
From: Daniel M Marx
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Cc: Chad Springer; Rollin Hall; Machajewski, Paul R CIV USARMY CEMVP (US); Tapp, Steven D CIV USARMY CEMVP

(US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Request for more time to facilitate NEPA cooperation and coordination
Date: Monday, July 24, 2017 12:59:25 PM
Attachments: City of Wabasha Request 7.24.2017.pdf

Mr. Edstrom:

Attached please find the City of Wabasha’s request to enter into a formal cooperation agreement with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) to identify and evaluate suitable dredge material transfer/placement alternatives.
Further, to facilitate the cooperation and coordination process, the City requests that USACE (1) temporarily
withdraw the Draft DMMP at this time, or in the alternative; (2) extend the public comment deadline for the Draft
DMMP to December 29, 2017.

Based on the meeting the City participated in on Friday, July 21 with USACE, Minnesota legislators, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, the Departments of Natural Resources from the states of Minnesota and Wisconsin, Wabasha
County and affected property owners, the City firmly believes that more time is need to carry out the cooperation
and coordination process to identify and evaluate practicable dredge material placement alternatives that facilitate
the efficient and sustained operation of the 9 Foot Navigation Channel Project and address the significant concerns
of the City of Wabasha, state agencies, local residents and property owners. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the attached letter please contact me at dmmarx@flaherty-
hood.com <mailto:dmmarx@flaherty-hood.com>  or Wabasha’s City Administrator, Chad Springer at
cityadmin@wabasha.org <mailto:cityadmin@wabasha.org> .

Thank you for your consideration and the City looks forward to continue to work with USACE on this important
matter.

Sincerely,

Daniel Marx, Attorney for the City of Wabasha

Daniel Marx, Associate Attorney

Flaherty & Hood, P.A.

525 Park Street, Suite 470

St. Paul, MN 55103
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Mr. Bob Edstrom       VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL 


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 


St. Paul District, Attention Project Management 


180 5111 Street East, Suite 700 


St. Paul, MN 55101 


Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil 


 


 


RE:  Request to temporarily withdraw the Draft Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material 


Management Plan to facilitate NEPA cooperation and coordination. 


 


 


Dear Mr. Edstrom: 


 


We are writing on behalf of the City of Wabasha (City) to express the City’s concern that the 


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has failed to adequately engage in the cooperation, 


coordination and collaboration process as required by the National Environmental Policy Act 


(NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations and USACE regulations1 to 


work with state and local agencies, including the City, to identify and evaluate practicable and 


cost effective dredge material transfer/placement alternatives for the Draft Lower Pool 4 


Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) that incorporate state and local government 


considerations and expertise. 


The City, County, state agencies and affected residents and property owners were only provided 


notice of the specific dredge material transfer/placement sites upon publication of the Draft 


DMMP on May 26, 2017. The public comment period is set to close July 28, 2017. Thus, 


USACE has provided merely a 63-day window for the affected state agencies, local governments 


and public to review and comment on a complicated 40-year plan that will negatively impact the 


City of Wabasha, local residents and property owners for at least the next 40 years and lead to 


the permanent taking of long-held family farm land. 


                                                           
1 National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C § 4321 et seq, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 


Regulations, 40 C.F.R. pts. 1500-1508; and USACE regulations 33 C.F.R. pts. 230 and 337. 


The Oldest City in Minnesota  
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Further, on Friday, July 21 — one week prior to the close of the public comment deadline for the 


Draft DMMP — the City participated in a meeting with USACE, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 


Service, the Departments of Natural Resources from the states of Minnesota and Wisconsin, 


Wabasha County, affected property owners and several key Minnesota legislators to identify and 


discuss a range of practicable transfer/placement alternatives. 


Based on this meeting, it is clear that the City, state agencies and other local partners are willing 


to cooperate and coordinate with USACE to identify, evaluate and select practicable dredge 


material transfer/placement and beneficial use alternatives. Unfortunately, it is our understanding 


that this was the first formal meeting USACE held with all of the interested state and local 


partners present to discuss the specifically selected dredge material transfer/placement sites and 


potential alternatives to those sites.   


To have the first such meeting one week prior to the close of the public comment deadline for the 


Draft DMMP, and to only provide 63 days for review and comment on the specific 


transfer/placement sites selected by USACE—when those site will permanently and irreparably 


harm the City of Wabasha, local residents and property owners—is unreasonable, inconsistent 


with NEPA requirements and runs afoul of traditional notions of fairness and due process. 


To address this concern, the City hereby requests to enter into a formal cooperation2 agreement 


with USACE to identify and evaluate suitable dredge material transfer/placement alternatives. 


Further, to facilitate the cooperation and coordination process, the City requests that USACE (1) 


temporarily withdraw the Draft DMMP at this time, or in the alternative; (2) extend the public 


comment deadline for the Draft DMMP to December 29, 2017. 


This would allow USACE, the City, state agencies and other local government partners to (1) 


identify beneficial use alternatives and a potential pilot project pursuant to section 1122 of the 


Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act; (2) identify alternatives that comply with 


the Federal Standard and address local concerns; and/or (3) identify alternatives that may exceed 


the Federal Standard, but which could be implemented through a federal-state-local government 


partnership.  


More time to engage in the cooperation and coordination process is reasonable because it will 


allow for the identification of dredge material transfer/placement alternatives that facilitate the 


efficient and sustained operation of the 9 Foot Navigation Channel Project and address the 


significant concerns of the City of Wabasha, state agencies, local residents and property owners 


and work to avoid lengthy and costly litigation.  


                                                           
2 The City qualifies for cooperating agency status because it has special expertise related to the environmental 


impacts involved in the Draft DMMP. See 40. C.F.R. § 1508.5. The City’s special expertise is in dredging, 


environmental engineering and environmental analysis and, through its consultants at Bolton & Menk and Dredge 


America, the City can assist in identifying additional alternatives and preparing/revising portions of the 


Environmental Assessment. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16(c). Further, the City has special expertise regarding the Draft 


DMMP’s relationship to the objectives of local land use plans, policies and controls. See id. 
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Thank you for your consideration of the City’s request. We look forward to continuing to work 


with you on this important matter. 


 


Sincerely,  


    


 
 


CC: State Representative, Steve Drazkowski  


 U.S. Senator, Al Franken 


State Senator, Michael Goggin 


 State Representative, Barb Haley 


U.S. Senator, Amy Klobuchar 


U.S. Representative, Jason Lewis  


USACE, Channel Maintenance Coordinator, Paul Machajewski 


MN DNR, Assistant Commissioner, Barb Naramore 


MN DNR, Regional Director, Keith Parker 


Wabasha County Administrator, Michael Plante 


USACE, Operations Manager, Steven Tapp 


 







Direct Dial: 651-259-1907

Office: 651-225-8840

dmmarx@flaherty-hood.com <mailto:dmmarx@flaherty-hood.com>

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE/ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE: This message, including any attachments,
contains confidential and privileged information which is intended solely for the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and is subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, please destroy all
copies of the message(s) and/or attachment(s).  If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender
immediately. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this email
is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
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June 23, 2017 

Bob Edstrom 
St. Paul District 

. WABASHA 
C~ COUNTY 
~ SWCD 

Terri Peters, District Manager 
611 Broadway A venue, Suite 10 

Wabasha, MN 55981 
Phone: (651) 565-4673 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention : Project Management 
180 5th St. E, Suite 700 
St. Paul , MN 55101 -1678 

Re: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Plan Comments 

Dear Mr. Edstrom, 

The Wabasha County Soil & Water Conservation District (SWCD) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Plan. The SWCD realizes 
the importance of having a plan to manage dredge material for continued channel 
navigation. In reading through the plan, it appears that a good deal of work went into the 
decisions made and the SWCD appreciates the attention to wetland and environmental 
considerations. However, the SWCD would like to express concern and opposition to 
some of the conclusions and decisions in the plan. 

Firstly, as an organization that was formed at the request of and by Wabasha County 
agricultural producers to technically and financially assist landowners with practices that 
would keep soil on their land for future generations the SWCD Board of Supervisors do 
not find placing dredge fill on tillable acres aligns with that history. 

You have stated at the public meetings that the greatest contributor to the dredge material 
is bed sand from the Chippewa River. More effort should be concentrated on containing 
that before it makes its' way into the Mississippi River. Our agency continues to work with 
landowners to reduce soil loss and sedimentation that contributes to what is delivered to 
our local stream and river systems. In this case we do recognize that is not the major 
source of the sand that will be dredged from the River. 

More attention should be put into finding alternative uses for the dredge material. More 
exploration of using this for tracking should be done. Making it useful for that could 
potentially reduce a good amount of storage space needed, create jobs, and cut down on 
the controversial mining practice. 

I was at a meeting with the City of Lake City Public Works Director and engineers who 
are planning a road/trail project. We discussed incorporating stormwater management 
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practices. There is not a lot of area to put stormwater treatment ponds and they pointed 

out a couple of areas that they would like to expand into Lake Pepin that could be used 

for stormwater treatment and benefit the public by added recreational and beach area. 

Perhaps they and other similar cities could be approached for such efforts. DNR should 

be included to ensure minimal environmental impacts or approaches that would be 

environmentally beneficial. The SWCD views the treatment of stormwater as a good water 

quality benefit and alternative to directing it into the Lake without or with minimal treatment 

measures and we hope to work with Lake City developing practices for that going forward. 

Quarries and gravel pits were explored as potential placement sites for various reasons. 

They should be considered more and with more creativity and bring in possible interested 

partners who could utilize the restored areas. The small storage areas add up and using 

those first buys time before it is necessary to look at placement on private lands. Many of 

those areas are degraded and erosive. A good restoration could make it a potential 

recreational site that could be leased for hunting and sporting. Depending on location they 

could be made buildable as the areas in Wabasha have been. If planned well and 

managed to hold good vegetation, they could be used for grazing. Good outreach could 

find potential stakeholders for those restoration sites that could partner on projects. The 

perennial vegetation on these well restored areas could reduce erosion and provide good 

water hold capacity in with the rain events that are starting to become more frequent and 

that deliver a good amount of water in a short period. These restorations could help with 

flood control. Using these degraded site for fill first could potentially get the Corps.' fill 

needs met through half of the 40 year plan and during that time other alternative 

placement sites or uses could be found and hopefully eliminate the idea of taking private 

farmland forcefully. 

The outreach done in the U.S.A.C.E. process was abysmal. My understanding of the 

meetings held in Wabasha was that they were mainly informational relating to the source 

of and the amount of dredge sand being deposited and some mention of need for 

locations to place that sand . I did not attend, but heard that there was no mention of next 

steps, active seeking of community input for alternatives, the people impacted by your 

plan were certainly not contacted or mentioned at the meetings and I don't think that 

community agencies were actively engaged in the process. I think that some of this could 

have been addressed prior to "the Plan" coming out and the surprise to landowners and 

all of the community that land would be taken by eminent domain. Also, the fact that those 

people were never contacted in the planning process and then received the news via 

FedEx is disappointing to consider as a local government unit that is a direct landowner 

contact. That should be a consideration going forward in decision making on this and in 

the future. 

