil>; Machajewski, Paul
R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Paul.R.Machajewski@usace.army.mil>; Kimmel, Zachary R CIV USARMY
CEMVP (USA) <Zachary.R.Kimmel@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan - Advance Agency Draft Report for Review

Partners,

Attached is an advance, preliminary draft copy of the Pool 6 DMMP. Please keep the report and findings internal to
your agencies, as it has not yet been approved for public release.

We are providing this draft report in advance of its upcoming public release, which we expect will be early
February. We also are planning to hold a public meeting on Tuesday, February 11 at the Winona Historical Society,
from 6:00-8:00 pm. We welcome any comments, questions, or concerns you have, and would be happy to discuss
them with you at any time. If you would like to review any of the appendices I didn't include, I can send them at
your request.

Again, we appreciate you keeping this internal until the final version is approved for release.

Thanks,
Aaron

-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-

Aaron McFarlane
Biologist
St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers
tel. 651-290-5660
aaron.m.mcfarlane@usace.army.mil
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February 17, 2022         VIA E-MAIL ONLY 
 
Jonathan Sobiech 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division North 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
180 5th Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678 
 
RE: Dredged Material Management Plan for Pool 6 of the Mississippi River 
 Between Lock and Dam No. 5A and Lock and Dam No. 6 
 Winona County 
 SHPO Number: 2020-0934 
 
Dear Mr. Sobiech, 
 
Thank you for re-initiating consultation regarding the above-referenced project. Information received in our 
office via e-mail on December 20, 2021 has been reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities given the State 
Historic Preservation Officer by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its 
implementing federal regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800). 
 
We last wrote to your agency on February 27, 2020 providing concurrence with your agency’s No Historic 
Properties Affected for the proposed federal undertaking, the Dredged Material Management Plan for Pool 6 of 
the Mississippi River. We understand by your recent letter dated December 20, 2021, that the scope and nature 
of the federal undertaking has been modified since this earlier Section 106 finding. We have completed a review 
of your December 20th letter which included documentation (Figures 1-14) in support of a No Historic Properties 
Affected finding for the modified undertaking. Our comments are provided below.  
 
Define Undertaking and Area of Potential Effect 
We understand by your original and recent submittals that the federal undertaking is the development and 
implementation of the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) for Pool 6, and this DMMP includes the 
dredge locations as well as the locations for the material disposal sites. Your December 20th letter indicates that 
your agency has carried forward the previously reviewed disposal sites and also identified three (3) additional 
disposal sites since our previous consultation, thereby substantially expanding the scope of the federal 
undertaking and requiring re-initiation of Section 106 consultation. The 3 additional disposal sites are identified 
as: 1) Fastenal Evanson (T107 N R7W S20/21), 2) Fastenal Madison Silo (T107 N R7W S20/21), and 3) Port 
Authority (T107N R7W S22). 
 
We agree that your agency’s corresponding, revised Area of Potential Effect (APE) definition, as described in 
narrative in your letter and Figures 2 & 5, is generally appropriate to take into account the potential direct and 
indirect effects of the proposed undertaking as we currently understand it.  
 
Identification of Historic Properties 
The level of effort to identify historic properties, specifically archaeological sites, is appropriate based upon our 
understanding of the scope and nature of the proposed undertaking and the APE, as defined. Based upon 

Appendix A - Coordination and Correspondence 64



information provided in you December 20th submission, we agree that no further archaeological survey is 
warranted for the 3 additional disposal sites.  
 
The Upper Mississippi River Nine-Foot Navigation Project, a historic property which has previously been 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, was previously identified within the APE 
for this undertaking. We previously agreed with your agency’s finding that the dredged river channel and other 
adjacent natural features, including river shorelines, have not been identified as contributing elements to the 
Upper Mississippi River Nine-Foot Navigation Project historic property.  
 
Finding of Effect 
Based upon information provided to our office at this time, we concur with your agency’s determination that no 
historic properties will be affected by the undertaking, as it is currently proposed.  
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding our review.  I can be reached at (651) 201-
3290 or by e-mail at sarah.beimers@state.mn.us. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Sarah J. Beimers 
Environmental Review Program Manager  
 
Cc via email: 

Vanessa Alberto, USACE District Archaeologist 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 

 

SUBJECT: Continued Consultation – Revised APE for the Dredged Material Management Plan 

for Pool 6 of the Mississippi River 

SHPO Number: 2020-1678 

 

Ms. Sarah Beimers 

State Historic Preservation Office 

Administration Building #203 

50 Sherburne Avenue 

Saint Paul, MN 55155  

 

Dear Ms. Beimers: 

 

     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) is continuing consultation in 

connection to the proposed Dredged Material Management Plan for Pool 6 (SHPO Number: 2020-

1678). Since our last coordination letter (enclosed), additional locations have been selected for 

review that were not previously known. As a result, the Corps has revised the Area of Potential 

Effects (APE) of the proposed activity. The Corps has determined the proposed activity would 

have no effect to historic properties.  

    

     The Corps has identified the revised Area of Potential Effects (APE) to include the previously 

described APE with the addition of three sites (Fastenal Evanson, Fastenal Madison Silo, and Port 

Authority). The additional sites and previously coordinated sites are provided in Figure 1. 

Dredging locations, transfer sites, and transportation routes would remain the same as previously 

coordinated. 

 

      The Corps’ background research consisted of reviewing available archaeological 

investigations within and adjacent to each placement site location, historic aerial imagery and 

maps, and consulting the Minnesota and Wisconsin site data. No historic properties were 

identified within or adjacent to the proposed sites.  

 

     The Fastenal Evanson and Fastenal Madison Silo sites are in T107N, R7W, Sections 20 and 21. 

Both locations have experienced extensive disturbance from past quarry and commercial use 

(Figure 2). The proposed activity would place sand at each location to where it would be level 

with the adjacent roadway elevations. These would be one-time use sites. No historic properties 

were identified within or adjacent to the proposed sites. The 1890 Mississippi River Commission 

(MRC) map shows the area as natural upland areas adjacent to the river floodplain (Figure 3). 

However, aerial imagery shows that by 1954 the Fastenal Evanson site was being used as an active 

quarry and the Fastenal Madison Silo site was under heavy commercial use (Figure 4). Pelzer 

Street/Riverview Drive running along the north side of the two sites was not yet constructed in 

1954. More recently, the Fastenal Evanson site is an unfilled depression where vegetation has 
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grown and Fastenal Madison Silo continues to be under commercial use with the presence of 

buildings, truck trailers, and gravel/paved parking surfaces (Figure 2). There is little to no 

likelihood for intact buried resources within these two locations due to past disturbance. In 

addition, sand placement would not have a visual impact because it would be at the same elevation 

as the surrounding roadways to the north, east, and west and the railroad to the south.  

 

     The Port Authority Site is located in the floodplain, in T107N, R7W, Section 22, Winona, 

Minnesota (Figure 5). The purpose of this site is for efficient barge-to-truck access and limited or 

no storage of dredged material is anticipated for this location. Use of this site would require road 

improvements to allow truck traffic, and material placement to level the existing ground to the 

existing road elevation. No historic properties were identified within or adjacent to the site. The 

government land office surveyed this area in 1884, showing no existing landmass but there is a 

light sketch of an island evident, and the field notes place an X in the area with a handwritten note 

potentially identifying the presence of a landmass (Figure 6). By 1884, the area is identified in the 

Sanborn Map with no plots (Figure 7). The railroad is built by this time but the road abutting the 

site has not been constructed. The road had still not been constructed by the 1890s when the 

Mississippi River Commission surveyed the area (Figure 8). The next set of imagery dates from 

1936- 2010, reflecting how the low-lying floodplain has changed, including the construction of the 

road and surrounding areas being built up (Figures 9-14). The original land remaining today is 

adjacent to areas created by fill placement beginning in the 1960s and currently in use by the 

Maritime Heritage Museum and ADM barge operations. The northern section of the parcel was 

disturbed by the construction of a levee sometime in the 1980s. There was also a road constructed 

for river access that didn’t appear until the 1980s. Based on this review, the Corps has determined 

there to be little likelihood for historic properties to be present within or adjacent to the Port 

Authority Site. Based on the previous use of the location and proposed activities, the Corps has 

determined no historic properties affected.  

