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Lower Pool 2 Agency & Stakeholder Meeting 
NOTES 1

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
14 September 2018
SUBJECT: Lower Pool 2 Stakeholder and Agency Meeting 

1. The subject meeting was held at the St. Paul District office in the second floor 
conference room from 9:30 – 11 am. The list of attendees can be found in 
Attachment 1.

2. Tom Novak, Project Manager, opened the meeting with introductions and provided 
an overview of all efforts the Corps is working on in Pool 2. The following briefing 
documents the discussion.

a. Upper Lock and Dam Disposition Study – a recent hydrology study shows an 
increase in sediment, leading to additional need for dredging. The Disposition
Study is ongoing and decisions on the study may impact dredging operations in 
Pool 2.

b. Pig’s Eye Island – The report was recently approved by the Corps, if Federal and 
non-Federal (Ramsey County is non-Federal sponsor) funds can be secured 
construction could start in 2020. Ramsey County presented to the Lessard-Sams 
Outdoor Heritage Council last week.  The project would use approximately 
400,000 cubic yards of material from lower Pool 2. This project is not a long-term 
solution but an opportunity within Pool 2. 

c. Lock and Dam 2 Embankment/Island – The proposed project would protect the 
upstream side of Lock and Dam 2 embankment from erosion due to wave or 
current action. The project would use up to approximately 260,000 cubic yards of 
material. This project is not a long-term solution but an opportunity within Pool 2.

d. Lower Pool 2 Channel Improvement – This project is needed for navigation 
improvement and safety. The project will remove approximately 400,000 cubic 
yards of material from the navigation channel.

3. Steve Tapp, Operations Manager, provided an overview of dredging history and 
practices. The following briefly documents the key points.

a. The 9-foot navigation channel was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1930. 

b. The “why” – in 2017, 10.3 million tons of commodity moved through Lock & Dam 
2 in Hastings, MN.  This doesn’t account for the materials Aggregate Industries 
moves within Pool 2, which amounts to an additional ~800,000 tons.  

c. Historically, Lower Grey Cloud Island has been utilized for the placement of 
material generated from channel dredging in Lower Pool 2.  

d. In 1999-2000, ~1.2 million cubic yards of material was placed on Lower Grey 
Cloud Island as part of a temporary site excavation and channel widening.
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e. In 2012, 125,000 cubic yards of granular material was placed on the island, 
followed by an additional 30,000 cubic yards of fines in 2013 which was shaped 
and seeded in 2018.

4. Tom Novak discussed the Dredge Material Management Plan. The following briefly 
documents the key points.

a. Goal of DMMP - develop a long-tern (40-year) plan to manage dredge material 
produced by channel maintenance activities, based on least cost, 
environmentally acceptable methods, such as placement and/or reuse.

b. A slide was presented on all sites considered in Lower Pool 2. The next slide 
focused on Grey Cloud Island – the potential placement site that has been 
identified for Lower Pool 2. 

5. Jim Noren, Water Quality Specialist, presented results of Corps sediment testing in 
Lower Pool 2. The following documents the key points. 

a. Testing has been ongoing since the 1970s. 
b. To date, all sediment PFAS test results from Lower Pool 2 didn’t exceed any 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) soil reference values. 
c. The Corps tested for PFAS’s in 2008, 2017, and 2018 and all results were well 

below current soil reference values. 
d. The MPCA is in the process of updating the Soil Reference Values. 

6. The remainder of the meeting focused on the agencies and stakeholder 
perspectives. 

a. City of Cottage Grove – The city currently has the island zoned as Transitional 
Planning (2030 and draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan). The future could include a 
park and residences and or mixed use. The city understands that there may be 
20 years of mining remaining and residences are a long-term concept. 
Encourage business development, but not enough interest on island now due to 
planned mining.  The city anticipates development beginning on the north end 
eventually where it would be easier to extend utilities.  No city sewer or water to 
the island at this time.  The city doesn’t feel dredge material placement of Lower 
Grey Cloud Island is inconsistent with their vision. 

b. Washington County – The County has identified Lower Grey Cloud Island as a 
future regional park. The future park plan has been approved by the County and 
Metropolitan Council, they will work with willing sellers for acquisition. The City 
and County acknowledge that their visions aren’t the same. The county doesn’t 
feel dredge material placement on Lower Grey Cloud Island is inconsistent with 
their vision. 
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c. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources – The MnDNR feels that park 
development on Lower Grey Cloud Island is consistent with their MRCCA 
guidelines. The zoning would be enforced as part of the zoning code, with 
restrictions on vegetative clearing. The MnDNR expressed that placement of 
dredge material on Lower Grey Cloud Island should be consistent with the 
existing permit between the MnDNR and the Corps as well as the Channel 
Maintenance Management Plan. The MnDNR doesn’t feel dredge material 
placement on Lower Grey Cloud Island is inconsistent with their vision. 

d. Metropolitan Council – The Regional Park Plan is on their website and will be 
made available. In the park plan, Lower Grey Cloud Island is identified as a 
future regional park. The Met Council is working with Washington County. 

e. National Park Service – The National Park Service has no concern with the 
varying entities’ future visions for Lower Grey Cloud Island. The Park Service 
also doesn’t foresee any issues regarding dredge material placement on Lower 
Grey Cloud Island. 

f. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency – the MPCA regulates upland placement of 
dredge material. Currently, all material has been regulated as Level 1 with regard 
to Soil Reference Values and is able to be placed upland for development and 
other purposes. As long as material continues to meet SRV Level 1 
requirements, there shouldn’t be an issue from the MPCA’s perspective.  The 
updated SRV’s are anticipated by the end of calendar year 2018.

g. Minnesota Department of Health - The Department of Health expressed that as 
long as dredged material is regularly tested and continues to fall below the 
MPCA’s Soil Reference Values, there shouldn’t be major concerns regarding 
groundwater.  It will be critical to continue testing and monitoring to ensure that is 
the case.

h. Aggregate Industries - Aggregate Industries is an advocate of the Corps’ 
continued maintenance of the 9’ navigation channel, and expressed the benefits 
to the local, regional, and national economy as well as the benefit to their own 
operations. Aggregate Industries is currently mining Lower Grey Cloud Island to 
the northwest at a depth of up to 180 feet.  They anticipate between 5-20 years 
of mining on the island alone, with potentially an additional 20-years of mining in 
the backwaters (they anticipate revisiting the 2008 EIS for this action in the near 
future).  The lake / pit where Aggregate Industries is currently placing their sand
is 150-160’ deep at it’s deepest points.  They anticipate placing an additional 4-
16 million cubic yards of sand in the pit in total.  Aggregate Industries anticipates 
moving ~660 barges this year at 1,200 tons per barge, totaling ~800,000 tons.

i. PAS - PAS’ intention is to establish a lake and return the land to its initial bucolic 
landscape.  PAS’ conceptual plan for the property was shared, though the City of 
Cottage Grove expressed that the conceptual plan has yet to be approved by the 
City, the 1984 reclamation plan is the only City-approved plan.  The City is the 
approver of the final reclamation plan for the island.  PAS would like to see 
Aggregate Industries continue to mine the property as long as there are reserves 



Lower Pool 2 Agency & Stakeholder Meeting 
NOTES 4

there, afterward potentially expanding into the backwaters.  PAS anticipates that 
any development is 10-40 years off based on the current mining layout.  