To address the public communication piece of this, it seems like a good approach to 

assess possible interest of private landowners who are willing to consider their land as a 

placement site before jumping to taking it from unwilling landowners. A couple possibilities 

are mentioned in the plan and were eliminated because of higher cost. Public discontent 

can end up being costly, as well. There is more public money to consider than the Corps.' 

budget. And, there were sites mentioned where the owners had expressed interested in 

working with the Corps. That should certainly be included in factors that are considered 

in the decision making process. 

Some of the locations were eliminated due to "possible" wetland existence. The SWCD 

acts as the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) Local Government Unit (LGU). The 

attention to wetland factors is appreciated. However, many mentioned are likely already 
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degraded wetland areas. Often the wetlands that show up in gravel pits on the wetland 
inventory are incidental wetlands created by having wash areas and those should be 
evaluated more closely. The LGU often works with landowners on alternatives when there 
is possible impact to wetlands. There is some cost to delineations, purchasing 
replacement credits, doing on site restoration/replacement etc., and those alternatives 
are available and the cost would be insignificant in relation to the total project. It would 
just require a little more effort and review to determine if some of those sites could be 
used and if there were more willing landowners. 

Planning transfer sites around those that are currently in use should be actively explored 
and considered more desirable than disturbing new sites for that purpose. In the process 
soil becomes more disturbed and creates a new erosion issue. Soil disturbance will take 
place continually by the number of trucks travelling through and there will likely be site 
and travel lane prep that will have a soil and water disturbance impact. It would be far 
better to use the sites that are already impacted and that are already being used for this 
purpose even if it takes more effort. 

Finally, there may be other areas that would have a beneficial use for the dredge sand or 
have degraded areas that it could be placed without such a great impact to local soil , 
water, and most of all the residents of the community. 

The Wabasha SWCD opposes the Corps. 40 year plan as it is currently written and 
recommends further alternatives are considered. Please move forward engaging the 
community and other local government units in that process and look to partnerships with 
those that could help develop other uses for the fill or who could find desirable uses for 
restored areas. Employ natural resource partners, public and private, who could assist in 
environmentally friendly restoration or placement efforts. There are solutions that have 
not yet been discovered and bringing more people who have a local interest in finding 
them will be more fruitful. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Terri L. Peters, District Manager 
Wabasha SWCD 

Wabasha Soil & Wate servation District Board of Supervisors 

UiLe Chair 
~7 

Oat~/ 
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From: Brist, Jim (MPCA)
To: Stefanik, Elliott L CIV USARMY CEMVP (US)
Cc: Schnick, Emily (MPCA); Kuskie, Melissa (MPCA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Updated Public Review Process for Lower Pool 4 DMMP
Date: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 9:55:06 AM
Attachments: Antideg form for Applicants 6.5.17 .docx

Hi Elliot,

I had the chance to review the CMMP and believe that 3 of the sites will likely require mitigation through the
MPCA's 401 program.  An additional new requirement of an Antidegradation assessment is required as well. I have
attached a form to assist you in providing the information.

The 3 sites are:
1) Wabasha Sand and Gravel 2 (permanent placement site). Highly disturbed active gravel mining site. Non-
jurisdictional waters exist on active mining site.  Forested areas need to be checked for wetlands.
        -Even though the waters may be non-jurisdictional under the Clean water Act, they are considered Waters of
the State and may require mitigation. 

2) Drysdale (permanent placement site) Four small farmed wetlands @ 4.5 acres of wetland to be filled.
        -Filling of these wetlands will likely require mitigation.

3) Drysdale Farms (permanent placement site) Drainage channel through west half. About 3.5 acres wetlands to be
filled.
        - Filling of these wetlands will likely require mitigation.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.  I will be in the office today and June 12 and 13, and then
out until July 3.  If you need assistance before July 3, you may contact my supervisor, Melissa Kuskie, 651 757-
2512.

Thx, Jim

Jim Brist
401 Water Quality Certification Coordinator
MPCA
651-757-2245

"Infinite diversity in infinite combinations."

-----Original Message-----
From: Stefanik, Elliott L CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) [mailto:Elliott.L.Stefanik@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 05, 2017 2:31 PM
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US) <Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil>; 'Stefanski, Mary
(FWS)' <mary_stefanski@fws.gov>; 'Baylor, Sharonne (FWS)' <sharonne_baylor@fws.gov>; 'McMurl, Curt'
<curt_mcmurl@fws.gov>; 'Shepard, Larry (EPA)' <Shepard.Larry@epamail.epa.gov>; 'Kowal, Kathleen (EPA)'
<Kowal.Kathleen@epamail.epa.gov>; Dieterman, Daniel M (DNR) <dan.dieterman@state.mn.us>; Huber, Bill P
(DNR) <bill.huber@state.mn.us>; Schnick, Emily (MPCA) <emily.schnick@state.mn.us>; Phenow, Patrick (DOT)
<patrick.phenow@state.mn.us>; 'Strassman, Sara L - DNR' <Sara.Strassman@wisconsin.gov>;
'gary.brunner@dot.wi.gov' <gary.brunner@dot.wi.gov>; 'Wall, LeAnna (WDOT)' <LeAnna.Wall@dot.wi.gov>;
'mplante@co.wabasha.mn.us' <mplante@co.wabasha.mn.us>; 'kkrause@co.wabasha.mn.us'
<kkrause@co.wabasha.mn.us>; 'tpooler@co.wabasha.mn.us' <tpooler@co.wabasha.mn.us>;
'dflesch@co.wabasha.mn.us' <dflesch@co.wabasha.mn.us>; 'dkramer@co.winona.mn.us'
<dkramer@co.winona.mn.us>; 'pepza@co.pepin.wi.us' <pepza@co.pepin.wi.us>;
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Antidegradation Analysis for 401 Water Quality Certification Applicants 

6.1.17



In addition to completing the Joint Application Form for Activities Affecting Water Resources in Minnesota, applicants who propose projects that may require an individual U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 404 permit must complete this form. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires any applicant for a federal license or permit, who proposes to conduct an activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the United States, to obtain certification from the state to ensure compliance with State Water Quality Standards. Providing the following information will help to streamline the 401 decision process and ensure it is completed as quickly as possible. The analysis is not required for all projects; if you know that your project will qualify for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 General Permit or Letter of Permission (LOP), you do not need to fill out this form.  



Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Identify whether an EAW or EIS was prepared (or will be required) for this project, and include the EAW/EIS process completion date.   







Analysis of Non-preferred Alternatives That Avoid and Minimize Degradation

Describe prudent and feasible alternatives that minimize degradation and avoid or minimize surface water impacts (such as wetlands, lakes, streams, etc.). An analysis of each alternative must include a description of how net increases in loading of surface waters are avoided and/or minimized, and should include information on any design considerations and constraints, expected performance, construction, operation, and maintenance costs, and reliability for each alternative.  









Preferred Alternative

Provide a description of, and justification for, the preferred alternative, and verify that the preferred alternative is the least degrading prudent and feasible alternative for surface water.  Note: Information in Attachment C of the Joint Application Form for Activities Affecting Water Resources in Minnesota (Application) will be used to help determine if the preferred alternative is appropriate. 





 





Beneficial Uses

Describe the current existing beneficial uses of the surface waters impacted by the project and how the beneficial uses will be protected during and after the project. Review Minnesota Rules 7050. 0410-0430 for the classification that fits the existing beneficial uses of the waters impacted by your project.  https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7050   



 



Indirect Impacts

Where partial alteration of a surface water will occur, describe the potential indirect impacts to the remaining surface water, and the potential impact to nearby wetlands, stream, lakes, etc. When the entire function/acreage of a surface water is lost, describe the impacts to nearby wetlands, streams, lakes, etc. Indirect impacts can include changes in hydrology, aquatic species health or population, changes in vegetation or macroinvertebrate (bug) populations, etc.   





Loading and Degradation to Surface Waters

Describe all anticipated net increases in loading and other causes of degradation expected to surface waters that are not directly filled or dredged, when your proposed project preferred alternative is fully implemented. 





Water Quality Comparison Before and After Project

Compare and describe the existing water quality, at the project site, with the anticipated water quality after the project is fully complete and operational. If the surface area of a water resource will be completely filled, this step is not necessary, but must be addressed in the Mitigation Plan below.







Description of the Mitigation Plan

If the applicant will mitigate via an approved wetland bank AND the mitigation is type-for-type AND the mitigation is located in the same major watershed (https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/watersheds) the applicant does not need to complete this portion. 



Using the project information provided above, describe how the proposed compensatory mitigation will replace existing uses and maintain the current level of water quality at the proposed project site (e.g. wetland types, replacement ratio, water monitoring data if available). 





Describe how the compensatory mitigation will be maintained and what monitoring is necessary to ensure the mitigation is viable.  Include a timeline for reporting progress and a plan in the event the mitigation fails. 











'douglas.kane@buffalocounty.com' <douglas.kane@buffalocounty.com>; 'dave.brevick@buffalocounty.com'
<dave.brevick@buffalocounty.com>; 'Chad Springer' <cityadmin@wabasha.org>; 'Kristi Clarke'
<planning@wabasha.org>; Nelson, Lee MVS External Stakeholder <lee@ursi.net>; 'Arndorfer, Robert - DOT'
<Robert.Arndorfer@dot.wi.gov>; 'Pearson, Robert - DOT' <robert.pearson@dot.wi.gov>;
'mayorofalma@gmail.com' <mayorofalma@gmail.com>; 'Giblin, Shawn M - DNR'
<Shawn.Giblin@wisconsin.gov>; greggenz71@gmail.com; 'Janvrin, Jeff A - DNR' <Jeff.Janvrin@wisconsin.gov>;
'Tumaniec, Richard - DOT' <Richard.Tumaniec@dot.wi.gov>; 'mayor@wabasha.org' <mayor@wabasha.org>;
Mickelsen, Kirsten <kmickelsen@umrba.org>; 'michael.owecke@buffalocounty.com'
<michael.owecke@buffalocounty.com>; 'adam.adank@buffalocounty.com' <adam.adank@buffalocounty.com>;
Stauffer, Kevin W (DNR) <kevin.stauffer@state.mn.us>; Rasmussen, Kurt A - DNR
<Kurt.Rasmussen@wisconsin.gov>; Brist, Jim (MPCA) <jim.brist@state.mn.us>;
Matthew.D.MacKillop@uscg.mil; travis.w.cook@uscg.mil
Cc: EVANS, Craig O CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <craig.o.evans@usace.army.mil>; Machajewski, Paul R CIV
USARMY CEMVP (US) <Paul.R.Machajewski@usace.army.mil>; Agboola, Abimbola O CIV USARMY CEMVP
(US) <Abimbola.O.Agboola@usace.army.mil>
Subject: Updated Public Review Process for Lower Pool 4 DMMP

Colleagues:  You may have seen this already, but if not, see the attached. St. Paul District has issued a press release
updating our review of the Lower Pool 4 DMMP.   The Public Review period has been extended to June 23rd.  In
addition, we will have two public meetings; one tomorrow in Nelson, WI; the second on June 15 at Wabasha-
Kellogg High School.   Certainly contact us if you have any further questions.  Formal questions and comments
concerning the project should continue to be directed to the District, as outlined in the attached release.