 

     Based on the above considerations, the Corps has determined that use of each proposed 

location would have no effect to historic properties. No known archaeological sites or historic 

structures are located within or adjacent to the sites being added to the revised APE. If you have 

any questions please contact Vanessa Alberto, archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or 

Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 

 

           Sincerely, 

 

 

 

           Jonathan J. Sobiech 

           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 

             Environment Division North 
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Figure 1. Proposed Sites Carried Forward in the Pool 6 DMMP 
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Figure 2. Fastenal Evanson and Fastenal Madison Silo Sites 

 

 
Figure 3. Fastenal Sites Overlapping 1980 Mississippi River Commission Map 
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Figure 4. 1954 Aerial Photograph of Fastenal Sites 

 

 
Figure 5. Port Authority Transfer Site 
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Figure 6. 1884 Government Land Office Survey 

 

 
Figure 7. 1884 Sandborn Map of Winona 
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Figure 8. Port Authority Site Overlapping the 1890 Mississippi River Commission Map  

 

  
Figure 9. 1936 Aerial Imagery     Figure 10. 1947 Aerial Imagery 
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Figure 11. 1954 Aerial Imagery     Figure 12. 1972 Aerial Imagery 

  
Figure 13. 1986 Aerial Imagery     Figure 14. 2010 Aerial Imagery 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ST. PAUL DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

180 FIFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700 
ST. PAUL, MN  55101-1678 

 
 

18 March 2022

Regional Planning and Environment Division North

SUBJECT: Dredge Material Management Plans, Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 
 
Ms. Edith Leoso 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Bad River Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
P.O. Box 39 
Odanah, Wisconsin  54861 
  
Dear Ms. Edith Leoso, 
 
     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) is continuing consultation for the 
development of a programmatic agreement (PA) to cover all Upper Mississippi River pools within 
the St. Paul District that need a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP). The Corps is 
inquiring if your tribe wishes to sign the PA as a Concurring Party.   
 
     The Corps initiated consultation on the proposed PA on November 30, 2021 (Enclosed). Since 
initiating consultation, the Corps hosted an information webinar on December 14, 2021 and 
established monthly workshops including those held on January 18, February 15, and March 15. 
The Corps plans to continue hosting these workshops until the PA is routed for signatures. All 
correspondence regarding these workshops is provided via email notification.  
 
     The purpose of this letter is to inquire as to whether your tribe would like to sign the PA as a 
Concurring Party. To assist with future notifications and consultation efforts on DMMPs, the 
Corps is also requesting a general geographic area of interest be provided for your tribe. In general 
the DMMP PA would cover the Upper Mississippi River from Pool 2 beginning at Lock and Dam 
1 (River Mile 847.5), through Pool 10, ending at Lock and Dam 10 (River Mile 615.1). Table 1 
includes the states and counties being covered under the PA.      
 
     The Corps is requesting your response by April 22, 2022 on your interest in signing the PA. If 
you have any questions or concerns as we work through the development of the PA, please contact 
Vanessa Alberto, tribal liaison and archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or 
Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 
 
           Sincerely, 
 
 
 
           Jonathan J. Sobiech 
           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
             Environment Division North 
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Table 1. State and Counties within each Pool 
Pool State Minnesota County Wisconsin County Iowa County 

Pool 2 Minnesota Ramsey, Hennepin, 
Washington, Dakota

Pool 3 Minnesota, Wisconsin Washington, Dakota, 
Goodhue

Pierce  

Pool 4 Minnesota, Wisconsin Goodhue, Wabasha Pierce, Pepin, Buffalo  
Pool 5 Minnesota, Wisconsin Wabasha, Winona Buffalo  
Pool 5A Minnesota, Wisconsin Winona Buffalo
Pool 6 Minnesota, Wisconsin Winona Buffalo, Trempealeau
Pool 7 Minnesota, Wisconsin Winona Trempealeau, La 

Crosse
 

Pool 8 Minnesota, Wisconsin Winona, Houston La Crosse, Vernon
Pool 9 Minnesota, Wisconsin, 

Iowa
Houston Vernon Allamakee

Pool 10 Wisconsin, Iowa  Vernon, Crawford, 
Grant

Allamakee, 
Clayton

Letter Recipients: 
Tribe Name Title
Bad River Band of the Lake Superior 
Chippewa

Ms. Edith Leoso  
 

THPO
 

Flandreau-Santee Sioux Tribe  Mr. Garrie Kills-A-Hundred THPO
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Ms. Jill Hoppe THPO
Fort Belknap Indian Community Mr. Michael Black Wolf THPO
Grand Portage Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa

Mr. Rob Hull THPO

Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin Mr. Bill Quackenbush THPO
Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska Mr. Lance Foster THPO
Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska Mr. Alan Kelly Deputy THPO
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma Mr. Eagle McClellan THPO
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community Mr. Gary Loonsfoot, Jr. THPO
Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa

Ms. Sarah Thompson THPO
 

Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa

Ms. Alina Shively THPO

Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe Ms. Amy Burnette THPO
Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians Ms. Melissa Wiatrolik THPO
Lower Sioux Indian Community Ms. Cheyanne St. John THPO
Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin Mr. David Grignon THPO
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma Ms. Diane Hunter THPO
Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe Mr. Terry Kemper THPO
Omaha Tribe of Nebraska Mr. Tom Parker THPO
Otoe-Missouria Tribe, Oklahoma Ms. Elsie Whitehorn THPO
Prairie Island Indian Community Mr. Noah White THPO
Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Mr. Marvin Defoe THPO
Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and 
Nebraska

Mr. Gary Bahr
 

THPO
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Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma Mr. Chris Boyd Historic 
Preservation 
Officer 

Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 
(Meskwaki Nation)

Mr. Johnathan Buffalo Historic 
Preservation 
Director 

Santee Sioux Nation, Nebraska Ms. Misty Flowers THPO
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community Mr. Leonard Wabasha Cultural 

Resource 
Director

Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Ms. Dianne Desrosiers THPO
Spirit Lake Tribe, North Dakota Mr. Erich Longie THPO
Upper Sioux Community Ms. Samantha Odegard THPO
White Earth Band of Ojibwe Ms. Jaime Arsenault THPO
Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska Ms. Sunshine Thomas-Bear Cultural 

Preservation 
Director 
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SUBJECT:      Dredge Material Management Plans, Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 
Invited Tribal Nations to begin consultation 

