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Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

Modifications to the Pierce County Islands Head of Lake Pepin Backwater Complex 

 
1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Mississippi River Upper Pool 4 Pierce County Islands Head of Lake Pepin project (Project) 
is a backwater complex of the Mississippi River, located downriver of Red Wing, Minnesota and 
across from Bay City, Wisconsin. The Project lies within the Pierce County Islands Wildlife 
Management Area, established by the State of Wisconsin to provide habitat for migratory 
waterfowl, waterbirds, fish, and other wildlife species, as well as to provide educational and 
recreational opportunities to the public. 
Upper Pool 4 has been significantly affected by sedimentation and degraded water quality 
associated with high suspended sediment concentrations, originating mainly from fine sediment 
inputs via the Minnesota, Cannon, and Vermillion Rivers. In addition, recent trends of higher 
flows, including record levels in 2019, have contributed to this problem through shoreline 
erosion and increased turbidity. Sedimentation can reduce water depths, limit light penetration, 
and inhibit growth of aquatic vegetation. The effects of wind wave action, recreational boat 
wakes, and non-native fish can exacerbate the problem by resuspending sediment. 
Concerns over habitat deficiencies in Upper Pool 4 include reduced habitat diversity and quality, 
lack of aquatic vegetation and invertebrates, and reduced abundance of fish and wildlife. Deep, 
protected aquatic habitat that would serve as habitat for centrarchid fish and associated species 
is lacking in both backwaters and within large shallow open water areas of Upper Lake Pepin. A 
feasibility study was initiated in 2017 to identify measures that could be taken to improve habitat 
conditions in Upper Lake Pepin, particularly in Catherine Pass. Measures included peninsulas 
(also referred to as islands), water level management structures, overwintering dredged areas, 
access dredging, and shoreline protection. The outcome of the feasibility study, which was 
completed in 2020, is the Recommended Plan shown in Figure 1. The proposed features were 
designed to work together to reduce suspended sediment and increase water clarity in 
Catherine Pass so that the desired habitat benefits can be achieved. Project features include 
four peninsulas, refuge dredging, a water level management dike with a water control structure, 
an access road, two backwater dredged areas, three areas of shoreline protection, a mudflat, 
access dredging, and a partial closure. 
Detailed engineering and design studies conducted since the completion of the Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA) in 2020 have resulted in several 
proposed modifications to the Project. The proposed modifications identified since the IFR/EA 
include: (1) two additional mudflats with berms and rock protection, (2) creation of four pothole 
wetlands and (3) additional access dredging through the Wisconsin Channel to Catherine Cut 
and Steamboat Channel as shown in Figure 2. A Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) and a Supplemental Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) evaluation (Appendix B) have 
been prepared to address the potential effects associated with the proposed modifications. 
Information presented in the IFR/EA dated August 2020 is incorporated by reference. An 
environmental review indicates that while the proposed modifications would result in some 
changes in the location, timing, and magnitude of effects on some resources, there would not be 
an appreciable change in the overall types and scope of impacts from what was described in the 
IFR/EA. 
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A more detailed design for the marsh dredging area has been completed since the IFR/EA. This 
area is shown as straight purple lines on Figure 2 starting at the culvert structure. This area has 
a smaller footprint than reported in the IFR/EA and will have a maximum depth of 6 feet 
meaning this area will still be wetland after dredging. The earthen feature at the northwest end 
of the marsh in Figure 1 has been replaced with a layer of riprap as shown in Figure 2. The 
layer of riprap has a smaller footprint than the earthen feature but will serve the same purpose 
as described in the IFR/EA. These minor changes in design that result in a smaller footprint will 
not be discussed in detail in this SEA. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Project is to reduce suspended sediment, increase water clarity and 
ultimately improve habitat for aquatic flora and fauna in Catherine Pass. Advanced engineering 
and design studies identified the need to modify several aspects of the Project design to 
optimize the function and constructability of the Project. 

1.3 Authority 

This study was initiated under Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 
1992, as amended. Section 204 provides authority for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) to restore, protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats in connection with 
construction or maintenance dredging of an authorized Federal navigation project.  
While the planning phase of the Project was developed according to the Section 204 authority, 
during this phase the study was selected as a Section 1122 Pilot Study in December of 2018. 
Section 1122 of the WRDA of 2016 authorized the Corps to establish a pilot program to 
recommend ten projects for the beneficial use of dredged material. Out of almost 100 proposals 
received, the Corps selected this study as 1 in 10 nationally to be part of the pilot program. 
Projects were selected as having a high likelihood of delivering environmental, economic, and 
social benefits described in the proposals, and exhibit geographic diversity. Section 1122 
funding is designated to cover the incremental costs above the Federal Standard for the 
additional transportation and placement costs of material dredged from the navigation channel. 
As a Pilot Study, the Corps can accomplish work that would not have been possible with 
existing programs and authorities. In Pool 4, because of physical, social, and regulatory 
constraints, all dredged material from the channel is either stored permanently at an upland site 
or used beneficially. Beneficial use within the river valley is preferred, however it is often cost 
prohibitive to transport dredge material from the dredge cut to the reach where habitat 
restoration is needed; the 1122 program provides the funds to overcome these cost constraints. 

1.4 Related National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Documentation 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2020. Mississippi River Upper Pool 4 - Section 1122, 
Pierce County Islands Head of Lake Pepin Backwater Complex Integrated Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Assessment. 94 pp.  
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Figure 1.  Original Recommended Plan as presented in the 2020 IFR/EA 
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Figure 2. Updated Project Features. The proposed modifications identified since the IFR/EA include: (1) two additional mudflats with 

berms and rock protection, (2) creation of four pothole wetlands and (3) additional access dredging through the Wisconsin Channel to 
Catherine Cut and Steamboat Channel.
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2 Alternatives 

2.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would be to proceed with the Recommended Plan as described in the 
IFR/EA and shown in Figure 1. 

2.2 Proposed Alternative 

The proposed modifications identified since the IFR/EA include: (1) two additional mudflats with 
berms and rock protection, (2) creation of four pothole wetlands and (3) additional access 
dredging through the Wisconsin Channel to Catherine Cut and Steamboat Channel as shown in 
Figure 2.  
Mudflats with berms and rock protection – The mudflats in Figure 2 are labeled from left to right 
1, 2 and 3. Mudflat 2 was in the original design and mudflats 1 and 3 have been added. Mudflat 
1 would have a final elevation of 668.2 feet and a surface area of 8.0 acres. Mudflat 3 would 
have a final elevation of 667.7 and a surface area of 23.1 acres. Containment berms with a top 
elevation of 671 would be constructed to contain fine sediments placed within these mudflats. 
The containment berms would be constructed with granular fill and have top widths of 40 feet for 
Mudflat 1 and 80 feet for Mudflat 3. The wider containment berm width for Mudflat 3 is due to 
the large wind fetch off Lake Pepin. Groins will be constructed every 150 feet on Mudflats 1 and 
3. 
Pothole wetlands – Approximately 21,339 cubic yards of material would be dredged from the 
marsh area (4.9 acres). The potholes would be dredged with a bottom elevation of 666.0 at its 
deepest sloping up to the local marsh elevation at a 1V:10H slope. If the local marsh elevation is 
670.0, this results in a slope length of 40 feet. Specifying a low elevation of 666.0 means that 
even in a dry year there would be water in the depressions. Potholes would be irregularly 
shaped to provide areas for brood rearing and pair bonding of puddle ducks.  
Additional access dredging – Approximately 13,451 cubic yards of material would be dredged to 
a bottom elevation of 661.1 feet (3.6 acres) from Steamboat Channel. The bottom width of the 
dredged channel would be 40 feet with a 1V:3H side slope.  
Access dredging would also occur through the Wisconsin Channel to Catherine Cut. The access 
channel would have a bottom width of 40 feet, bottom elevation of 661.1 (NAVD 88) and 1V:3H 
side slopes. The access dredging would occur from the navigation channel across the 
Wisconsin Channel, through Catherine Cut, and then to project features within Catherine Pass. 
The bottom elevation of 661.1 provides a depth 5.5 feet below the lowest pool elevation, 
however water levels rarely get this low so depths of over 6 feet are expected most of the time. 
Two 80 foot passing lanes would be allowed at the contractors discretion. The access channel 
cut from the main channel straight to Catherine Cut is the best option for construction, and the 
least intrusive to the mussel beds in the area.  
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2.3 Other Alternatives Considered 

Alternatives to the Recommended Plan were evaluated in Section 3 of the IFR/EA. This SEA 
addresses proposed modifications to access dredging and habitat features. As this SEA is 
intended to be a concise document, alternatives considered and dismissed, as well as the 
analysis of those alternatives, are addressed in the IFR/EA. Alternative impacts are not less 
than the Proposed Alternative. The No Action and Proposed Alternatives are described above.  
 

3 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
The affected environment and environmental consequences are described in detail in Section 5 
of the IFR/EA. This section will provide any additional information that has become available 
and describe any differences in the affected environment and environmental consequences due 
to project modifications since the 2020 Environmental Assessment. If no change in effects is 
discussed, the proposed modifications do not alter the environmental effects for that category of 
impact. 
The WDNR is responsible for operation and maintenance of the project, which would be like that 
undertaken by the WDNR for day-to-day management of wildlife areas and other public use 
areas. Most project features are dynamic and intended to emulate natural backwater processes, 
therefore, operation and maintenance will be minimal. Dynamic features are those where river 
and lake forces will be allowed to shape the measures with no future maintenance anticipated. 
The water control structure within the dike may require regular attention to manage water levels.  
The maintenance actions anticipated would be management activities such as inspections, 
monitoring water levels, cleaning structures, maintaining riprap, and management of stoplogs. 

3.1 Physical Setting 

3.1.1 Geology and Soil Substrate 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. Construction would result in minor 
displacement of sediment and soils due to settlement where features are being constructed. A 
“mud wave” may form adjacent to the base of the peninsulas. These mud waves would be 
reshaped through wave action resulting in increased bottom diversity.  

3.1.2 Substrate and Contaminants 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. Dredged sand does not pose a concern for 
benthic invertebrates and is therefore deemed to be clean fill for the needs of this project. No 
new contaminated sediments are being brought into the project area; therefore, the Proposed 
Alternative would have no measurable effects on contaminants in the long term. 

3.1.3 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Conditions 
No substantial change from what is described in the IFR/EA. Results of the flood stage impacts 
analysis show that the features of the proposed project meet the FEMA no rise requirement as 
defined by the Wisconsin DNR. 

3.1.4 Water Quality 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project would have temporary, 
short-term adverse impacts to water quality by increasing turbidity in Catherine Pass during 
construction; however, Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be used to minimize impacts 
to water quality during construction. BMPs could include sediment fencing and floating silt 
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curtain to prevent the movement of soil and sediment. All construction related debris would be 
managed so that no debris, garbage, or fuel enters the water. Visual monitoring for excessive 
turbidity, floating debris, trash, or oil sheen would also be continuously performed to ensure 
water quality is being protected. Conditions of the Section 401 water quality certification will be 
followed to protect water quality as well. Overall, the Proposed Alternative would have a long-
term beneficial effect on water quality by increasing the overall percent coverage of aquatic 
vegetation. Aquatic vegetation can slow the velocity of flood waters entering the project area, 
allowing suspended materials to settle to the sediment surface. Excess nutrient or toxic 
chemicals entering the system, can be taken up by aquatic vegetation, trapped with settled soil 
particles or converted to less harmful chemical forms by biological processes. 