7. Additional Comments –

a. City of Cottage Grove expressed that a technical advisory committee was 
established at the time of the initial 2008 EIS for the potential backwater mining 
and advised that this committee be re-established at the time the EIS is revisited.

b. Various agencies and entities expressed that the only organization with a near-
term issue / concern is the Corps.

c. The Corps expressed their need to have a site identified soon, as capacity on the 
temporary islands (Pine Bend, Upper Boulanger, Lower Boulanger) will likely be 
exhausted within the next two years.  This doesn’t factor in potential beneficial
use opportunities at Pigs Eye Lake or the Lock & Dam 2 Embankment.

d. Tom Novak will provide all handouts and notes electronically. 
e. The Corps would like to express appreciation to all attendees for making the time 

to discuss with us the long-term future of channel maintenance and associated 
dredged material management and placement in lower Pool 2. 



Lower Pool 2, Upper Mississippi River 
Stakeholder Meeting Agenda 

13 September 2018 9am-11:30am 
180 East 5th Street St. Paul, MN 

Skyway Conference Room 
 
 
 
Meeting Purpose: Discuss our long term needs for dredge material placement in lower 
pool 2, and specifically Grey Cloud Island as an alternative for long term placement, and 
solicit feedback from agencies regarding their regulatory requirements and long term 
plans for the island. 
 
 

1. Welcome & Introductions (9:00am – 9:05am) 
 

2. Corps Project Summary for lower pool 2 (9:05am – 9:45am) 
 Upper L&D Disposition Study 
 Pigs Eye Lake Island Project 
 Lower Pool 2 Channel Improvement 
 Lock & Dam 2 Island/Berm 
 Historic Dredging Practices  
 Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Plan  
 Dredge Material Test Results 
 

3. Break (9:45am – 10:00am) 
 
 

4. Land-use plans and regulations specific to Grey Cloud Island (10:00am – 
11:00am) 
 City of Cottage Grove – Land Use/Comprehensive Masterplan Plan  
 MnDNR – MRCCA; flood stage requirements, Public Waters Permit 
 Washington County – Extent and timing of parkland acquisition  

Met Council – Role in determining land use/approving parkland  
 NPS – MNRRA Comprehensive Management Plan requirements 
 MPCA – Regulation of dredge material placement, SDS  
 MDH – Wellhead protection/Groundwater requirements 
 
 

5. Opportunity to share information/ask questions (11:00am – 11:25am) 
Aggregate Industries representatives – Operations Plan 
PAS representatives - Harbor Island Vision 

 
 

6. Final questions (11:25am – 11:30am) 



Name Representing Role
Nancy Duncan National Park Service MNRRA

Jennifer Sorensen MN Department of Natural Resources Area Hydrologist - Ramsey/Washington
Jennie Skancke MN Department of Natural Resources Area Hydrologist - Carver/Dakota/Scott
Becky Horton MN Department of Natural Resources Regional Env Assessment Ecologist

Emily Schnick MPCA Water Quality

Wayne Sandberg Washington County County Engineer
Connor Schaefer Washington County Planner 
Kurt Chatfield Dakota County Planning Supervisor

Jim Larsen Met Council Natural Resources, Aggregate, Critical Area
Tracey Kinney Met Council Planning
Angela Torres Met Council Sector 4 and Chanhassen
Corrin Wendell Met Council Sectors 11 and 12

John McCool City of Cottage Grove Senior Planner
Ryan Burfeind City of Cottage Grove Assistant City Engineer

Terry Gilberstadt PAS landowner
Biff Folberth PAS landowner
John Kuehn PAS Stinson Leonard

Tom Burrows Aggregate Industries tenant
Patty Bestler Aggregate Industries tenant

Alex Martell MN Department of Health Drinking water/groundwater/wells

Tom Novak USACE Project Manager
Katie Opsahl USACE Planning

Bryan Peterson USACE Navigation Manager
Steve Tapp USACE Channel Maintenance
Zachary Kimmel USACE Channel Coordinator
Tamara Cameron USACE Operations

Penny Caldwell USACE Real Estate
Steve Clark USACE Environmental Review
Jim Noren USACE Water Quality

Lower Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Discussion
Attendees



DID YOU KNOW 
BARGES SAVE 

FARMERS MONEY?

Based on 2016 Waterborne Commerce Statistics Data and  
PCXIN-RED transportation rate date. Shown in FY2018 prices.

&

AGRICULTURAL COST SAVINGS

1981-2014
DREDGING

REQUIREMENTS

Farmers 
SAVE
97¢/ 
bushel 
of corn  

$1.01/ 
bushel of 
soybeans 
using barges 
to transport 
crops!

POOL 2   
113,000 cubic yards 
per year

FUTURE NEEDS

WHERE DOES THE SAND GO?

40-YEAR CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS

Beaches General Fill

Highways Habitat Projects

Pool 2 - 6,800,000 cubic yards

Each pile of sand shown here represents 1 million cubic yards

ST. PAUL DISTRICT INLAND NAVIGATION 
Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Plan

Lower Pool - 5,000,000 cubic yards

Upper Pool - 1,800,000 cubic yards

Anticipated 
increase to 
~170,000 
cubic yards 
per year



ST. PAUL DISTRICT INLAND NAVIGATION 

REVOLUTIONIZING
Dredged Material Management

Section 1122 of WRDA 2016: 
Authorizes 10 pilot projects for 

beneficial use of dredged material.

Section 204 of WRDA 1992: 
Continuing authority to study and 

implement small aquatic ecosystem 
restoration projects using dredged 

material.

Section 217 of WRDA 1996: 
Authorizes USACE to implement 

public-private partnerships to 
manage dredged material.

Soil Manufacturing: Dredged 
material is incorporated into topsoil 

products that meets MnDOT 
specifications for use on highway 
shoulders where specific drainage 

requirements are needed.

Free Beneficial Use Sites: 
The public, private entities and 

government agencies are 
encouraged to take material free of 

charge from USACE dredged 
material stockpiles.

Real Estate Flexibility: St. Paul District 
is seeking permission to use 

non-standard real estate instruments 
where less than a fee title interest would 

be su�cient to support USACE needs.

Single Handling: Bring dredged 
material directly to shore instead 

of using temporary islands 
whenever possible to reduce 

life-cycle dredging costs.

Community Outreach: Actively 
seeking landowners willing to 

accept dredged material or to sell 
potential placement sites.

BENEFITS OF INLAND NAVIGATION
ONE BARGE
1,750 tons
58,333 bushels
1,555,000 gallons

ONE RAIL CAR
110 tons
4,000 bushels
33,870 gallons

ONE LARGE SEMI
25 tons
910 bushels
7,865 gallons

One 15-barge tow carries the equivalent 
of 6 locomotives and 216 rail cars or 

1,050 large semis

Waterways transportation keeps our nation’s 
commerce on the move in the safest, most 
fuel-efficient, environmentally sound way

TON-MILES TRAVELED 
PER GALLON OF FUEL

647

477

145

METRIC TONS OF 
GREENHOUSE GAS PER 
MILLION TON-MILES

15.6

21.2 

154.1Information courtesy of the National Waterways Foundation

Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Plan



POOL 2 DMMP MEETING

Presentation for the

Agencies & Stakeholders of Pool 2 
By the St. Paul District Staff

13 September 2018
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AGENDA

Purpose of Joint Pool 2 Meeting
Discuss our long term needs for dredge material placement in lower pool 2, and 
specifically Grey Cloud Island as an alternative for long term placement, and 
solicit feedback from agencies regarding their regulatory requirements and long 
term plans for the island.