 
Hard Copy Letter Recipients: 
Bad River Band of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians – Chairman Michael Wiggins, Jr.  
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe of South Dakota – President Anthony Reider 
Fond du Lac Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Chairman Kevin Dupuis 
Fort Belknap Indian Community – President Andrew Werk Jr.  
Grand Portage Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Chairman Robert Deschampe 
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin – President Marlon WhiteEagle 
Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska – Chairman Timothy Rhodd 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma – Chairman Edgar B Kent Jr. 
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Michigan – President Warren Swartz Jr. 
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma – Chairman Darwin Kaskaske 
Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians – President Joseph Wildcat, Sr. 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians – Chairman James Williams, Jr.  
Leech Lake Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Chairman Faron Jackson 
Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians, Michigan – Chairperson Regina Gasco-Bentley 
Lower Sioux Indian Community in the State of Minnesota – President Robert Larsen 
Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin – Chairperson Joan Delabreau 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma – Chief Douglas Lankford 
Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe – Chief Executive Melanie Benjamin  
Omaha Tribe of Nebraska – Chairman Everett Baxter Jr. 
Otoe-Missouria Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma – Chairman John R. Shotton 
Prairie Island Indian Community  - President Shelley Buck 
Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin – Chairperson Richard Peterson 
Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska – Chairwoman Tiauna Carnes 
Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma – Principal Chief Justin Freeland Wood 
Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa – Chairwoman Christina Blackcloud 
Santee Sioux Nation, Nebraska – Chairman Roger Trudell 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux – Chairman Keith Anderson 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate of the Lake Traverse Reservation, South Dakota – Chairman Delberto 
Hopkins Jr.  
Sokaogon Chippewa Community, Wisconsin – Chairman Robert VanZile Jr. 
Spirit Lake Tribe, North Dakota – Chairperson Douglas Yankton, Sr.  
Upper Sioux Community, Minnesota – Chairman Kevin Jensvold 
White Earth Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Chairman Michael Fairbanks 
Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska – Chairwoman Victoria Kitchenyan 
 
Emailed Recipients: 
Bad River Band of the Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians – Ms. Edith Leoso, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe of South Dakota – Mr. Garrie Kills-A-Hundred, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Fond du Lac Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Ms. Jill Hoppe, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
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Fort Belknap Indian Community – Mr. Michael Black Wolf, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Grand Portage Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Mr. Rob Hull, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin – Mr. Bill Quackenbush, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Iowa Tribe of Kansas and Nebraska – Mr. Lance Foster, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Iowa Tribe of Oklahoma – Mr. Eagle McClellan, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Michigan – Mr. Gary Loonsfoot, Jr., Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians – Ms. Sarah Thompson, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Michigan – Ms. Alina Shively, 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Leech Lake Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Ms. Amy Burnette, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians, Michigan – Ms. Melissa Wiatrolik, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Lower Sioux Indian Community in the State of Minnesota – Ms. Cheyanne St. John, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin – Mr. David Grignon, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma – Ms. Diane Hunter, Acting Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe – Mr. Terry Kemper, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Omaha Tribe of Nebraska – Mr. Tom Parker, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Otoe-Missouria Tribe of Indians, Oklahoma – Ms. Elsie Whitehorn, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer 
Prairie Island Indian Community – Mr. Noah White, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin – Mr. Marvin Defoe, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska – Mr. Gary Bahr, – Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma – Mr. Chris Boyd, Historic Preservation Officer 
Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa – Mr. Johnathan Buffalo, Historic Preservation 
Director 
Santee Sioux Nation, Nebraska – Ms. Misty Flowers, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux – Mr. Leonard Wabasha, Cultural Resource Director 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate of the Lake Traverse Reservation, South Dakota – Ms. Dianne 
Desrosiers, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Spirit Lake Tribe, North Dakota – Mr. Erich Longie, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Upper Sioux Community, Minnesota – Ms. Samantha Odegard, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer 
White Earth Band of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe – Ms. Jaime Arsenault, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer 
Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska – Ms. Sunshine Thomas-Bear, Cultural Preservation Director 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form 

MS Word format 

Send to: e106@achp.gov 

Please review the instructions at www.achp.gov/e106-email-form prior to completing this form. 
Questions about whether to use the e106 form should be directed to the assigned ACHP staff 
member in the Office of Federal Agency Programs.  

I. Basic information 

1.  Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to: 
☐     Notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties  
☐     Invite the ACHP to participate in a Section 106 consultation 
☒     Propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple 

undertakings in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(3) 
☐     Supply additional documentation for a case already entered into the ACHP record system 
☐     File an executed MOA or PA with the ACHP in accordance with 800.6(b)(iv) (where the 

ACHP did not participate in consultation) 
☐     Other, please describe 
 Click here to enter text. 

2. ACHP Project Number (If the ACHP was previously notified of the undertaking and an ACHP 
Project Number has been provided, enter project number here and skip to Item 7 below): Click here to 
enter text. 

3. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, list them all and indicate whether one is the lead 
agency): US. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 

4. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable): 

Dredge Material Management Plans – Request to Negotiate a Programmatic Agreement 

5. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would 
occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands): 

Upper Mississippi River, Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 
(Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 

6.  Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email 
address and phone number:  

Federal Agency Official: 
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Jonathan Sobiech 
Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
Environment Division North 
Jonathan.J.Sobiech@usace.army.mil 
(651) 290-5428 
 
Project Contact: 
Vanessa Alberto 
Tribal Liaison, Archaeologist 
Vanessa.j.alberto@usace.army.mil 
651-290-5388 

II. Information on the Undertaking* 

6. Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are 
involved, specify involvement of each): 
 

     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) operates and maintains the 9-Foot 
Navigation Channel Project (Project) on the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) pursuant to the various 
provisions of the River and Harbors Acts, as revised, and other relevant laws. Pursuant to Section 1103(i) 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. § 652(i)), Congress authorized the Corps to 
dispose of dredged material from the UMR. To assist with this, the Corps prepares Dredged Material 
Management Plans (DMMP) for each pool within the UMR, to coordinate a long-term plan for managing 
dredged material . Currently DMMPs are being developed for Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 
(Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 (Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 
 
     The Corps has determined that the program, policies, actions, and administration of a DMMP meet the 
definition of federal undertakings that may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties either 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Often, a DMMP 
and integrated environmental assessment needs to be completed in advance of property acquisition. Due 
to this and other timing constraints, the area covered under a DMMP, and the inability to gain access to 
properties before acquisition, the Corps cannot conduct the necessary cultural resources investigations, 
evaluations, and coordination for compliance with 54 U.S.C. § 306108 (formerly 16 U.S.C. § 470f, 
referred to hereinafter as "Section 106"), prior to the completion of the DMMP and integrated 
environmental assessment report. The execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
shall establish the process the Corps shall follow for compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that 
cannot be fully determined in advance of the undertaking.  

8.  Describe the Area of Potential Effects (APE): 

To be identified within the PA 

9. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties: 

Unknown at this time.   

10.  Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE 
(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information): 

Unknown at this time.  
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11.  Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties: 

Unknown at this time.  

12. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on 
any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects): 

Unknown at this time.  
 
13. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian 
tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO 
and/or THPO.  
 
Informal discussions with Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa SHPOs and ACHP to discuss the 
development of a PA to which all have initially agreed a PA would be appropriate based on their 
knowledge of the undertaking. Official letters were submitted electronically to each respective SHPO on 
September 27, 2021. Iowa SHPO officially responded saying they would like to participate. Waiting to 
hear from MN and WI. Currently identifying Federally recognized tribes and letters will be sent to start 
dialogue.   

* see Instructions for Completing the ACHP e106 Form 

III. Additional Information 
 
14.  Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date, including whether there 

are any unresolved concerns or issues the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to 
participate in consultation. Providing a list of consulting parties, including email addresses and 
phone numbers if known, can facilitate the ACHP’s review response. 

