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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Chippewa River Diversion Dam is part of 
the Lac qui Parle Project, which functions to reduce flood risk to the cities of Montevideo 
and Granite Falls, Minnesota, and agricultural areas along the Minnesota River 
downstream from the Lac qui Parle Dam. Other Lac qui Parle Project purposes include 
water conservation and low-flow augmentation for fish and wildlife habitat and 
recreation. It is operated and maintained by USACE staff stationed at Lac qui Parle 
Field Office under guidance by the Water Management and Hydrology Section, 
Engineering and Construction Division and in accordance with the Lac qui Parle Project 
Interim Water Control Manual (WCM; USACE 2017).  

Constructed in the 1930s, the Chippewa River Diversion Dam and the Watson Sag Weir 
(the Project or the Project Dam) diverts high flows on the Chippewa River into Lac qui 
Parle Reservoir. The Project Dam is located 8 miles northwest of Montevideo, 
Minnesota, and 3 miles north of Watson, Minnesota (Figure 1). The Chippewa Dam is 
constructed of rolled earthfill and carries a 32-foot wide highway across the Chippewa 
River at elevation 950.3 feet (1929 NGVD1). The total length of the dam, which includes 
a 27-foot wide Tainter gate and a low-water control culvert, is approximately 1,900 feet 
(Figure 2). Construction included the creation of the Watson Sag channel and approach 
channel for passing the majority of flows and converting a 1,200-foot long portion of the 
original Chippewa River Channel into a low-flow channel (Figure 3).  

The main control structure is a 5-span combination highway bridge and dam within a 
1,200-foot-long approach channel (Figure 4 and Figure 5). Downstream flows to the 
Chippewa River are via a 27-foot wide Tainter gate with a sill elevation of 932.6 feet or 
four spillway bays with fixed crest of 942.3 feet. Flow can also be directed via a 1,600 
foot-long low-flow bypass channel with a 4 foot by 4 foot vertical lift gate with invert 
elevation of 933.3 feet. Flows directed to Lac qui Parle reservoir are via the Watson 
Sag, consisting of a 3,500 foot-long diversion channel, combination highway bridge and 
spillway, fixed crest weirs across six bays at elevation 938.8 feet, and a rolled earth dike 
at elevations between 946.3 and 947.8 feet.  

Flows through the Chippewa Diversion Dam are managed in accordance with USACE’s 
WCM (USACE 2017). In general, during the open water season, flows less than 2,000 
cubic feet per second (cfs) are split evenly (50/50) between the Chippewa River 
Diversion Dam and the Watson Sag Weir. However, for flows greater than 2,000 cfs, 
only 1,000 cfs are passed down to the lower Chippewa River (i.e., downstream of the 
Chippewa River Diversion Dam) through the dam; the remaining flow goes into the Lac 

 
 
1 All elevations in this Environmental Assessment (EA) use the 1929 National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum (NGVD).  
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qui Parle pool via the Watson Sag Weir. During lower flows typical of fall/early winter, 
about 10% of the Chippewa River flow is maintained down the Watson Sag channel.  

The primary purpose of the low-flow channel/gate is to maintain downstream flows in 
the Chippewa River when the Tainter gate on the approach channel is partially or fully 
closed. This happens periodically during maintenance activities on the Tainter gate. 
This is also the case under normal winter operations2, when the area around the Tainter 
gate is frozen, as it lacks deicing capability. Use of the low-flow channel and gate also 
allows for more precise control of downstream flows that supplement that from the 
Tainter gate when in operation.  

 
Figure 1. Chippewa Diversion Dam project location 

 
 
2 Currently, the low-flow channel gate requires repair, which will be completed in a 
separate action and prior to the proposed action. As a result, the current winter 
operation uses the Tainter gate to pass flows.   
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Figure 2. Watson Sag Weir/Chippewa Diversion Dam overview and study area 

 
Figure 3. Chippewa-Watson channel configuration 
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Figure 4. Major components of the Chippewa River Diversion Dam 

 

 
Figure 5. Chippewa Diversion Dam (left) and Watson Sag Weir (right) 

Additional details on Project components and operations can be found in the Interim 
WCM (USACE 2017). 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Chippewa River Diversion Dam is a part of the Lac qui Parle Project, which has a 
primary purpose of flood risk management. Components of the dam need to be 
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rehabilitated to ensure project performance. Specifically, the low-flow channel has 
experienced significant sedimentation that has lessened its capacity for flow 
conveyance. Since it was last excavated in 2003, at least 6,000 cubic yards of material 
have accumulated, indicating a sedimentation rate of at least 270 cubic yards per year.  

The main purpose of the proposed action is to remove and permanently dispose of 
accumulated sediments to restore the channel to resemble its original configuration of a 
trapezoidal shape with a 30- to 60-foot-wide variable bottom width with 3H:1V side 
slopes. This work is needed so the project can continue to function as designed and in 
accordance with the WCM.  

As this type of activity has not been performed in over 20 years, it is considered beyond 
routine maintenance, and project effects are being disclosed through this EA. The 
focused study area for this EA (Figure 2) contains major components of the proposed 
action. However, the EA also considers downstream effects associated with flow. 

1.3 AUTHORITY 

The Chippewa River Diversion Dam is part of the Lac qui Parle Project, which is 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1936 (Public Law 74-738). The Lac qui Parle 
Project also has purposes authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 (Public Law 78-
934), including water conservation and low-flow augmentation for fish and wildlife 
habitat and recreation. USACE is responsible for operation and maintenance of the 
project to include the channel feature.  

 

2 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, USACE would not implement the necessary 
maintenance actions of dredging out the low-flow channel and partially restoring it to its 
original configuration. Sediment would continue to accumulate, in addition to the 
significant sediment already present in the low-flow channel. Consequently, the ability of 
USACE to operate the facility in accordance with the WCM would decline, i.e., 
performance of the project would deteriorate. It is likely that in the foreseeable future, 
accumulated sediment would preclude the ability to maintain downstream flows in the 
Chippewa River during periods when the Tainter gate is closed or under maintenance 
and not at full capacity to pass flows, thereby affecting operations for flood risk 
management. 

2.2 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE – MATERIAL REMOVAL AND PLACEMENT AT 
THE SOUTH STOCKPILE SITE 

Summary: The Proposed Alternative is named for the stockpile site to be used. The low-
flow channel would be excavated, and material would initially be placed in the South 
Stockpile Site, where it would be allowed to dewater/dry (Figure 4 and Figure 6). After 
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the material has dried, it would be graded within the boundary of the site. If needed, 
excavated material that exceeds site capacity for the South Stockpile Site would be 
loaded on trucks and moved to the North Stockpile Site (Figure 4 and Figure 8). All work 
would be completed by USACE Maintenance and Repair (M&R) staff. Additional details 
follow.  