Thanks.

Elliott L. Stefanik
Chief, Environmental Planning Section
St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers
Office Phone: (651) 290-5260
Cell Phone:  (651) 707-4078
Elliott.L.Stefanik@usace.army.mil
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Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 

PO Box 171, De Soto, WI 54624    www.wigreatriverroad.com    800-658-9424 
 

  
 
Mr. Robert Edstrom 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
180 5th St. E. Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 
 
Subject:  Lower Pool 4 DMMP – Draft Feasibility Report – Public Comment 
 
Dear Mr. Robert Edstrom, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management 
Plan.  As the Chairperson for the Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission (WIMRPC), I have been 
asked to provide comment pertaining to the proposed plan to deposit dredged material from Lower Pool 4 
to farmland in Buffalo County which is directly on State Highway 35, the Great River Road National Scenic 
Byway (GRRNSB).  The WIMRPC has serious concerns about the impact of depositing dredged material on 
farmland adjacent to State Highway 35 and established scenic easements. 
 
The Mississippi River Parkway Commission was founded by order of Congress in 1938 to develop and 
oversee the Great River Road.  This is now 3,000 miles of interconnected roads that follow the Mississippi 
River through ten states from Lake Itasca in northern Minnesota to the Gulf of Mexico in Louisiana.  The 
Great River Road achieved National Scenic Byway Designation in all 10 states in 2000. 
 
The Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission is established by SS 14.85 in 1985 by the Wisconsin 
State Legislature.  Conservation is a major focus and preservation is considered important to building the 
future of tourism and transportation.  The WIMRPC was established for the following specific purposes: 
 

1. Assist in coordinating the development and preservation of the Great River Road (GRR) in Wisconsin 
and its embellishments such as scenic easements, roadside parks and scenic overlooks. 

2. Assist other state agencies in all efforts to create a unified development of the GRR and its collateral 
features. 

3. Assist in promoting as an attractive travel destination the GRR and the unique historical, cultural, 
aesthetic and recreational features along the route such as local communities, off road parks and 
forests, and water oriented facilities. 

 
Scenic easements have been established to protect the roadways and view sheds of this national resource.  
The Mississippi River and the WI Great River Road are strong economic drivers for the entire WI GRRNSB.  
There is serious concern about the volume and type of vehicles that would be involved in the dredging 
activities, or transport of dredging materials which have ingress or egress points to any portion of the WI 
state trunk highway system, especially State Highway 35.  
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Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 

PO Box 171, De Soto, WI 54624    www.wigreatriverroad.com    800-658-9424 
 

Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation owns federally funded scenic easements along most of Highway 35 
where designated as the Great River Road.  Depositing dredge spoil material within these scenic easements 
may be prohibited, depending on the wording of the easement.  Most scenic easement restrictions are 
non-alterable by the WisDOT due to Federal restrictions. 
 
WIMRPC supports the WisDOT efforts in monitoring and enforcing the provisions of these scenic 
easements so today the WI portion of the entire GRR is relatively free of unsightly and aesthetically 
degrading development.  The WIMRPC also monitors development that might impinge on the safety for 
travel of the GRRNSB.   
 
The WIMRPC has serious concerns about the negative impact of utilizing highly productive agricultural land 
for the repository of dredged materials from Lower Pool 4.  It is a negative all the way around.  The land is 
taken out of production and the property owners are displaced with loss of income.  The land is taken off 
the tax rolls and the local township and Buffalo County do not receive the property tax revenues from the 
use of this land, having another negative impact on the economic health of the region.  The tourism 
economy experiences a negative impact as well. 
 
The WIMRPC urges further study for a more acceptable repository of the dredged materials to identify 
better options and is opposed the use of farmland in Buffalo County as the location for these materials 
based on the existing scenic easements of Highway 35, the concerns for safety on the WIGRRNSB and the 
negative impact to the economy of the region. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Sherry Quamme 
 
Sherry Quamme, Chairperson 
Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 
PO Box 171 
De Soto, WI 54624 
 
Cell:  920-210-4560 
Email:  squamme@centurytel.net 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge 

51 E. Fourth Street - Room IOI 

Elliott L. Stefanik 
Chief, Environmental Planning Section 
St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Winona, Minnesota 55987 

August 14, 2017 

RE: Draft Feasibility Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment 

Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan 
Upper Mississippi River; Wabasha County, MN; Buffalo and Pepin Counties, WI 

Dear Elliott, 

u.s. 
FISH & WlLDLIFE 

SERVICE 

~ 

This letter serves as the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge's (Refuge) formal 

comment regarding the Draft Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan. The FWS appreciates 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) diligence in avoiding and/or minimizing impacts to 

environmentally sensitive areas including the Refuge. 

The Refuge will continue to coordinate with USACE staff regarding the utilization of the four temporary 

placement sites which occupy FWS fee-title lands (Reads Landing, Crats Island, Teepeeota Point, and 

Grand Encampment) as well as the designated transfer site at Alma Marina. The FWS is also committed 

to working with the USACE to identify habitat improvement projects on the Refuge where dredge 

material could be used to benefit the environment. 

We understand the magnitude of this issue and encourage you to continue to seek alternatives that are 

the least environmentally impactful. 

Refuge Supervisor 
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'llnitrd ~totes ~enatc 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

LTG Todd T, Semonite 
Chief of Engineers, Commanding General 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
441 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 20314 

Dear Lieutenant General Semonite: 

June 22, 2017 

We continue to be concerned regarding the U,S, Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) St 
Paul District's proposed 40-year dredge material plan for Lower Pool 4, We have heard an 
outpouring of concern and alaim from our constituents, 

We are aware the Corps held public meetings in Nelson, WI on June 6th and in Wabasha, 
MN on June 15th in order to educate the general public and gather public comment We 
appreciate that the public review period was extended through June 23, However we believe this 
is insufficient and urge you to extend the comment period to August 11. 

At the June 15th public meeting in Wabasha, the representatives from the Corps stated 
that they had no choice but to proceed with the proposed plan because of federal regulations 
stating that they were required to implement the least-cost option, This least-cost option 
requirement is not in statute, but in Army Corps regulations, We therefore ask that the Corps 
change or waive this regulation in this instance and find alternative locations for the dredge 
mate1ial. 

Al Franken 
United States Senator 

Sincerely, 

~u._ 
Tai my Baldwin 
United States Senator 

I\ \.L,\~ 
~~K.lobuchar 

~d States Senator 
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tinitcd ~tatcs ~cnatc 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

July26, 20 17 

LTG Todd T. Semonite 
Chief of Engineers, Commanding General 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
441 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 203 14 

Dear Lieutenant General Semonite: 

Thank you for meeting w ith us on July 19, 20 17 to discuss the St. Paul District of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers' (Corps) proposed 40-year Dredge Material Management Plan (DMMP) for 
Lower Pool 4. 

We appreciate that the Corps has extended the public comment period on the proposed plan on 
two separate occasions. However, we continue to have concerns that the plan uses placement 
and/or transfer sites for dredged material, such as the Southside Fitzgerald site and the Drysdale 
Farm, that will harm community members, residential areas, property owners and farmers in and 
around the City of Wabasha. 

Section 11 22 of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act (WIIN Act) requires 
the Corps to establish up to ten pilot projects for the beneficial use of dredged material. We 
believe the Corps should consider utilizing a pilot project pursuant to this section in order to 
develop a beneficial use alternative for the DMPP. The City of Wabasha, state agencies, state 
legislators and other local partners are ready and willing to work with the Corps to evaluate and 
identify practicable beneficial use alternatives that would eliminate impacts to the community. 

Prior to finalizing the DMMP, we ask that the Corps exhaust its efforts to work with state and 
local partners to evaluate and implement beneficia l use alternatives for the dredged material, 
includ ing establishing a pilot project pursuant to Section 11 22 of the WIIN Act. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Al Franken 
United States Senator United States Senator 
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cc: Mr. Bob Edstrom, St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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"ilnittd i,tatcs i,cnotc 

Robert M, Speer 
Acting Secretary of the Army 
101 Army Pentagon, Room 3E700 
Washington, DC 20310-0101 

Dear Acting Secretary Speer, 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

June 14, 2017 

We write to express concerns over the outreach process that was conducted relating to the 
U,S, Anny Corps of Engineers' (Corps) St Paul District's proposed 40-year dredge material plan 
for Lower Pool 4, Because of the lack of quality outreach to affected landowners and 
surrounding communities, we have heard an outpouring of concern and alann from our 
constituents, 

The proposed dredge mate1ial plan will require eminent domain to acquire prime 
agriculture land that is currently owned by family farms, These fanns have been family-owned 
for generations, and we urge you to consider the impact eminent domain will have on their 
livelihood and the economies of surrounding communities, Some of the affected landowners did 
not hear about the public comment period until four days after it opened - and even then were 
only contacted by mail - leaving them with an unacceptably brief period of time to learn about 
and develop a response to a plan that would dramatically affect their lives, 

We are aware the Corps held a public meeting in Nelson, WI on June 6th and will hold 
another meeting in Wabasha, MN on June lS'h in order to educate the general public and gather 
public comment We appreciate that the public review petiod was extended through June 23, 
However, we believe that more needs to be done to ensure that the affected landowners and 
smrnunding communities in Minnesota and Wisconsin are fully engaged in this process, 
Therefore, we ask that the Corps develop possible alternative locations, improve its outreach to 
affected connnunities, and work directly with any impacted landowners on the final plan, 

Al Franken 
United States Senator 

Sincerely, 

Tammy Baldwin 
United States Senator 
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June 30, 2017 

Bob Edstrom 
St. Paul District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Project Management 
180 5th St. E., Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

WABASHA COUNTY 
WABASHA COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

Michael Plante 
625 JEFFERSON A VENUE 

WABASHA, MN 55981-1529 
PHONE (651) 565-3001 
FAX (651) 565-4592 

mplante@co.wabasha.nrn.us 

Re: Request for Coordination, Cooperating Status and Consistency Review for Wabasha 
County for Lower Pool 4 Dredge Disposal Planning 

Dear Mr. Edstrom: 

The purpose of this letter is to request coordination, cooperating status and consistency 
review with the local plan and policies of Wabasha County related to your proposed Lower Pool 
4 Dredge Disposal planning. 