 
 
15 Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about 
this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links: 
 
16. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal 
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard? If so, please provide the link: 

 

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply): 

☒     Section 106 consultation correspondence 

☐     Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans 

☐     Additional historic property information 

☐     Consulting party list with known contact information  

☐     Other: Click here to enter text. 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
 
SUBJECT: Dredge Material Management Plans – Request to Negotiate a Programmatic Agreement 
 
Ms. Sarah Beimers 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburne Avenue 
Saint Paul, MN 55155  
 
Dear Ms. Beimers: 
 
     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) operates and maintains the 9-Foot 
Navigation Channel Project (Project) on the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) pursuant to the various 
provisions of the River and Harbors Acts, as revised, and other relevant laws. Pursuant to Section 1103(i) 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. § 652(i)), Congress authorized the Corps to 
dispose of dredged material from the UMR. To assist with this, the Corps prepares Dredged Material 
Management Plans (DMMP) for each pool within the UMR, to coordinate a long-term plan for managing 
dredged material . Currently DMMPs are being developed for Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 
(Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 (Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 
 
     The Corps has determined that the program, policies, actions, and administration of a DMMP meet the 
definition of federal undertakings that may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties either 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Often, a DMMP 
and integrated environmental assessment needs to be completed in advance of property acquisition. Due to 
this and other timing constraints, the area covered under a DMMP, and the inability to gain access to 
properties before acquisition, the Corps cannot conduct the necessary cultural resources investigations, 
evaluations, and coordination for compliance with 54 U.S.C. § 306108 (formerly 16 U.S.C. § 470f, referred 
to hereinafter as "Section 106"), prior to the completion of the DMMP and integrated environmental 
assessment report. The execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) shall establish 
the process the Corps shall follow for compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that cannot be fully 
determined in advance of the undertaking.  
 
     The Corps would like to begin consultation for Section 106 purposes and plans to host an information 
webinar to start dialogue. Please let us know who from your office should be invited to this webinar. If you 
have any questions as we work through the review of each DMMP or development of the PA, please 
contact Vanessa Alberto, archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 
 
           Sincerely, 
 
 
 
           Jonathan J. Sobiech 
           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
             Environment Division North 
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Copy Furnished: 
Leslie Eisenberg, Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office 
Heather Gibb, Iowa Interim State Historic Preservation Office 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
 
SUBJECT: Dredge Material Management Plans – Request to Negotiate a Programmatic Agreement 
 
Ms. Leslie Eisenberg 
Division of Historic Preservation of Public History 
State Historical Society of Wisconsin 
816 State Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1417  
 
Dear Ms. Eisenberg: 
 
     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) operates and maintains the 9-Foot 
Navigation Channel Project (Project) on the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) pursuant to the various 
provisions of the River and Harbors Acts, as revised, and other relevant laws. Pursuant to Section 1103(i) 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. § 652(i)), Congress authorized the Corps to 
dispose of dredged material from the UMR. To assist with this, the Corps prepares Dredged Material 
Management Plans (DMMP) for each pool within the UMR, to coordinate a long-term plan for managing 
dredged material . Currently DMMPs are being developed for Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 
(Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 (Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 
 
     The Corps has determined that the program, policies, actions, and administration of a DMMP meet the 
definition of federal undertakings that may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties either 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Often, a DMMP 
and integrated environmental assessment needs to be completed in advance of property acquisition. Due to 
this and other timing constraints, the area covered under a DMMP, and the inability to gain access to 
properties before acquisition, the Corps cannot conduct the necessary cultural resources investigations, 
evaluations, and coordination for compliance with 54 U.S.C. § 306108 (formerly 16 U.S.C. § 470f, referred 
to hereinafter as "Section 106"), prior to the completion of the DMMP and integrated environmental 
assessment report. The execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) shall establish 
the process the Corps shall follow for compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that cannot be fully 
determined in advance of the undertaking.  
 
     The Corps would like to begin consultation for Section 106 purposes and plans to host an information 
webinar to start dialogue. Please let us know who from your office should be invited to this webinar. If you 
have any questions as we work through the review of each DMMP or development of the PA, please 
contact Vanessa Alberto, archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 
 
           Sincerely, 
 
 
 
           Jonathan J. Sobiech 
           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
             Environment Division North 
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Copy furnished: 
Heather Gibb, Iowa Interim State Historic Preservation Office 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
 
SUBJECT: Dredge Material Management Plans – Request to Negotiate a Programmatic Agreement 
 
Ms. Heather Gibb 
Interim State Historic Preservation Office 
Iowa State Historic Preservation Office 
600 E. Locust 
Des Moines, IA 50319-0290  
 
Dear Ms. Gibb: 
 
     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) operates and maintains the 9-Foot 
Navigation Channel Project (Project) on the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) pursuant to the various 
provisions of the River and Harbors Acts, as revised, and other relevant laws. Pursuant to Section 1103(i) 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. § 652(i)), Congress authorized the Corps to 
dispose of dredged material from the UMR. To assist with this, the Corps prepares Dredged Material 
Management Plans (DMMP) for each pool within the UMR, to coordinate a long-term plan for managing 
dredged material . Currently DMMPs are being developed for Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 
(Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 (Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 
 
     The Corps has determined that the program, policies, actions, and administration of a DMMP meet the 
definition of federal undertakings that may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties either 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Often, a DMMP 
and integrated environmental assessment needs to be completed in advance of property acquisition. Due to 
this and other timing constraints, the area covered under a DMMP, and the inability to gain access to 
properties before acquisition, the Corps cannot conduct the necessary cultural resources investigations, 
evaluations, and coordination for compliance with 54 U.S.C. § 306108 (formerly 16 U.S.C. § 470f, referred 
to hereinafter as "Section 106"), prior to the completion of the DMMP and integrated environmental 
assessment report. The execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) shall establish 
the process the Corps shall follow for compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that cannot be fully 
determined in advance of the undertaking.  
 
     The Corps would like to begin consultation for Section 106 purposes and plans to host an information 
webinar to start dialogue. Please let us know who from your office should be invited to this webinar. If you 
have any questions as we work through the review of each DMMP or development of the PA, please 
contact Vanessa Alberto, archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 
 
           Sincerely, 
 
 
 
           Jonathan J. Sobiech 
           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
             Environment Division North 
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Copy furnished: 
Leslie Eisenberg, Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
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From: Chris Daniel
To: Alberto, Vanessa J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA); Sobiech, Jonathan J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Cc: heather.gibb@iowa.gov; Leslie Eisenberg; Sarah Beimers
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: (External)RE: Programmatic Agreement for Dredge Material Management Plans for Upper

Mississippi River Pools 4, 6, 9, and 10 Iowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin ACHP Project Number: 017609
Date: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 10:21:15 PM

Vanessa,
 
Thank you for the reply. At this time, the ACHP will wait until the Corps has sought the views of
Indian tribes before determining our participation; however, we will attend the upcoming webinar to
better inform our decision. We regards to your question about an effect determination, the Corps
appears to be proposing to develop a programmatic agreement for dealing with the potential
adverse effects of complex projects or multiple undertakings, pursuant to 800.14(b)(3), which shall
follow § 800.6. You will recall that an adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly
or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in
the National Register. The Corps proposed PA intends to proposed a  process follow for compliance
with Section 106, which would include identification of historic properties and assessment and
resolution effects. As you mention, since this proposed to phase/defer the 106 process effects
cannot be fully determined in advance of the undertaking but may result in adverse effects – thus
the language in our letter.
 
Christopher Daniel (he/him/his)
Program Analyst
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
202.517.0223 (Office & Mobile)
cdaniel@achp.gov
 
 
 
 

From: Alberto, Vanessa J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) [mailto:Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 5:33 PM
To: Sobiech, Jonathan J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA); Chris Daniel
Cc: heather.gibb@iowa.gov; Leslie Eisenberg; Sarah Beimers
Subject: (External)RE: Programmatic Agreement for Dredge Material Management Plans for Upper
Mississippi River Pools 4, 6, 9, and 10 Iowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin ACHP Project Number: 017609
 
Good afternoon,
 
As of today, consulting parties include the MN, WI, and IA SHPO offices. We have received
notification from IA SHPO via email agreeing to participate in the development of a programmatic
agreement. We have received informal notification via phone from MN and WI SHPO offices
agreeing to participate in the development of a programmatic agreement. Identification of Tribal
Historic Preservation Offices is ongoing and letters have not been sent; however, this will be done
within the next couple weeks and a subsequent webinar will be hosted for those Tribal nations.
 