Channel Excavation – Channel excavation would involve removing between 6,000 and 
7,000 cubic yards of material from a 1,200-foot long subreach of the low-flow channel 
(1.3 acres) extending from its entrance to the slide gate that controls flow just upstream 
of the road crossing (Figure 6). The channel would be configured to resemble what it 
was when the dam was first constructed, but at a smaller scale. It would have a 
trapezoidal shape with a bottom elevation of 933.0 foot and 3:1 side slopes and a 110-
foot bottom width (Figure 7). The top width of the excavation would be limited to the 
ordinary high-water mark along the length of the channel. Maximum depth of excavation 
would be 7 feet. Material would be removed mechanically using an excavator with a 
maximum reach of 60 feet. Incidental fallback of some of this material will occur, but will 
be minor. It is anticipated that between 300 and 500 cubic yards of material would be 
removed per day over a four- to six-week period. Material would be composed primarily 
of fines—clayey sand to sandy clay material.  

Material Placement – Excavated material would be permanently placed within a 1.3-
acre containment area at the South Stockpile Site (Figure 6). The South Stockpile Site 
has a maximum capacity of 11,000 cubic yards. If material exceeds site capacity3, 
excess material would be dried, placed into all-terrain dump trucks, and transported to 
the North Stockpile Site, which is 0.8-acre in size and a maximum capacity of 8,000 
cubic yards (Figure 8). 

Grading and Seeding – After the excavated material has been sufficiently 
dewatered/dried in stockpiled areas, it would be graded to a stable configuration. The 
South Stockpile Site will have a gradual 6:1 side slopes to minimize the risk of 
repose/slope failure with the wet material. Any excess material placed at the North 
Stockpile Site will have steeper 3:1 side slopes as it will be dry material. It is anticipated  

 
 
3 Under a separate future action, this site may be shared to stockpile material from the 
Lac Qui Parle Dam Spillway Repair Project.  Once timing of the excavation work is 
determined, coordination between Operations, M&R, and the Lac qui Parle Spillway 
contractor will be necessary to ensure conflicts between efforts are minimized. 
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Figure 6. Proposed excavation on the Chippewa Diversion Dam low-flow channel 

and South Stockpile Site 
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Figure 7. Low-flow channel configuration as part of excavation 

 
Figure 8. North Stockpile Site 

 

that the material, after settlement and grading, would be 10 to 12 feet high. After 
grading, these areas will be seeded with Minnesota State recommended 25-141Mesic 
General Roadside or temporary seed with 21-111 Oats or 21-112 Winter Wheat mix. 
Grading and seeding would also occur along the shoreline of the excavated channel to 
restore those areas to the original configuration. 
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Water Management – During channel excavation, there would be no flows through the 
low-flow channel (work area). Flows in the Chippewa River up to 400 cfs would be 
managed in accordance to the WCM. In summary, flows would be split evenly (50/50) 
using the approach channel under the control of the Tainter gate and the Watson Sag. 
However, for flows greater than 400 cfs, only 200 cfs would be passed through the 
approach channel. Excess flows would be passed over the Watson Sag Weir and into 
the Lac qui Parle pool. This may require a deviation from the WCM because this excess 
flow would be directed into Lac qui Parle pool instead of the Chippewa River.  

Work Limits - The extent of the proposed project work limits includes the low-flow 
channel targeted for excavation, the land immediately to the west of the channel and 
north of Highway 13 for access and the South Stockpile Site, a portion of the berm 
along the south side of the Watson Sag for access, the North Stockpile Site just to the 
north of the Watson Sag, and work zone for heavy equipment (Figure 9).  

 
Figure 9. Work limits for proposed action 

Work Season – Dredging the low-flow channel is planned to occur over one field season 
during base or low flows, lasting up to six weeks. Work months would be August 
through December. Grading and seeding would occur during other months when 
conditions are suitable for vegetation establishment. Due to funding uncertainties, the 
proposed project could happen in 2026, 2027, or 2028. 

2.3 SCREENED ALTERNATIVES 

Several action alternatives were initially considered but were screened from 
consideration due to environmental concerns associated with disposal. One such 
alternative explored was using a 3-acre site approximately 0.5 kilometers to the west of 
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the channel, just off a berm on the south side of the Watson Sag (West Wetland 
Stockpile Site (Appendix 1). Another alternative screened involved using sites (acres) 
on land on the north side of the Chippewa River, about 100 meters to the north (North 
River Stockpile Sites; Appendix 2). Both of these alternatives would involve material 
placement in either floodplain forest or wetland habitat requiring mitigation measures 
and additional costs. Use of the North River Stockpile Sites would have also involved 
construction to extend an access road and cutting down trees.  

A third alternative that was screened involved excavation of the low-flow channel during 
a dry state. This would have required construction of a temporary coffer dam at the 
channel entrance and dewatering using pumps. This alternative was screened because 
subject matter experts indicated that the area could never fully dewater based on soil 
conditions, size of the channel, and limited pump capacity.  

A fourth alternative considered involved fully excavating the channel back to its original 
configuration, which would have resulted in 12,000 cubic yards of disposal material. 
This alternative was screened due to limitations in the amount of space at available 
disposal sites. 

 

3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

The geographic scope of effects includes the low-flow channel, the disposal sites, and 
the work zone for heavy equipment operations. The Chippewa River downstream of the 
affected site was also considered because of considerations to flow passing through the 
Project. This area is within the Chippewa River drainage.  

In general, environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative would largely be 
attributed to the reduced functionality of the Chippewa River Diversion Dam as 
sedimentation in the low-flow channel continues. It is assumed this would eventually 
render the low-flow channel inoperable and unable to effectively control flows 
downstream, thus leading to a reduced ability to meet the authorized purpose of the 
project. Based on the accumulation of sediment in the low-flow channel since 2003, it is 
anticipated to occur in the next decade or two.  

3.1 NATURAL RESOURCES 

The drainage area upstream of the Chippewa River Dam is 2,070 square miles.  

3.1.1 Air Quality 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is required by the Clean Air Act to establish 
air quality standards that primarily protect human health. These National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) regulate six major air contaminants across the U.S. When 
an area meets criteria for each of the six contaminants, it is called an “attainment area” 
for the contaminant; areas that do not meet the criteria are called “nonattainment 
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areas.” Chippewa County, Minnesota, is classified as an attainment area for each of the 
six contaminants and is therefore not a region of impaired ambient air quality 
(Minnesota Nonattainment/Maintenance Status for Each County by Year for All Criteria 
Pollutants | Green Book | US EPA). This designation means that the project area has 
relatively few air pollution sources of concern. 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on air quality. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have a minor, temporary 
effect on air quality due to the use of heavy equipment that generally use diesel fuel. 
Heavy equipment would be used to dredge the channel, transport and place the 
material, and grade the material after it has been dried. The operation of heavy 
equipment would temporarily increase vehicle emissions and slightly degrade air quality 
in the immediate vicinity. Impacts would be short-term and negligible due to the short 
construction timeframe (up to six weeks). To minimize air emissions, the M&R crew 
would be required to meet or exceed all federal, state, and local air resource 
requirements. These effects would be temporary, and air quality would quickly return to 
baseline conditions. After construction, maintenance activities would be routine, 
noninvasive and have minimal impacts. 