I. Cooperating Agency Status Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
("NEPA") 

NEPA applies to "every major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(c). As part of the requirements for completion of a 
NEPA document, the Council of Environmental Quality ("CEQ") regulations state that "a state 
or local agency of similar qualifications [ one who has special expertise] may be a cooperating 
agency." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.5. The undersigned is a local government by virtue of the fact that 
they are elected representatives of the citizens. Additionally, the county has significant special 
expertise in matters related to impact of the proposed decision on the "custom and culture" of the 
citizens they represent, as well as the impact on the tax base. The proposed decision will also 
impact noise limits, road wear and other subjects which are within the special expertise of th~ 
local governments. 

II. Requirements for Consistency Review Pursuant to NEPA 

Additionally, NEPA commands the federal agency conduct a "consistency review" with 
local plans and policies. The federal regulations, which apply to all federal agencies, state: 

To better integrate EIS into State or local planning processes, [ environmental 
impact] statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any 
approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally sanctioned). 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which 
the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law. 

40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d); 40 C.F.R. § 1506.2 (2009). 

Additionally, environmental impact statements must discuss any: 

inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws 
(whether or not federally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the [EIS] 
should describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed 
action with the plan or law. 

40 C.F.R. § 1506.2(d) (2009). 

Appropriate mitigation measures must also be included in the EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 
1502.14(±) (2009). Mitigation includes (a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain 
action or parts of an action, (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an 
action and its implementation, ( c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring 
the affected environment, ( d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the action, and ( e) compensating for the impact by 
replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 40 C.F.R. §1508.20 (2009). 

III. Coordination 

Finally, the undersigned local government requests that the Corp of Engineers meet with 
them to initiate the process of "coordination." The proposed decision at issue will have a 
significant impact on the local citizens, the local environment and the local tax base. 
Coordination requires federal agencies do more than just inform local governments of their future 
management plans and decisions, and it also requires that they do more than merely solicit 
comment from local government entities. Coordination calls for something beyond that: a 
negotiation on a government-to-government basis that seeks to ensure officially approved local 
plans and policies are accommodated by planning and management decisions by the federal 
agencies. Thus, the undersigned local government requests that a face-to-face meeting be set up 
as soon as possible so that the Army Corp of Engineers can discuss its proposal, the need and 
purpose, and any alternatives with the local governments and the local government can express 
their concerns and articulate their land use plans and policies on this topic to the Army Corp. 

We would thank you for your prompt action in setting up a meeting with the undersigned 
local government and look forward to working with you. Should you have any questions, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Plante 
Wabasha County Administrator 

Cc: Wabasha County Commissioners 
AN EQUAL OPPORTIJNITY EMPLOYER 
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WABASHA COUNTY 
WABASHA COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

                                            Michael Plante 
625 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

WABASHA, MN  55981-1529 

                                  PHONE (651) 565-3001 

                              FAX (651) 565-4592 

                                       mplante@co.wabasha.mn.us 

May 25, 2017 

 

Bob Edstrom 

St. Paul District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Attention: Project Management 

180 5
th

 St. E., Suite 700 

St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

 

  

Re:  Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan Comments 

 

Mr. Edstrom, 

 

Thank you for allowing Wabasha County to provide commentary regarding the above referenced 

project.  To be clear, the County acknowledges the importance of having a long-term plan for 

managing the dredged material in Lower Pool 4 of the Upper Mississippi River for the purposes 

of continued operation and maintenance of the 9-Foot Navigation Channel.  To that end, the 

County commends the work that was undertaken to address the long term viability of the 

referenced section of the channel.  However, the County does have serious concerns regarding 

the proposed plan that is being considered by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

In reviewing the draft report it is clear that much of the analysis focused on environmental 

considerations, feasibility, and cost effectiveness for the Army Corps of Engineers.  While those 

are certainly factors that should be considered, it appears that very little thought was given to the 

impact that the project would have on Wabasha County, the cities located within the county, or 

the citizens of the area.   

 

Significantly, the plan that is being proposed would convert approximately 490 acres of 

agricultural land into dredged material placement sites over the life of the project.  This 

utilization and conversion is a change of past practice, as acknowledged in the report, which I 

believe could have deleterious effects. As you may know, Wabasha County is a primarily 

agricultural county.  In many of the areas that were identified the change of use of the land to a 

dredge storage site would have a significant disruption to the use prevalent in the area.  

Additionally, we would be taking prime agricultural land, which is the best and highest use of 

those sites, and converting them to a dumping ground. 

 

Much of the county’s tax base is derived from our agricultural parcels.  The proposed course of 

action would significantly impact the level of taxes that the county, and other jurisdictions, 

would receive both now and well into the future.  As you know, the Army Corps of Engineers is 

 

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-318



AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER    

generally a tax exempt entity and does not pay local property taxes.  Fiscally speaking, the impact 

to the County based on the proposed actions will easily reach into the hundreds of thousands of 

dollars, perhaps into the millions, over the life of the project.  Unfortunately it would be the 

citizens of the area who would feel the effects of such changes. 

 

While the County certainly understands that there is a significant need to find locations that can 

handle the projected dredge capacity of 10.17 million cubic yards, it appears that the analysis that 

was utilized rejected prior mining or other undeveloped sites that could have been utilized with 

little justification.  The County would strongly encourage the Army Corps of Engineers to 

primarily consider prior mining or other publicly owned sites as they would be more compatible 

with stated environmental restoration aspirations and would have less of a negative 

socioeconomic impact. 

 

It also appears that some of the sites that were considered had landowners who were willing to 

work with the Corps to rent land to them for storage.  However, in reviewing the analysis almost 

no consideration was given to that factor.  The County would urge you to give those sites a 

higher priority as well so as not to potentially impact landowners who are not interested in 

working with the Corps on this project. 

 

While it’s not the County’s intention to “push” sites to other jurisdictions, I would be remiss if I 

didn’t mention that it appears that the Corps did not give enough consideration to less developed 

areas on the Wisconsin side of the river.  Specifically, Indian Slough North and South appear, 

based on the criteria that were utilized and the stated aspirational goals, to be sites that could be 

of long term viability and benefit towards this project.  Both sites have ample material storage 

possibilities, are easily accessible, and could allow for additional habitat creation.  However, it 

appears that those sites, were only given cursory consideration. 

 

Additionally, the report seems to dismiss the possibility of utilizing the dredged products to 

create artificial habitat, such as islands or other sanctuaries, which could have beneficial impacts 

on the local wildlife and fisheries.  Such options, as briefly noted within the report, could be cost 

effective if explored further and hold a great possibility of being part of the long-term solution. 

 

The County also has concerns regarding the potential elevated truck traffic on roadways within 

the city of Wabasha and out in the county. It’s my understanding that a total of 15,000 truck 

loads per year would be required to haul this material from the temporary site or sites to located 

within the city out to the county locations.  I believe the report discounts the potential for 

problematic transportation impacts by presenting that the percentage total vehicle trips on 

Wabasha area roadways as being around “3-4 percent” of total traffic volume. However, this 

percentage is artificially low because it takes trips that would be concentrated into the assumed 

75 day trucking period and compares them to annual averages in terms of existing traffic 

volumes. Based on information in the report, the truck traffic would actually be 14.6-19.5 percent 

of traffic during the trucking period.  Such a significant increase will have an adverse impact on 

road quality and could lead to a greater risk of additional accidents and congestion. 

 

Finally, I want to take a moment to discuss the significant personal impact that this proposed 

course of action could have on a specific property owner. That being Willard Drysdale.  Mr. 

Drysdale and his family have owned or farmed their land for multiple generations.  During that 

time they have invested heavily, both financially and through sweat equity, in to the land and the 

community.  In speaking with Mr. Drysdale it became clear just how invested into the land he 

and his family are.  Mr. Drysdale has had family members who were raised on that land and has 

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-319



AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER    

also had a family member who died on that land.  To them, this land is a part of their family and 

identity.  While I do not want it to appear that I speak for the family, but it is my understanding 

that they have no interest in selling their land and fully plan to continue their family operations 

on the land for generations to come.  I believe that the Army Corps of Engineers should take 

those concerns into consideration before proceeding further. 

 

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

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Michael Plante 

Wabasha County Administrator 

 

Cc: Various Elected Officials 
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State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
La Crosse Service Center 
3550 Mormon Coulee Road 
La Crosse WI 54601 

July 14, 2017 

Mr. Robert Edstrom 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
180 5th St. E. Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Scott Walker, Governor 
Cathy Stepp, Secretary 

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

TTY Access via relay - 711 

Subject: Lower Pool 4 DMMP - Draft Feasibility Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment 

Dear Mr. Robert Edstrom: 

Thank you for the opp01tunity to review and comment on the draft Feasibility Report and Integrated 
Environmental Assessment for Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP). The Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (Department) has reviewed the plan and provides detailed comments/questions 
that are sequential in order and follow the DMMP outline. Those comments are attached to this letter. 

The Department recognizes the Upper Mississippi River (UMR) as an important resource to our state and our 
nation. In 1986 Congress also recognized the national importance of the UMRecosystem and commercial 
navigation system by stating that it shall be administered and regulated in recognition of its several purposes. 
As such, we appreciate the important role held by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in managing those 
several purposes. Further, as a partner in management we support the Corps' efforts to develop a long-term 
DMMP for Lower Pool 4. Sedimentation and loss of depth diversity has long been identified as one of the most 
significant issues threatening the Upper Mississippi River ecosystem. It is imperative that channel maintenance 
dredging and dredge material placement be conducted in a manner that will not cause continued degradation to 
the UMR system. A properly developed and implemented DMMP will reduce the risks of navigation channel 
closures and should also reduce ecosystem impacts from ongoing channel maintenance. 

While application of the Federal Dredging Standard (CPR 33 § 336.1) helps reduce tax-payer expense and 
impacts to wetlands, it unfortunately does not require an equivalent level of evaluation for potential social issues. 
We encourage the Corps to continue discussions with agencies, partners, municipalities and stakeholders, and to 
continue to seek solutions and opportunities for managing dredged material in a way that balances the needs of all 
sectors. 

Thank you for consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact me with any questions (608-785-9003 
or Kurt.Rasmussen@Wisconsin.gov). 