3.1.5 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. Minor, temporary increases in airborne 
particulates and CO2 are anticipated as a result of mobilization and use of construction 
equipment. However, improvement of vegetation growth in the project area could have a minor 
beneficial effect to greenhouse gasses by sequestering carbon in plant tissue. 

3.2 Natural Resources 

3.2.1 Aquatic Habitat 
As a result of constructing project features (islands, berms, mudflats and rock protection), there 
would be a 91.7 acre reduction in available aquatic habitat, 41.7 acres more than the original 
design. Similar to what is described in the IFR/EA, construction of the project would result in a 
minor adverse effect to aquatic habitat due to sediment resuspension. There would also be a 
negligible impact to aquatic habitat in Lake Pepin as a result of redirecting sediment loading 
from some of the project area downstream to Lake Pepin. A total of 42.2 acres of aquatic habitat 
would be dredged for access and overwintering habitat for fish, which is 0.8 acre more than the 
original design. In total and in the long term, the project features are designed to benefit aquatic 
habitat; therefore, there would be long-term beneficial effects to the remaining 666 acres of 
aquatic habitat within the project area.  

3.2.2 Terrestrial Habitat 
Tree clearing has increased since the original design, from 2.5 to 4.75 acres. However, the 
project would have beneficial effects on terrestrial habitat, with the construction and 
establishment of an additional 6.1 acres of floodplain forest. The additional floodplain forest 
acreage is due to more detailed design since feasibility and the effects would be similar to those 
addressed in the IFR/EA. A total of 46.1 acres of floodplain forest would be established. Swamp 
white oak, red oak, river birch, silver maple, hackberry and bitternut hickory would be planted in 
the new floodplain forest areas. Adverse impacts to this habitat type would also result from the 
improvement of an existing logging road and construction of the dike; however, these adverse 
effects would be minimal relative to the overwhelming beneficial effects. 

3.2.3 Wetlands 
Design changes that directly affect wetlands include the additional two mudflats and creation of 
four pothole wetlands. Total impacts to wetlands include 7.7 acres of excavation and 13.8 acres 
of fill. Specific wetland details are summarized in Table 1 below. The new floodplain forest 
would develop on the constructed islands. These islands are at an elevation of 671 feet and 
would, on average, be inundated for 46 days of the growing season. This frequency of 
inundation would provide wetland hydrology, and the created forest would be classified as 
wetland, similar to adjacent existing floodplain forest. Emergent marsh is expected to develop 
on the constructed mudflats. As a result of the recent design changes, an additional 33.3 acres 
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of emergent wetland and 6.1 acres of floodplain forest would be created. The overall project 
would create a total of 35.9 acres of emergent wetland and 46.1 acres of floodplain forest 
wetland would be created. Overall, the proposed project would have a beneficial effect on 
wetlands. 
As stated in the IFR/EA, there would be minor adverse effects to wetlands due to the excavation 
and fill activities during construction. There may also be some temporary adverse effects related 
to general sediment resuspension and settlement from general construction activities. However, 
the project would have beneficial effects to wetlands through wetland creation and vegetation 
improvement resulting from the project. Project features are designed to improve aquatic and 
emergent vegetation in the project area. The most marked change in vegetation quantity and 
quality, other than the mudflat which will become emergent wetland, is expected in the protected 
areas associated with the peninsulas. The reduced inflow of turbid water, reduced wave action 
and reduced sediment resuspension are expected to result in aquatic vegetation growth, which 
would increase wetland acreage. 
Table 1. Wetland impacts by project feature. Features added or changed since the 2020 design 

are highlighted in orange. 

Project Feature Activity Wetland 
Acreage Loss1 

Wetland 
Acreage Gain 

Habitat Access 
Dredge (Spurs) 

Excavation 2.8 - 

Habitat Pothole A Excavation 1.4 - 

Habitat Pothole B Excavation 1.4 - 

Habitat Pothole C Excavation 1.0 - 

Habitat Pothole D Excavation 1.1 - 

Island 12 Fill (not in wetland) - 12.9 

Island 22 Fill (not in wetland) - 14.6 

Island 42 Fill (not in wetland) - 18.6 

Mudflat 13 Fill (not in wetland) - 8.0 

Mudflat 23 Fill (not in wetland) - 4.8 

Mudflat 33 Fill (not in wetland) - 23.1 

Dike and Road 
(includes culvert) 

Fill 5.5 - 

Side casting Fill 8.8 - 
Total  21.5 82.0 
1 Wetland loss includes permanent impacts from filling, flooding, excavation, or drainage.  
2 Islands will become floodplain forest wetland. 
3 Mudflats will become emergent wetlands. Constructed mudflats do not meet the definition of mudflat in the Section 
404(b)(1) Guideline regulations as vegetation will become established on them. 

 



 

9 
 

3.2.4 Biological Productivity and Habitat Diversity 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. During construction there would be a minor 
suppression in biological productivity due to increased turbidity and disturbance in the project 
area. However, in the long-term there would be substantial beneficial effects to both biological 
productivity and habitat diversity due to project construction and the subsequent vegetation 
response.  

3.2.5 Fish 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. There would be a temporary adverse effect to 
fish in the project area during construction. Disturbance from construction equipment and the 
resulting sediment resuspension could have physiological impacts and reduce feeding 
efficiency. Fish would avoid areas of the most disturbance, and then return when construction is 
complete. In total, and in the long term, the proposed project would have beneficial effects to 
fish in the project area through habitat improvements. To minimize impacts to fisheries, no work 
would be conducted between April 1 to May 15 in the area shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Instream restricted area for fisheries.

Instream restricted zone, 
 April 1-May 15. 
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3.2.6 Wildlife 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. Floodplain forest construction, wetland 
creation, and vegetation enhancement would substantially improve the quantity and quality of 
wildlife habitat in the project area. Although construction activities would lead to short-term 
adverse effects to wildlife as they would avoid the area, the long-term positive impacts of the 
proposed project features would off-set any short-term effects caused by construction by 
providing improved habitat and ecosystem resources for wildlife resources. 

3.2.7 Aquatic Invertebrates 
Native mussels are an important group of aquatic invertebrates and Pool 4 contains a relatively 
diverse assemblage with 34 live species presently occurring within the pool with an additional 
nine species presumed extirpated. In Upper Pool 4 and near the project location there also 
exists a diverse mussel assemblage with as many as 25 live species reported from long-term 
monitoring of two mussel beds, Goose Lake and 4th Cut, within the Wisconsin Channel 
adjacent to the project site (Figure 4). Included in the assemblages is the federally listed 
endangered Higgins eye (Lampsilis higginsii) and several additional species listed for protection 
in either Minnesota or Wisconsin. As discussed in the IFR/EA, Mussel skimmer dredge surveys 
by the Corps were conducted during 2017, 2018, and 2019 to assess impacts of project feature 
construction on mussels (Figure 4). Mussel species richness and density were very low among 
all transects and no live federal- or state-listed species were collected.  No live or dead Higgins 
eye were collected in the survey nor identification of any significant mussel communities or 
habitat conditions that would support Higgins eye.  
Mussels were nearly absent from transects collected within the backwater and it is unlikely 
mussels occur throughout given similarly poor mussel habitat conditions consisting of lentic 
shallow water with submerged vegetation and flocculent substrate. Access dredging from Bay 
City, WI through Catherine Cut to the Wisconsin Channel should have minimal impacts on 
mussels as no mussels were collected along Transect 5 within Catherine Cut and only five live 
mussels of three common species were collected along Transect 4. Mussels were also nearly 
absent along transects 1, 6, 7, 8, and 9 at proposed bank rock protection feature in the inlet 
within only one live mussel collected among the transects. 

An area of more concern for mussel impacts are within the Wisconsin Channel where there is 
adequate flow and a more consolidated sand substrate, habitat conditions more conducive to 
mussels. The two mussel beds within the Wisconsin Channel supporting diverse mussel 
assemblages including Higgins eye would be avoided during construction. They would be 
designated “exclusion zones” and barge traffic would not be allowed to travel over the beds. The 
stream bank rock protection feature in the Wisconsin Channel near the downstream extent of 
the Goose Lake mussel bed that Transect 10 assessed should not adversely impact mussels 
given no mussels were found along the transect and the structure would be placed in shallow 
water within the inlet away from the mussel bed. 
Generally, aquatic invertebrates are expected to be adversely affected during project 
construction, but the habitat improvements would benefit them in the long term due to increased 
vegetation. The primary concern would be resuspension of sediment from tows pushing barges 
resulting in increased suspended sediment near mussel beds. Overall, project impacts on 
mussels are expected to be adverse but minor.  
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Figure 4. Mussel survey transects in the project area. 
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3.2.8 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) 
website was consulted on March 15, 2022 to identify changes in the potential presence of 
federally listed threatened and endangered species within the action area compared to 2019 
(Table 2). No critical habitat for any of these species exists in or near the project area. 

Table 2. Federally listed species. 

 Scientific Name Common Name Status 2019 2022 

Mammals Myotis septentrionalis Northern long-eared bat Threatened X X 

Mussels Lampsilis higginsii Higgins eye Endangered X X 

 Plethobasus cyphus Sheepnose Endangered X X 

Insects Danaus plexippus Monarch butterfly Candidate  X 

 Bombus affinis Rusty patched bumble bee Endangered  X 

Reptiles Sistrurus catenatus Eastern massasauga Threatened X  

Plants Lespedeza leptostachya Prairie bush-clover Threatened X  

  
It is the Corps determination that the project will have no effect on sheepnose, monarch 
butterfly, or rusty patched bumble bee. Sheepnose is presumed extirpated from Upper Pool 4 
and has not been collected in any mussel surveys conducted in the area over the last several 
decades. The project area does not contain suitable habitat for the monarch butterfly or rusty 
patched bumble bee; therefore, the project will have no effect to these species.  