3.1.2 Water Quality 

According to the 2016 Chippewa River Watershed Total Maximum Daily Load report, 
lakes and streams in the Chippewa River Watershed are polluted with excess nutrients 
(nitrogen and phosphorus), algae, and sediment, and have low levels of dissolved 
oxygen and altered habitat conditions. In some areas, the pollution is severe enough to 
harm aquatic insects and fish. Within the study area, the Chippewa River is considered 
impaired for fecal coliform (FC), mercury (Hg-F), and turbidity (T). The water quality 
standard in this reach is a Class 2 aquatic life and recreation use designation for warm 
water habitats (2Bg).  

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would result in less flow to the lower 
Chippewa River during periods when the Tainter gate is not functional, which would 
have minor, detrimental effects to water quality downstream depending on the time of 
year. For example, water temperatures would increase with lower flow during summer 
months, and dissolved oxygen levels would decrease during winter months. For 
example, These effects would increase over time as less flow is able to pass through 
the Project.  

Proposed Alternative – During excavation of the channel, water turbidity within the 
low-flow channel would temporarily increase from mechanical excavation and incidental 
waters returning during placement. Turbidity levels in the Watson Sag would likely also 
be affected but would be minimized with avoidance measures and best management 
practices (BMPs) that include a sedimentation curtain or similar measures. Turbidity 
levels in the Chippewa River downstream of the Project would also temporarily increase 
when flow is reintroduced to the low-flow channel. However, this would be minimized by 
reintroducing the flows gradually. Increases in suspended particulates would be 
temporary, localized, and limited to physical changes to the water column. 

https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_mn.html
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_mn.html
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3.1.3 Hydraulics and Hydrology 

Under the WCM, flows in the upper Chippewa River (i.e., upstream of the Chippewa 
River Diversion Dam) up to 2,000 cfs are split evenly (50/50) through the Chippewa 
River Diversion Dam and Watson Sag Weir. However, for flows greater than 2,000 cfs, 
only 1,000 cfs are passed down to the lower Chippewa River (i.e., downstream of the 
Chippewa River Diversion dam) through the dam; the remaining flow goes into the Lac 
qui Parle pool via the Watson Sag Weir. The low-flow channel and associated gate are 
used periodically to pass flows when the Tainter gate is not operating or to supplement 
flows. Historically, the range in flows for the October 1 to December 1 timeframe 
(proposed work season) has been between 300 and 400 cfs; thus, a 50/50 split has 
resulted in sending between 150 and 200 cfs through the Chippewa River Diversion 
Dam’s Tainter gate.  

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would result in increased siltation in 
the low-flow channel, thus restricting the amount of flow conveyed downstream. Over 
time, it is reasonable to assume that all flow through the low-flow channel would be 
partially or completely blocked. To maintain downstream flows to the Chippewa River, 
the approach channel and Tainter gate would have to be used exclusively. Under 
severe conditions, flows into the diversion channel would be restricted, forcing more 
water over the Watson Sag (USACE 2017). Less flow would be conveyed in the 
Chippewa River downstream of the Project. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would restore the low-flow channel 
to a state close to its original configuration. With repairs to the gate, the low-flow 
channel would be fully functional and able to convey flows during periods when the 
Tainter gate is not operated.  

3.1.4 Sediment Quality 

Analysis of sediment quality and composition was conducted within the low-flow 
channel in September 2024 (Appendix 5 and Appendix 6). Results indicated that the 
sediments were mostly free of contaminants. Some pesticides and 
polyhydroxyalkanoates (PHAs) were observed to be at elevated levels, but these were 
within Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Sediment Quality Target I levels, 
indicating a moderate level of protection. Sediments were classified as clayey sand with 
organic material, moderately organic, and sandy organic clay with organic material.  

There are no known hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste sites associated with 
sediment within the study area.  

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on sediment 
quality in the area. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have short-term adverse 
effects associated with construction-related disturbance on soil within the footprint of the 
disposal sites. However, soils may incur minor benefits with the addition of fines from 
the excavated channel that would promote vegetation growth.  
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3.1.5 Wetlands 

A query of the National Wetlands Inventory indicated the presence of wetlands in the 
study area consisting of the type PUBH, which indicates a shallow palustrine system 
with an unconsolidated bottom (Figure 10). This is a low quality wetland due to past 
disturbance with the Project. Wetland plants occur along the margins of the channel, but 
flows preclude the establishment of vegetation in other areas due to flow. No wetlands 
are within the two placement sites. 

No Action Alternative – There would be no effects to wetlands under the No Action 
Alternative.  

Proposed Alternative – Under the Proposed Alternative, the bottom of the low-flow 
channel would be excavated. Any aquatic vegetation in the channel and western margin 
would be destroyed. However, vegetation would be reestablished after implementation, 
likely within 2 to 5 years. There would be no effect at the two disposal areas as they do 
not have wetlands.   

3.1.6 Aquatic Habitat 

The Chippewa River is a low-gradient stream with sand/silt bottom with some gravel 
and rock riffle sections that meanders through a landscape heavily dominated by 
agriculture. Sections of the river have been altered through channelization and bank 
stabilization. Excessive sedimentation from upland area erosion has substantially 
degraded aquatic habitat. Benthic habitat degradation from siltation, excessive water 
turbidity, and variable and frequent low flows are significant problems limiting overall 
aquatic habitat quality. 

The quality of aquatic habitat in the study area is marginal. Historically, the low-flow 
channel was part of the natural channel. However, construction of the Chippewa Dam 
and Watson Sag disturbed the area by impounding the river and converting it to a low-
flow channel with slide gate. Sediment in the bottom of the channel is dominated by 
clayey sand to sandy clay material (Appendix 6). Fish spawning habitat is limited, and 
few mussels reside in the substrate. The reach is sinuous but lacks geomorphic, cover, 
and structural diversity. The total drop through this 1,200-foot-long reach is 
approximately 0.5 feet, consisting of run mesohabitat. 
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Source: NWI  

Figure 10. Wetland types in the project area 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would lead to continued 
sedimentation in the low-flow channel, potentially creating an area with little to no flow. 
The area could become a stagnant side pool with limited habitat value.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have short term adverse 
effects to aquatic habitat because of the effects from excavation. Over the long term, 
there would be minor benefits because the channel would be deepened and thus 
remain flowing riverine habitat (albeit of limited value). Downstream aquatic habitat 
would experience minor adverse effects from sedimentation. 