Briefings:
 Upper L&D Disposition Study
 Pig’s Eye Lake Island Project 
 Lock & Dam 2 Island/Berm
 Lower Pool 2 Channel Improvement
 Historic Dredging Practices
 Pool 2 Dredge Material Management Plan (DMMP)
 Dredged Material Test Results
 Agency/Stakeholder Perspectives 
 Questions & Discussion

2
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File Name

3



255
255
255

0
0
0

163
163
163

131
132
122

239
65
53

80
119
27

252
174
.59

110
135
120

62
102
130

MINNEAPOLIS LOCKS DISPOSITION STUDY 

Study will examine benefits & costs of continuing to operate the Upper 
St. Anthony Falls Lock & Dam, Lower St. Anthony Falls Lock & Dam, and 
Lock and Dam 1.

How does this relate to Pool 2?
 Decision on how far dredging may continue upstream of the Mississippi 

above the confluence of the Minnesota River, if the Federal government 
decides to dispose of the three locks. 

 Decision may impact dredging operations (based on priority & need).

4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
*
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IMPACTS TO POOL  2 - FROM MN RIVER  AND USAF 
CLOSURE 
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PIG’S EYE ISLAND RESTORATION 6

Upper Mississippi River, Pool 2

Ramsey County, MN

Approximately River Mile 836-834

Notable Landmarks:
− Railroad, Wastewater Treatment Plant, 

Heron Rookery, Aggregate Industries, 
Former Landfill

Approximately 400,000 cy of material 
from lower Pool 2

Anticipated construction in 2020
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7LOCK & DAM 2 EMBANKMENT/ISLAND 

 Proposed project comprised of offshore habitat island, berm adjacent to 
upstream side of embankment, and flattening of downstream side of 
embankment

 Conceptual quantities
• Offshore habitat island 

~110,000 CY
• Upstream berm  

~100,000 CY
• Downstream flattening 

~50,000 CY

 Projected schedule: 
2019/2020

Draft Conceptual Plan 
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8LOWER POOL 2 CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT

Completed work in 2018

 Completed mussel relocation 
- upper rock structure.

 Construct upper rock 
structure.

 Coordinated with Met Council 
sewer outfall pipe protection.

 Proposed work in 2019

 Mussel relocation - lower rock 
structure.

 Construct lower rock 
structure.

 Advertise/Award Phase II 
(400k yds channel 
improvement dredging) and 
initiate channel improvement 
dredging
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DREDGING HISTORY & PRACTICES 

• Authorization (Rivers and Harbors Act of 1930)
• Historic Dredging & Placement
• GREAT Study (1980)
• Reconnaissance Reports (1985 & 1996)
• Development of Temporary Islands
• Site Unloading (1999-2000)

• Lower Grey Cloud Island 1.2M cy
• Recent Placement on Grey Cloud Island (2012 & 2013)

9
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POOL 2 DREDGE MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

Goal of DMMP  – develop a long-term (40-year) plan to 
manage dredge material produced by channel maintenance 
activities, based on least cost, environmentally acceptable 
methods, such as placement and/or reuse. 

Upper Pool 2 ~1.7M cy anticipated dredging
Lower Pool 2 ~ 5M cy anticipated dredging
Lower Pool 2 ~ 950K cy stockpiled at temporary sites
Lower Pool 2 ~ 400K cy anticipated channel widening
DMMP Breakout: UP2, 1.7M cy; LP2, 6.35M cy

10
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LOWER POOL 2 – SITES CONSIDERED 11
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LOWER POOL 2 POTENTIAL PLACEMENT SITE 12
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POOL 2 DMMP SCHEDULE

Fall 2018 – Real Estate Appraisals
Winter 2019 – Release Draft Report for Public Review 
(concurrent with EAW)
Spring 2019 – Complete Report and Environmental Review 
Summer 2019 – Begin Implementation 

13
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DREDGE MATERIAL TESTING – LOWER POOL 2

• Sediment testing of the main navigation channel dredge cuts has been 
ongoing since the 1970s, and programmatically since 2002. 

• The cuts are sampled in situ approximately every 10 years and are routinely 
tested for metals, PCB congeners, PAHs, and pesticides. 

• No exceedances of existing (pre-2015) MPCA Soil Reference Values (SRVs) 
have been detected in material sampled from the Lower Pool 2 navigational 
channel.

• MPCA Sediment Quality Targets (SQTs) have been exceeded on occasion for 
some metals and some PAHs.

• Three special sediment sampling studies have been carried out to analyze 
Perfluorochemicals (PFAS) in Lower Pool 2 (2008, 2017 and 2018). 

• All sediment PFAS test results from Lower Pool 2 were well below MPCA 
SRVs.

• SQTs for PFAS have not yet been developed.

14
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OCTOBER 2008 PFAS SAMPLING LOCATIONS

Fie Name

15
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OCTOBER 2008 PFAS SAMPLING RESULTS 16

Sample Analyte result MRL

Pine Bend Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.4 0.67
Pine Bend Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
0.72 0.67

Boulanger 1 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.4 0.79
Boulanger 1 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
1.4 0.79

Boulanger 2 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.4 0.75
Boulanger 2 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
1.1 0.75

Boulanger 3 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.4 0.72
Boulanger 3 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
1.4 0.72

3M - 1 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.4 0.74
3M - 1 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
0.91 0.74

3M - 2 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.2 0.63
3M - 2 Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) 2.1 0.63
3M - 2 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
1.1 0.63

3M - 3 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 1.7 0.88
3M - 3 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
2 0.88

Above L/D 2 Perfluorobutanesulfonic Acid 2.1 1.1
Above L/D 2 Perfluorooctylsulfonic Acid 

(PFOS)
3.2 1.1

Chemical  

June 2015
Revised 

Residential/
Recreational

(ppb)

August 2016
Revised 

Residential/
Recreational

(ppb)

June 2015
Revised 

Commercial/
Industrial  

(ppb)

August 2016
Revised 

Commercial/
Industrial

(ppb)

Perfluorobutane 
sulfonate (PFBS) 18,000 30,000 250,000 45,0000

Perfluorobutyric Acid 
(PFBA) 38,000 63,000 520,000 150,000

Perfluorooctane 
sulfonate (PFOS) 1,100 1,700 14,000 21,000

Perfluorooctanoic acid 
(PFOA) 1,000 330 14,000 330

MPCA Soil Reference Values (SRVs) for PFAS

All detected levels were well below MPCA SRVs
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2017 PFAS SAMPLING ABOVE LOCK & DAM 2 17
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2017 PFAS SAMPLING ABOVE LOCK & DAM 2 18

Sample ID L/D #2-17-1 ENV L/D #2-17-2 ENV L/D #2-17-3 ENV

MPCA SRVs August 
2016

Revised Residential/
Recreational

Axys ID L27489-1 L27489-2 L27489-3
UNITS ppb ppb ppb
PFBA ND ND ND 63000

PFPeA ND ND ND
PFHxA ND ND 0.201
PFHpA ND ND ND
PFOA ND ND ND 330
PFNA ND ND ND
PFDA ND ND ND

PFUnA ND ND ND
PFDoA ND ND ND
PFBS ND ND ND 30000

PFHxS ND ND ND
PFOS 0.467 0.491 ND 1700

PFOSA 0.104 0.099 ND

All detected PFAS levels were well below MPCA SRVs



255
255
255

0
0
0

163
163
163

131
132
122

239
65
53

80
119
27

252
174
.59

110
135
120

62
102
130

2018 BOULANGER BEND SEDIMENT SAMPLES 
19
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2018 BOULANGER BEND SEDIMENT SAMPLES 
20