(urt Ras ussen 
Mississippi River Planner - Wisconsin Depaiiment of Natural Resources 
3550 Mormon Coulee Road, La Crosse, WI 54601 
Phone: (608) 785-9003 

dnr.wi.gov 
wisconsin.gov Naturally WISCONSIN 
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Cc: Dan Baumann (WDNR), Steve Galarneau (WDNR), James Fischer (WDNR), Nick Schaff (WDOT), MVP On-Site Inspection Team 

Encl: Detailed WDNR Comments/Questions on the Lower Pool 4 DMMP 
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Detailed WDNR Comments/Questions on the Lower Pool 4 DMMP 

General Comments 

Page3 

Comment: There are several references cited within the document that are not listed in the references section ( e.g. 
Mead 1995, UMRCC 1995, Wilcox et al. 2004, USFWS 2004). Please update reference section accordingly. 

Comment: Please be sure to coordinate with the Wisconsin Department of Transportation on trucking routes, the 
traffic management plan and Great River Road (STH 35) scenic easement issues. 

Comment: Be sure to investigate any legal covenants, commitments or easements associated with the properties 
identified in the DMMP. These properties could have recorded legal restrictions from a wide range of programs 
(Land and Water Conservation Funds, Pitman-Robe1tson, Managed Forest Law, etc.) 

Comment: To increase beneficial use of dredge material we recommend that USACE work with the MNDOT and 
the WDOT to determine if the dredge materials could be certified to DOT specifications. 

Comment: Dredge material from the Alma Marina site has historically been beneficially used at some landfill 
locations. The Depattment recommends that you continue to investigate and pursue these commercial and 
industrial beneficial use opportunities. 

Comment: Recommend investigating opportunities to secure industrial or commercial sites that have well 
established access: barge unloading facilities, rail, highway, etc. 

Comment: Recommend investigating the potential for dredge material placement options that would build-out 
from natural topographic features found in this region ( e.g. - construct a stable sand hill that intersects with the 
end of a bluff). This may allow for large volumes of dredge material placement while constructing features that 
would blend into the natural landscape. 

9-Foot Navigation Channel Project Section 3.3 (page 16) 
As soon as the nm1igation pools were created, natural processes began to transform them. These transformations 
either were not noticed, or were not given much concern by the public. In the 1960s, resource managers and the 
public began to take more notice of these changes, most specifically the filling of backwater habitats with 
sediments. Sedimentation was probably the most significant resource concern in the 1960s and 1970s, and it 
remains an important concern. 

Comment: While we concur that sedimentation is a natural process, the rate of sedimentation is not natural and is 
accelerated by impoundment. Recommend adding a statement regarding the human influence on the rate of 
sedimentation in the Upper Mississippi River, both from watershed inputs and effects of impoundment. 

Sediment Substrate (page 7) 
Comment: Please be aware that additional coordination with the Department may need to take place at the 
permanent placement sites in Wisconsin. Additional sediment evaluations may be needed based on the location 
and designated use of the final placement site (e.g. depth to groundwater, proximity to wells, mining reclamation, 
etc.) 

State-Listed Rare Species (page 12) 
Data for the potential presence of Wisconsin state listed species is not readily available and was not included in 
this draft document. The State of Wisconsin can provide this information to USA CE as a part of the agency and 
public review period for this document. 
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Comment: Detailed state listed species data is available for Wisconsin through the Natural Heritage Inventory 
(NHI) Program. Please work directly with this program. Additional infonnation can be found at the following 
link: http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/ERReview/Review.html. Be aware that the endangered resource review letters may 
contain NHI data and information (including specific locations of endangered resources) which are considered 
sensitive and are not subject to Wisconsin's Open Records Law (per s. 23 .27, Wis. Stats.). As a result, please 
remember that you are authorized to share information contained in this endangered resource review letter only 
with individuals who need this information in order to carry out project specific actions in terms of planning 
and/or implementation of the proposed project. 

4.1.3 Projected Future Conditions (page 24) 
The basis for projectingfuture dredging quantWes in Lower Pool 4 over the next 40 years is the dredging record 
from 1981-2015. Although qualitath1e climate change analysis suggests higher river discharge in the future, trend 
analysis done on annual dredging volumes in Lower Pool 4 and average annual discharge on the Mississippi 
River at LID 4 and the Chippewa River at the USGS gage at Durand, WI for the period 1981 to the present do not 
indicate upward trends. Assuming that dredging volumes remain consistent with recent history, it is estimated that 
10. 7 million CYs of dredged material will be generated over the 40-year period of analysis. 

Comment: Recent MVP analyses suggest that channel breakouts from island breaches and widening of existing 
island cuts over the past several decades has reduced channel efficiency, leading to reduced bedload movement. 
Please address the effect of these breakouts on channel maintenance, and how they could be managed to reduce 
dredging needs. 

5.2 Planning Process and Criteria (page 29) 
As discussed below, the agencies preferred not to build islands or otherwise make beneficial use of the dredged 
material in Lower Pool 4 at this time. 

Comment: While beneficial use of dredge material in Lower Pool 4 for habitat improvements will not eliminate 
the need for upland placement sites, the Environmental Pool Plan developed by the Fish and Wildlife Work 
Group in January of 2004 does identify some opportunities for island construction to improve environmental 
conditions on Lower Pool 4. 

5.2 Planning Process and Criteria (page 30) 
Sites smaller than about 20 acres were not considered suitable unless a specific beneficial use was identified. 

Comment: It is understood that large contiguous sites would be the most efficient and thus could be the most cost 
effective. However, it appears that small sites were not considered unless they had a specific beneficial use. Why 
was 20 acres selected as the minimum size for suitable dredge material placement sites? 

5.6.26 Lake Pepin Island Construction (page 44) 
A Lake Pepin island construction option was not included in the summary Table in Chapter 5. However, if future 
interests in island construction in Lake Pepin change,fundingfrom other programs or outside sources, or in-kind 
-work to construct these additional features, can make island construction a viable alternative. The Corps would 
be willing to work with interested parties to utilize dredged material for these types of projects if such 
opportunities and interests arise. 

Comment: The Depatiment has concerns with the concept of constructing islands in Lake Pepin near the Village 
of Pepin, Wisconsin. Deep water in this area would make the island construction difficult, expensive and tough to 
stabilize. Beyond the construction concerns, these islands may have impacts to an existing high quality habitat 
area for fish, mussel resources, threatened or endangered species and potential effects to the floodplain. 
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The WDNR is, however, working cooperatively with the USA CE, Lake Pepin Legacy Alliance and the Minnesota 
Audubon to determine the feasibility of using dredge material from the Chippewa River delta to establish a habitat 
restoration project at the head of Lake Pepin (Pierce County Islands). This project is being evaluated under the 
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Section 204 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material. Section 204 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1992 provides authority to USACE to restore, protect, and create aquatic 
and wetland habitats in connection with construction or maintenance dredging of an authorized Federal navigation 
project. 

5.6.26 Habitat Construction - Habitat Restoration in Lower Pool 4 through the Use of Dredged Material 
(page 45) 
None of these options will be pursued in detail as a part of this study in Lower Pool 4. The reasons include: 
I) Collectively, there was very little interest expressed in these options by the natural resource agencies. At least 
one of the agencies believed there would not be any appreciable long-term benefits that could be achieved for 
natural resources in Lower Pool 4 through large-scale placement of sand in the floodplain. 
2) The preferred option from agency partners generally appears to be placement out of the floodplain (or at least 
on agricultural land, urban areas, or similar sites). 
3) Placement of dredged material in floodplain areas can result in increases in water elevations during flood 
conditions. Increases in flood height related to islands or similar placement would need to be evaluated and 
ensured to comply with applicable regulations. This could take a large amount of design and coordination work . . 
4) Cost differences for these options were not well understood, and would take further planning to potentially 
reach a point where habitat restoration with dredged material would be cost effective. However, given lack of 
support, ji,rther planning to optimize these costs was not appropriate given eventual designs may not be 
supported anyway. 
Given the above, beneficial use of sand for habitat was dropped from further consideration in Lower Pool 4 at 
this time. However, this option may be considered in the ji,ture if resource agencies' goals change and sufficient 
outside fimding sources, such as the Upper Mississippi River Restoration program, become available for 
planning and construction. 

Comment: As was stated earlier in this letter, beneficial use of dredge material in Lower Pool 4 for habitat 
improvements will not eliminate the need for upland placement sites. To ensure long-term availability the upland 
placement sites must be identified and secured. After these sites are secured, opportunities for beneficial use of 
dredged material could be pursued. The Environmental Pool Plan developed by the Fish and Wildlife Work 
Group in Januaiy of 2004 identifies some opportunities for island construction to improve environmental 
conditions on Lower Pool 4. 

5.7.2 Wabasha Sand and Gravel 1 (page 46) 
This is a highly disturbed active gravel mining site located on the southwest edge of Wabasha, MN. There are no 
wet signatures on the property outside of the active mining areas, and those that exist within the active mining 
area would not be jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Forested areas at the northwest 
corner of the property line would need to be checked for wetlands. Material would likely be trucked from the 
Wabasha Gravel Pit or Carrels sites. The site could be considered for permanent mechanical placement qfter 
mining operations are completed. The owner has expressed interest in accepting dredged material in 
approximately 5 years. The estimated capacity is 900,000 CY after mining is completed. Estimated placement 
costs are $16.00/CY 

Comment: From the description above, this site has minimal environmental issues, low placement costs, 900,000 
CY capacity and an owner that expressed interest in accepting dredged material in approximately 5 years. Why 
wasn't this site carried forward in the tentatively selected plan? Was this site considered for acquisition? 

5.8.2 Carrels East/West (On-Shore Transfer Site) (page 50/51) 
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General Description: The proposed new on-shore transfer site is located adjacent to Carrels West on the 
northwest end of the City of Wabasha, MN. The site is identified in the approved CMMP ~with potential 
environmental impacts discussed in the associated 1997 USA CE FEIS. The CMMP identifies use of the site for 
both mechanical and hydraulic placement. The site would be extended from that outlined in the CMMP to include 
the same general width, extending entirely to the river to facilitate access to the site (Plate 5; CMMP and USA CE 
1997). Impacts would not be expected to be substantially different, relative to the 1997 FEJS, as this area is 
generally disturbed. However, some tree clearing would likely be needed to facilitate use of the site. In 
conjunction with the Carrels West sUe, U is an ideal site to handle both mechanical and hydraulic placement for transfer to trucks. The site appears to contain some existing fill and debris in the cleared areas. Hydraulic access 
to Wabasha Gravel Pit would be feasible in future. 

Comment: The Carrel sites identified in the DMMP include 27 acres, while the CMMP identifies this as an 18 
acre site suitable for both mechanical and hydraulic dredge material placement. According to the general 
description of the site the environmental impacts were discussed in the 1997 USACE FEIS. To date, has this site 
been used for mechanical or hydraulic placement? The Department recommends revisiting 1997 USACE FEIS to ensure that all of the potential issues from the site expansion and the impacts from the return carriage water 
resulting from the hydraulic disposal of dredge materials are addressed. The draft DMMP does not provide 
details on hydraulic placement at the site or how the return water issues will be addressed. Other concerns with 
this site include potential floodplain impacts and the location of the access dredging for the mechanical 
placement. 