3.1.7 Floodplain 

The study area does not fall within a Regulatory Floodway. There are no floodway 
concerns with either the No Action Alternative or Proposed Alternative. 

3.1.8 Vegetation 

Terrestrial vegetation in both of the proposed placement sites consists of mowed turf. 
These are previously disturbed areas that have been used as placement sites in the 
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past. Other vegetation in the study area consists of shrubs and trees indicative of a 
riparian corridor. A patch of floodplain forest exists just to the east of the channel that is 
a part of Lions Park. 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on terrestrial 
vegetation.  

Proposed Alternative – Terrestrial vegetation within the South Stockpile site will be 
temporarily displaced with material excavated from the low-flow channel. This area will 
be seeded with an appropriate grass seed mix to allow revegetation within 2–3 years. 
Heavy equipment would work around established trees. 

3.1.9 Terrestrial Habitat 

The existing terrestrial habitat in the affected area consists of a narrow riparian corridor 
and upland grasslands as a result of prior disturbance. There is limited habitat value. 
The adjacent floodplain forest just to the east of the site has substantially more value.  

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on terrestrial 
habitat. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have short-term adverse 
effects to terrestrial habitat associated with construction. The affected upland area 
would be reconfigured back to its original configuration with the exception of the 
footprint of the disposal area(s). 

3.1.10 Fish and Wildlife 

Wildlife species typical of this region include such common avian species as robin, blue 
jay, and chickadee. Common mammalian species include raccoon, rabbit, and white-
tailed deer. The bald eagle, a state-listed species of special concern, is a permanent 
inhabitant of the region. The nearest bald eagle nest is over 3,500 feet west of the 
activity. Within the study area, wildlife species are scarce due to limited habitat and prior 
site disturbance. However, wildlife with strong connectivity to the site is more abundant 
and diverse in the floodplain forest directly east (within Lions Park). 

Amphibians and reptiles typical of this area include: 

Frogs – northern leopard frog, wood frog, green frog, chorus frog, spring peeper 
Toads – American toad 
Salamanders – spotted salamander 
Turtles – northern map turtle, snapping turtle, spiny softshell turtle, painted turtle, 
Blanding’s turtle 
Snakes – northern water, garter, milk 

Fish in the Chippewa River are indicative of limited quality habitat and include suckers, 
redhorse, carp, catfish and a variety of minnow species. Some game species are also 
found such as walleye, northern pike, largemouth bass and smallmouth bass. Within the 
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low-flow channel, aquatic habitat is limited, suggesting use by hardy fishes such as 
carp, suckers, and minnow species. To minimize impacts to fish species, excavation of 
the low-flow channel will be completed outside of fish spawning season (April through 
June).  

Most mussel species observed in the area are common, such as deertoe, plain 
pocketbook, threeridge, black sandshell (state species of special concern), fat mucket, 
fragile papershell, spike (state species of special concern), strange floater, pink 
heelsplitter, giant floater, Wabash pigtoe, white heelsplitter, and mucket. State species 
of concern do not appear to be regulated by Minnesota’s Endangered Species law and 
do not warrant further mitigation. No federally listed or state-listed mussel species are 
known to occur in the area.  

During a 2024 timed pollywog survey, eleven species of mussels were found within the 
low-flow channel (Table 1). Black sandshell4, spike4, and paper pondshell species were 
not found but were identified during a 2020 mussel relocation effort in the adjacent 
Chippewa Diversion Dam approach channel.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no effect to 
birds, mammals, and reptiles. However, species highly dependent on water such as 
amphibians, fish, and mussels may be adversely affected by lessened flows as a result 
of the low-flow channel becoming inoperative. This effect would be minor.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would likely have an adverse effect 
on some fish and wildlife in the area through disturbance from the operation of heavy 
equipment. Mobile species would likely leave the area, but would return after the work 
was completed. Benthic organisms like mussels may be incidentally extracted during 
excavation of the low-flow channel, as would amphibians that burrow into the substrate. 
However, the channel would recolonize over time. This recolonization would be 
immediate for more mobile species like amphibians, but would take longer for mussels 
(likely within 5 to 10 years).  

 
 
4 Minnesota Species of Special Concern. 
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Table 1. Species and numbers of native mussels collected from the Chippewa 
Diversion low-flow channel, 9 September 2024 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Upper 
Reach 

No. 
Live 

Upper 
Reach 

% 

Lower 
Reach 

No. 
Live 

Lower 
Reach 

% 

Total 
No. 
Live 

Total 
% 

Amblema 
plicata Threeridge - - 1 12.5 1 2.0 
Fusconaia 
flava 

Wabash 
pigtoe 1 2.3 - - 1 2.0 

Lampsilis 
cardium 

Plain 
pocketbook 6 14.0 - - 6 11.8 

Lampsilis 
siliquoidea Fatmucket 1 2.3 - - 1 2.0 
Lasmigona 
complanata 

White 
heelsplitter 4 9.3 - - 4 7.8 

Potamilus 
alatus 

Pink 
heelsplitter 4 9.3 1 12.5 5 9.8 

Potamilus 
fragilis 

Fragile 
papershell 10 23.3 - - 10 19.6 

Pyganodon 
grandis Giant floater 4 9.3 6 75.0 10 19.6 
Quadrula 
quadrula Mapleleaf 2 4.7 - - 2 3.9 
Strophitus 
undulatus Strange floater 2 4.7 - - 2 3.9 
Truncilla 
truncata Deertoe 9 20.9 - - 9 17.6 

 

Totals 
Upper 
Reach 

No. 
Live 

Upper 
Reach 

% 

Lower 
Reach 

No. 
Live 

Lower 
Reach 

% 

Total 
No. 
Live 

Total 
% 

Total 43 - 8 - 51 - 
Live species 10 - 3 - 11 - 
Time searched 150 - 60 - 210 - 
CPUE (No. live/min) 0.3  - 0.1 -  0.2  - 
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3.1.11 Threatened and Endangered Species 

3.1.11.1 Federally Listed Species 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation 
(IPaC) website was consulted on 12 September 2025 to identify the potential presence 
of federally listed threatened and endangered species within the study area (Appendix 
8). One endangered, one threatened, two proposed threatened, and one proposed 
endangered species were identified and are listed in Table 2. No critical habitat was 
identified within the study area.  

Table 2. Federally listed species within the study area 
Category Common Name Scientific Name Status 
Mammal Northern long-eared bat Myotis septentrionalis Endangered 
Insect Dakota skipper Hesperia dacotae Threatened 
Insect Monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus Proposed threatened 
Insect Suckley’s cuckoo 

bumble bee 
Bombus suckleyi Proposed endangered 

Insect Western regal fritillary Argynnis idalia 
accidentalis 

Proposed threatened 

 

NORTHERN LONG-EARED BAT  

The northern long-eared bat (NLEB) is a medium-sized bat that hibernates in caves and 
mines in the winter and roosts singly or in colonies under the bark or in cracks and 
crevices of trees in the summer. NLEB is relatively widespread, and USFWS lists NLEB 
as an endangered species because a fungal pathogen causing white-nose syndrome is 
sharply reducing populations. 