No other responses have been received regarding the development of a programmatic agreement.
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As responses are received, these can be incorporated into the consultation.
 
The next step is for the Corps to host an information webinar with SHPO offices and ACHP and
answer any questions regarding the decision to develop a programmatic agreement. It was
mentioned in your letter that more information is needed to “determine whether our participation…
to resolve adverse effects is warranted”. No Adverse Effect determination has been made or will be
made in regards to our request to negotiate a programmatic agreement. We are requesting the
execution of a programmatic agreement to establish the process the Corps shall follow for
compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that cannot be fully determined in advance of the
undertaking.  
 
Let me know if this is sufficient for the ACHP to decide if they want to be invited to the information
webinar.
 
Please give me a call if you have questions.
 
Respectfully,
Vanessa J. Alberto
Tribal Liaison, Archaeologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
St. Paul District
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700
St. Paul, Minnesota
651-290-5388 (office)
651-529-0982 (cell)
 
 
 

From: Office of Federal Agency Programs <ofap@achp.gov> 
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 12:28 PM
To: Sobiech, Jonathan J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Jonathan.J.Sobiech@usace.army.mil>
Cc: Chris Daniel <cdaniel@achp.gov>; heather.gibb@iowa.gov; Leslie Eisenberg
<leslie.eisenberg@wisconsinhistory.org>; Sarah Beimers <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>; Alberto,
Vanessa J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Programmatic Agreement for Dredge Material Management Plans for
Upper Mississippi River Pools 4, 6, 9, and 10 Iowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin ACHP Project Number:
017609
 
 
 
From: Office of Federal Agency Programs

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Attached is our letter on the subject undertaking (in Adobe Acrobat PDF format)
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If you have any questions concerning our letter, please contact
 
Christopher Daniel
202-517-0223
cdaniel@achp.gov
Case # 017609
 
e106-online section 106 documentation submittal system
now available to all federal agencies
http://www.achp.gov/work106.html
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December 23, 2021 

 

 

Mr. Jaime A. Pinkham 

Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

108 Army Pentagon 

Washington DC 20310 

 

Ref: Programmatic Agreement for Dredge Material Management Plans for Upper Mississippi River Pools 

Iowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin 
ACHP Project Number: 017609 

 

Dear Mr. Pinkham: 

 

In response to the recent notification by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation (ACHP) will participate in consultation to develop a programmatic agreement for Section 106 

responsibilities for Dredge Material Management Plans for Upper Mississippi River Pools. Our decision to 

participate in this consultation is based on the Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 
Section 106 Cases, contained within the regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800) 

implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The criteria are met for this proposed 

undertaking because it presents important questions of policy or interpretation and has the potential for 

presenting procedural problems. 

 

Section 800.6(a)(1)(iii) of these regulations requires that we notify you as the head of the agency of our 

decision to participate in consultation. By copy of this letter, we are also notifying Mr. Jonathan J. Sobiech, 

Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and Environment Division North, of this decision. 

 

Our participation in this consultation will be handled by Mr. Christopher Daniel, who can be reached at (202) 

517-0223 or via email at cdaniel@achp.gov. We look forward to working with your agency and other 

consulting parties to consider this program alternative. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Reid J. Nelson 

Executive Director, Acting 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
 
SUBJECT: Dredge Material Management Plans – Request to Negotiate a Programmatic Agreement 
 
Ms. Sarah Beimers 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburne Avenue 
Saint Paul, MN 55155  
 
Dear Ms. Beimers: 
 
     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) operates and maintains the 9-Foot 
Navigation Channel Project (Project) on the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) pursuant to the various 
provisions of the River and Harbors Acts, as revised, and other relevant laws. Pursuant to Section 1103(i) 
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. § 652(i)), Congress authorized the Corps to 
dispose of dredged material from the UMR. To assist with this, the Corps prepares Dredged Material 
Management Plans (DMMP) for each pool within the UMR, to coordinate a long-term plan for managing 
dredged material . Currently DMMPs are being developed for Pool 4 (Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 6 
(Minnesota & Wisconsin), Pool 9 (Minnesota, Wisconsin & Iowa), and Pool 10 (Wisconsin & Iowa). 
 
     The Corps has determined that the program, policies, actions, and administration of a DMMP meet the 
definition of federal undertakings that may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties either 
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Often, a DMMP 
and integrated environmental assessment needs to be completed in advance of property acquisition. Due to 
this and other timing constraints, the area covered under a DMMP, and the inability to gain access to 
properties before acquisition, the Corps cannot conduct the necessary cultural resources investigations, 
evaluations, and coordination for compliance with 54 U.S.C. § 306108 (formerly 16 U.S.C. § 470f, referred 
to hereinafter as "Section 106"), prior to the completion of the DMMP and integrated environmental 
assessment report. The execution and implementation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) shall establish 
the process the Corps shall follow for compliance with Section 106 and cover effects that cannot be fully 
determined in advance of the undertaking.  
 
     The Corps would like to begin consultation for Section 106 purposes and plans to host an information 
webinar to start dialogue. Please let us know who from your office should be invited to this webinar. If you 
have any questions as we work through the review of each DMMP or development of the PA, please 
contact Vanessa Alberto, archaeologist, at (651) 290-5388 or Vanessa.J.Alberto@usace.army.mil. 
 
           Sincerely, 
 
 
 
           Jonathan J. Sobiech 
           Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
             Environment Division North 
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Copy Furnished: 
Leslie Eisenberg, Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office 
Heather Gibb, Iowa Interim State Historic Preservation Office 
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March 11, 2019 

Re: Feedback meeting on Dredge Management in Winona Feb 21st
• Wanted to attend but had several

conflicts that evening.
My thoughts:
Short term it is necessary to pile dredge sand. Long term the USDA Farm Service Agency needs to
address the huge amount of soil erosion in the Chippewa River watershed, and the upper Mississippi
River watershed. They need to correct the lack of soil management. (Don't have the time nor space here
but some farm programs encourage planting crops where soil/slope is considered highly erodible. I
sympathize with farmers but something has to change.) Ffx the problem at the source not at the
symptom. The root cause is upstream. Take a drive out in the countryside to see where fields are
eroded, road ditches are full of sand, river banks are piled with sand, etc. If you are anywhere along the
Mississippi after a heavy rain storm up north you will not only see the river' rise but it will turn a dark
brown. Driving through a heavy rain storm last summer between Centerville and Arcadia (WI) the
hillsides looked like chocolate fondue foundations. On the higher end roughlY, 100 ton� of s9.i)._ p�r.acre
can be eroded in a heavy rain storm. Multiplying that by the thousands of acres In these watersheds
equals tremendous volumes of dirt entering the streams and rivers, and clogging our wetlands. I've
noticed in the last few years that larger farms now have a dozer in their machinery lineup so they can
push in washouts in their fields.