5.8.4 Reads Landing (Island Transfer Site) (page 53) 
General Description: Reads Landing, located north of, and across the Mississippi River from, Reads Landing, 
MN, is a currently-used island transfer site located in the floodplain and jloodway of the Mississippi River near 
River Mile 763.2. The site is identified in the approved CMMP with potential environmental impacts discussed in 
the associated 1997 USACE FEIS. The C01ps will continue past practice and use the site to store dredged 
material until capacity is reached and it is practical to move. There is no land access to this site. Dredged 
material has been periodically transferred hydraulically from Reads Landing via a submerged pipeline to the 
Wabasha Gravel Pit for beneficial use and reclamation. Stabilization measures were implemented in the late-
2000s along the riverward shoreline of the island. 

Comment: The tentatively selected alternative in this DMMP identifies priority placement at on-shore transfer 
sites or permanent placement sites. The island transfer sites are only to be used when operational preferable, 
because it is more cost effective to take the dredged material directly to shore and upland placement. With the 
likelihood that the island transfer sites will be utilized less frequently in the future, it is recommended that these 
sites be surveyed for erosion issues, containment berm condition and any failing stabilization measures. 
Stabilization plans should be developed and implemented if necessary. Please coordinate these inspections and 
any follow-up work with the On-Site Inspection Team. 

5.8.7 Crats Island (Island Transfer Site) (page 54) 
General Description: Crats Island is located east of, and across the river from, Wabasha, MN, near RM 759.3. It 
is an existing island transfer site with no land access located in the floodplain andjloodway of the Mississippi 
River. The site is identified in the approved CMMP with potential environmental impacts discussed in the 
associated 1997 USA CE FEIS. The site has been actively used by the C01ps for dredged material placement. Past practice has been to use the site for direct hydraulic placement from the Crats Island dredge cut. Dredged 
material is placed at this site until capacity is reached and it becomes practical to remove. Material has 
historically been transferred hydraulically from Crats Island to various on-land locations in and around the 
vicinity of Wabasha. Crats Island will be offloaded hydraulically to WGP in 2016-2017. StabUization measures 
were implemented in the late-2000s along the riverward shoreline of the island. 
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Comment: The tentatively selected alternative in this DMMP identifies priority placement at on-shore transfer 
sites or pennanent placement sites. The island transfer sites are only to be used when operational preferable, 
because it is more cost effective to take the dredged material directly to shore and upland placement. With the 
likelihood that the island transfer sites will be utilized less frequently in the future, it is recommended that these 
sites be surveyed for erosion issues, containment berm condition and any failing stabilization measures. 
Stabilization plans should be developed and implemented if necessaiy. Please coordinate these inspections and 
any follow-up work with the On-Site Inspection Team. The Department also recommends considering a 
reduction in the size of the site area identified in the CMMP and DMMP. The CMMP currently identifies 22 
acres with two priority fill areas. Recommend reducing the approved size to the 17 .5 acre priority fill area 
(removal of the 4.5 acre second priority fill area). 

5.8.8 Southside Fitzgerald (On-Shore Transfer Site) (page 55) 
Operational Feasibility: The site is ideally located for hydraulic placement directly from the Crats and Teepeeota 
dredge cuts. The site provides a significantly less expensive on-shore alternative to using the Crats and Teepeeota 
island transfer sites. Typical operation of the site would include short-term hydraulic dredging in the summer, 
followed by loading and hauling activities to move the dredged material to an upland placement site and restore 
capacity at the transfer site for the next dredging season. The C01ps does not currently propose to use the site for 
mechanical dredging operations, because access dredging, barge handling and mechanical rehandling 
operations on site would have greater social and ecological impacts relative to hydraulic dredging operations. 
Using the Southside Fitzgerald site to support mechanical dredging would cost about $1.50/cy less than using 
either the Carrel's or Alma Marina sites, but it would cause greater aesthetic impacts to adjacent properties. 
Truck access to the Southside Fitzgerald site would need to be improved, as discussed in Appendix A, Traffic 
Management Plan. The C01ps will coordinate with the City of Wabasha regardh1g access to and use of this site. 

Comment: The Southside Fitzgerald site is being proposed to be developed as on-shore transfer site that supports 
hydraulic placement directly from the defined dredge cuts. It is recommended that the return carriage water from 
the hydraulic dredging should be directed back to the secondaiy channel on the east side of Hershey Island. Other concerns with this site include potential floodplain impacts and hydraulic pipeline access routes. 

5.8.9 Teepeeota Point (Island Transfer Site) (page 56) 
General Description: The site is located 1.5 miles downstream and across the Mississippi River from Wabasha, 
MN at RM 757.5 (Plate 3A.) The site is a bermed island containment area that has been used for dredged 
material placement since prfor to 1975. The site is identified in the approved CMMP with potential environmental 
impacts discussed in the associated 1997 USACE FEIS. Stabilization measures were implemented in the late-
2000s along the riverward shoreline of the island 

Operational Feasibility: The site is suitable for both mechanical and hydraulic placement of material from Lower 
Pool 4. The Corps needs to amend the Memorandum of Understanding it has with the WDNR each time the site is 
expanded 

Comment: The Teepeeota Point island transfer site is identified in the DMMP as having a site area 16-46 acres. 
The CMMP identifies 46 acres broken into four separate priority fill areas. The current USACE/WDNR 
Memorandum of Understanding only identifies 23. 7 acres (priority fill areas one and two) of permitted dredge 
material placement at this site. Please clarify this issue. The tentatively selected alternative in this DMMP 
identifies priority placement at on-shore transfer sites or pennanent placement sites. The island transfer sites are 
only to be used when operational preferable, because it is more cost effective to take the dredged material directly 
to shore and upland placement. With the likelihood that the island transfer sites will be utilized less frequently in 
the future, it is recommended that these sites be surveyed for erosion issues, containment benn condition and any 
failing stabilization measures. Stabilization plans should be developed and implemented if necessary. Please 
coordinate these inspections and any follow-up work with the On-Site Inspection Team. Are the four priority fill 
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areas still warranted for this site? The Department recommends considering a reduction in the size of the site area 
identified in the CMMP and DMMP to match the approved acreage identified in the MOU. 

5.8.10 Grand Encampment (Island Transfer Site) (page 57) 
General Description: The site, located 3 miles downstream and across the river from Wabasha, MN at River Mile 
756.2, is a bermed island containment area that has been actively used for many years for tempora,y placement 
of dredged material. The site is identified in the approved CMMP with potential environmental impacts discussed 
in the associated 1997 USA CE FEIS. Stabilization measures were implemented in the mid-2000 's along the 
riverside shoreline of the island 

Comment: The tentatively selected altemative in this DMMP identifies priority placement at on-shore transfer 
sites or permanent placement sites. The island transfer sites are only to be used when operational preferable, 
because it is more cost effective to take the dredged material directly to shore and upland placement. With the 
likelihood that the island transfer sites will be utilized less frequently in the future, it is recommended that these 
sites be surveyed for erosion issues, containment berm condition and any failing stabilization measures. 
Stabilization plans should be developed and implemented if necessa1y. Please coordinate these inspections and 
any follow-up work with the On-Site Inspection Team. 

6.2 Weisenbeck West (Permanent Placement) (page 63) 
Operation and Beneficial Use. Dredged material placed at this site would be made available to the public for 
be1Jeficial use. Dredged material typically consists of clean sand, which is a useful commodity for general 
construction fill, winter road maintenance, landscaping, and other applications. Some beneficial use of material 
placed at the site is assumed, -which would continuously refresh the capacity available for material placement 
throughout the 40-year planning horizon. Capacity was estimated based on a placement depth of 15 feet. These 
assumptions are based on prior experiences at other placement sites owned and operated by the Corps. Material 
placed at the site would likely arrive via trucks from the Carrels or Southside Fitzgerald sites. 

Comment: Please be sure to coordinate with the Village of Nelson and the Wisconsin Department of 
Transpo1tation on trucking routes and the traffic management plan. 

6.3 Flury East (page 64) 
Operation and Beneficial Use. Dredged material placed at this site would likely originate from Alma Marina and 
could be made available to the public for beneficial use. Dredged material typically consists of clean sand, which 
is a useful commodity for general construction fill, winter road maintenance, landscaping, and other applications. 
Some beneficial use of material placed at the site is assumed, which would continuously refresh the capacity 
available for material placement throughout the 40-year planning horizon. These assumptions are based on prior 
experiences at other placement sites owned and operated by the C01ps. 

Comment: Please be sure to coordinate with the local municipality, City of Alma and the Wisconsin Department 
of Transportation on trucking routes and the traffic management plan. 

6.6 Carrels East and Carrels West (page 66) 
Access Improvements. The County is proposing to reroute the 5th Street/Grant Blvd access to Hwy 61 in 2019. 
The existing intersection would be abandoned and traffic rerouted to a divided portion of Hwy 61 to the south 
near WGP. Improvements to the Grant Blvd (5th Street) railroad crossing may be required if material trucked 
from the Carrels site utilizes that route to access Hwy 61. Material from Carrels can be transferred by truck on 
county roads through Wabasha to access Hwy 60 and the Weisenbeck West site in Wisconsin. The river access 
point for mechanical placement would need to be developed as part of the site plan. This could include excavation 
or shaping of the bank, dredging to ensure adequate water depth to access the shoreline, and rock or structure 
placement. 
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Comment: Site plan will also need to include details on hydraulic placement at the site or how the ca1Tiage return 
water issues will be addressed at the site. 

6.8 Southside Fitzgerald (page 67) 
Access Improvements. Dugan Avenue, a dead-end public gravel or dirt road, could be used to access the site from 
the north and would require some improvements to accommodate trucks leaving the site. Constructing an 
extension of Dugan Avenue south and west to connect with Hwy 30 will be considered to avoid travelling on 4th 
Street East and Angelique Street. Since the Southside Fitzgerald site has no direct access to the river, a pipeline 
easement crossing other properties between the site and the river would need to be obtained for hydraulic 
placement. An access area for mechanical offloading of dredged material would not be required since other 
transfer sites (Carrels and Alma Marina) would be available for that purpose. However, a river access for barge 
unloading could be developed in the fi1ture. 

Comment: If it is determined that a river access for barge unloading is to be developed then additional 
infonnation and assessment will be needed. Potential concerns associated with the barge unload include potential 
floodplain impacts, the barge route and location of the access dredging and any localized mussel resource issues. 