MONARCH BUTTERFLY 

Monarch butterflies are large and conspicuous, with bright orange wings surrounded by 
a black border and covered with black veins. The bright coloring of a monarch serves as 
a warning to predators that eating them can be toxic. During the breeding season, 
monarchs lay their eggs on their obligate milkweed host plant, and larvae emerge after 
two to five days. Larvae develop over a period of 9 to 18 days, feeding on milkweed and 
sequestering toxic chemicals as a defense against predators. The larva then pupates 
into a chrysalis before emerging 6 to 14 days later as an adult butterfly. There are 
multiple generations of monarchs produced during the breeding season, with most adult 
butterflies living approximately two to five weeks. Monarch butterflies live mainly in 
prairies, meadows, and grasslands and along roadsides. 

SUCKLEY’S CUCKOO BUMBLE BEE 
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Suckley’s cuckoo bumble bee is a generalist pollinator and an obligate parasitic bumble 
bee. It invades the nests of the host bumble bees and relies on host species workers to 
provision its larvae. It requires suitable nesting sites for colonies, nectar, and pollen 
resources during the colony period and suitable overwintering sites. Historic 
observations of Suckley’s cuckoo bumble bee have been made at meadows near these 
sources.  

WESTERN REGAL FRITILLARY 

The western regal fritillary is a brush-footed butterfly with large orange and black wings. 
This pollinator is found in remnant tall-grass prairies, where they forage on nectar from 
milkweed and other plants.  

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on any listed 
species.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would similarly have no effect on 
any listed species. No trees would be cleared as part of the project; therefore, there 
would be no effect to bats. The action area includes previously disturbed areas, making 
the area unsuitable as a habitat for all other listed species. 

3.1.11.2 State-Listed Species 

A 17 September 2025 query of the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System 
(NHIS) identified three state-listed mussel species in the study area. State Species of 
Special Concern included two mussels and one salamander found in the study area 
(Table 3).  

Table 3. Minnesota state-listed species in the study area 
Common Name Scientific Name Status 

Mucket Actinonaias ligamentina Threatened 
Black sandshell Ligumia recta Special concern 
Elktoe Alasmidonta marginata Threatened 
Spike Eurynia dilatata Threatened 
Creek heelsplitter Lasmigona compressa Special concern 
Mudpuppy Necturus maculosus Special concern 

 
No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effect on state-listed 
species.  

Proposed Alternative – None of the state-listed mussel species were found in the low-
flow channel during a 2024 survey. Therefore, the Proposed Alterative would have no 
effect on those species. A survey of mudpuppy was not undertaken in association with 
the proposed action, as it is unlikely to be present in the project area. This species is 
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associated with permanent water bodies with good water quality. If present, mudpuppy 
would be adversely affected by the excavation work. However, this effect would be 
short-term, and mudpuppy would be expected to return to the area post-construction.  

3.1.12 Invasive Species 

Several invasive species are found in the Chippewa River watershed, the most common 
of which include zebra mussels, common carp, Eurasian watermilfoil, and common 
buckthorn. The most likely invasive species to be present in the affected area is 
common carp.  

COMMON CARP 

Common carp (Cyprinus carpio) are reported throughout much of Minnesota. This is a 
large invasive freshwater fish native to Europe and Asia; it was introduced to North 
America in the 1800s as a food fish but is now considered a pest due to its destructive 
impact on habitats and native species. They are omnivorous bottom-feeders, 
recognized by their long dorsal fins, soft mouths, and two pairs of barbels (whiskers), 
and are known to degrade water quality and destroy aquatic vegetation by uprooting 
plants. 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have minor adverse effects 
on common carp and other aquatic invasive species associated with lower flows, as 
described in Section 3.1.10.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alterative would have no measurable effect on 
common carp. The Proposed Alternative is also not anticipated to result in the spread of 
invasive species not currently present within the project area. USACE’s M&R crew will 
be required to clean equipment and watercraft prior to bringing them onto the project 
site and prior to removing them from the site to prevent the spread of invasive species. 
Equipment and watercraft will be inspected to ensure they are free from soil residuals, 
egg deposits from plant pest, noxious weeds, plant seeds, aquatic plants and animals, 
and residual water. If at any point equipment or watercraft are found to be contaminated 
with invasive species, they will immediately be placed on dry land and decontaminated 
until all invasive species have been removed. 

3.2 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

3.2.1 Flood Control/Flood Risk Management  

Flood risk is managed under USACE’s interim Water Control Manual.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, the project would not be able 
to fully function during periods when the Tainter gate is closed or under maintenance 
and not at full capacity to pass flows. As the capacity of the low-flow channel is low 
relative to approach channel/gate, this effect would be minor.  
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Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would benefit flood risk 
management by ensuring the facility is fully operational.  

3.2.2 Recreation 

Recreation opportunities in this area are limited; it receives occasional use from anglers 
(shoreline fishing) and those interested in wildlife viewing. A small nearby regional park, 
Lion’s Park, provides open space, parking, restrooms, and picnic tables.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there may be minor adverse 
effects to anglers that result from reduced downstream flows.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have short-term minor 
adverse effects on recreation. Construction would disturb opportunities for wildlife 
viewing and fish may be displaced, thus limiting angling opportunities.  

3.2.3 Aesthetic Values 

The project area is previously disturbed and has limited aesthetic appeal.  

No Action Alternative – Under the No Action Alternative, there may be minor adverse 
effects to aesthetics that result from reduced downstream flows. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have temporary adverse 
effects on aesthetics of the area associated with the use of heavy equipment that would 
increase noise levels. There would also be minor adverse visual effects with exposed 
soil in the disposal sites. These impacts would be short-term and negligible due to the 
short construction timeframe and time it takes for vegetation to become established. 

3.2.4 Noise 

The project area is located in a rural setting with one major road. It is a relatively quiet 
area with occasional noise from car traffic. 

No Action Alternative – The No Action Alternative would have no effects on noise. 

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative would have a temporary adverse 
effect on noise in the area associated with the use and transportation of heavy 
equipment. These impacts would be short-term and negligible due to the short 
construction timeframe.  