The project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect NLEB as 4.75 acres of trees would be 
cleared. Anticipated effects to the species from tree removal was consulted with USFWS under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,16 USC §1533(d), through a Section 4(d) Rule 
Streamlined Consultation. Consultation began on March 22, 2022 and USFWS replied with a 
verification letter the same day. USFWS did not further respond with any disagreement within 
the 30 days; therefore, no further consultation is required, per the January 2016 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for the NLEB and Activities Expected from the Take 
Prohibitions. A copy of the 4(d)-consultation form can be found in Appendix A – 
Correspondence and Coordination. If tree clearing does not occur within one year, consultation 
will be re-initiated. To avoid potential impacts to NLEB, no tree clearing will occur between June 
1 – August 15.  
We have determined that our activities may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect Higgins 
eye because associated construction activities would be insignificant. Anticipated effects to the 
species from construction was consulted with USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act,16 USC §1533(d), through informal consultation. Consultation began on March 17, 
2022 and USFWS concurred with our determination on April 18, 2022. Copies of the 
consultation correspondence can be found in Appendix A – Correspondence and Coordination. 
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This determination is based on the presence of Higgins eye occurring within the Wisconsin 
Channel and although the species hasn’t been observed within project feature footprints, barge 
traffic transporting dredged material and rock to construct the project will travel close to known 
occurrences of the species. The primary concern would be resuspension of sediment from tows 
pushing barges in the Wisconsin Channel resulting in increased suspended sediment near 
those individuals. An estimated 300 barge trips will be required to construct the project over four 
construction seasons. However, it’s anticipated the occasional pulse of resuspended sediment 
near Higgins eye would be slightly above ambient conditions under normal to low water 
conditions but similar to those of higher flows containing increased suspended sediment from 
the Minnesota River and UMR Pools 2 and 3. Reintroduced Higgins eye have survived within 
the Wisconsin Channel since 2003 under these periodic high water conditions and effects from 
resuspension of sediments from barge traffic would be insignificant and there would be no 
measurable change resulting in a take of individuals. 

To minimize effects to the two mussel beds where Higgins eye were reintroduced (Goose Lake 
and 4th Cut mussels beds) within the Wisconsin Channel, these areas would be avoided during 
construction. They would be designated “exclusion zones” and all construction activities would 
need to avoid the area including barge traffic that would not be allowed to travel over the beds. 
The stream bank rock protection feature in the Wisconsin Channel near the downstream extent 
of the Goose Lake mussel bed that Transect 10 assessed should not adversely impact mussels 
given no mussels were found along the transect and the structure would be placed in shallow 
water within the inlet away from the mussel bed. 
 To reduce impacts to Higgins eye, the following actions would be taken: 

• Exclusion zones will be established around Higgins eye reintroduction sites. 
• Access dredging across the Wisconsin Channel would be 1 foot deeper (Elevation 

660.1) than the normal project access channel elevation to reduce sediment 
resuspension.  

• Require contractor to throttle down to avoid sediment resuspension. 
• Schedule mussel surveys for Steamboat Channel this spring to ensure no Higgins eye 

will be directly impacted from an access route yet to be determined. 
• The Goose Lake and 4Th Cut mussel beds containing Higgins eye populations will be 

monitored into the future approximately every 4-5 years as part of long-term monitoring 
for the 2000 Biological Opinion reintroduction efforts for the species.   

3.2.9 Wisconsin State Listed Species 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The WDNR Natural Heritage Information 
System Rare Features Database (NHIS) identified 34 species in the project area (Table 3). Of 
the 34 species identified, 13 are mussels and have not been collected in the project area as 
described above. Nine are fish species, and it is expected that if any do occur in the project 
area, they would only be temporarily displaced during construction. Four are plant species that 
generally occur in more upland habitats and are not known to occur in the project area. The 
remaining species are either mobile and/or highly unlikely to be found in the project area. No 
impact to Wisconsin state-listed species would be expected for the proposed project. 
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Table 3. Wisconsin state listed species. 
 Scientific Name Common Name Status 
Mammals Myotis septentrionalis Northern Long-eared Bat Threatened 
 Perimyotis subflavus Eastern Pipistrelle Threatened 
 Myotis lucifugus Little Brown Bat Threatened 
 Eptesicus fuscus Big Brown Bat Threatened 
Mussels Truncilla donaciformis Fawnsfoot Threatened 
 Lampsilis teres Yellow & Slough Sandshells Endangered 
 Arcidens confragosus Rock Pocketbook Threatened 
 Tritogonia verrucosa Buckhorn Threatened 
 Ellipsaria lineolata Butterfly Endangered 
 Theliderma metanevra Monkeyface Threatened 
 Fusconaia ebena Ebonyshell Endangered 
 Alasmidonta marginata Elktoe Special Concern 
 Megalonaias nervosa Washboard Special Concern 
 Plethobasus cyphyus Sheepnose Endangered 
 Lampsilis higginsii Higgins Eye Endangered 
 Cyclonaias tuberculata Purple Wartyback Endangered 
Fish Alosa chrysochloris Skipjack Herring Endangered 
 Anguilla rostrata American Eel Special Concern 
 Acipenser fulvescens Lake Sturgeon Special Concern 
 Polyodon spathula Paddlefish Threatened 
 Hiodon alosoides Goldeye Endangered 
 Cycleptus elongatus Blue Sucker Threatened 
 Hybopsis amnis Pallid Shiner Endangered 
 Ictiobus niger Black Buffalo Threatened 
 Etheostoma asprigene Mud Darter Special Concern 
Birds Ammodramus savannarum Grasshopper Sparrow Special Concern 
 Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon Endangered 
 Protonotaria citrea Prothonotary Warbler Special Concern 
Reptiles/ 
Amphibians 

Crotalus horridus Timber Rattlesnake Special Concern 

 Apalone mutica Smooth Softshell Special Concern 
Plants Dalea villosa var. villosa Silky Prairie-clover Special Concern 
 Cirsium hillii Hill's Thistle Threatened 
 Astragalus crassicarpus Ground-plum Endangered 
 Artemisia frigida Prairie Sagebrush Special Concern 
 
3.3 Cultural Resources 

In the IFR/EA, the Corps determined that the project would have no effect to historic properties. 
The Corps consulted with the Ho-Chunk Nation, the Prairie Island Mdewakanton Community, 
the Shakopee Mdewakanton Community, the Lower Sioux Community, the Upper Sioux 
Community, and with the Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office (WISHPO). The WISHPO 
concurred with the Corps determination that no historic properties would be affected by the 
undertaking. Areas where project features have been added or expanded will be surveyed in 
Spring 2022. If any cultural resources are located, the Corps will continue consultation with 
tribes and WISHPO to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) (54 USC § 306108).  

http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AMACC01150
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AMACC03020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AMACC01010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AMACC04010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV45020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV21400
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV06010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV44010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV13010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV39200
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV17060
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV02040
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV29020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV34030
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV21100
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=IMBIV09010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCFA01030
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCEA01010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCAA01020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCAB01010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCGA01010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCJC04010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCJB15010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCJC07030
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=AFCQC02020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=ABPBXA0020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=ABNKD06070
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=ABPBX07010
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=ARADE02040
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Animals.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=ARAAG01020
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=PDFAB1A1Q2
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=PDAST2E1C0
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=PDFAB0F2G0
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EndangeredResources/Plants.asp?mode=detail&SpecCode=PDAST0S0L0
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3.4 Socio-economic Setting 

3.4.1 Noise 
No substantial change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The construction of the proposed 
project would cause additional, temporary, minor, adverse impacts on local noise levels during 
construction due to heavy equipment used in the construction process. Most construction 
activity and noise generation would occur further away from permanent human use areas, in the 
backwater area of Catherine Pass. In this area, construction noise would likely cause temporary 
displacement of some wildlife species and decreased recreational use. Noise levels throughout 
the project area would return to the baseline condition after construction is complete. 

3.4.2 Aesthetics 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project would cause additional, 
temporary, minor, adverse impacts on aesthetics during construction. However, the proposed 
project would also have long-term minor beneficial impacts. Project construction would change 
the views within Catherine Pass from the current open-water bay, to interspersed, vegetated 
land in the form of peninsulas. Aesthetic values are subjective, but the vegetated peninsulas 
would likely be considered aesthetically pleasing to most. 

3.4.3 Recreation 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The construction of the proposed project 
would result in additional, short-term minor adverse impact to recreation, and a long-term minor 
beneficial effect on recreation. In the short-term, construction activities would disturb 
recreational activities around the project area. In the long-term, the proposed project would 
result in habitat improvements that would enhance recreational opportunities. Project features 
would increase aquatic habitat quality for fish, waterfowl, and plants. This would, in turn, 
increase outdoor recreational opportunities including bird watching, hunting, fishing, and 
paddling. 

3.4.4 Transportation 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project may result in a 
temporary minor adverse effect to local transportation, as a result of truck traffic from rock 
delivery the project site. 

3.4.5 Airport Wildlife Hazards 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project is being undertaken to 
restore lost value and function to a long-standing, previously existing wildlife area. No new 
wildlife attractants would be constructed, and therefore no substantial increases in wildlife 
hazards over those historically present in the area would be expected for the Red Wing 
Regional Airport. 
The proposed project was coordinated with the Red Wing Regional Airport during the planning 
phase. Guidance from the 2003 Memorandum of Agreement between the Federal Aviation 
Administration, the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Army, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture to Address Aircraft-
Wildlife Strikes was followed during project planning. Additional coordination with FAA and 
USDA occurred in March 2022. A site evaluation will be completed by USDA in April/May 2022. 
The site visit evaluation will include an assessment of the airport’s current safety measures and 
baseline conditions prior to construction. A copy of this SEA will be provided to USDA and FAA 
during the public comment period. 
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3.4.6 Employment 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project would result in a minor 
short-term benefit to employment as construction of the project would require a contract with a 
construction company. 

3.4.7 Commercial Navigation 
No change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project would result in a minor 
short-term benefit to commercial navigation as much of the fill used to construct the project 
would be obtained as a result of maintenance activities (dredging) of the 9-foot navigation 
channel. Using this dredged material for construction benefits navigation in that it provides a use 
for the material in a navigation pool where is has been difficult to obtain placement sites, which 
provides additional capacity for additional dredge material. 

3.4.8 Environmental Justice 
Environmental Justice is institutionally significant because of Executive Order 12898 of 1994 
(E.O. 12898) and Department of Defense’s Strategy on Environmental Justice of 1995, which 
directs federal agencies to identify and address any disproportionately high adverse human 
health or environmental effects of federal actions to minority and/or low-income populations, as 
well as E.O. 14008.  
Since the analysis considers disproportionate impacts, two areas must be defined to facilitate 
comparison between the area affected and a larger regional area that serves as a basis for 
comparison and includes the area affected. The larger regional area is defined as the smallest 
political unit that includes the affected area and is called the community of comparison. For 
purposes of this analysis, the affected area is the census block (550939606001) that includes 
the project area, and Pierce County, Wisconsin is the community of comparison. A minority 
population, for the purposes of this environmental justice analysis, is identified when the 
minority population of the potentially affected area is greater than 50% or the minority population 
is meaningfully greater than the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic 
analysis. Additionally, the CEQ identifies “low-income” using Census data for “individuals living 
below the poverty level.” The USEPA EJScreen mapping and screening tool was used to obtain 
minority population and low-income population data. Within the census block, people of color 
account for 4 percent and low-income populations account for 18 percent of the population 
compared to 6 and 21 percent respectively for Pierce County, Wisconsin (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 2020). Based on the above, the affected area does not include a minority or 
low-income population. The project would not have any adverse impacts related to 
environmental justice. There are no concerns with environmental justice for the proposed 
project.  
 