All detected PFAS levels were well below MPCA SRVs
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POOL 2 LOWER GREY CLOUD

City of Cottage Grove - Masterplan

21

Taken from Cottage Grove 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update
Is this correct/current?  
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POOL 2 LOWER GREY CLOUD - MRCCA
22

Taken from MN Department of Natural Resources
Is this correct/current?  
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POOL 2 LOWER GREY CLOUD – OTHER PLANS

Washington Co/Met Council – Regional Park concept

NPS - MNRRA Masterplan compatibility

MPCA – Regulation of dredge material placement, SDS

MDH– Wellhead protection / groundwater requirements 

MDA/MPCA maps of PFAS locations

23
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POOL 2 LOWER GREY CLOUD AGGREGATE 
INDUSTRIES PROPOSED 2017 OPERATIONS PLAN

24

Taken from Cottage Grove Planning – 1/23/17 Public Meeting
Is this correct/current?  
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LANDOWNERS HARBOR ISLAND VISION –
25

Taken from Cottage Grove Planning – 1/23/17 Public meeting
Is this correct/current?  
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Combined MN EAW Correspondence 



Minnesota Department of Natural Resources • Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN  55155 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN 55155 

November 13, 2017 (sent via E-mail) 

Tom Novak 
Project Manager 
St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678 

Dear Mr. Novak, 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) as the Responsible Government Unit for the proposed 
Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Plan (the Project) EAW, has reviewed the Initial Data Submittal provided 
via email by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, on October 12, 2017. The DNR has determined the EAW Initial 
Data Submittal to be incomplete. 

The information described below is needed for the DNR to prepare an EAW for the Project. Some items 
request specific information or provide suggestions for consideration, while others seek clarification that may, 
upon further review, result in the need for additional information. Items have been labeled by Comment ID for 
easier reference in discussion and for the intermediate data submittal responses as appropriate.  

After you have considered each of these comments, please feel free to contact me at (651) 259-5082, or 
kate.fairman@state.mn.us if you have any questions regarding the information that is being requested. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Fairman 
Planning Director 

CC: 

Randall Doneen, DNR, Environmental Review Unit Supervisor 
Steven Clark, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

mailto:kate.fairman@state.mn.us


  

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources • Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN  55155 

 

 

Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

00001 EA 6 2.1.2   Highway 61 does not bridge lower Pool 2, it bridges upper Pool 3 

00002 EA 9 2.2.1   Mentions the "six major air contaminants."  Please identify what the six major 
air contaminants are. 

00003 EA 19 3.1.3   
The National Park Service provided comments as part of the previous 
EA/EAW regarding Boulanger Bend regarding the presence of the National 
Park.  Please include this in the this EA/EAW 

00004 EA 19 3.1.3   Please explain “temporary placement.” Please include the duration of 
"temporary," as it seems like a relevant detail for the project implementation.   

00005 EA 47 6.5.1   Please describe more completely the location of the Pine Bend SNA; it does 
extend into land owned by Flint Hills.  

00006 EA 52 6.8.4   Please identify the permits needed from state authorities, including DNR.  
This can occur here as well as in the permits table in Appendix B.  

00007 EA 54 6.9.2   

Several of the sites that are carried forward as part of the TSP for potential 
future dredge material placement contain vegetation. They note 
"environmental impacts are discussed in the 1996 FEIS." However, it should 
be noted in this EA/EAW if the site would be used if vegeation would be 
cleared or if dredge would strictly be placed in the disturbed areas. The 
polygons on the maps are greater than the disturbed areas. The Lower 
Boulanger site includes some of this vegetation information, and this should 
be included for all dredge placement alternative sites.   

00008 Appendix B EAW-1 3,4,5   Contact information for RGU, Rule Reference for Mandatory EAW and 
complete City/Township list needs to be included. 

00009 Appendix B EAW-2 6.a   
Revise 50-word summary to include planned length of time for using the 
mine pit, whether the mine pit is currently in use or abandoned, and a 
comparison of size/capacity to illustrate the utilization at the previously-
approved placement sites and the proposed mine pit placement site. 

00010 Appendix B EAW-2 6.b   

EA 5.10 does not adequately discuss the proposed project and related new 
construction.  Per the EAW form, the complete description should 
emphasize, "1) construction, operation methods and features that will cause 
physical manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes, 2) 
modifications to existing equipment or industrial processes, 3) significant 
demolition, removal or remodeling of existing structures, and 4) timing and 
duration of construction activities."  



Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

00011 Appendix B EAW-2 6.f   As a phased action of the Lower Pool 2 Boulanger Bend project, that should 
be mentioned here even if it is not included in the list in EA 1.4 

00012 Appendix B EAW-2 7   

If the proposed project includes both the LGC site and the SP site, there 
should either be a combined table, or two distinct tables, (one for each site).  
Estimates or ranges of changes in acreage are needed to provide better 
understanding of the landscape change as a result of the project. If there are 
existing or probable requirements for reclamation that would inform the 
resulting acreages, that information could be utilized for the table.   

00013 Appendix B EAW-3 9.a, 9.b   

No local comprehensive plans or other zoning information has been identified 
in any of the referenced EA sections.  Please identify any local government 
comprehensive plans or other overlay districts that may be applicable to 
either the LGC or the SP site.  If no local land use plans apply, please note 
this.  Any potential incompatibilities with local comprehensive plans should 
be identified for both project sites as well.  

00014 Appendix B EAW-3 10.b   
Please identify in 2.2.5, 7.3.4 or in Appendix F which analytes tested would 
be considered within the group of PFC analytes including PFOA and PFOS. 
If no PFCs have been tested for, please explain why these contaminants are 
not predicted to occur in this area.  

00015 Appendix B EAW-3 11.a.i.   Please indicate Public Waters Inventory number for Public Water Basins 
included in the project area and within 1 mile of the Project.   

00016 Appendix B EAW-4 11.a.ii.4   Please indicate which "attached map" this is directing to, as there are a 
number of maps and figures. 

00017 Appendix B EAW-4 11.b.iii   
Since the proposed Project indicate one of the alternatives includes utilizing 
a mine pit on Grey Cloud Island which is known to contain water, please 
indicate whether any dewatering will be used, or other mechanism to 
manager on-site waters during the pit's usage as a disposal site.  

00018 Appendix B EAW-4  11.b.iv.  a) 

The Cover Types table in EAW Item 7 indicates an "increase" in wetlands as 
a result of the Project. Please revise this section (and the Item 7 Table as 
necessary) to make the Items consistent. Section 7.3.5 should be clarified to 
indicate whether the dredging discussed will affect or interact with any Public 
Waters, where dredged materials will be placed, and the impacts of those 
dredging activites to the water resources and habitat. 

00019 Appendix B EAW-4 12.a   
Based on 2.2.3, it is unclear if 2.2.5 has tested the sites for all of the analytes 
that are listed for impairments.  A clearer discussion should be included for 
PFOS, PCBs and mercury in the Appendix B, Section 2.2.3, Section 2.2.5 or 
elsewhere as appropriate, and referenced here. 



Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

00020 Appendix B EAW-6 14   

The EAW form requires a letter from the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO).  This can take the form of a letter either documenting the historic 
sites on or near the Project area, or a letter of concurrence with the 
proposer's cultural resources assessment.  Please contact SHPO and attach 
a letter to Appendix B to satisfy this requirement. 