Perhaps the Corps needs to bill upstream soil polluters to truck the sand back up to them, and dump in 
their ffefds/construction sites/etc. Perhaps build retention ponds upstream in the water sheds to catch 
the sand there and not wait for it to get into the Mississippi. It could then be stored and used upstream 
before ever getting downstream. Anyone who lives in communities with a pond/lake knows it fills in 
now more rapidly than in prior years. Where it once took fifty years to fill in a pond now takes five years, 
or so. Perhaps otter incentives to construction firms to haul the sand off for their use. Can't the track 
sand industry use any of this? It's coming from the same region as mines. Let's face it- One way or 
another taxpayers will be on the hook for the cost of keeping the river/shipping channel operational. 
Use FMEA, Eight Disciplines, or any other analysis tool to determine the most cost effective and least 
detrimental impact on stakeholders. And, by the way, the barge companies should be paying into this 
solution as they are the ones who benefit financially. 
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Pool 6 DMMP Public Scoping Meeting 
Winona Historical Center, Winona, MN 
21 February 2019, 18:00-20:00 

Bullet Notes from Steve Tapp regarding questions received during Q&A session following presentation: 

• Question to clarify how the city levee acts as a constraint.
• Question to clarify if there would be floodplain impacts if material is placed on city side of the

levee.
• Suggestion to place material on city side of levee on a 4-5 mile stretch from Prairie Island to

Minnesota City.
• Question regarding priority of the Pool 6 plan compared to other DMMP efforts.
• Question regarding Corps ability to help with mitigation to fill wetlands if people offer property

to fill since this is a high priority for the Corps.
• Concern for trucks hauling from Homer unless certified crossing is installed over railroad tracks.
• Question regarding feasibility of loading rail cars with sand at the Homer site.
• Suggestion to use material to build islands in Trempealeau Refuge.
• Suggestion to put the sand back in the river.
• Statement regarding recent Supreme Court ruling that would make it more difficult to use

eminent domain to acquire property.
• Suggestion to remove material from tributaries like they do at Houston, MN.
• Statement that we need a better idea of where the sediment is coming from.
• Statement that the Corps’ sediment budgets are old and that the Corps isn’t doing enough to

develop better sediment budgets.

Paul Machajewski’s Additions: 
• Lucy McMartin, City of Winona/Port Authority, mentioned before the meeting that they may

have a few more sites to consider.  I will follow up with her.
• Question regarding the Federal Standard:  Is it different for each pool and does/can it

change?  The answer I gave was yes.

Other questions regarding Pool 4 DMMP 
• Was asked by Chris Rogers (Winona Post) if City of Wabasha’s plan to the COE is available.  Per

Chad Springing (City Administrator, Wabasha, the plan was posted to their website and their
Face Book page after it was submitted to us.  Loch, suggest you confirm it’s there then let Chris
know.

• Chuck Akman, Willard Drysdale, and Don Brown (Kohner) all asked me individually the status of
the plan.   I told them all that we are still awaiting MVD & HQ guidance (they could tell I was as
frustrated as they were with how long this is taking).
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Page 1 of 2 
 

CEMVP-OP-CH         29 October 2018 
MEMORANDUM FOR Record 
 
SUBJECT:  Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) Agency Meeting Notes 29 October 2018 
 
1.  Subject meeting was held at the Winona City Hall, Wenonah Room. 
 
2.  Attendees 
Minnesota DNR: Bill Huber, Megan Moore (telephone) 
Wisconsin DNR: Kurt Rasmussen 
USFWS: Mary Stefanski 
City of Winona: Keith Nelson 
Winona Port Authority:  Mike Cichanowski, Myron White 
Winona County: Eric Johnson 
Corps of Engineers: Aaron McFarlane, Bob Edstrom, Craig Evans, Paul Machajewski 
 
3.  Homer Site Discussion  

A. Mike C. stated that historically it has taken a long time to offload dredged sand from the 
Hemker site, and relying on beneficial use may not work to keep capacity available. 

o Paul M. noted that a factor in that was the material was “owned” by Mr. Hemker, it was 
not free of charge. 

B. Per Mike C. 
o Homer residents are concerned about uncontrolled access to the Hemker site, with 

trucks potentially hauling at any time.  Hauling in and out of the Hemker site will be a 
problem. 

o Homer residents are also concerned about potential contaminants, dust, traffic, sight 
lines, and many other aspects of using the Hemker/Grover sites. 

 It was mentioned that Arsenic was a concern from citizens in dredged material 
from Pool 6. Kurt noted that arsenic is naturally high in the surrounding area. 
[Following the meeting Aaron M. checked Corps tests of dredge cuts in Pool 6 
from 2016 and 2014, which indicated Arsenic levels below Minnesota state 
guidance levels for in-water and upland placement.]  

o The concerns noted above were captured in meeting notes dated 29 May 2018 from a 
meeting between Steve Tapp, Zach Kimmel (Corps of Engineers) and a few residents of 
the community of Homer, MN. 

 
4.  Other Site Options & General Comments 

A. Keith N. and Mike C. support investigating expanding the Winona Harbor site. 
o The site should be left with perimeter trees to screen the site 
o Need to look at floodway impacts. 

B. Keith N. will look into the Prairie Island Campground area to see if it could be raised using 
dredged material. 

C. Historically, the Corps of Engineers and the City of Winona had a rea estate agreement for 
placing dredged material on City property upstream of the maritime museum.  The City now has 
an agreement with a local contractor for moving products to/from the river via the City Dock. 

o There was a boom in the FRAC industry in the Winona area back in 2014 - 2015.  It has 
slowed down considerably; the Port of Winona has only loaded a few FRAC barges this 
year. 
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o The primary commodities moved via the Winona Commercial Harbor is salt, fertilizer 
and distillers grain.  

o Winona is the third-largest port in Minnesota by tonnage. 
D. Beach development and enhancement was suggested as a way of managing dredged material; 

specifically the lack of beaches in Pool 6. 
E. Flood stage impacts need to be considered for all in-water placement (i.e. island building) and 

floodplain placement (i.e. beach development and enhancement). 
F. Perrot/Johnson Island and Island 73 could be future Sec 204 projects championed by the WDNR. 
G. Future islands in the Trempealeau Refuge should be considered. 
H. Sites to be considered for use:  Expansion of the Winona Harbor (Dick's Marine) and the Port 

Authority site next to the maritime museum.  
o Bill H. reminded us that any wetlands on these two sites are likely above the OHWM of 

the river, and are therefore under jurisdiction of the Wetland Conservation Act, 
administered by City of Winona. 

I. Meeting attendees seemed to support developing multiple sites around Winona to lessen 
burden on the Homer site. Multiple locations may encourage more beneficial use removal by 
providing material closer to different users. 

J. The Corps will continue discussions with the Grover family for possible utilization of their 
property. 

K. Mike C. suggested burying a box culvert in the drainage ditch from Lake Winona to the pump 
station on the east side of town. 

L. Site needs identified by the Corps include river access, capacity, accessibility for public beneficial 
use removal and to a limited degree, marketability of sites for increased/sustained usage.  

 
5.  Due Outs 

A. Paul to investigate and provide historic Winona Commercial Harbor dredge cuts to Bill H.  
[Following the meeting Paul M. worked with Bill H., Keith N. and Myron W. to track down the 
historic dredge cuts in the Commercial Harbor.] 

B. Corps of Engineers to follow up with Winona City Planner. 
C. Corps of Engineers to follow up with officials from Goodview. 
D. Corps of Engineers to talk to USFWS reps (Tim Yager / Sabrina Chandler / Tim Miller) regarding 

potential projects in Trempealeau NWR that would use dredged material.  
E. Corps of Engineers to follow up with MDOT. 
F. Corps of Engineers to follow up with CP Rail. 

 

6.  Call or email me if you have any questions or comments. 
 
 
 
 
       Paul Machajewski 
       Dredged Material Manager 
       St. Paul District, US Army Corps of Engineers 
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From: Kimmel, Zachary R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
To: Wayne Wicka
Subject: Memorandum for Record: Homer Resident Meeting 29May2018
Date: Thursday, June 07, 2018 3:38:00 PM

Wayne,

See notes below (again, view in HTML if possible).  I believe I’ve captured your additional comments
with the exception of agreeing to develop a plan to grow and improve adjacent properties.  We’ve
acknowledged your concern with regard to the sand pile potentially diminishing property values
below, which I believe you were referring to; however, expending funds to increase adjacent
properties is not something we are authorized to do.  Please feel free to share this bulleted list with
other landowners.  The Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan Project Delivery Team will be
setting up a public scoping meeting in the near future (date and time undetermined at this point).  I
will keep you apprised and I plan to attend if available to bridge the gap between our discussions
and where the team is.  Thanks for your input.