4 Cumulative Effects 
The proposed modifications described herein do not appreciably change the cumulative impacts 
from what was described in the IFR/EA. 
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Table 4. Environmental Assessment Matrix. The effects noted for the No Action Alternative 
include those of the original Proposed Alternative in the 2020 IFR/EA. The Proposed 

Alternative outlined here would result in additional incremental effects. However, none of the 
incremental effects would collectively rise to the level of a significant effect. 

 No Action Alternative Proposed Alternative    
 BENEFICIAL  ADVERSE BENEFICIAL  ADVERSE 
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A.  Social Effects               
1.  Noise Levels     ST       ST   
2.  Aesthetic Values   X  ST     X  ST   
3.  Recreational Opportunities   X  ST     X  ST   
4.  Transportation     ST       ST   
5.  Public Health and Safety    X       X    
6.  Community Cohesion (Sense of 
Unity)    X       X    

7.  Community Growth and 
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   ST       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     ST       ST   
2.  Terrestrial Habitat  X   ST     X  ST   
3.  Wetlands  X   ST     X  ST   
4.  Aquatic Habitat  X   ST     X  ST   
5.  Habitat Diversity and 
Interspersion  X        X     

6.  Biological Productivity  X   ST     X  ST   
7.  Surface Water Quality  X   ST     X  ST   
8.  Water Supply    X       X    
9.  Groundwater    X       X    
10.  Soils     ST       ST   
11.  Threatened or Endangered 
Species    X        ST   

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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5 Environmental Compliance 

5.1 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 
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. 

5.2 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.  
A survey was conducted in February and March 2022 to document the numerous bald eagle 
nests in the study area (Figure 5). The USFWS recommends maintaining a buffer of at least 660 
feet between project activities and active eagle nests. Construction in areas within this buffer of 
active nests would be scheduled outside of the nesting timeframe (nesting typically occurs 
between February 1 – June 15). Yearly surveys will be conducted to identify active nests. Active 
nests may vary from year to year. 
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Figure 5. Eagle nests with 660 foot buffer 

5.3 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 and regulating quality 
standards for surface waters.  
Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States and is administered by USACE. The Corps does not issue permits to itself but 
complies with the provisions of the Act. A Supplemental Section 404(b)(1) evaluation was 
completed for the revised project and can be found in Appendix B. 
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Section 401 water quality certification is required for actions that may result in a discharge of a 
pollutant into waters of the United States to ensure that the discharge complies with applicable 
water quality standards. The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources is the agency 
responsible for issuing Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification. The Corps 
submitted a pre-filing meeting request to WDNR on April 15, 2022. At the time of this draft, 
WDNR did not responded to schedule a meeting. The Corps will apply for a 401 WQC in May 
2022. A copy of the pre-filing meeting request can be found in Appendix A – Correspondence 
and Coordination. 

5.4 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 four federally listed species that are listed for the action area. It is the Corps determination 
that the project will have no effect on sheepnose, monarch butterfly or rusty patched bumble 
bee. Sheepnose is presumed extirpated from Upper Pool 4 and has not been collected in any 
mussel surveys conducted in the area over the last several decades. The project area does not 
contain suitable habitat for the monarch butterfly or rusty patched bumble bee; therefore, the 
project will have no effect to these species.   
The project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect NLEB as 4.75 acres of trees would be 
cleared. Anticipated effects to the species from tree removal was consulted with USFWS under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,16 USC §1533(d), through a Section 4(d) Rule 
Streamlined Consultation. Consultation began on March 22, 2022 and USFWS replied with a 
verification letter the same day. USFWS did not further respond with any disagreement within 
the 30 days; therefore, no further consultation is required, per the January 2016 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for the NLEB and Activities Expected from the Take 
Prohibitions. A copy of the 4(d)-consultation form can be found in Appendix A – 
Correspondence and Coordination. If tree clearing does not occur within one year, consultation 
will be re-initiated. To avoid potential impacts to NLEB, no tree clearing will occur between June 
1 – August 15.  
We have determined that our activities may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect Higgins 
eye because associated construction activities would be insignificant. This determination is 
based on the presence of Higgins eye occurring within the Wisconsin Channel and although the 
species hasn’t been observed within project feature footprints, barge traffic transporting dredged 
material and rock to construct the project will travel close to known occurrences of the species. 
The primary concern would be resuspension of sediment from tows pushing barges in the 
Wisconsin Channel resulting in increased suspended sediment near those individuals. Informal 
consultation began on March 17, 2022 and USFWS concurred with the determination on April 
18, 2022. Copies of the informal consultation documentation can be found in Appendix A – 
Correspondence and Coordination. To reduce impacts to Higgins eye, the following actions 
would be taken: 

• Exclusion zones will be established around Higgins eye reintroduction sites. 
• Access dredging across the Wisconsin Channel would be 1 foot deeper (Elevation 

660.1) than the normal project access channel elevation to reduce sediment 
resuspension.  

• Require contractor to throttle down to avoid sediment resuspension. 
• Schedule mussel surveys for Steamboat Channel this spring to ensure no Higgins eye 

will be directly impacted from an access route yet to be determined. 
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• The Goose Lake and 4Th Cut mussel beds containing Higgins eye populations will be 
monitored into the future approximately every 4-5 years as part of long-term monitoring 
for the 2000 Biological Opinion reintroduction efforts for the species.   

5.5 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA; 16 USC 661‒667e) requires federal agencies to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and applicable state agencies when a stream 
or body of water is proposed to be modified. The proposed project was coordinated with U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources during feasibility and 
throughout the plans and specification phase. 

5.6 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 National Register of Historic Places, and created the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. Section 106 specifies that federal agencies, must consider the 
effect of the action on any property included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. The Corps previously determined that the proposed project would have no effect on 
historic properties and coordinated this determination with the Ho-Chunk Nation, the Prairie 
Island Mdewakanton Community, the Shakopee Mdewakanton Community, the Lower Sioux 
Community, the Upper Sioux Community, and WISHPO. WISHPO concurred with the 
determination.   
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Table 5. Compliance with Environmental Protection Statutes and Other Environmental 
Requirements 

Environmental Requirement Compliance1 
Federal Statutes  
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 PARTIAL 
Coastal Zone Management Act, as amended NA 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended FULL 
Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 NA 
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 FULL 
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 FULL 
Noise Pollution and Abatement Act of 1972 FULL 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act NA 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended NA 
  
Executive Orders, Memoranda  
Floodplain Management (E.O. 11988) FULL 
Safeguarding the Nation from the Impacts of Invasive Species (E.O. 
13112) 

FULL 

Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (E.O. 11514) FULL 
Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment (E.O. 11593) FULL 
Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) FULL 
Analysis of Impacts on Prime and Unique Farmland (CEQ 
Memorandum, 30 August 1976) 

NA 

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898) 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 regulation 
d. Not Applicable (N/A) – Statute, EO, or other policy and related regulations not applicable for the current stage 

of planning. 
 

 

6 Distribution and Review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment 

This draft environmental assessment 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 Environmental Assessment can be directed to LeeAnn Glomski at (651) 290-5595 or at 
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LeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil. Please address all formal written correspondence on this 
project to District Engineer, St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers, ATTN: Regional Planning and 
Environment Division North, 180 Fifth Street East, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1638. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ST. PAUL DISTRICT 

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

March 17, 2022 

Regional Planning and Environment Division North  

Ms. Shauna Marquardt 
Field Office Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
Minnesota Wisconsin ES Field Office 
4101 American Boulevard East. 
Bloomington, MN 55425 

Dear Ms. Marquardt: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District (Corps) requests concurrence from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office (Service) on 
the Corps’ determination under Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation regarding 
impacts to Federally listed endangered species for the Corps’ proposed project to restore, 
protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats within the Pierce County Islands Wildlife 
Management Area in Pierce County, Wisconsin (Figure 1). The project will be conducted in 
connection with maintenance dredging of authorized navigation projects within Upper Pool 4 of 
the Mississippi River.   

Concerns over habitat deficiencies in Upper Pool 4 include reduced habitat diversity and quality, 
lack of aquatic vegetation and invertebrates, and reduced abundance of fish and wildlife. Deep, 
protected aquatic habitat that would serve as habitat for centrarchid fish and associated species 
is lacking in both backwaters and within large shallow open water areas of Upper Lake Pepin. 
The Recommended Plan, as shown in Figure 1, is designed to improve habitat conditions in 
Upper Lake Pepin, particularly in Catherine Pass. The proposed features were designed to work 
together to reduce suspended sediment and increase water clarity in Catherine Pass so that the 
desired habitat benefits can be achieved. Project features include four peninsulas, refuge 
dredging, a water level management dike with a water control structure, an access road, two 
backwater dredged areas, three areas of shoreline protection, a mudflat, access dredging, and 
a partial closure. 

We reviewed the Service’s Information for Planning and Consultation (IPac) website for a list of 
species and critical habitat that “may be present” within the project area. No critical habitats 
were found, but the following listed species may be present within the project area:  

Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis)
Higgins eye (Lampsilis higginsii)
Sheepnose (Plethobasus cyphyus)
Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) (candidate species)
Rusty patched bumble bee (Rufus affinis)

It’s the Corps’ determination the project will have no effect on sheepnose, monarch butterfly, or 
rusty patched bumble bee. Sheepnose is presumed extirpated from Upper Pool 4 and has not 
been collected in any mussel surveys conducted in the area over the last several decades. The 
project area does not contain suitable habitat for the monarch butterfly or rusty patched bumble 



bee; therefore, the project will have no effect to these species. The project may affect but is not 
likely to adversely affect NLEB as trees would be cleared. Anticipated effects to the species 
from tree removal will be consulted with USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act,16 USC §1533(d), through a Section 4(d) Rule Streamlined Consultation. To avoid potential 
impacts to NLEB, no tree clearing will occur between June 1 – August 15. 

Higgins eye were extirpated from Pool 4 in the last century but given the recent resurgence in 
native mussel natural re-colonization in the past few decades in the upper pools of the Upper 
Mississippi River and within the Wisconsin Channel in particular, the species was artificially 
propagated and 5,777 individuals were reintroduced into the Goose Lake and 4th Cut mussel 
beds beginning in 2003 by the Corps in collaboration with its agency partners.  

The individuals have survived and there is recent evidence of natural reproduction and 
recruitment of new individuals of the species into the pool and adjacent pools. Location of the 
Higgins eye reintroduction sites are shown in Figure 2. In Upper Pool 4 from Lake Pepin to Lock 
and Dam 3 a single live Higgins eye has been collected outside of the reintroduction sites 
shown in Figure 2. Although Higgins eye occur near construction actives, the species has not 
been observed outside of the reintroduction sites where construction activities will occur.     