00021 Appendix B EAW-7 15   

EA Sections 2.1.5 and 7.2.4 seem to depict conflicting descriptions of the 
current aesthetic resources available at the project site, and it is unclear how 
the aesthetic resource identified in 2.1.5 (Schaar's Bluff Vista) will or will not 
be impacted or mitigated by the Project activities, as described in 7.2.4.  
Recommend adding discussion to 7.2.4 specifically about Schaar's Bluff 
Vista, and any efforts that will be used to minimize or mitigate aesthetic 
impacts. 

00022 Appendix B EAW-7 16.b and 
16.c   

Describe the affect of the project's generation of air emissions, including 
construction vehicles. Dust and odors don't seem to be described in either of 
the EA sections referenced.  The EAW form requires the following: Describe 
sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of dust and odors 
generated during project construction and operation. (Fugitive dust may be 
discussed under item 16a). Discuss the effect of dust and odors in the vicinity 
of the project including nearby sensitive receptors and quality of life. Identify 
measures that will be taken to minimize or mitigate the effects of dust and 
odors. 

00023 Appendix B EAW-7 17   

The EAW requires a discussion of noise that includes, in addition to a 
description of Project-related noise impacts, "Discuss the effect of noise in 
the vicinity of the project including 1) existing noise levels/sources in the 
area, 2) nearby sensitive receptors, 3) conformance to state noise standards, 
and 4) quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken to minimize or 
mitigate the effects of noise."  Please expand these sections or this EAW 
Item to include this information. 

00024 Appendix B EAW-7 18   The truck traffic discussed in EA Section 7.2.4 should be described and 
assessed in EAW Item 18.   

00025 Appendix B EAW-8 19.c   
Each  environmental effect discussed in Item 19.a should be assessed in 
19.c as total potential for that effect due to the Project and the identified 
actions in 19.b.  Please revise the text to include an assessment for each 
environmental effect identified in 19.a. 

00026 Appendix B EAW 
figures     Please clearly identify, number, and add page numbers to the Figures 

attached to/included in Appendix B. 



Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments on the Initial Data Submittal to MNDNR 
 

Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action Response 

00001 EA 6 2.1.2  Highway 61 does not bridge lower Pool 2, it bridges upper Pool 3 corrected 

00002 EA 9 2.2.1  Mentions the "six major air contaminants." Please identify what the six major 
air contaminants are. added 

 
00003 

 
EA 

 
19 

 
3.1.3 

 The National Park Service provided comments as part of the previous 
EA/EAW regarding Boulanger Bend regarding the presence of the National 
Park. Please include this in the this EA/EAW 

The NPS provide a separate comment letter for the DMMP and it included 
a similar comment that has been addressed in section 2.1.3.  Their 
comment letter will be included in the correspondence appendix.  

00004 EA 19 3.1.3  Please explain “temporary placement.” Please include the duration of 
"temporary," as it seems like a relevant detail for the project implementation. The term “temporary placement” first appears in section 2.1.3.  The 

following explanation has been added to that section, “Temporary 
placement sites typically are in close proximity to dredge cuts and are used 
as temporary storage sites for the material until it is moved to a permanent 
location.  Temporary sites typically have enough capacity to store the sand 
generated by dredging over a 10-20 year span and, therefore, are typically 
unloaded every 10-20 years.” 

00005 EA 47 6.5.1  Please describe more completely the location of the Pine Bend SNA; it does 
extend into land owned by Flint Hills. The following text was added to what is now Section 5.5.2: “Most of this 

area is part of the Minnesota State Pine Bend Bluffs Scientific and Natural 
Area.” 

00006 EA 52 6.8.4  Please identify the permits needed from state authorities, including DNR. 
This can occur here as well as in the permits table in Appendix B. 

See Chapter 8. Added text describing the preparation of MN EAW to this 
section as well (8.3.4). 

 

00007 
 

EA 
 

54 
 

6.9.2 
 Several of the sites that are carried forward as part of the TSP for potential 

future dredge material placement contain vegetation. They note 
"environmental impacts are discussed in the 1996 FEIS." However, it should 
be noted in this EA/EAW if the site would be used if vegetation would be 
cleared or if dredge would strictly be placed in the disturbed areas. The 
polygons on the maps are greater than the disturbed areas. The Lower 
Boulanger site includes some of this vegetation information, and this should 
be included for all dredge placement alternative sites. 

The CMMP sites on the maps previously showed very general and 
conceptual boundaries, not necessarily the CMMP-identified boundaries. 
The sites have been reorganized in Planning Chapter 5 since the previous 
report. The sites carried forward from the 1996 FEIS are now listed under 
“5.9: CMMP Sites Carried Forward for Potential Future Contingency Use in 
Lower Pool 2” and the boundaries of these sites on maps have been 
adjusted to be specific to these previously agreed-upon and analyzed sites.   

00008 Appendix B EAW-1 3,4,5  Contact information for RGU, Rule Reference for Mandatory EAW and 
complete City/Township list needs to be included. Contact person added as Kate Fairman (can be changed as desired by 

DNR), Reason for EAW preparation updated to Phased Action from 
Lower Pool 2 Channel Management Study. The Location information 
section 5 has been updated to clearly identify locational attributes of 
the two sites included in the tentatively selected plan. 

 
00009 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-2 

 
6.a 

 Revise 50-word summary to include planned length of time for using the 
mine pit, whether the mine pit is currently in use or abandoned, and a 
comparison of size/capacity to illustrate the utilization at the previously- 
approved placement sites and the proposed mine pit placement site. 

The text has been modified to read: “The new placement site would be 
an active mine pit on Lower Grey Cloud Island. The mine pit would 
accommodate over 80 years’ worth of dredged material from Lower 
Pool 2.” 

 
00010 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-2 

 
6.b 

 EA 5.10 does not adequately discuss the proposed project and related new 
construction. Per the EAW form, the complete description should 
emphasize, "1) construction, operation methods and features that will cause 
physical manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes, 2) 
modifications to existing equipment or industrial processes, 3) significant 
demolition, removal or remodeling of existing structures, and 4) timing and 
duration of construction activities." 

Agreed. Changed the reference to Chapter 6, which provides much more 
detail including: site operation and beneficial use, placement methods, 
equipment access, site layout, etc.  

00011 Appendix B EAW-2 6.f  As a phased action of the Lower Pool 2 Boulanger Bend project, that should 
be mentioned here even if it is not included in the list in EA 1.4 

Retained existing description of overall Mississippi River system, and added 
reference to phased action. 



 
00012 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-2 

 
7 

 If the proposed project includes both the LGC site and the SP site, there 
should either be a combined table, or two distinct tables, (one for each site). 
Estimates or ranges of changes in acreage are needed to provide better 
understanding of the landscape change as a result of the project. If there are 
existing or probable requirements for reclamation that would inform the 
resulting acreages, that information could be utilized for the table. 

Added the following text to clarify: “No change in cover types is anticipated at 
the Southport site, since the site is presently used for dredged material 
placement.” 

 
00013 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-3 

 
9.a, 9.b 

 No local comprehensive plans or other zoning information has been identified 
in any of the referenced EA sections. Please identify any local government 
comprehensive plans or other overlay districts that may be applicable to either 
the LGC or the SP site. If no local land use plans apply, please note this. 
Any potential incompatibilities with local comprehensive plans should   be 
identified for both project sites as well. 