3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Seven historic properties in the area of potential effects are individually eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or are contributing elements of a 
NRHP-eligible or listed historic district. One other property in the area of potential 
effects is not NRHP-eligible individually and is a noncontributing element of the NRHP- 
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Table 4. Environmental Assessment Matrix 

 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 
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A.  Social Effects               
1.  Noise Levels    X        ST   
2.  Aesthetic Values     X     X  ST   
3.  Recreational Opportunities     X     X  ST   
4.  Transportation    X       X    
5.  Public Health and Safety    X      X     
6.  Community Cohesion (Sense of 
Unity)    X       X    

7.  Community Growth & 
Development    X       X    

8.  Business and Home 
Relocations    X       X    

9.  Existing/Potential Land Use    X       X    
10.  Controversy    X       X    
B.  Economic Effects               
1.  Property Values    X       X    
2.  Tax Revenue    X       X    
3.  Public Facilities and Services    X      X     
4.  Regional Growth    X       X    
5.  Employment    X      ST     
6.  Business Activity    X       X    
7.  Farmland/Food Supply    X       X    
8.  Commercial Navigation    X       X    
9.  Flooding Effects     X     X     
10.  Energy Needs and Resources    X       X    
C.  Natural Resource Effects               
1.  Air Quality    X        ST   
2.  Terrestrial Habitat    X        ST   
3.  Wetlands    X        ST   
4.  Aquatic Habitat     X     X  ST   
5.  Habitat Diversity & Interspersion    X      X  ST   
6.  Biological Productivity     X       ST   
7.  Surface Water Quality     X       ST   
8.  Water Supply    X       X    
9.  Groundwater    X       X    
10.  Soils    X      X  ST   
11.  Threatened or Endangered 
Species    X       X    

D.  Cultural Resource Effects               
1.  Historic Architectural Values    X       X    
2.  Precontact & Historic 
Archeological Values    X       X    

X = Long-term effects; ST = Short-term recurring effects. 
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eligible Lac Qui Parle Flood Control Project Historic District. 

No Action Alternative – No impact to cultural resources would be expected.  

Proposed Alternative – The Proposed Alternative is in an area significantly disturbed 
by previous road and dam construction/maintenance projects that were similar in scope 
and located within an essentially identical footprint. Both the North and South Stockpile 
Sites as well as the channel are also in locations that have been significantly disturbed. 
Based on the previous development disturbance, USACE has determined the proposed 
undertaking will have No Adverse Effect to historic properties. Tribal coordination was 
completed 10 February 2025 and SHPO concurred on 12 Marsh 2025. 

 

4 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 

4.1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC § 4321 et seq.) establishes the 
broad national framework for protecting our environment. NEPA’s basic policy is to 
assure proper consideration to the environment prior to undertaking any major federal 
action. Two alternatives have been presented, and the significance of the project’s 
impacts have been evaluated. The resulting document will be distributed to agencies, 
the public, and other interested parties to gather any comments or concerns. If no 
significant impacts to the environment are found, a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) will be signed by the St. Paul District Commander. 

4.2 BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION ACT 

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act prohibits anyone from taking, possessing, or 
transporting an eagle, or the parts, nests, or eggs of such birds without prior 
authorization. Disturbing an eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause injury to 
an eagle, decrease productivity or cause nest abandonment are considered forms of 
take. Activities that directly or indirectly lead to take are prohibited without a permit. 
There are no eagle nests within 660 feet of the project area and no takes are 
anticipated as a result of this project. 

4.3 CLEAN WATER ACT 

The Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 USC §1251 et seq.) establishes the basic structure for 
regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States (WOTUS) and 
regulating quality standards for surface waters.  

Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into WOTUS 
and is administered by USACE. USACE does not issue permits to itself but complies 
with the provisions of the CWA. The proposed action would not result in a discharge of 
dredged or fill material into WOTUS; it is not anticipated that equipment used to 
excavate the channel would result in more than incidental fallback in accordance with 
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33 CFR 323.2(d). Therefore, a Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) analysis and a 401 
Water Quality Certification are not required for the Proposed Alternative. However, 
conditions for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit may 
be required as construction impacts are anticipated to be greater than 1 acre in size.   

4.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The Endangered Species Act (16 USC § 1531 et seq.) provides for the conservation of 
threatened and endangered plants and animals and the habitats in which they are 
found. There are two federally listed species in the action area. The proposed action 
would have no effect on any federally listed species. See Section 3.1.11 for details. 

4.5 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA; 16 USC 661‒667e) requires federal 
agencies to coordinate with the USFWS and applicable state agencies when a stream 
or body of water is proposed to be modified. The proposed project was coordinated with 
the USFWS, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR), and MPCA on 13 
August 2025. No concerns were identified. A copy of the FWCA coordination can be 
found in Appendix 7. 

4.6 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended by Public Law 96-
515 (94 Stat. 2987), established national policy for historic preservation, authorized the 
Secretary of the Interior to expand and maintain a NRHP, and created the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to 
take into account the effects of their actions on historic properties included in or eligible 
for the NRHP. 

Tribal consultation and determination of effects was initiated on 29 January 2025 with 
the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Offices (THPOs) of the Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe, Lower Sioux Indian 
Community, Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate, and Upper Sioux Community. The Upper Sioux 
Community THPO was the only THPO to respond and expressed no concerns with the 
project on 10 February 2025. The Minnesota SHPO concurred with USACE’s No 
Adverse Effects to Historic Properties determination on 12 March 2025. 

4.7 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 

Executive Order 11988 directs agencies to provide leadership and action to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, 
and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  

Hydrologic and hydraulic modeling was conducted to assess the effects of material 
placement on floodplains. Results showed that this would not cause any adverse 
impacts to the water surface elevations associated with the 1/100 annual exceedance 
event on the Chippewa River.   
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Table 5. Compliance with environmental protection statutes and other 
environmental requirements 

Federal Statutes 

Environmental Requirement Compliance1 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act  Full 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940, as amended Full 
Clean Air Act, as amended Full 
Clean Water Act, as amended Full 
Coastal Zone Management Act, as amended N/A 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended Full 
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 Full 
Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended Full 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended Full 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended N/A 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended Full 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended Partial 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended Full 
National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act of 1966 N/A 
Noise Pollution and Abatement Act of 1972 Full 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act Full 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended N/A 

Executive Orders (EOs), Memoranda 
Environmental Requirement Compliance1 
Floodplain Management (EO 11988) N/A 
Safeguarding the Nation from the Impacts of Invasive Species 
(EO 13112) 

Full 

Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (EO 
11514) 

Full 

Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment (EO 11593) Full 
Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) Full 
Analysis of Impacts on Prime and Unique Farmland (CEQ 
Memorandum, 30 August 1976) 

Full 

1 The compliance categories used in this table were assigned according to the following definitions: 
a. Full – All requirements of the statute, EO, or other policy and related regulations have been met for 
the current stage of planning. 
b. Partial – Some requirements of the statute, EO, or other policy and related regulations remain to be 
met for the current stage of planning. 
c. Noncompliance (NC) – Violation of a requirement of the statute, EO, or other policy and related 
regulations. 
d. Not Applicable (N/A) – Statute, EO, or other policy and related regulations not applicable for the 
current stage of planning. 
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5 COORDINATION 

On 29 January 2025, USACE initiated consultation with the Minnesota SHPO and the 
THPOs of the Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe, Lower Sioux Indian Community, Sisseton 
Wahpeton Oyate, and Upper Sioux Community. On 10 February 2025, the Upper Sioux 
Community responded and expressed no concerns with the project but requested to be 
notified if cultural resources or human remains are found during project-related activity. 
No other tribes responded. On 12 March 2025, the Minnesota SHPO concurred with the 
No Adverse Effects determination. 