Mussel skimmer dredge surveys by the Corps were conducted during 2017, 2018, and 2019 to 
assess impacts of project feature construction on mussels (Figure 2). Nineteen transects were 
conducted with 76 live mussels collected representing 10 species. Mussel species richness and 
density were very low among all transects and no live federal- or state-listed species were 
collected.  No live or dead Higgins eye were collected in the survey nor identification of any 
significant mussel communities or habitat conditions that would support Higgins eye. Complete 
coverage of project footprint impacts in the project area was not achieved in part given the 
shallow water and abundant submerged vegetation conditions preventing effective sampling. 
But mussels were nearly absent from transects collected within the backwater and it is unlikely 
mussels occur throughout given similarly poor mussel habitat conditions consisting of lentic 
shallow water with submerged vegetation and flocculent substrate. Access dredging from Bay 
City, WI through Catherine Cut to the Wisconsin Channel should have minimal impacts on 
mussels as no mussels were collected along Transect 5 within Catherine Cut and only five live 
mussels of three common species were collected along Transect 4. Mussels were also nearly 
absent along transects 1, 6, 7, 8, and 9 at proposed bank rock protection feature in the inlet with 
only one live mussel collected among the transects. 

We have determined that our activities may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect Higgins 
eye because associated construction activities would be insignificant. This determination is 
based on the presence of Higgins eye occurring within the Wisconsin Channel and although the 
species hasn’t been observed within project feature footprints, barge traffic transporting dredged 
material and rock to construct the project will travel close to known occurrences of the species. 
The primary concern would be resuspension of sediment from tows pushing barges in the 
Wisconsin Channel resulting in increased suspended sediment near those individuals. An 
estimated 300 barge trips will be required to construct the project over four construction 
seasons (2023-2026).  However, it’s anticipated the occasional pulse of resuspended sediment 
near Higgins eye would be slightly above ambient conditions under normal to low water 
conditions but similar to those of higher flows containing increased suspended sediment from 
the Minnesota River and UMR Pools 2 and 3. Reintroduced Higgins eye have survived within 
the Wisconsin Channel since 2003 under these periodic high water conditions and effects from 
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resuspension of sediments from barge traffic would be insignificant and there would be no 
measurable change resulting in a take of individuals. 

To minimize effects, construction and barge travel routes would be avoided in the two mussel 
beds where Higgins eye were reintroduced (Goose Lake and 4th Cut mussels beds) within the 
Wisconsin Channel. They would be designated “exclusion zones” and all construction activities 
would need to avoid the area including barge traffic that would not be allowed to travel over the 
beds. The stream bank rock protection feature in the Wisconsin Channel near the downstream 
extent of the Goose Lake mussel bed that Transect 10 assessed should not adversely impact 
mussels given no mussels were found along the transect and the structure would be placed in 
shallow water within the inlet away from the mussel bed. 

 To reduce impacts to Higgins eye, the following actions would be taken: 

 Exclusion zones will be established around Higgins eye reintroduction sites. 
 Access dredging across the Wisconsin Channel would be 1 foot deeper (Elevation 

660.1) than the normal project access channel elevation to reduce sediment 
resuspension.  

 The contractor will be notified of the concern for Higgins eye near the travel routes and it 
will be requested that they throttle back when near the sites to reduce sediment 
resuspension. 

 Schedule mussel surveys for Steamboat Channel this spring to ensure no Higgins eye 
will be directly impacted from an access route yet to be determined. If any Higgins eye 
are collected, we will collaborate with you on any necessary additional actions. 

 The Goose Lake and 4Th Cut mussel beds containing Higgins eye populations will be 
monitored into the future approximately every 4-5 years as part of long-term monitoring 
for the 2000 Biological Opinion reintroduction efforts for the species.   

 
We are requesting your concurrence with our determination regarding impacts to Federally 
listed species under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for the Corps’ Habitat Restoration 
Project of the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management Area, Wisconsin. If you have 
questions about the project or the content of this letter, please contact LeeAnn Glomski at (651) 
290-5595 orLeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil. 
 
   Sincerely, 
 
 
 
   Jonathan J. Sobiech 

Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and    
 Environment Division North 

 

SOBIECH.JONATHAN.
JOSEPH.1258320596

Digitally signed by 
SOBIECH.JONATHAN.JOSEPH.125
8320596 
Date: 2022.03.17 08:28:13 -05'00'
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Figure 1. Proposed project features. 
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Figure 2. Location of mussel transect locations and Higgins eye reintroduction sites.



March 22, 2022

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
4101 American Blvd E

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

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

In Reply Refer To: 
Project code: 2022-0019768 
Project Name: Upper Pool 4 Islands 
 
Subject: Verification letter for the 'Upper Pool 4 Islands' project under the January 5, 2016, 

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

 
Dear LeeAnn Glomski:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received on March 22, 2022 your effects 
determination for the 'Upper Pool 4 Islands' (the Action) using the northern long-eared bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis) key within the Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) 
system. This IPaC key assists users in determining whether a Federal action is consistent with the 
activities analyzed in the Service’s January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO). 
The PBO addresses activities excepted from "take"[1] prohibitions applicable to the northern 
long-eared bat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat.884, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

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

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

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

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

Higgins Eye (pearlymussel) Lampsilis higginsii Endangered
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate
Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Bombus affinis Endangered
Sheepnose Mussel Plethobasus cyphyus Endangered

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

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

1. Name

Upper Pool 4 Islands

2. Description

The following description was provided for the project 'Upper Pool 4 Islands':

habitat enhancement

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://www.google.com/ 
maps/@44.5736664,-92.48807739682789,14z

Determination Key Result

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

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

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

This key is intended for actions that may affect the threatened northern long-eared bat.

The purpose of the key for Federal actions is to assist determinations as to whether proposed 
actions are consistent with those analyzed in the Service’s PBO dated January 5, 2016.

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

https://www.google.com/maps/@44.5736664,-92.48807739682789,14z
https://www.google.com/maps/@44.5736664,-92.48807739682789,14z
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affect species proposed for listing or critical habitat proposed for designation may require a 
conference under ESA Section 7(a)(4).
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

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

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

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/nhisites.html
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/nhisites.html
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8.

9.

10.

Will the action only remove hazardous trees for the protection of human life or property?
No
Will the action remove trees within 0.25 miles of a known northern long-eared bat 
hibernaculum at any time of year?
No
Will the action remove a known occupied northern long-eared bat maternity roost tree or 
any trees within 150 feet of a known occupied maternity roost tree from June 1 through 
July 31?
No
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Project Questionnaire
If the project includes forest conversion, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 1-3.
1. Estimated total acres of forest conversion:
4.75
2. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from April 1 to October 31
0
3. If known, estimated acres of forest conversion from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes timber harvest, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 4-6.
4. Estimated total acres of timber harvest
0
5. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from April 1 to October 31
0
6. If known, estimated acres of timber harvest from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes prescribed fire, report the appropriate acreages below. 
Otherwise, type ‘0’ in questions 7-9.
7. Estimated total acres of prescribed fire
0
8. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from April 1 to October 31
0
9. If known, estimated acres of prescribed fire from June 1 to July 31
0
If the project includes new wind turbines, report the megawatts of wind capacity 
below. Otherwise, type ‘0’ in question 10.
10. What is the estimated wind capacity (in megawatts) of the new turbine(s)?
0
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IPaC User Contact Information
Agency: Army Corps of Engineers
Name: LeeAnn Glomski
Address: 180 Fifth Street E
Address Line 2: Suite 700
City: St. Paul
State: MN
Zip: 55101
Email leeann.m.glomski@usace.army.mil
Phone: 6512905324



From: Glomski, Lee Ann M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
To: Von Holdt, Crystal L - DNR
Cc: Kelly, Brenda F - DNR; Novak, Thomas (Tom) MVP
Subject: UP4 islands - 401
Date: Friday, April 15, 2022 7:55:00 AM
Attachments: UP4_401_pre-filing_meeting_request.pdf

Hi Crystal,
 
Please see the attached Section 401 WQC pre-filing meeting request for the Upper Pool 4
islands project. If you have any questions or would like to set up a meeting, please let me
know.
 
LeeAnn Glomski
Biologist
St. Paul District
651-290-5595
 

mailto:LeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil
mailto:Crystal.VonHoldt@wisconsin.gov
mailto:Brenda.Kelly@wisconsin.gov
mailto:tom.novak@usace.army.mil



Section 401 Water Quality Certification Pre-Filing Meeting Request 4/15/2022 


 
Dear Ms. Von Holdt: 


1. In accordance with 40 CFR §121.4, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
(MVP) is requesting a pre-filing meeting with Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources to discuss the nature of the proposed project identified below and its potential 
water quality effects. MVP intends to submit a certification request for the subject project 
30 days or more after this pre-filing meeting request.    
 


2. Project Name: Modifications to the Pierce County Islands Head of Lake Pepin 
Backwater Complex  
 


3. Project Description: Upper Pool 4 has been significantly affected by sedimentation and 
degraded water quality associated with high suspended sediment concentrations, 
originating mainly from fine sediment inputs via the Minnesota, Cannon, and Vermillion 
Rivers. In addition, recent trends of higher flows, including record levels in 2019, have 
contributed to this problem through shoreline erosion and increased turbidity. 
Sedimentation can reduce water depths, limit light penetration, and inhibit growth of 
aquatic vegetation. The effects of wind wave action, recreational boat wakes, and non-
native fish can exacerbate the problem by resuspending sediment. 
  
Concerns over habitat deficiencies in Upper Pool 4 include reduced habitat diversity and 
quality, lack of aquatic vegetation and invertebrates, and reduced abundance of fish and 
wildlife. Deep, protected aquatic habitat that would serve as habitat for centrarchid fish 
and associated species is lacking in both backwaters and within large shallow open 
water areas of Upper Lake Pepin. The proposed project, as shown in Figure 1, is 
designed to improve habitat conditions in Upper Lake Pepin, particularly in Catherine 
Pass. The proposed features were designed to work together to reduce suspended 
sediment and increase water clarity in Catherine Pass so that the desired habitat 
benefits can be achieved. Project features include peninsulas, refuge dredging, a water 
level management dike with a water control structure, an access road, pothole wetlands, 
three areas of shoreline protection, mudflats, access dredging, and a partial closure.  
 
 







 


Figure 1. Project Area Map and Project Features 


 


4. Required Permits and Authorizations: A Supplemental Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) evaluation will be completed by the Corps and Section 401 water quality 
certification will be requested from Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. 
 


5. Project Timeline: The proposed project is scheduled to go out for bid in July 2022. 
Construction would start in 2023 and take approximately 4 construction seasons to 
completed. 
 


6. MVP would appreciate your acknowledgement of receipt of this request via email. If you 
would like to meet with MVP, please contact me via email or phone (listed below) to 
discuss a date and time to meet during the 30-day pre-filing notification timeframe. If you 
prefer not to conduct a pre-filing meeting, we would appreciate a response that indicates 
no meeting will be scheduled. 
 


Side casting 







7. This pre-filing meeting request will be referenced in our submittal of our forthcoming 
certification request.  


 
8. Contact Information:  LeeAnn Glomski 


  LeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil 
  651-290-5595 
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From: Utrup, Nick J
To: Glomski, Lee Ann M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA)
Cc: Kelner, Daniel E CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA); Novak, Thomas; Marquardt, Shauna
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: [EXTERNAL] Informal Consultation - Higgins eye
Date: Monday, April 18, 2022 10:39:13 AM

Hi Lee Ann,

This email is in response to your request for our concurrence with your determination that the
impacts of your proposed project to restore, protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats
within the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management Area in Pierce County, Wisconsin, may
affect but are not likely to adversely affect Higgins eye (Lampsilis higginsii).