7 .1 Socioeconomic Effects (page 71) 
The proposed alternative would include an adverse impact on aesthetics and noise at the proposed new placement 
sites. Agricultural land would be converted to sand piles with a flat top. Sand placement would likely top off at 15 
feet above base elevation. The visibility of each placement site varies by location, but some sites would be 
viewable for trqfjic on U.S. Hwy 61 and Wisconsin State Hwy 35. 

Comment: Please be sure to coordinate with the Wisconsin Department of Transportation on Great River Road 
(STH 35) scenic easement issues. 

7.1 Agriculture (page 72) 
The dredged material management approach and new placement sites under the TSP would convert up to 
approximately 489 acres of agricultural land to dredged material placement site use over the next 40 years. The 
two D,ysdale sites (68 and 230 acres), Southside Fitzgerald (17 acres), Weisenbeck West (78 acres), and Flury 
East (zp to 96 acres) are agriculture tracts that would be lost under the TSP. Impacts to agriculture land would 
potentially be greater under the TSP compared to the No-Action Alternative. To the extent practical, the District 
may consider measures to minimize impacts over time. For example, the District may use established procedures 
to offer leases on a competitive basis that ·would allow farming to occur on areas of these placement sites until 
such time that they are needed for dredged material placement. With the identification of specific agricultural 
areas under the TSP, the District will coordinate with the U.S. Department of Agriculture to convey impacts, 
including those to potential prime farmland 

Comment: How is prime farmland identified? Is soil type identified and factored into your alternatives analysis? 

7.1 Transportation (page 72) 
The dredged material management approach and new placement sites under the TSP will require a substantial 
amount of dredged material to be moved by truck. 

Comment: As stated earlier in this letter, please be sure to coordinate with the local municipalities, Village of 
Nelson, City of Alma and the Wisconsin Department of Transp01iation on trucking routes and the traffic 
management plan. 

7.2.1 Physical Setting (page 74) 
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The dredged material management approach and new placement sites under the TSP would have no effect on the 
one-percent flood pro.file. The proposed new placement sites within the TSP are outside of the 100-year floodplain 
and will not impact flood heights for a 100-year event. 

Comment: Carrels East and West site will require excavation or shaping of the bank, dredging to ensure adequate 
water depth to access the shoreline, and rock or structure placement. Did your floodplain assessment include 
these potential improvements to this site? 

7.2.2 Aquatic Habitat/Wetlands (page 75) 
It is possible that aquatic placement could cause benefits if these characteristics are preferred over what exists in 
an area. 

Comment: Recommend editing this sentence to read "In some instances, aquatic placement can be designed in a 
manner that will provide ecosystem benefits in degraded areas". 

7.4 Cumulative Effects (page 80) 
The new activities proposed ·within this TSP largely focus on use of agricultural lands for addressing placement 
needs for dredged material. This includes sites for both permanent placement; as well as the Southside Fitzgerald 
site, and expansion of the two combined Carrels sites for temporary handling of dredged material. Collectively, 
these sites within the TSP ·were selected largely because they help to minimize adverse ecological and social 
effects to the river and floodplain environment. So ·while placement of dredged material can be a disrzptive 
activity, the TSP helps to minimize this disruption to biota and habitat, as well as social resources of lower Pool 
4. Even the use of both Southside Fitzgerald and Cm'rells sites helps to facilitate permanent placement of dredged 
material in these agricultural sites outside of the active floodplain. 

Comment: What is the long-term plan for each of these sites when they reach their capacity? How will the land 
be managed after the site is closed? It is recommended that a plan be development to address these issues. 

8.3.4 State Permits (page 84) 
The proposed.fill activWes are not anticipated to violate State water quality standards. The C01ps has an 
ongoing Memorandum of Understanding with the Wisconsin DNR concerning the placement of dredged 
material. Water quality certification from the State of Minnesota is provided in accordance with Regional 
General Permit RGP-003-MN. Authorized Activity (E) ofRGP-003-Jt.1N authorizes return waterjrom upland 
contained disposal areas, and Condition 26 of that permit states that 401 Certification has been issued for 
activities covered in RGP-003-MN. 

Comment: Please clarify the intended path moving forward on obtaining permits in Wisconsin. Does the Corps 
intend to add the new Wisconsin based placement sites to the WDNR/USACE MOU? River Resources Forum 
endorsement of the DMMP is required prior to placement site additions or expansions in the MOU. Continued 
coordination with the WDNR will be needed moving forward. 

Appendix A: Traffic Management Plan 

Comment: As stated earlier in this letter, please be sure to coordinate with the local municipalities, Village of 
Nelson, City of Alma and the Wisconsin Depatiment of Transpotiation on trncking routes and the traffic 
management plan. 

Appendix B: Project Description - C. Proposed Action (page B-2) 
The C01ps is proposing to use a new site, Southside Fitzgerald, for hydraulic placement of dredged material in 
Lower Pool 4. A detailed description of the project features and the proposed use of the Southside Fitzgerald site 
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can be found in the DMMP and Environmental Assessment. This 1vould include placement site effluent discharge 
directly back to the river immediately adjacent to the placement site. The proposed return water activity at the 
Southside Fitzgerald site would occur in Wabasha, Minnesota, in Wabasha County (See Plates 6 and 8 in the 
Main Report). 

Comment: As stated earlier in this letter, it is recommended that the retum carriage water from the hydraulic 
dredging should be directed back to the secondary channel on the east side of Hershey Island. 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - A. Physical Substrate Determinations - 5. Actions Taken to 
Minimize Impacts (page B-5) 
Dredging rates, return water pumping and the size of the containment facility all could be manipulated to 
potentially address water quality or other concerns with discharge return of carriage water. These actions -would 
be considered, as appropriate, during dredging and placement activities. 

Comment: Will the retum carriage water need to be pumped back to the Mississippi River? If yes, can you 
provide additional details on the pumping operations? 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - B. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determination -1. 
Water - b. Water Chemistry (page B-5) 
The use of clean fill materials should preclude any significant impacts on -water chemistry. During hydraulic 
material placement, the carriage return water would be taken from the Mississippi River to mix with the dredged 
material and allow hydraulic movement, and returned to the river after settling. Returning this water without the 
suspended sediments should not have any measurable effect on water chemistJy. 

Comment: How will sediment settling be evaluated? Will a routine sampling plan be established? 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - B. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determination - 1. 
Water- h. Nutrients (page B-6) 
The proposed fill activWes would have no measurable effect on nutrient levels in the water. 

Comment: The retum carriage water discharge may result in minimal localized increases of nitrogen and 
phosphorus in the water column. 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - B. Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determination - 1. 
Water- j. Temperature (page B-6) 
The proposed fill activities would have no measurable effect on -water temperature. 

Comment: The retum carriage water discharge may result in minimal localized increases or decreases of 
temperature in the water column. 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - C. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determination -1. Expected 
Changes in Suspended Particulates and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity of the Disposal Site (page B-7) 
Minor increases in suspended particulates and turbidity levels would occur during hydraulic placement when 
effluent is being returned to the Mississippi River. 

Comment: How will this minor increase be documented? 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - C. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determination - 4. Actions 
Taken to Minimize Im pacts (page B-7) 
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Best management practices would be used to reduce the turbidity caused by the return of carriage -water to the 
Mississippi River. As described in Sechon lG., carriage water would be held on-site, allowing the majority of 
suspended sediments to settle prior to discharging water back into the Mississippi River. 

Comment: Will a limit be established for the return carriage water? How will this be evaluated? 

Appendix B: Factual Determinations - E. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determination (page B-7) 

Comment: Return catTiage water discharges could have minor localized effects on submersed aquatic vegetation. 
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Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 

Mr. Robert Edstrom 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 

St. Paul District 
180 5th St. E. Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Subject: Lower Pool 4 DMMP- Draft Feasibility Report - Public Comment 

Dear Mr. Robert Edstrom, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management 

Plan. As the Chairperson for the Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission (WIMRPC), I have been 

asked to provide comment pertaining to the proposed plan to deposit dredged material from Lower Pool 4 

to farmland in Buffalo County which is directly on State Highway 35, the Great River Road National Scenic 

Byway (GRRNSB). The WIMRPC has serious concerns about the impact of depositing dredged material on 

farmland adjacent to State Highway 35 and established scenic easements. 

The Mississippi River Parkway Commission was founded by order of Congress in 1938 to develop and 

oversee the Great River Road. This is now 3,000 miles of interconnected roads that follow the Mississippi 

River through ten states from Lake Itasca in northern Minnesota to the Gulf of Mexico in Louisiana. The 

Great River Road achieved National Scenic Byway Designation in all 10 states in 2000. 

The Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission is established by SS 14.85 in 1985 by the Wisconsin 

State Legislature. Conservation is a major focus and preservation is considered important to building the 

future of tourism and transportation. The WIMRPC was established for the following specific purposes: 

1. Assist in coordinating the development and preservation of the Great River Road (GRR) in Wisconsin 

and its embellishments such as scenic easements, roadside parks and scenic overlooks. 

2. Assist other state agencies in all efforts to create a unified development of the GRR and its collateral 

features. 
3. Assist in promoting as an attractive travel destination the GRR and the unique historical, cultural, 

aesthetic and recreational features along the route such as local communities, off road parks and 

forests, and water oriented facilities. 

Scenic easements have been established to protect the roadways and view sheds of this national resource. 

The Mississippi River and the WI Great River Road are strong economic drivers for the entire WI GRRNSB. 

There is serious concern about the volume and type of vehicles that would be involved in the dredging 

activities, or transport of dredging materials which have ingress or egress points to any portion of the WI 

state trunk highway system, especially State Highway 35. 

PO Box 171, De Soto, WI 54624 www.wigreatriverroad.com 800-658-9424 
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Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 
Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation owns federally funded scenic easements along most of Highway 35 

where designated as the Great River Road. Depositing dredge spoil material within these scenic easements 

may be prohibited, depending on the wording of the easement. Most scenic easement restrictions are 

non-alterable by the WisDOT due to Federal restrictions. 

WIMRPC supports the WisDOT efforts in monitoring and enforcing the provisions of these scenic 

easements so today the WI portion of the entire GRR is relatively free of unsightly and aesthetically 

degrading development. The WIMRPC also monitors development that might impinge on the safety for 

travel of the G RRNSB. 

The WIMRPC has serious concerns about the negative impact of utilizing highly productive agricultural land 

for the repository of dredged materials from Lower Pool 4. It is a negative all the way around. The land is 

taken out of production and the property owners are displaced with loss of income. The land is taken off 

the tax rolls and the local township and Buffalo County do not receive the property tax revenues from the 

use of this land, having another negative impact on the economic health of the region. The tourism 

economy experiences a negative impact as well. 