USACE also coordination earlier with the USFWS, MDNR, and MPCA (Appendix 7). 
Additional coordination with more details on the proposed project will be completed 
concurrent with public release of the EA.  

 

6 SUMMARY OF BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND 
CONSTRUCTION RESTRICTIONS 

The following measures would be implemented under the Proposed Alternative to 
minimize impacts: 

1. In-channel work would be done outside of fish spawning season. 
2. Redundant below-water sediment controls would be placed at the entrance of the 

low-flow channel (e.g., a silt curtain) to prevent sediment transport to the Watson 
Sag or Chippewa River.  

3. A 50-foot buffer and redundant perimeter controls would be placed at stockpile 
sites to contain sediment runoff.  

4. Overland sheet flow from the South Stockpile Site would be routed across 
existing vegetation and directed back into the low-flow channel rather than the 
Watson Sag, using the area, with a silt curtain or similar, as a containment cell to 
capture sediment runoff.  

5. Excavated material would be placed directly within the South Stockpile site for 
containment and dewatering/drying out prior to transport to the North Stockpile 
Site, if needed. 

6. After drying, excavated material in stockpiled areas would be graded and seeded 
with an appropriate grass seed mix within 1 year of placement. Temporary 
seeding would use a cover crop such as winter wheat. Permanent seeding would 
use turf grass.  

7. The MNDNR would be afforded an opportunity to displace fish from the low-flow 
channel using an electrofishing equipment or nets. After the area is treated, a silt 
fence would be erected. MNDNR would also be allowed the opportunity to 
conduct mussel salvage prior to channel work. USACE may assist in these 
efforts. 

8. A spill control plan for fuel would be developed and implemented. 
9. Heavy equipment would be free of greases, oils, fuels and sediments, and 

prohibited invasive species and aquatic plants prior to being transported into the 
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work site. Minnesota guidelines would be followed: see 
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/ewr/invasives/ais/best_practices_for_prev
ention_ais.pdf.  

10. There would be no flow through the low-flow channel during excavation to 
contain sediments within the area of disturbance.  

11. Once excavation work is completed, all areas would be restored to original grade 
and seeded with the exception of the channel and the stockpiled areas.  

12. After channel excavation is completed, flows would be slowly ramped into the 
channel to minimize downstream sedimentation.  

Under normal circumstances, all work resulting from the activity will be in compliance 
with applicable federal, state, and local water-quality and effluent standards or shall not 
exacerbate any existing impairments of the Chippewa River. 

 

7 DISTRIBUTION AND REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 

This draft EA is being made available for a 30-day public review and comment period. 
The document can be viewed at https://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Home/Public-Notices/.   

Questions on the project or comments on the EA can be directed to David Potter at 
3651.290.5713 or at david.f.potter@usace.army.mil. Please address all formal written 
correspondence on this project to the District Engineer, St. Paul District, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, ATTN: Regional Planning and Environment Division North, 332 
Minnesota Street, Suite E1500, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101. 
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APPENDIX 1. INVESTIGATION RESULTS OF THE WEST WETLAND STOCKPILE 
SITE 
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Chippewa Diversion Disposal Area Wetland Investigation 

Investigator: Marissa Merriman (USACE St. Paul District Regulatory Division) 
 
Introduction 
A wetland delineation was conducted in accordance with the Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region—
Version 2.0 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010). The area investigated includes the 
potential Chippewa Diversion Disposal Site as identified on attachments to this report.  
Offsite Analyses 
Antecedent precipitation was analyzed using the Corps Antecedent Precipitation Tool 
and showed that climate and precipitation conditions for the site investigated was 
normal at the time of survey.  

 
Figure 1. Corps Antecedent Precipitation Tool results for Chippewa Diversion site on 
August 14, 2024. 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping of the investigation areas was reviewed. A 
soils report was generated using the Web Soil Survey. The majority of the investigation 
area is mapped Rauville silty clay loam and Lamoure silty clay loam; both series are 
considered hydric. A small portion of the western end of the spillway investigation area 
was mapped as La Prairie loam. This soil series is generally not hydric.  
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Field verification  
The field investigation took place on August 14, 2024. GPS information on wetland 
boundaries, sample point locations, and photos was uploaded to the project’s ArcGIS 
Online map. In addition, sample pits to verify soils and hydrology at suspected wetland 
boundaries were performed during site inspection along the delineated wetland 
boundary. This investigation is sufficient to fulfill requirements of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  
The investigation area is bordered by an embankment to the north, separating it from 
the Watson Sag. Dominant vegetation consisted of reed canary grass, Sandbar willow, 
sawtooth sunflower and poison ivy. It should be noted that it is typical for weedy and 
opportunistic facultative and upland species to colonize disturbed wetland sites.  
The first sample point was taken at the toe of slope of the embankment. Due to 
disturbed, filled, and compacted soils at this location, the soil profile could only be 
described to 8 inches below ground surface. Primary hydrology indicators were not 
observed. This is not unusual for the time of year as the typical dry season in the 
Midwest Region begins July 1st.  The determination relied on the presence of at least 
two secondary hydrology indicators. Secondary indicators observed included dry 
season water table, FAC-Neutral Test, geomorphic position and an algal mat/crust, and 
inundation on aerial imagery. Redoximorphic features were located at approximately 6 
inches below ground surface, and given the immediately adjacent intact wetland 
community present, volunteer hydrophytic vegetation species observed at the margins 
of the mowed area, and presence of redox concentrations, the area is presumed to 
have hydric soils and the area was determined to be wetland based on Chapter 5 
procedures in the Midwest Regional Supplement and best professional judgement.  
The second sampling point was taken on the slope of the embankment. Only a shallow 
soil profile could be obtained with an auger but the sampling point did not exhibit any 
indicators of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils and hydrology and was therefore 
deemed an upland sampling point.  
Additional investigative sampling points were taken further within the wetland and along 
the boundary but the data were not recorded. The western boundary of the wetland 
continues outside of the project boundary 
It is apparent from site conditions that the site has been previously disturbed. USACE 
records show that much of the area was previously filled in the 1970s as part of 
previous Civil Works projects. Although previously filled, the area still exhibits all three 
wetland parameters, so the vegetation, soils and hydrology are not significantly 
disturbed as wetland indicators are not obscured by the previous work.   
Wetland types identified include wet prairie and shallow marsh communities per Eggers 
and Reed Community classification.  
Jurisdiction 
Based on mapping, the wetland appears to be part of a large wetland complex that 
extends northwest and receives floodwaters from the Chippewa River. Therefore, it is 
presumed to be an adjacent wetland and is a water of the U.S. under Section 404 of the 
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CWA.  A Section 404 CWA permit is required for discharge of dredged and/or fill 
material at this location.  
 