We concur with your determination that the permitted activities may affect, but are not likely
to adversely affect Higgins eye in the action area indicated in the materials provided by you.
 Our concurrence is based on the understanding that Higgins eye is not likely to be present in
the immediate vicinity of your restoration activities.  In addition, we understand you will use
the following measures to further avoid/minimize potential impacts:

1. Exclusion zones will be established around Higgins eye reintroduction sites. 
2. Access dredging across the Wisconsin Channel would be 1 foot deeper (Elevation 660.1)

than the normal project access channel elevation to reduce sediment resuspension. 
3. The contractor will be notified of the concern for Higgins eye near the travel routes and

it will be requested that they throttle back when near the sites to reduce sediment
resuspension. 

4. Schedule mussel surveys for Steamboat Channel this spring to ensure no Higgins eye will
be directly impacted from an access route yet to be determined. If any Higgins eye are
collected, you will collaborate with us on any necessary additional actions. 

5. The Goose Lake and 4Th Cut mussel beds containing Higgins eye populations will be
monitored into the future approximately every 4-5 years as part of long-term
monitoring for the 2000 Biological Opinion reintroduction efforts for the species.

This email response concludes your consultation requirements with our office.  Please let me
know if you have any further questions.

Thanks,

Nick

Nick Utrup
Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4101 American Boulevard East

mailto:nick_utrup@fws.gov
mailto:LeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil
mailto:Daniel.E.Kelner@usace.army.mil
mailto:tom.novak@usace.army.mil
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5810a11ea92140a18db04e283c91ccb5-MarquardtS


Bloomington, MN  55425

Phone:  (612) 600-6122 
Email:     Nick_Utrup@fws.gov

From: Glomski, Lee Ann M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA) <LeeAnn.M.Glomski@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 9:34 AM
To: Marquardt, Shauna R <Shauna_Marquardt@fws.gov>
Cc: Utrup, Nick J <nick_utrup@fws.gov>; DAN WENDY KELNER <daniel.e.kelner@usace.army.mil>;
Novak, Thomas <tom.novak@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Informal Consultation - Higgins eye
 
 

 This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on
links, opening attachments, or responding.  

Ms. Marquardt,
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District requests concurrence from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service on the Corps’ determination under Endangered Species Act
Section 7 consultation regarding impacts to Federally listed endangered species for the
Corps’ proposed project to restore, protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats within
the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management Area in Pierce County, Wisconsin. The
attached informal consultation letter provides additional details about the project and its
effect on endangered species.
 
Please contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Thank you,
LeeAnn Glomski
Biologist
St. Paul District
651-290-5595
 

mailto:Nick_Utrup@fws.gov
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I. Project Description 

a. Background 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), St. Paul District is currently designing an ecosystem 
restoration project within the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management Area, located in Upper 
Pool 4 of the Mississippi River. An Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 
(IFR/EA) and Section 404(b)(1) evaluation for the project were completed in August 2020. 
Detailed engineering and design studies conducted since the completion of the IFR/EA have 
resulted in several proposed modifications to the Project. The proposed modifications identified 
since the IFR/EA include: (1) two additional mudflats with berms and rock protection, (2) 
creation of four pothole wetlands and (3) additional access dredging through the Wisconsin 
Channel to Catherine Cut and Steamboat Channel. A Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) and a Supplemental Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) evaluation (Appendix B) have 
been prepared to address the potential effects associated with the proposed modifications. 
Information presented in the IFR/EA dated August 2020 is incorporated by reference. An 
environmental review indicates that while the proposed modifications would result in some 
changes in the location, timing, and magnitude of effects on some resources, there would not be 
an appreciable change in the overall types and scope of impacts from what was described in the 
IFR/EA. 

A more detailed design for the marsh dredging area has been completed since the IFR/EA. This 
area is shown as straight purple lines on Figure 2 of the SEA starting at the culvert structure. 
This area has a smaller footprint than reported in the IFR/EA and will have a maximum depth of 
6 feet meaning this area will still be wetland after dredging. The earthen feature at the northwest 
end of the marsh in Figure 1 of the SEA has been replaced with a layer of riprap as shown in 
Figure 2. The layer of riprap has a smaller footprint than the earthen feature but will serve the 
same purpose as described in the IFR/EA. These minor changes in design that result in a 
smaller footprint are not be discussed in detail in the SEA. 

b. Location  
The project is in Upper Pool 4 of the Mississippi River within the Pierce County Islands Wildlife 
Management Area. The backwater complex is located downriver from Red Wing, Minnesota and 
across from Bay City, Wisconsin. 

c. General Description 
This supplement addresses the effects that would result from the placement of fill in waters of 
the United States in conjunction with proposed modifications to the project as described in the 
SEA. A general overview of the project is provided here, along with details on the design 
modifications. The effects associated with the features described here are discussed in detail in 
Section 5 of the IFR/EA and in the SEA.   

The proposed fill action being evaluated here would involve placing clean sand, fine sediments, 
and rock to construct the project features. The proposed modifications would result in an 
additional 48.2 acres of fill and 8.5 acres of dredging. The fill activities would have a total 
footprint of approximately 105.5 acres. Dredging is also proposed as part of the project for the 
purposes of construction access and habitat improvement and totals an estimated 49.9 acres. 
The features of the Proposed Alternative are shown on Figure 2 of the SEA, and each feature’s 
footprint is provided in Table 1 below. As stated in the original Section 404(b)(1), the Corps is 
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proposing to utilize sand that has been dredged during the maintenance of the navigation 
channel and fine sediments dredged for project access and habitat improvement within the 
project area to construct peninsulas and aquatic habitat in Upper Pool 4. The proposed features 
would increase the quality of wetlands in the project area, protect and enhance shoreline 
habitat, improve and increase floodplain forest habitat, and provide and protect backwater and 
riverine habitat for aquatic species.  

As part of the proposed fill activities for the whole project, an estimated 21.5 acres of wetlands 
would be filled or excavated. Of the 21.5 acres filled or excavated, 13.8 acres would be 
permanently lost. Construction of islands and mudflats would result in a gain of 46.1 acres of 
new floodplain forest wetland and 35.9 acres of new emergent wetland in the project area. It is 
estimated that as much as approximately 40 additional acres are expected to be indirectly 
benefited by the project resulting in improved and increased aquatic vegetation grow. For 
individual feature footprints see Table 1, additional features added since the original design are 
highlighted in orange.  

d. Purpose and Authority 
1. Overall Project Purpose 

The overall project purpose is to restore, protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats within 
the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management Area in connection with construction or 
maintenance dredging of authorized projects within Upper Pool 4 of the Mississippi River. 

2. Basic Project Purpose 
The basic project purpose is to restore, protect, and create aquatic and wetland habitats in 
connection with construction or maintenance dredging of authorized projects. 

3. Water Dependency 
The activity does require access or proximity to or siting within special aquatic sites (wetlands 
and refuges) to fulfill its basic purpose; therefore, the activity is water dependent. 

4. Authority 
See Section 1.3 of the SEA. 

e. Project Alternatives 
Alternatives to the Recommended Plan were evaluated in Section 3 of the IFR/EA. This Section 
404(b)(1) Supplement addresses proposed modifications to access dredging and habitat 
features. The Proposed Alternative is described below.   

1. Practicable Alternative Carried Forward for Further Evaluation  
The proposed modifications identified since the IFR/EA include: (1) two additional mudflats with 
berms and rock protection, (2) creation of four pothole wetlands and (3) additional access 
dredging through the Wisconsin Channel to Catherine Cut and Steamboat Channel. 

a. Mitigation 
No mitigation is proposed as the project is one to improve aquatic and wetland habitat. Although 
the entire project would result in the permanent loss of 13.8 acres of wetland, 35.9 acres of 
emergent wetland and 46.1 acres of floodplain forest wetland would be created. Overall, the 
project would result in a net gain of 62.8 acres of wetland. 
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b. Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation (OMRR&R) 
Most project features are dynamic and intended to emulate natural backwater processes; 
therefore, operation and maintenance will be minimal. Dynamic features are those where river 
and lake forces will be allowed to shape the measures with no future maintenance anticipated. 
The water control structure within the dike may require regular attention in order to manage 
water levels. The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) would be responsible 
for operation and maintenance of the project features. Operation and maintenance would be 
similar to that undertaken by the WDNR for day-to-day management of wildlife areas and other 
public use areas. The maintenance actions anticipated would be management activities such as 
inspections, monitoring water levels, cleaning structures, maintaining riprap, and management 
of stoplogs. Additional riprap would need to be placed in a manner consistent with design plans 
and specifications and rock materials used for repair would meet the original project 
requirements. The placement of riprap would result in a discharge which is anticipated to be 
authorized under Nationwide Permit 3 – Maintenance.  

c. General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
1. General Characteristics of Material 

There would be no change from what was described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 
General characteristics of each type of fill material are listed below. 

Riprap: Riprap would be used as erosion protection in locations dictated by hydraulic study of 
wind fetch. The design includes the use of R140 for rock mounds, shoreline and island 
protection, rock liner, and large groins; R45 for small groins and R20 at the inlet structure.  

Bedding: Bedding will consist of small stones and be used beneath the riprap as a filter between 
the riprap and subgrade material to prevent the migration of subgrade through/into the riprap. 
Design includes 6 inches of bedding at the inlet structure. 

Access road: The access road would be constructed using 8 inches of crushed aggregate base. 

Fine Fill: Fine fill material consists primarily of silt to fine material and would be used to 
construct mudflats, peninsulas and islands. 

Granular Fill: Granular fill consists primarily of fine to medium sand with some gravel and less 
than 10 percent fines passing the 200 sieve. Granular fill would be used to construct islands and 
peninsulas. 

2. Quantity of Material 
Table 1 shows the quantity of sand, topsoil, and rock estimated for each project feature. The 
table also shows the estimated quantity of excavated material for each proposed dredging 
feature. 
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Table 1: Excavation and Fill Quantities and Footprints of each Project Feature at 
Catherine Pass (CP). New features are highlighted in orange. 

Feature Name 
Total 

Dredging 
(Cu.Yd.) 

Placed 
Dry 

Topsoil  
(Fines) 
(Cu.Yd.) 

Sand Fill 
(Granular) 
(Cu.Yd.) 

Rock 
(Riprap)  
(tons) 

Roadway 
Aggregate 
(Cu. Yd.) 