A meeting was held on 29 May 2018 at Homer Town Hall between the Corps of Engineers and
various landowners adjacent the Homer placement site to discuss the use/implementation of the
placement site.  The following people were in attendance: Corps of Engineers - Steve Tapp and Zach
Kimmel, landowners - Wayne Wicka, Mike Chickanowski, John Staats, Ted Haaland, Mike Puetz,
Lance Hislop, and Mike Vogel.

The following is a bulleted list portraying the various points discussed at the meeting.
The Corps indicated that the site has been used to place material 10 times in the past 16
years.  Beneficial use has been slow at times, but we believe that will increase once
improvements are made to the access and the material is available for free.  The Corps has
reached out to the County and other contractors in the area to gauge interest in use of the
material and we believe there is enough interest to move all of the material.
Several stressed the importance of the Corps being a "good neighbor."
Wayne made a comment that the site does not help property values.
Landowners requested that the Corps establish an agreement with the local municipality to
address some of their concerns, consisting of: maintaining a reduced stockpile height, having
a contingency plan for the removal of material from the Homer site, limiting weekend traffic
in and out of the placement site, limiting noise caused by large equipment or trucks/trains.

A reduced stockpile height of 10’ was requested by the landowners.
Mike C. mentioned that train traffic has increased substantially over the past several years.
Landowners stressed the importance of safety as it's very dangerous for trucks to pull in and
out of Homer, the Corps then expressed that they're looking to establish an
acceleration/deceleration lane and railroad crossing to alleviate some of the safety concerns.
Landowners expressed that the location of the placement site is in the middle of a residential
neighborhood which isn’t good for the community.
Landowners expressed noise concerns regarding the establishment of a railroad crossing, in
addition, Mike C. expressed that he doesn't want to lose the RR crossing and thus access to
his property.
It was also brought up that if the crossing is converted from private to public, it no longer falls
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under the authority of the municipal "quiet zone."
Mike C. questioned the existing boundary survey between his property and the Hemker
property being acquired by the Corps, expressing that it may be inaccurate.
Wayne expressed great concern regarding the stockpile height and potential health hazards it
causes for his family and local residents (air quality, specific concern of Silicosis).
Landowners mentioned the need for the Corps to have a plan, the Corps then expressed that
the Pool 6 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) is underway and that a draft report is
expected to be provided to the public in the August timeframe.
The community expressed their desire to have the sand removed from the Homer site ASAP.
 Several expressed concern that the Draft DMMP would be released at a time that was too
late to add comments.  They were assured that all comments received during the public
comment period would be addressed.
The Corps also expressed that public meetings (likely to be held in Winona) will be a
component of the public release of the Pool 6 Draft DMMP and encouraged attendance from
everyone at the meeting.
The Corps agreed to forward concerns from this meeting along to the Project Delivery Team
that is currently working on the DMMP.
A suggestion was made to pursue use of dredged material as FRAC sand.  We confirmed that
our recent testing showed that about 40 percent of the material in Pool 4 that we tested met
criteria for use as FRAC sand, but it was mixed with material that did not meet criteria.  We
are doing more testing and will continue to pursue this effort, but it doesn't appear to be
economical at this time.
The Corps expressed to the community that real estate practices have changed substantially
and the Corps is no longer able to reach out to landowners and establish dredged material
placement easements in a prompt manner.  The Corps added that this makes it difficult to
take advantage of beneficial use opportunities, which could help alleviate some of the
aforementioned concerns (pile height) and make the situation better for all.
Despite real estate challenges, the Corps agreed to explore use of the Winona Technology
Park placement site owned by the Winona Port Authority.

Zachary Kimmel
Channel Maintenance Coordinator
St. Paul District, US Army Corps of Engineers
Office: 651-290-5154
Cell: 651-272-6633
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Commenting

Agency
Page

Comment 

Number
Comment

USFWS 21 FWS‐1

Regarding the Pool 6 Annual Dredging Figure: I understand this but would feel better 

about the comparison if it was comparing the same number of years against each other, 

ie. 1981‐1995 is 15 years, 1996‐2005 is 10 years, and 2006‐2014 is 9 years. It appears 

that you are trying to skew numbers by not comparing the same number of years (like 

10 years for each comparison). 

USFWS 22 FWS‐2

Report Text: "The following perid from 2011‐2014 was also unique because 2011 and 

2014 saw large flood events that increased the dredging volume. However, the 

increased deposition was not observed in adjacent pools during these flood events."

Question: Didn't ALL of the upper Pools have an increase in deposition in 2014, not just 

Pool 6? 

USFWS 36 FWS‐3
"130,000 cubic yards seems like a lot more than what could really be placed on the 

Garvin Brook Pit site."

USFWS 44 FWS‐4

In section 5.5.1, paragraph 3, the first criteria for environmental acceptability is wetland 

impacts. The Homer‐Grover site is "mostly wetland" and yet it remains in the category 

of sites being carried forward. Regardless of the finding in 1996, the COE has the 

opportunity to do the right thing environmentally and NOT fill a wetland for the benefit 

of getting sand out of the main channel. I strongly urge that this site be removed from 

consideration. FWS is not supportive of the use of this site.

USFWS 48 FWS‐5

FWS is supportive of Alternative 1.

FWS is supportive of Alternative 2 IF the Grover Property is removed.

FWS is supportive of Alternative 3

FWS is supportive of Alternative 4

Comments summarized from report markup provided by USFWS Winona District on the Preliminary Draft Report distributed to agency 
partners in February 2016
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US COE Pool 6 DMMP draft review – Initial Comments 

Thank you for providing for an initial review of the Draft DMMP for Pool 6.  Here are some questions and 
suggestions for refining the draft plan:    

Contamination between backwater and main channel should be separated and explained. 
p. 9 Might want to separate discussion for the main channel sediments from the backwater areas.  As
virtually all dredging would occur in the channel.  Of if some dredging would occur in backwater areas,
provide an estimate of the percent coming from that source.  Why are Ontario Ministry of Environment
and Energy’s Sediment Quality Guidelines being used as reference?

Description of Homer Site(s) could be clarified 
Distinguish the difference between the historic Homer site with the two other “proposed” Homer sites.  
It is confusing to have the historic Homer site put up for sale and some fill remaining to be distributed; 
but the chosen alternative includes one of the new Homer sites (the Hemker site, which appears to be 
the same as the historic Homer site).  This needs to be clarified in the Executive Summary and in 
description of sites.   

Directly distinguish the historic Homer site with the Hemker portion. 

This is confusing:  Noted that the historic homer site is for sale (2013). “That same year, it was indicated 
to the Corps by the owner of the Homer site that availability for placement was limited because much of 
the material from recent placement events was still on the site. The owner has also listed the property 
for sale, making future use of the site uncertain.” What is the update on this finding?  A table in the 
document shows that information updated in 2015.  But then this site is included in the preferred 
alternative?  The link should be included in the Hemker portion.  Also indicate why road improvements 
would be needed considering the site has received 225,000 cyds. 

Pg 24 – here it is shown the both the historic and Hemker portion are the same.  “there are no longer 
facilities available in the study area with capacity to place the amount of material dredged annually in 
Pool 6.  Two of the three sites (Winona Commercial Harbor and the Hemker portion of the Homer site).” 

Pg 25  In order to meet this criteria, the Corps will likely need to obtain a long-term real-estate interest 
(e.g. easement, ownership in-fee, etc.) in any property that will be planned for use.  This appears to be 
applicable to the Homer - Hemker Site.  Why not include qualification in those sites in which this 
statement is applicable. 

Plate 2 only shows one Homer Placement Site.  Plate 3 shows the difference of the two Homer 
placement sites.  The inset on Plate 3 should be provided early on so one can understand the difference 
in the two sites.  Also the Homer – Hemker site is shown as the same as the historic Homer site. 