Conclusion 
A Section 404 CWA permit is required for discharges of dredged and fill material within 
designated wetland area in the disposal area. The disposal area proposed may not be 
the LEDPA; Regulatory recommends further investigating alternative disposal sites that 
may consist of less wetland or, ideally, entirely of uplands.  
 
 
 
 
 Marissa Merriman 
 Ecologist, Regulatory Division 
 
Appendices (available upon request) 
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APPENDIX 2. INVESTIGATION RESULTS OF NORTH RIVER STOCKPILE SITE 
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Figure 2-1. Map of proposed excavated channel and north disposal site. 
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APPENDIX 3. WETLAND INVESTIGATION RESULTS OF NORTH STOCKPILE SITE 
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APPENDIX 4. 2024 MUSSEL SURVEY RESULTS FOR THE CHIPPEWA APPROACH 
CHANNEL  
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Table 4-1. Species and number of native mussels collected from the Chippewa 
Diversion approach channel, September 9, 2024. 

Species Common Upstream of 
Dam No. 

Upstream of 
Dam % 

Downstream 
of Dam No. 

Downstream 
of Dam % 

Total 
No. Total % 

Lampsilis 
cardium 

plain 
pocketbook 6 75.0 8 47.1 14 56.0 

Potamilus 
fragilis 

fragile 
papershell 2 25.0 1 5.9 3 12.0 

Lampsilis 
siliquodea 

fatmucket - - 2 11.8 2 8.0 

Potamilus 
alatus 

pink 
papershell 

- - 1 5.9 1 4.0 

Ligumia 
recta* 

black 
sandshell* 

- - 3 17.6 3 12.0 

Strophitus 
undulatus 

strange 
floater 

- - 2 11.8 2 8.0 
 

Totals Upstream of 
Dam No. 

Upstream of 
Dam % 

Downstream 
of Dam No. 

Downstream 
of Dam % 

Total 
No. Total % 

Total 8 - 17 - 25 - 
Live species 2 - 6 - 6 - 
Time searched 60 - 60 - 120 - 
CPUE (No. live/min)  0.1 -  0.3 -  0.2 -  
*Minnesota Species of Special Concern
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APPENDIX 5. 2024 RESULTS OF SEDIMENT ANALYSIS FOR THE CHIPPEWA 
LOW-FLOW CHANNEL  
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APPENDIX 6. 2024 RESULTS OF SEDIMENT COMPOSITION ANALYSIS  
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APPENDIX 7. COORDINATION WITH RESOURCE AGENCIES ON THE PROPOSED 
ACTION 
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From: Potter, David F CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) 
<David.F.Potter@usace.army.mil>  

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2025 10:46 AM  
To: Domeier, Chris R (DNR) <chris.domeier@state.mn.us>; Gessler, Walt A 
(DNR)<walt.gessler@state.mn.us>; Barta, Kirsten (MPCA) 
<Kirsten.Barta@state.mn.us>; nick_utrup <nick_utrup@fws.gov>  
Cc: Allen, Peter J CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <Peter.J.Allen@usace.army.mil>  
Subject: Proposed Actions for Chippewa River Diversion, Chippewa County, 
MN  
  
 
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. 
 
  
All: 
  
In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Corps of 
Engineers proposes work on the Chippewa River Diversion Dam in Chippewa 
County, Minnesota. The dam is part of the Lac qui Parle Project, which 
provides flood risk management benefits to the cities of Montevideo and  
Granite Falls, MN and associated agricultural lands.  In summary, the 
proposed action would involve excavating about 7,000 cubic yards of 
material (fines and sand) out of a 1,200 foot long reach of the low flow 
channel. This need is due to sedimentation that has occurred over the past  
20+ years.  This work would be completed during one field season, either 
in 2026, 2027, or 2028, depending on funds.  A detailed project 
description is attached. Please let me know if you have  
concerns or comments, preferably by August 27.  Another opportunity to 
comment will be availed when the Environmental Assessment is available, 
anticipated this fall.   
  
David Potter 
Tel: 651.290.5713 
 
__________ 
 
From: Domeier, Chris R (DNR) <chris.domeier@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2025 3:21 PM 
To: Potter, David F CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Proposed Actions for Chippewa River 
Diversion, Chippewa  
County, MN 
 
I have no concerns.  Thank you. 
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APPENDIX 8. IPAC QUERY 
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APPENDIX 9. DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) REGIONAL 
PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT DIVISION NORTH



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ST. PAUL DISTRICT 

332 MINNESOTA STREET, SUITE E1500 
ST. PAUL, MN  55101-1323 
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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

    In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the U.S. Corps of 
Engineers, St. Paul District (USACE), has assessed the environmental impacts of the 
following project: 

 
CHIPPEWA RIVER DIVERSION DAM LOW-FLOW CHANNEL REHABILITATION 

PROJECT 
CHIPPEWA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

    The purpose of the proposed action is to remove accumulated sediments in the 
Chippewa River Diversion Dam’s low-flow channel so it resembles its original 
configuration.  This work is needed so the dam can continue to function as designed 
and in accordance with the Lac qui Parle Project Interim Water Control Manual.  The 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and its attachments are incorporated in this Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) by reference.  

    This FONSI is based on the following factors: the proposed action would have 
temporary minor adverse impacts to noise, air and water quality, fish and wildlife, and 
soils.  Affected resources would be expected to recover from any adverse effects shortly 
after conclusion of this activity.  The action would have no effect on federally listed 
species and would have no effect to historic properties.  Overall, the project would have 
a long-term beneficial effect to residents of the city of Montevideo, Minnesota, by 
maintaining functionality of the dam for flood risk management.  

    Best management practices and other avoidance and minimization measures will be 
implemented as detailed in Section 6 of the EA.  No compensatory mitigation is required 
as part of the project.  

    Public review of the draft EA and FONSI was completed and List number of 
comments  received, summarize, and state if addressed in EA.  All applicable 
environmental laws have been considered and coordination with appropriate agencies 
and officials has been completed.  Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended, USACE determined that the project will have no effect on 
federally listed species.  Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended, USACE determined that the project would have no effect on 
historic properties, and the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office concurred on 
March 12, 2025.  Pursuant to the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended, no discharge 
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States is proposed. 



DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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    For the reasons above, the proposed action does not constitute a major federal 
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  Therefore, an 
environmental impact statement will not be prepared. 

 

________________  _________________________ 
Date  Jonathan Sobiech 
  Deputy Chief, Regional Planning 
  and Environment Division North 
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