Invert/Top 
Elevations 

(ft- NAVD88) 

Surface 
Area 

(acres) 
(bold=fill) 

Main Access 
Dredge and 
Overwinter 1 & 2 

269,166 - - - - 661.10 38.6 

Steamboat Access 
Dredge 13,451 - - - - 661.10 3.6 

Habitat Access 
Dredge (Spurs) 14,814 - - - - 665.00 2.8 

Habitat Pothole A 6,823 - - - - 666.00 1.4 
Habitat Pothole B 6,878 - - - - 666.00 1.4 
Habitat Pothole C 3,356 - - - - 667.00 1.0 
Habitat Pothole D 4,282 - - - - 667.00 1.1 
Island 1 & Berm 1 - 35,669 95,751 3,621 - 673.00 & 

672.00 12.9 

Mudflat 1 - 30,528 - - - 668.20 8.0 
Island 2 - 47,703 64,546 2,964 - 672.00 14.6 
Mudflat 2 - 12,533 - - - 668.20 4.8 
Berm 3 - - 52,255 1,160 - 672.00 6.9 
Mudflat 3 - 62,853 - - - 667.70 23.1 
Island 4 - 62,131 125,451 7,676 - 672.00 to 

674.00 18.6 

Dike and Road 
(includes culvert) - 5,422 11,097 - 2,302 Varies 5.5 

Catherine Cut Rock 
Protection    9,059  Varies 1.2 

Steamboat Rock 
Protection    6,908  Varies 1.4 

Wisconsin Channel 
Rock Protection    916  Varies 0.2 

Side casting along 
dike      Max 672 8.3 

Total Dredging 318,769 - - -  - 49.9 
Total Fill - 256,840 349,101 32,304 2,302 - 105.5 

 

3. Source of Material 
There would be no change from what was described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 
Sand would be sourced either directly from recurring dredge cuts of the main navigation channel 
of the Upper Mississippi River (UMR), or from stockpiled material from past dredging (Read’s 
Landing). Fine material such as silt or clay used for creating mudflat habitat or for use as topsoil 
on the peninsulas would be sourced from the project area itself, from the access dredging and 
backwater habitat dredging. Riprap used for the project features would be obtained from local 
approved quarries. 
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d. Description of Proposed Discharge Site(s) 
1. Location 

There would be no change from what was described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 
The study area is located near the head of Lake Pepin in Upper Pool 4 of the Mississippi River. 
Pool 4 is an impoundment of the Mississippi River resulting from the construction of Lock and 
Dam 4 in 1935 as part of the navigation channel project. Pool 4 is 44.2 miles long, extending 
from Red Wing, Minnesota at River Mile 796 to Alma, Wisconsin at River Mile 753. 

2. Size 
The size of the project area is approximately 800 acres which includes the access road, staging 
area and all project features. Impacts to aquatic resources from the proposed modifications 
include 8.5 acres of dredging and 48.2 acres of fill. Totals for the entire project include 49.9 
acres of dredging and 105.5 acres of discharge of dredged or fill material. 

3. Type of Site and Habitat Description 
There would be no change from what was described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 
The Pierce County Islands Head of Pepin Backwater Complex is a 6,500-acre backwater area 
that extends from RM 784 – 792 and includes backwater lakes, sloughs, flowing channels, and 
islands. Almost 1,000 acres are designated as the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Management 
Area. Most of the project features and fill would occur in a backwater area called Catherine 
Pass that is shallow and turbid due to sedimentation. Sedimentation and sediment re-
suspension are major concerns in this area due to the high sediment loads carried into the 
project area from upstream. The project area is bordered to the south by the Wisconsin 
Channel, which is a large, deep, and fast-flowing secondary channel of the Mississippi River. 
Several shoreline stabilization features are proposed on the left descending bank of the 
Wisconsin Channel. 

e. Description of Disposal Method 
1. Discharge Method 

There would be no change from what was described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 
The contractor would be allowed to use available technologies, so long as they are able to meet 
all the other conditions, including any applicable state permits. It is anticipated that the 
contractor would use either (1) a hydraulic hopper and spreader barge, or (2) typical mechanical 
dredging equipment including barges and excavators, to place the majority of fill. Other methods 
may be considered. Rock or other fill material may be trucked to the sites using nearby land 
access. 

2. Timing and Duration of Discharge 
The proposed project is anticipated to be constructed over four construction seasons (April 
through October). 

II. Factual Determinations 

a. Physical Substrate Determinations 
1. Substrate Elevation and Slope 

The existing substrate in the backwater area is relatively flat with gentle slopes, ranging 
between 0-4 feet deep. The proposed peninsula construction would increase substrate elevation 
and slope diversity by creating more transitional shoreline areas with gradual, sandy slopes 
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encircling each of the peninsulas. The crests of the peninsulas themselves would be above the 
normal low-water surface elevation by approximately 4 feet. The proposed access dredging and 
habitat dredging would deepen areas to between 6-8 feet deep. The proposed mudflats would 
increase substrate elevation to approximately the normal summer water elevation of 668.2. 

2. Sediment Type 
Sediments in the project area consist of mainly silt. 

3. Dredged/Fill Material Movement 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. 

4. Physical Effects on Benthos 
The proposed modifications would directly affect approximately 34.7 additional acres of benthic 
habitat, primarily in open water areas and some shallower shoreline areas. The total benthic 
habitat affected by the entire project is 131.1 acres. Most non-mobile organisms in the filled and 
dredged areas would be destroyed during construction. However, the area does not currently 
support a dense or diverse benthic community and the overall long-term project impacts to 
these organisms would be positive because of the improved habitat conditions. Benthic 
organisms would quickly recolonize the area following construction. The sand and rock 
substrate would increase the benthic habitat diversity in the area. The overall conditions for 
benthic organisms would likely be improved in the project area, mainly because of reductions in 
sediment resuspension. 

5. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. There are 
two mussel beds near the project area that are known to contain the Federally listed 
endangered Higgins eye mussel (Lampsilis higginsii). These two mussel beds would be avoided 
by the contractor by creating exclusion zones for project activities along with other measures as 
described in Section 3.2.8 of the SEA. No other special actions are proposed at this time to 
minimize impacts on aquatic organisms or other wildlife. If bald eagles are found to be nesting in 
the vicinity of proposed construction actions, measures would be identified to minimize or avoid 
impacts as necessary, in accordance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

b. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations 
1. Water 

Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Some minor, 
short-term decreases in water clarity are expected from the proposed fill action. The long-term 
effect from the proposed project features would likely be a minor improvement in water clarity in 
the study area over present conditions due to the reduction in wind-generated waves. The 
proposed fill action would have no measurable impact on water chemistry, color, odor, taste, 
dissolved oxygen levels, nutrients, eutrophication, or temperature. 

2. Current Patterns and Circulation 

i. Current Velocity and Patterns  
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The 
proposed fill activities would result in localized reductions in current velocities as a design of the 
project. This localized reduced flow, especially in the northwest portion of the Catherine Pass 
around the peninsulas would help improve water clarity and vegetation response. 
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ii. Stratification 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The 
proposed fill activities should have no effect on stratification. 

iii. Hydrologic Regime 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The 
proposed fill activities should not significantly alter the existing hydrologic regime within the 
project area. 

iv. Normal Water Level Fluctuations 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The 
proposed activities would not have an effect on normal water level fluctuations in the project 
area, including flood stages. 

v. Salinity 
Not Applicable. 

vi. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
No special actions would be taken to minimize the effects of the proposed project on water 
circulation, fluctuation, or salinity. 

c. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
1. Expected Changes in Suspended Particulates and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity 

of Disposal Site 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Increases in 
suspended particulates and turbidity levels would occur from the placement of fill material and 
dredging in the immediate project vicinity. Upon completion of construction activities, suspended 
particulates and turbidity levels would return to pre-project conditions or may decrease due to 
reduced sediment resuspension and/or erosion rates. 

2. Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Project 
construction would result in localized turbidity plumes. The additional dredging proposed would 
result in an increase to turbidity plumes over the no action alternative; however, the effects 
would still be less than significant. Related short-term effects of this would be decreased light 
penetration and reduced aesthetic qualities near the construction site. The effects could last 
slightly longer given the construction of additional features. Suspended particulates are not 
expected to cause a change in dissolved oxygen, toxic metals, organisms, or pathogens in the 
water column after project completion.  

3. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
The discharge of fill material and excavation would result in disturbance to the existing 
substrate, causing a temporary and localized increase in turbidity and suspended particulates. 
As part of the project’s plans and specifications, the contractor will develop an environmental 
protection plan that will include Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to minimize 
impacts of the project to the surrounding environment. BMPs could include sediment fencing 
and floating silt curtain to prevent the movement of soil and sediment. All construction related 
debris would be managed so that no debris, garbage, or fuel enters the water. Visual monitoring 
for excessive turbidity, floating debris, trash, or oil sheen would also be continuously performed 
to ensure water quality is being protected. Conditions of the Section 401 water quality 
certification will be followed to protect water quality as well. 
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d. Contaminant Determinations 
The use of clean, quarry-run rock riprap for construction would not introduce contaminants into 
the aquatic system. Neither the materials used, nor the placement method cause relocation or 
increases of contaminants in the aquatic system. 

e. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
1. Effects on Plankton 

Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. During 
construction, increases in turbidity and suspended solids near the dredged and filled areas 
would have a localized suppressing effect on phytoplankton productivity. However, these local 
effects would be short-term and minor. The plankton populations would recover quickly once 
construction activities have ceased. 

2. Effects on Benthos 
The proposed modifications would directly affect approximately 34.7 additional acres of benthic 
habitat, primarily in open water areas and some shallower shoreline areas. The total benthic 
habitat affected by the entire project is 131.1 acres. Most non-mobile organisms in the filled and 
dredged areas would be destroyed during construction. However, the area does not currently 
support a dense or diverse benthic community and the overall long-term project impacts to 
these organisms would be positive because of the improved habitat conditions. Benthic 
organisms would quickly recolonize the area following construction. The sand and rock 
substrate would increase the benthic habitat diversity in the area. The overall conditions for 
benthic organisms would likely be improved in the project area, mainly because of reductions in 
sediment resuspension. 

3. Effects on Nekton 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. During 
construction, increases in turbidity and suspended solids near the dredged and filled areas 
would have a localized suppressing effect on nekton productivity. However, these effects would 
be local, short-term, and minor. The nekton populations would recover quickly once construction 
activities have ceased.  

4. Effects on the Aquatic Food Web 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The burial 
and dredging of existing benthos and localized impacts on plankton productivity could cause a 
temporary minor impact on the local food web. However, benthos and plankton would recover 
quickly, and there would likely be no long-term negative effects on the aquatic food web. The 
anticipated increase in aquatic vegetation coverage and diversity would likely improve the 
aquatic food web.  

5. Effects on Special Aquatic Sites 
The project would occur within both wetlands and a refuge. The Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources has designated the area as the Pierce County Islands Wildlife Area. The 
Area includes numerous islands and wetland habitats of the Mississippi River and includes a 
no-entry waterfowl refuge. All project related work would occur within the Area and impacts 
include 49.9 acres of dredging and the discharge of 105.5 of fill, which includes the new 8.5 
acres of dredging and 48.2 acres of fill from the proposed modifications. Specific details can be 
found in Table 1. Wetland impacts from the proposed modifications include 7.7 acres of 
excavation. Total project impacts to wetlands include 7.7 acres of excavation and 13.8 acres of 
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fill. Specific wetland details are summarized in Table 2 below. Project features added since the 
original section 404(b)(1) evaluation are highlighted in orange.  