4.1 Forecasting Future Conditions 

Projected beneficial use assumptions are questionable.  Has there been any discussion with State, 
County, City planners about development plans and need for sand in the future? 
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There are other factors impacting the dredging needs for the next 40 years.  The DMMP should also 
address loss of floodplain/backwater capacity to store sediment, increasing frequency of large flood 
events (vs average annual discharge), and the unknown quantities of in-channel sediment sources and 
increasing potential for even more erosion from in-channel and shoreline sources.  In channel sources of 
sediment could be addressed in the bullet in Section 4.2.1 Island and Shoreland Erosion.  Alternative 1 
may not provide the capacity needed for the uncertainties stated above. 

The DMMP should address other hydrologic trends in addition to the average annual discharge, such as; 
frequency of large flood events, seasonal timing of events (shift of peak events to May and June), and 
the duration of high water events. 

Finally, we feel there is a need for updated models on tributary sediment loads taking into account these 
hydraulic trends.  

Future Potential Placement at Mosquito Island 
The plan could consider the Mosquito Island approved 58,000 cy as presented but also evaluate its 
future potential as a current option, as this was discussed in the site description.   The plan could include 
the future potential as a site, which is presently not carried forward. 

Contingencies. 
If opportunities arose in which beneficial use opportunities change, such as a private interest in 
obtaining significant fill for a commercial project, not identified at this time.   Consider the project as 
being less costly and having minimal environmental effects.  What would be the contingencies for the 
new found opportunities if occurring during the 40-year period.   

Provide contingency in case materials were found to be contaminated, or the risk of future 
contamination. 

Annual vs project life dredge material capacities 
Need to note the capacity in terms of annual vs life of project.  Please address capacities in charts and 
tables that indicate annual placement and provide graphics that show the cumulative potential 
placement for each site included in the preferred alternative. 

Appendix B site 
Appendix B It is hard to tell which parcel is being evaluated as no titles are given for the property or on 
the Figures. 

General alternatives provided 
Alternative one is most desirable from standpoint of environmental impacts of project.  Our initial 
review would support the selection of Alternative One. 

Site Evaluation, Floodplain Concerns 
Many of the alternative placement sites are located in the floodway portion of the floodplain.  Although 
these sites were not carried forward, it may be good to note the potential for flood impacts of these 
sites.  This would include; 5.3.2 Deone’s Property, 5.3.3 Forest River Campground, some of the sites in 
5.3.4 Island Construction including Mosquito Island (I understand these impacts have been addressed 
with WIDNR) and 5.44 Winona Harbor Expansion, 5.4.5 Highway 43 Bridge Site.  
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Site Evaluation, Wetlands 
For the Port Authority Site, 5.4.6, the plan states that approximately one acre of the site was wetland.  It 
goes on to say that the area is a relatively undisturbed, high-quality native floodplain forest.  Are not 
floodplain forests wetlands?  The site maps and the wetland map do not have the same boundaries.  
Overlaying the parcels on the wetland map may help clarify wetland impacts for each site.  

References need checking. 
Need to check to insure references are cited in the reference list.  
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General  comments from WI DNR on the initial review of the Pool 6 Draft DMMP, February 2016: 

Mosquito Island plan—will this be built from multiple dredging events occurring in short timeframe?  

The average dredge cuts are 15-22K, and so only represent a portion of the available capacity (57-

58,000cy in your reports), but stabilization and topsoil should occur as soon as possible after placement 

of the sand base, particularly vanes on the main channel side of the island.  Providing construction 

sequencing information will be important. 

Stockpiled material at 5A is referenced as a “free” source of rock material for the vanes, but that 

material has also been scheduled for use in conjunction with the backwater dredge cuts that were 

conducted in fall 2015 by Randy Urich’s crew.  It will be important to assure that sufficient rock is 

available for Mosquito Island and that any additional costs for acquisition and transport are built into 

the budget so that the project can be constructed as planned. 

Of the options provided, Alternative 1 provides an appropriate means of securing placement capacity for 

material generated within Pool 6.  However, we are concerned that the acquisition and improvements 

to the site may not materialize, leaving us in the same situation as present.  Without additional 

discussion of the likelihood of acquisition and sufficient budget to make the road improvements, it is 

difficult to envision whether this alternative will come to fruition as expected.  While it seems that the 

road improvements would not necessarily have to be completed concurrent with property acquisition 

(or perhaps at all, as raised by MN DNR), those costs will ultimately impact the offer price for purchase 

of the property.  What is the contingency plan if property owner is not willing to sell or provide a long-

term lease?   

Of the provided options, Alternative 3 is our next preferred.   The location of the Miller Waste 

Management site adjacent to the boat landing makes an attractive option for easy offload and beneficial 

use in Winona.  The opportunity to acquire that property now so that it could be available for future use 

should not be overlooked.  After observing the use of conveyor systems at the Grand Encampment 

offload, it would seem that such a system may be able to be established between the boat ramp and 

Miller site to remove the need for trucking altogether. 

We do feel there are combinations of options that would include beneficial use for island protection or 

construction that should be taken farther in the planning process.  These include Johnson/Perrot Islands 

and habitat island construction in the backwaters near RM 719.  While there would be minimal 

environmental value to be gained from expanding beyond the historic  footprint of Mosquito Island, 

there are benefits to be accrued associated with habitat protection and enhancement in the backwaters 

near RM 719. The proximity of this backwater to the Homer & Blacksmith Slough dredge cuts offers an 

opportunity to extend the lifespan of the Homer placement site and/or as a contingency to the 

remaining issues to be addressed there (acquisition, road improvements, pile height, etc).  It was 

unclear why Mosquito Island could be constructed utilizing a combination of Corps’ Maintenance & 

Repair staff and contracted mechanical dredging crews while habitat islands in the backwaters nearby 

could not be.  We would like to see more information about why the backwater sites could not be 
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conducted in a similar fashion and at similar costs as Mosquito Island and what economic and capacity 

benefits may be gained from including those sites for available use within the lifespan of the plan. 

 We concur that the ADM and Port Authority sites should be considered the lowest priority options in 

order to avoid impacts to high quality wetlands and to end the practice of losing habitat in Winona only 

to have the placement site turned over to development.  These remaining wetland sites should be 

protected and buffered.   

We were interested to read the information pertaining to the Winona Harbor and Highway 43 Bridge 

Staging sites and the consideration of expansion between these sites.  While we agree with Minnesota 

DNR that wetland impacts should be avoided, we wondered whether nearby offsite mitigation had been 

considered to replace the wetlands lost to the staging area.  Protection and restoration of other 

floodplain forest sites in and around Winona might ultimately provide better quality wetlands than 

those that have already been impacted by the staging activities and that will be restored immediately 

adjacent to the bridge.  The staging site would provide good access for beneficial use and may have the 

potential to grow in popularity similar to the Lansing Bridge placement site in Pool 9. 

Potential placement at Perrot/Johnson Island should be included within the Pool 6 DMMP.  From WI 

DNR perspective, even though the site may only utilize material from the less frequent dredge cuts, that 

capacity should be incorporated into the DMMP in order to both prolong the life of the primary 

placement sites and to ensure that planning can be conducted in the intervening years to allow the 

project to be shovel ready when the lower dredge cuts require dredging.  Since the DMMP lifespan is 

meant to be 40 years, there should be several dredge events in the lower cuts that could potentially be 

placed at Perrot/Johnson Island if the site is approved and plans are laid out in advance.  The DMMP 

seems to be the appropriate place to account for the capacity generated by these projects and to 

establish criteria as to when they might be utilized. 

We concur with MN DNR’s comments pertaining to estimated annual vs. project life dredge material 

capacities and also with the projected beneficial use assumptions.   
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