Additional information was added regarding zoning and comprehensive plans 
to EA Chapter 7.2.2 as follows:  
 
“Southport site is zoned as an industrial area in St. Paul’s most recent 
comprehensive city plan.”  
 
“The most recent Cottage Grove Comprehensive Plan (2030) acknowledges 
that Lower Grey Cloud Island “will be used for sand and gravel mining 
through at least 2030” and that “Future plan updates will determine the 
appropriate mix of development and park and open space uses on Lower 
Grey Cloud Island.” “ 

 
00014 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-3 

 
10.b 

 Please identify in 2.2.5, 7.3.4 or in Appendix F which analytes tested would 
be considered within the group of PFC analytes including PFOA and PFOS. 
If no PFCs have been tested for, please explain why these contaminants are 
not predicted to occur in this area. 

An additional section was added to 2.2.5 titled “Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)” 
that discusses PFCs, what has been tested, and the results. Results are 
also now included and referenced. 

00015 Appendix B EAW-3 11.a.i.  Please indicate Public Waters Inventory number for Public Water Basins 
included in the project area and within 1 mile of the Project. Modified and added as follows: “The portion of the Mississippi River that 

is adjacent to both the Lower Grey Cloud Island site and the Southport 
site is “U.S. Lock and Dam #2 Pool 19-5P. Other numbered, designated 
public waters within one mile of either placement site include: ‘Airport 
Marsh 62-3 P,’ ‘Lilly 19-84 W,’ ‘Pigs Eye 62-4 P,’ ‘Battle Creek,’ ‘Grey 
Cloud Slough 19-5 P,’ ‘Spring Lake 19-5 P,’ ‘Mooers Lake 19-5 P,’ 
‘Baldwin Lake 19-5 P,’ and unnamed ‘19-323 W.’” 

00016 Appendix B EAW-4 11.a.ii.4  Please indicate which "attached map" this is directing to, as there are a 
number of maps and figures. Labeled EAW Appendix figures as Attachments 1-3 and identified the 

noted reference. 

 
00017 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-4 

 
11.b.iii 

 Since the proposed Project indicate one of the alternatives includes utilizing 
a mine pit on Grey Cloud Island which is known to contain water, please 
indicate whether any dewatering will be used, or other mechanism to 
manager on-site waters during the pit's usage as a disposal site. 

The Corps further considered the soil types within and around the pit, the 
depth of the pit, and the proposed placement activities. It is now anticipated 
that no drop structures or hydraulic effluent return would be necessary for 
our placement activities, as the water in the pit would be displaced laterally. 
Because of this improved information, references to the drop structures or 
hydraulic effluent return have been removed from the report.  

 
00018 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-4 

 
11.b.iv. 

 
a) 

The Cover Types table in EAW Item 7 indicates an "increase" in wetlands as 
a result of the Project. Please revise this section (and the Item 7 Table as 
necessary) to make the Items consistent. Section 7.3.5 should be clarified to 
indicate whether the dredging discussed will affect or interact with any Public 
Waters, where dredged materials will be placed, and the impacts of those 
dredging activites to the water resources and habitat. 

The text for EAW Item 11.b.iv has been updated for clarity regarding 
wetlands: “No existing wetlands will be affected by the project. See 
Sections: 7.3.5 and 8.3.1. In the long-term, some level of filling the pit may 
improve its value as aquatic habitat, as shallower conditions may lead to the 
growth of aquatic vegetation, and therefore the creation of wetlands.” 
 
The access dredging location is now identified on Plate 8, the Lower Grey 
Cloud Island Site Management Plan. As discussed in Section 7.3.5, this 
would not be a change from the current practices, because of the existing, 
CMMP-identified placement site on Lower Grey Cloud Island. 



 
00019 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-4 

 
12.a 

 Based on 2.2.3, it is unclear if 2.2.5 has tested the sites for all of the analytes 
that are listed for impairments. A clearer discussion should be included for 
PFOS, PCBs and mercury in the Appendix B, Section 2.2.3, Section 2.2.5 or 
elsewhere as appropriate, and referenced here. 

An additional paragraph was added to Chapter 7.2.4 that clarifies: 
“Impairments identified (by the MPCA) in this stretch of river include PFOS, 
PCBs, and mercury. Although PFOS has been detected in navigation channel 
dredge cuts in Pool 2, there are currently no state guidance or regulations to 
address acceptable levels of PFCs in dredged material. However, as 
discussed in subchapter 2.2.5, the levels found within dredge cuts were 
generally low and consistent with levels found throughout the pool. No 
sediment samples since 2000 have shown exceedances for PCBs or 
mercury.” 

 
00020 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-6 

 
14 

 The EAW form requires a letter from the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). This can take the form of a letter either documenting the historic 
sites on or near the Project area, or a letter of concurrence with the 
proposer's cultural resources assessment. Please contact SHPO and attach 
a letter to Appendix B to satisfy this requirement. 

A letter has been sent to the SHPO stating that the Corps has determined 
that the proposed project would have no adverse effect to historic 
properties.  A copy of this letter has been included in Appendix C, 
Correspondence.  A concurrence letter was received from the SHPO and 
has been included in Appendix C. 

 
00021 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-7 

 
15 

 EA Sections 2.1.5 and 7.2.4 seem to depict conflicting descriptions of the 
current aesthetic resources available at the project site, and it is unclear how 
the aesthetic resource identified in 2.1.5 (Schaar's Bluff Vista) will or will not 
be impacted or mitigated by the Project activities, as described in 7.2.4. 
Recommend adding discussion to 7.2.4 specifically about Schaar's Bluff 
Vista, and any efforts that will be used to minimize or mitigate aesthetic 
impacts. 

Added the following to 7.2.4: “The recommended plan would not have an 
adverse effect on the view from Schaar’s Bluff Vista. The view of the pit from 
the vista is mostly obscured by trees, and as discussed above, the dredged 
material placement activities are not expected to differ substantially from the 
ongoing mining activities.” 

 
00022 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-7 

 
16.b and 

16.c 

 Describe the affect of the project's generation of air emissions, including 
construction vehicles. Dust and odors don't seem to be described in either of 
the EA sections referenced. The EAW form requires the following: Describe 
sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of dust and odors 
generated during project construction and operation. (Fugitive dust may be 
discussed under item 16a). Discuss the effect of dust and odors in the vicinity 
of the project including nearby sensitive receptors and quality of life. Identify 
measures that will be taken to minimize or mitigate the effects of dust and 
odors. 

Added the following additional information to EA Chapter 7.3.1: “The dredged 
material stockpiled for beneficial use would be coarse-grained sand, which 
would not likely contribute dust to the surrounding areas. Features around the 
site such as a berm and vegetation would also act as screening and would 
further reduce any potential for the site to create nuisance dust.” 

 
00023 

 
Appendix B 

 
EAW-7 

 
17 

 The EAW requires a discussion of noise that includes, in addition to a 
description of Project-related noise impacts, "Discuss the effect of noise in  
the vicinity of the project including 1) existing noise levels/sources in the  
area, 2) nearby sensitive receptors, 3) conformance to state noise standards, 
and 4) quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken to minimize or 
mitigate the effects of noise." Please expand these sections or this EAW  
Item to include this information. 

Added more detail regarding noise receptors identified nearby, noise levels 
expected, noise levels experienced currently, Minnesota laws, etc. in EA 
Chapter 7.2.4. 

  

00024 Appendix B EAW-7 18  The truck traffic discussed in EA Section 7.2.4 should be described and 
assessed in EAW Item 18. Further description added. 