Table 2. Wetland impacts by project feature. New project features are highlighted in orange. 

Project Feature Activity Wetland Acreage 
Loss1 

Wetland Acreage 
Gain 

Habitat Access Dredge 
(Spurs) 

Excavation 2.8  

Habitat Pothole A Excavation 1.4  

Habitat Pothole B Excavation 1.4  

Habitat Pothole C Excavation 1.0  

Habitat Pothole D Excavation 1.1  

Island 12 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 12.9 

Island 22 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 14.6 

Island 42 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 18.6 

Mudflat 13 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 8.0 

Mudflat 23 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 4.8 

Mudflat 33 Fill 
(not in wetland) 

 23.1 

Dike and Road (includes 
culvert) 

Fill 5.5  

Side casting Fill 8.3  

Total  21.5 82.0 
1 Wetland loss includes permanent impacts from filling, flooding, excavation, or drainage.  
2 Islands will become floodplain forest wetland. 
3 Mudflats will become emergent wetlands. Constructed mudflats do not meet the definition of mudflat in the Section 
404(b)(1) Guideline regulations as vegetation will become established on them. 

As a result of the project 35.9 acres of emergent wetland and 46.1 acres of floodplain forest 
wetland would be created. The project would also reduce suspended sediments, increase water 
clarity and ultimately improve the growth of aquatic vegetation and creation of vegetated 
shallows. Overall, the proposed project would have a beneficial effect on the refuge, wetlands, 
and vegetated shallows. The project would have no effect on coral reefs, mudflats or riffle and 
pool complexes. 
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6. Threatened and Endangered Species 
There are four federally listed species that are listed for the action area. It is the Corps 
determination that the project will have no effect on sheepnose, monarch butterfly or rusty 
patched bumble bee. Sheepnose is presumed extirpated from Upper Pool 4 and has not been 
collected in any mussel surveys conducted in the area over the last several decades. The 
project area does not contain suitable habitat for the monarch butterfly or rusty patched bumble 
bee; therefore, the project will have no effect to these species.   

The project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect NLEB as 4.75 acres of trees would be 
cleared. Anticipated effects to the species from tree removal was consulted with USFWS under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,16 USC §1533(d), through a Section 4(d) Rule 
Streamlined Consultation. Consultation began on March 22, 2022 and USFWS replied with a 
verification letter the same day. USFWS did not further respond with any disagreement within 
the 30 days; therefore, no further consultation is required, per the January 2016 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for the NLEB and Activities Expected from the Take 
Prohibitions. A copy of the 4(d)-consultation form can be found in Appendix A – 
Correspondence and Coordination. If tree clearing does not occur within one year, consultation 
will be re-initiated. To avoid potential impacts to NLEB, no tree clearing will occur between June 
1 – August 15.  

We have determined that our activities may affect but are unlikely to adversely affect Higgins 
eye because associated construction activities would be insignificant. This determination is 
based on the presence of Higgins eye occurring within the Wisconsin Channel and although the 
species hasn’t been observed within project feature footprints, barge traffic transporting dredged 
material and rock to construct the project will travel close to known occurrences of the species. 
The primary concern would be resuspension of sediment from tows pushing barges in the 
Wisconsin Channel resulting in increased suspended sediment near those individuals. Informal 
consultation began on March 17, 2022. A copy of the informal consultation letter can be found in 
Appendix A – Correspondence and Coordination. To reduce impacts to Higgins eye, the 
following actions would be taken: 

• Exclusion zones will be established around Higgins eye reintroduction sites. 
• Access dredging across the Wisconsin Channel would be 1 foot deeper (Elevation 

660.1) than the normal project access channel elevation to reduce sediment 
resuspension.  

• Require contractor to throttle down to avoid sediment resuspension. 
• Schedule mussel surveys for Steamboat Channel this spring to ensure no Higgins eye 

will be directly impacted from an access route yet to be determined. 
• The Goose Lake and 4Th Cut mussel beds containing Higgins eye populations will be 

monitored into the future approximately every 4-5 years as part of long-term monitoring 
for the 2000 Biological Opinion reintroduction efforts for the species.   

7. Other Wildlife 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Construction 
activities would temporarily disturb wildlife in the project area. However, there would be a 
positive long-term effect on other wildlife that would utilize habitat in the project area. 

8. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
Higgins eye mussels – An existing Higgins eye mussel bed south of Catherine Cut would be 
avoided during construction access. See other actions above.  
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Bald eagles – The USFWS recommends maintaining a buffer of at least 660 feet between 
project activities and active eagle nests. Construction in areas within this buffer of active nests 
would be scheduled outside of the nesting timeframe (nesting typically occurs between 
February 1 – July 15). Yearly surveys will be conducted to identify active nests. Active nests 
may vary from year to year. 

Bats – To avoid potential impacts to the northern long-eared bat, no tree clearing will occur 
between June 1 – August 15.  

Fish - To minimize effects to fish species, no instream work would occur during spawning 
season (April 1 – May 15) in the area identified on Figure 3 of the SEA.  

These actions are anticipated to ensure compliance with associated laws and regulations, 
including the Endangered Species Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

f. Proposed Disposal Site Determinations 
1. Mixing Zone Determination 

Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Dredged 
material placement would cause a minor increase in turbidity levels in the immediate project 
vicinity. However, ambient turbidity levels in the lake are already high and no long-term adverse 
impacts to water quality would likely occur from any of the proposed project features/activities. 

2. Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards 
It is not anticipated that the proposed project would violate Wisconsin water quality standards. 
Rock riprap would be obtained from approved pits and quarries in the project area, and the sand 
fill and fines that would be used for the project have been tested for contaminants as described 
in Section II.D. above. Water quality certification would be obtained from Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources prior to project construction. 

3. Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics 

i. Municipal and Private Water Supply 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. No municipal 
or private wells would be affected by the proposed project. 

ii. Recreational and Commercial Fisheries 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Fish could 
be temporarily displaced from the area during placement events, but these effects would be 
temporary and minor. The proposed project is expected to have a long-term positive impact on 
the local fishery. 

iii. Water Related Recreation 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. Construction 
activities would likely have temporary adverse effects on recreation due to disruptions in the 
project area. There may be some such adverse effects to the campground in Bay City. In the 
long-term, the proposed habitat improvements would likely have a positive impact on recreation 
in the project area. The proposed islands and resulting improvements to aquatic vegetation 
would be viewed as aesthetically pleasing to most. 

iv. Aesthetics 
No appreciable change from what is described in the IFR/EA. The proposed project would 
cause temporary, minor, adverse impacts on aesthetics during construction. However, the 
proposed project would also have long-term minor beneficial impacts. Project construction 
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would change the views within Catherine Pass from the current open-water bay, to interspersed, 
vegetated land in the form of peninsulas. Aesthetic values are subjective, but the vegetated 
peninsulas would likely be considered aesthetically pleasing to most. 

v. Cultural Resources 
In the IFR/EA, the Corps determined that the project would have no effect to historic properties. 
The Corps consulted with the Ho-Chunk Nation, the Prairie Island Mdewakanton Community, 
the Shakopee Mdewakanton Community, the Lower Sioux Community, the Upper Sioux 
Community, and with the Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Office (WISHPO). The WISHPO 
concurred with the Corps determination that no historic properties would be affected by the 
undertaking. Areas where project features have been added or expanded will be surveyed in 
Spring 2022. If any cultural resources are located, the Corps will continue consultation with 
tribes and WISHPO to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) (54 USC § 306108). 

g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. The 
proposed project would cause no significant adverse cumulative effects on the aquatic 
ecosystem. The project would increase the habitat diversity in Upper Pool 4, which would be a 
positive effect on the ecosystem of the UMR. The project would cause a direct net gain of 46.1 
acres of floodplain forest and 35.9 acres of mudflats and additional indirect positive effects from 
the proposed habitat improvements. 

h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem 
Effects are similar to what is described in the original Section 404(b)(1) evaluation. No 
significant secondary effects on the aquatic ecosystem would be expected from the proposed 
action. 

III. Finding of Compliance with Restrictions on Discharge 

1) No significant adaptations of the guidelines were made relative to this evaluation. 
2) The proposed fill activity would comply with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean 

Water Act. The placement of fill is required to provide the desired benefits. 
3) There are no practical and feasible alternatives to the placement of fill in the proposed 

sites that would meet the objectives, goals and overall purpose of this project. The 
proposed project is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.   

4) The proposed fill activity would comply with State water quality standards. The disposal 
operation would not violate the Toxic Effluent Standards of Section 307 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

5) The proposed project would not jeopardize the continued existence of species listed as 
endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, or 
result in likelihood of the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

6) The proposed fill activities would not result in significant adverse effects on human 
health and welfare, including municipal and private water supplies, recreation and 
commercial fishing, plankton, fish, shellfish, wildlife, and special aquatic sites. The life 
stages of aquatic life and other wildlife would not be adversely affected. Significant 
adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem, and recreational, aesthetic and economic 
values would not occur. 
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7) On the basis of this evaluation, I conclude that the proposed discharge complies with the 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for the discharge of dredged or fill material. 
 

 

 

_________________     Karl Jansen   
Date       Colonel, Corps of Engineers 

         District Commander 



Modifications to the Pierce County Islands 
Head of Lake Pepin Backwater Complex 

 
 

 

Appendix C 
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Regional Planning and Environment Division North 
 
 
 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Corps of Engineers, St. 
Paul District, has assessed the environmental impacts of the following project: 
 

Modifications to the Pierce County Islands Head of Lake Pepin Backwater Complex 
Mississippi River Upper Pool 4, Wisconsin 

 
The purpose of this project is to improve habitat conditions for fish and wildlife in Upper Lake 
Pepin, particularly in Catherine Pass. Detailed engineering and design studies conducted since 
the completion of the Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment (IFR/EA) in 
2020 have resulted in several proposed modifications to the Project. The proposed 
modifications identified since the IFR/EA include: (1) two additional mudflats with berms and 
rock protection, (2) creation of four pothole wetlands and (3) additional access dredging through 
the Wisconsin Channel to Catherine Cut and Steamboat Channel.  
 
This Finding of No Significant Impact is based on the following factors as discussed in the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment: The proposed project would have temporary minor 
adverse effects on noise levels, aesthetics, air quality, water quality and minor effects to aquatic 
habitat. The project would have beneficial effects on aquatic, wetland and terrestrial habitat, 
water quality, and recreation. There would also be a minor beneficial effect on commercial 
navigation by utilizing dredged material to construct project features. The project would have no 
adverse impacts on cultural resources. The project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect 
the northern long-eared bat and Higgins eye mussel. 
 
Our environmental review indicates that the proposed actions do not constitute a major Federal 
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an Environmental 
Impact Statement will not be prepared. 
 
 
 
 
 

        
       Karl Jansen   
       Colonel, Corps of Engineers 

         District Commander 
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