 

00025 
 

Appendix B 
 

EAW-8 
 

19.c 
 Each environmental effect discussed in Item 19.a should be assessed in 

19.c as total potential for that effect due to the Project and the identified 
actions in 19.b. Please revise the text to include an assessment for each 
environmental effect identified in 19.a. 

Edited 19 c. to include greater detail. 

00026 Appendix B EAW 
figures 

  Please clearly identify, number, and add page numbers to the Figures 
attached to/included in Appendix B. Added as suggested. 

      

 

 
 



  

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources • Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN  55155 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road 
St. Paul, MN 55155 

April 09, 2018          (sent via E-mail) 

Tom Novak 
Project Manager 
St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678 

Dear Mr. Novak,  
 
The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) as the Responsible Government Unit for the proposed 
Pool 2 Dredged Material Management Plan (the Project) EAW, has reviewed the Intermediate Data Submittal 
provided via email by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, on March 09, 2018. The DNR has determined the EAW 
Intermediate Data Submittal to be incomplete. 

The information described below is needed for the DNR to prepare an EAW for the Project. Some items 
request specific information or provide suggestions for consideration, while others seek clarification that may, 
upon further review, result in the need for additional information. Items have been labeled by Comment ID for 
easier reference in discussion and for the intermediate data submittal responses as appropriate.  

We would like to meet with you to discuss these comments and the process for EAW production.  In the 
meantime please feel free to contact me at (651) 259‐5082, or kate.fairman@state.mn.us if you have any 
questions regarding the information that is being requested. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Fairman 
Planning Director 

CC:  

Randall Doneen, DNR, Environmental Review Unit Supervisor 
Steven Clark, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 

mailto:kate.fairman@state.mn.us


  

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources • Division of Ecological and Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN  55155 

 

 

Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

001 EAW/EA General   

The 1996 EIS and 1997 EIS are referred to throughout and are defined in an 
early section of the EA.  However, the references to the EISs do not always 
seem to align with how they are defined.  See EA page 74 for an example of 
this. 

002 EAW General   

Please provide a map/plate/figure showing the boundary of the LGC site.  
The box that is currently shown on the plates goes all the way to the river on 
the south side and cuts through the northern portion of the current mine oit 
as well as through the dredge placement site for the Boulanger Bend Dredge 
Project.  It is unclear what is included and what is not.    

003 EAW/EA General   Is Southport a permanant site or temporary storage for dredged material? 
Is it currently water or upland? 

004 EAW EAW-2 6.e.  Could the future Pool 2 Embankment Project be considered a future 
phase/part of the management of dredged materials? 

005 EAW EAW-3 7  

Please clarify the Cover Types table.  Is it strictly for the LGC site?  A table 
for the continued use of the SP site should also be provided as that is part of 
the DMMP.  The “Before” acreages should reflect the cover types as they 
currently are.  The “After” acreages should reflect what is expected after the 
Plan/Project is complete.  Is it planned to end at 40 years?  Is the After for 
the LGC site covered in the reclamation plan for the mine?  Is reclamation 
anticipated to begin after the 40-year life of the DMMP? If so, the cover types 
should reflect what is proposed in the reclamation plan.  A qualitative 
discussion of this for the LGC and SP sites is also needed here.  

006 EAW EAW-3 8  

Please provide a table of the permits/approvals needed for the project, 
including the name of the permit/approval, the agency/authority name and 
the status of the permit/approval. If it is not known for sure a particular permit 
or approval is needed, note “if needed” in the table. 

007 EAW EAW-4 11.a.ii.  

Additional information is needed re potential impacts to groundwater.  
Material is proposed to be placed in direct contact with groundwater in the 
mine pit.  Additional information re contamination levels in sediments to be 
deposited in the mine pit would be useful.  Is updated information available 
from sampling conducted more recently? 
Additional information on the hydrological connectivity between the LGC site, 
aquifers, and the river would be useful.  Please provide if available.  

008 EAW EAW-5 11.b.i.  More information is needed re the “if, then” scenario re water management. 



Comment ID Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

009 EAW EAW-5 11.b.ii.  SP should also be addressed. 

010 EAW EAW-5 11.b.iv.a.  Is this paragraph re LGC only or both LGC and SP?  Both should be 
addressed. 

011 EAW EAW-6 13.b.  

Federally listed species should also be included in the EAW.   
The table of state listed species provided in the EAW is not consistent with 
the table of state listed species in the EA.  Please clarify why there are 
differences or make them consistent.   
Table 2 is referred to but there is no Table 2.  Please clarify. 

012 EAW EAW-7 13.c.  The information presented is re LGC.  Please also include information re the 
SP site or state why it is not needed. 

013 EAW EAW-8 18  

Please clarify what is meant by “beneficial use stockpile site.” Is it LGC, SP, 
or a different smaller site within one of those sites? 
Is there no potential for interactions of residential vehicles or mining vehicles 
with the dredge placement vehciles on Grey Cloud Island? 

014 EAW EAW-9 19.c.  

Water Quality:  Turbidity is not the only potential water quality effect.  It 
seems there could be potential issues with other contaminants.  Is more 
recent sediment sampling data available? Is sampling data available re the 
current mine pit water and mine waste/tailings?  Does the proposed mixing of 
current mine water/waste with dredged materials create the potential for 
cumulative effects?  

015 EAW EAW-11 Attachment 
1  The scale of the map is too large to see the WHPA boundaries in relation to 

the project areas – LGC, SP. 

016 EA 17-19 2.2.5  Refers to several dredge locations planned for sampling in 2017.  Has this 
been done yet?  Please provide data. 

017 EA 23 2.2.6  
Additional support for the assertions that there is “little concern of 
contamination due to activity in the gravel pit” would be useful.  Please 
provide. 

018 EA 29 Table 4  Inconsistent with table in EAW of state listed species.  Please clarify and/or 
make the tables consistent. 

019 EA 81 7.3.1  Is there a contingency plan for dust control?  What does the mine do now? 

020 EA 100 8.3.3  Paragraph does not address state listed species. 



Corps of Engineers Responses to Comments on the Intermediate Data Submittal to MNDNR. 
 
 

Comment 
ID 

Document Page # Question 
# Line # Comment and Requested Action 

Response 

001 EAW/EA General   
The 1996 EIS and 1997 EIS are referred to throughout and are defined in an early 
section of the EA.  However, the references to the EISs do not always seem to 
align with how they are defined.  See EA page 74 for an example of this. 

The CMMP is dated 1996 and the accompanying EIS is dated 1997.  
There is only one CMMP EIS, and its date is 1997.  Text throughout the 
EA and EAW supplement has been addressed to clarify this. 

002 EAW General   

Please provide a map/plate/figure showing the boundary of the LGC site.  The box 
that is currently shown on the plates goes all the way to the river on the south side 
and cuts through the northern portion of the current mine pit as well as through the 
dredge placement site for the Boulanger Bend Dredge Project.  It is unclear what is 
included and what is not.    

The figures show the boundary of the site that would be used under the 
proposed alternative.  This boundary follows the parcel boundaries that 
would be needed.  These are identified as parcel boundaries on Figure 7 
and Plate 2.  The Shiely Pit is incorrectly labeled on Plate 6, which has 
been corrected.  Plate 2 shows the correct location of the Shiely Pit. 

003 EAW/EA General   Is Southport a permanant site or temporary storage for dredged material? 
Is it currently water or upland? 

Southport is a permanent site, but dredged material placed there is 
continuously removed for beneficial purposes.  The site is highly 
disturbed upland.  Text has been added to section 5.10.1 of the EA for 
clarity. 

004 EAW EAW-2 6.e.  Could the future Pool 2 Embankment Project be considered a future phase/part of 
the management of dredged materials? 

 No.  The embankment project would be in a different geographical 
location of Pool 2; it is separated by the main channel from the location 
of the proposed placement site in the DMMP and any effects would 
occur in separate locations.  The embankment project would be 
completed for a different purpose than maintenance of the navigation 
channel and would occur independently of each other.  While it is true 
that material dredged from the navigation channel may be used for the 
embankment project, it is not required that dredged material be used for 
this purpose.  However, a separate EAW is being prepared for the 
embankment project. 

005 EAW EAW-3 7  

Please clarify the Cover Types table.  Is it strictly for the LGC site?  A table for the 
continued use of the SP site should also be provided as that is part of the DMMP.  
The “Before” acreages should reflect the cover types as they currently are.  The 
“After” acreages should reflect what is expected after the Plan/Project is complete.  
Is it planned to end at 40 years?  Is the After for the LGC site covered in the 
reclamation plan for the mine?  Is reclamation anticipated to begin after the 40-year 
life of the DMMP? If so, the cover types should reflect what is proposed in the 
reclamation plan.  A qualitative discussion of this for the LGC and SP sites is also 
needed here.  

The table is strictly for the LGC site; a heading stating this has been 
added to the table.  A new table for the Southport site was added.  The 
intended meaning of “before” and “after” in the table is understood.  The 
project plan is for 40 years, but the details regarding the use of the site 
beyond the placement of dredged material are not developed to a level 
that allows acreage estimation for cover types.  This is why the table lists 
generalities for changes in acreage.  The Corps would develop a 
detailed plan in the future for managing the site that would likely include 
restoration of native communities.  Such a plan would undergo separate 
environmental coordination and review.  The use at the Southport site is 
not intended to change, which is stated in numerous places in the EA. 

006 EAW EAW-3 8  

Please provide a table of the permits/approvals needed for the project, including 
the name of the permit/approval, the agency/authority name and the status of the 
permit/approval. If it is not known for sure a particular permit or approval is needed, 
note “if needed” in the table. 

While permit requirements are not as straight-forward as for other 
projects, and describing the needed permits within the text seems more 
appropriate, a table has been added to the EAW. 



007 EAW EAW-4 11.a.ii.  

Additional information is needed re potential impacts to groundwater.  Material is 
proposed to be placed in direct contact with groundwater in the mine pit.  Additional 
information re contamination levels in sediments to be deposited in the mine pit 
would be useful.  Is updated information available from sampling conducted more 
recently? 
Additional information on the hydrological connectivity between the LGC site, 
aquifers, and the river would be useful.  Please provide if available.  

Additional sediment testing data, including data from 2017 and 2018 has 
been added to the report, specifically Appendix F. Also, the text in 
sections 2.2.5, 2.2.6, 7.3.4, and 7.3.5 has been revised to discuss this 
additional information.  Empirical data regarding the connectivity between 
the LGC site, the aquifers and river is not available.  In general though, it 
is assumed they are connected to some degree, and this is reflected in 
the text. 

008 EAW EAW-5 11.b.i.  More information is needed re the “if, then” scenario re water management. 

At this time, providing additional sufficient detail for water management 
is not possible.  However, to clarify that additional consideration for, and 
review of environmental effects would be conducted in such an instance, 
the following text has been added, “If conditions change requiring the 
discharge of effluent (carriage water), additional environmental review, 
including that for Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act, would be 
conducted. 

009 EAW EAW-5 11.b.ii.  SP should also be addressed. The following text was added, “Southport is an existing placement site 
and no changes to stormwater runoff characteristics would occur.” 

010 EAW EAW-5 11.b.iv.a.  Is this paragraph re LGC only or both LGC and SP?  Both should be addressed.  Both.  Text was added for clarification. 

011 EAW EAW-6 13.b.  

Federally listed species should also be included in the EAW.   
The table of state listed species provided in the EAW is not consistent with the 
table of state listed species in the EA.  Please clarify why there are differences or 
make them consistent.   
Table 2 is referred to but there is no Table 2.  Please clarify. 

Federally-listed species are included in Sections 2.2.11 and 7.3.10 of the 
Report/EA, which is part of the EAW. The discrepancies in listed species 
between the tables has been updated and corrected.  State special 
concern species are only listed in the tables in the EAW supplement, 
which are limited to a search within one mile of SP and LGC.  More text 
was added to the supplement to clarify this. A second table was added 
to the EAW for state-listed species within one mile of Southport. 

012 EAW EAW-7 13.c.  The information presented is re LGC.  Please also include information re the SP 
site or state why it is not needed. Southport was included to clarify the no-effect determination. 

013 EAW EAW-8 18  

Please clarify what is meant by “beneficial use stockpile site.” Is it LGC, SP, or a 
different smaller site within one of those sites? 
Is there no potential for interactions of residential vehicles or mining vehicles with 
the dredge placement vehciles on Grey Cloud Island? 

Text was added to EAW to describe that a beneficial use site makes 
dredged material available to the general public free of charge, would be 
located at the LGC site, and that any traffic impacts would likely result 
from dump trucks hauling the material from the site (not mining vehicles). 

014 EAW EAW-9 19.c.  

Water Quality:  Turbidity is not the only potential water quality effect.  It seems 
there could be potential issues with other contaminants.  Is more recent sediment 
sampling data available? Is sampling data available re the current mine pit water 
and mine waste/tailings?  Does the proposed mixing of current mine water/waste 
with dredged materials create the potential for cumulative effects?  

Additional information regarding testing of dredged material to be placed 
in the pit has been added to the report as stated elsewhere.  No 
sampling data is known to be available for the mine pit water or the mine 
tailings.  Rational has been added to this section to support the assertion 
that there would be no adverse cumulative effects on water quality as a 
result of contaminants. 

015 EAW EAW-11 Attachment 
1  The scale of the map is too large to see the WHPA boundaries in relation to the 

project areas – LGC, SP. A revised map has been included. 

016 EA 17-19 2.2.5  Refers to several dredge locations planned for sampling in 2017.  Has this been 
done yet?  Please provide data. Text has been revised and the new data has been added. 



017 EA 23 2.2.6  Additional support for the assertions that there is “little concern of contamination 
due to activity in the gravel pit” would be useful.  Please provide. 

Also included language to state that, “… because of the separation in 
aquifers, and also because of the general flow of groundwater from north 
to south”. 

018 EA 29 Table 4  Inconsistent with table in EAW of state listed species.  Please clarify and/or make 
the tables consistent. 

Table 4 is limited to state T&E species, but covers all of Pool 2.  The title 
indicates this.  To make it consistent with the EAW, special concern 
species would also need to be added, which would significantly increase 
the size of the table.  As-is, it gives the reader information on the most 
important species within the pool. 

019 EA 81 7.3.1  Is there a contingency plan for dust control?  What does the mine do now? 

Not at this time.  When material is being handled it is typically wet, and 
most of it is rather coarse in nature, both of which limit how much dust is 
blown by the wind.  There is some information indicating that they are 
required to control dust, but there is no specific information as to whether 
or not they implement any special actions to do so. 

020 EA 100 8.3.3  Paragraph does not address state listed species. Text was added to clarify no effect to state-listed species. 
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