The WIMRPC urges further study for a more acceptable repository of the dredged materials to identify 

better options and is opposed the use of farmland in Buffalo County as the location for these materials 

based on the existing scenic easements of Highway 35, the concerns for safety on the WIGRRNSB and the 

negative impact to the economy of the region. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sherry Quamme, Chairperson 

Wisconsin Mississippi River Parkway Commission 

PO Box 171 
De Soto, WI 54624 

Cell: 920-210-4560 

Email: =:.:..:::.:.'--'-'-'-:...:::...S.-..:C...:"'-'-"=-'-'--==:.;;_;_;__:=-= 

PO Box 171, De Soto, WI 54624 www.wigreatriverroad.com 800-658-9424 



Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-335

August 13, 2017 

St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ATTN: Project Management 

180 5th St. East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Dear Sirs, 

I am writing to you in regard to the sand dilemma in the Mississippi river near Wabasha, Minnesota and 

Nelson, Wisconsin. I am the chairman of the Pepin county delegation for the Wisconsin conservation 

congress and we had our district meeting in Alma last Wednesday night. District 5 is made up of eight 

counties in the area. We discussed this problem last Wednesday evening at great length. 

I want to make it clear that I am not speaking on behalf of the Wisconsin Conservation congress, these 

are my own personal views on the subject. As I see it you have three evils concerning this problem. 

1. Placing sand on productive farm land, thus destroying any future crops on that land. 

2. High costs of trucking the sand to various dump sites. 

3. Filling in wetlands near the dredging site. 

If my information is correct, the Corp can pipe sand for several miles, thus eliminating the high cost of 

trucking. It is my opinion that the least of the three evils would be to pipe the sand to the wet lands 

adjacent to the Hetrick property near Nelson, Wisconsin. 

Does this present a problem with the DNR and the EPA, Well perhaps, but it is my opinion that it would 

be easier to deal with those two agencies than paying the high cost of trucking and not being able to 

find a suitable site to dump the sand on agricultural land. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Yingst Sr. 
Lt~ 

Retired Command Sergean Major 

United States Army 
12C (Combat Engineer) 



BLUE DOOR INN 
                                                                             In Historic Alma, Wisconsin 

July 28, 2017 
 
Mr. Robert Edstrom 
US Army Corps of Engineers  St. Paul District 
Attention Project Management  
180 5th Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101 
 
Sent via email to Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil  
 
Re:  Comments, USACE Lower Pool 4, 40 Year Plan For Disposal Of Dredge Material Project 
 
Dear Mr. Edstrom: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Lower Pool 4, 
40 Year Plan For Disposal Of Dredge Material Project.  I also provided public comments at the meeting spon-
sored by the Buffalo County Board of Supervisors in Nelson, Wisconsin. 
 
I am a business owner on Main Street in Alma, Wisconsin.  My hotel is in the commercial district and is less than 
10 feet away from Wisconsin State Highway 35.  My business was negatively impacted by the 2014 Project.  I am 
also an officer of the Alma Area Chamber of Commerce and a member of the Promotion Committee of the Wis-
consin Mississippi Parkway Commission (the Wisconsin Great River Road National Scenic Byway). 
 
Having experienced extended off-loading and trucking of dredged sand in the summer of 2014 in Alma, Wiscon-
sin I will offer you a different perspective from many of the comments you will receive on this project.  I under-
stand the importance of keeping the 9-foot channel of the Upper Mississippi River navigable and in the summer 
of 2014 we encouraged our community and visitors to our historic river town that “we were doing our part” 
even though it was detrimental to our businesses and negatively impacted our visitors’ experience. 
 
As you reconsider your 40-Year Project draft please take into consideration the following points: 
 
LOCAL & COUNTY SUPPORT AND OVERSIGHT NEEDED 
The 2014 Project started out negatively because the USACE did not inform the community of the project in a 
timely manner.  The entire offloading process was outsourced, including the purchase of the land for use as a 
deposit site and the trucking.  We did not find out about the project until the contractor was about to start his 
work, which was then delayed because they had not gone through the standard zoning and conditional use per-
mitting process with Buffalo County and/or the City of Alma  Through this permitting process appropriate depos-
it sites were chosen, truck ing activity was confined to weekdays from 7am to 5pm with shorter hours on Fri-
days.  There was no trucking on weekends or holidays.  The City of Alma was compensated by the contractor for 
the wear and tear on their city road from the Alma deposit site. 
 
The 40-Year Project draft is different because USACE is making the decision on the deposit sites, but it has also 
started out negatively because again there has been little to no involvement of the local community or the coun-
ty.  There are still issues to be considered in addition to deposit sites that involve the trucking of the off-loaded 
sand that includes the number of loads per day, the hours of operation and consideration for the use of Alma’s 
city roads.  All of these discussion should be held with Buffalo County government and City of Alma government. 
 
DEPOSIT SITES 
Not being an engineer I don’t have comments on the appropriateness of the sand disposal sites except to say 
that leaving a site uncovered  with the reclamation process delayed for 40 years is unacceptable.  In addition, if  
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DEPOSIT SITES (continued) 
 
you will review the Deer Creek/WI State Hwy 35 disposal site from the 2014 Project there was no consideration 
of the impact of runoff or diversion of local streams and creeks.  As a result there was flooding which is still an 
issue today.  You may not be aware of these impacts because USACE did not choose the deposit sites in the 2014 
Project but these impacts should be part of the site considerations in the 40-Year Project draft.   
 
TRUCKING OF SAND 
The 40-Year Project draft only states the number of trucks that would be passing through a community one-way 
on a daily basis, 1 truck every 3 minutes.  I pointed this out at the Buffalo County public hearing and the 40-Year 
Project draft should be revised to indicate the impact of two-way truck movement, 1 truck every 90 seconds.   
 
Trucking was limited during the 2014 Project to week days from 7am to 5pm, with no trucking after Noon on Fri-
day and no trucking on weekends or holidays.  This allowed tourists , businesses and community residents to plan 
around when the trucks would be passing through Alma, Wisconsin.  It was especially difficult for our senior citi-
zens to cross the streets to the Post Office, the medical office, the bank and other businesses they frequent on 
Alma’s Main Street because it is also Wisconsin State Highway 35.  The 40-Year Project draft should address this 
risk factor. 
 
ALMA RAILROAD CROSSING 
The 40-Year Project draft does not take into consideration the  2015 train derailment in Alma, Wisconsin.  The 
derailment of 25 railroad cars occurred near the railroad crossing used to truck the sand from the Alma off-
loading site.  I mentioned this at the Buffalo County public hearing but there was no knowledge of the derail-
ment.  It has recently been determined by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) that the derailment was the re-
sult of operator error.  The engineer is required to apply dynamic brakes at the approach to this crossing and it 
was done incorrectly.  Federal investigators have not issued their report as of this date.   BNSF spent considerable 
time and money monitoring and repairing this  crossing during the 2014 Project and the 40-Year Project draft 
should address this risk factor. 
 
WISCONSIN GREAT RIVER ROAD NATIONAL SCENIC BYWAY 
The National Scenic Byways Program, administered through the Federal Highway Administration, is to recognize, 
protect and promote America’s most outstanding roads.  Wisconsin State Highway 35 is Wisconsin’s only de-
signed National Scenic Byway and is known as the Wisconsin Great River Road.  Highway 61 in Minnesota is 
known as the Minnesota Great River Road.  I raised concern that the 40-Year Project draft does not address the 
impact on these national scenic byways.  The 40-Year Project draft should consider and address impacts because 
many of the deposit sites are located directly on these scenic byways.     
 
The National Scenic Byway Program helps balance economic development and resource conservation through a 
Scenic Easement that is 350 feet in depth.  The entire 250-mile length of the Wisconsin Great River Road is sub-
ject to this Scenic Easement on both sides of the road.   
 
To become a National Scenic Byway a road recognizes six core intrinsic qualities … scenic, natural, historic, recre-
ational, archaeological and cultural.  Contributing towards a unique travel experience in Wisconsin it is important 
to preserve the natural beauty of the roadside by preventing unsightly development which may destroy or de-
tract from the natural beauty.  This includes prohibition against dumping unsightly or offensive materials except 
as is incidental to the permitted occupation and use of the land for normal agricultural or horticultural purposes. 
 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER TOURISM AND RECREATION OVERLAY DISTRICT 
This overlay district was created by Buffalo County to preserve the distinctive charm, character and economic 
vitality of the Great River Road National Scenic Byway by guiding development and land use on the Great River 
Road in Buffalo County.   It limits high impact  receiving operations  and the trucking outlined in the 40-Year Pro-
ject draft would be contrary to the limits set in this  Ordinance.  The 40-Year Project draft should consider and 
address impacts because many of the deposit sites are located in this overlay district. 
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As you can tell from the public hearings held by local counties & communities as well as the vast number of public 
comments you have received additional consideration is necessary to move forward on a 40-year project of this 
magnitude.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Katherine C Goodman 
Blue Door Inn Alma, LLC 
331 S Main Street 
Alma, Wisconsin  54610 
 
cc:  Mayor Jim Wilkie, City of Alma, Wisconsin 
cc:  County Board Of Supervisors, Buffalo County, Wisconsin 
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Notes: 

Dredging information is 
from Table 4-1 
· "Removed every" 
calculation is the ratio of 
ha.uling-job-s ize/ annual-volume 
(the inverse of the "Percentage" _ 
column) . 

Comment: 

This method of describing 
jobs and hauling makes it 
impossible to predict when 
a town is actually going to 
be subjected to heavy traffic 
or for how long 

Questions: 

Which transfer locations 
:;: serve which temporary 

storage locations? 
How are hauling-jobs sized 
and scheduled? (both 'temp. 
to transfer' and 'transfer to 
permanent' jobs) 

Granted the study scope · 
is for Pool 4 

• But substantial traffic 
will pass through the 1-

street town of Alma 
• It would be helpful to 

provide information the 
public c.an use to review 
and comment on the 

impact 
• Proposal: provide Upper 

Pool 5 information 
comparable to t hat 
provided for Pool 4 -
including: 
a. traffic impact study 
b.historic dredging 

information 
c. which transfer · 

location services 
which tempprary
placement location 
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W eisenbeck and Drysdale Storage Locations 
Selected Routes 

Carrels East & West Tem porary Placem ent Site to th e 

0rysdal~ / Drysdale Farms Placem ent Site: 6. 5 miles 

Carrels East & West Temporary Placem ent Site to tlie 

Welsenbeck West or Hetrick Placement Site: 5.6 miles 

Southside Rtzgerold Temporary Placement SJte to the 

Welsenbeck West or Hetrlrk Placem ent Site: 5.8 miles 

~ -----,- --- ~~- -:'., Alma Morino Temporary Placement Site to tl.,e Welsenbeck 

Wabasha Gravel Pit 

·., i'!.··~~W~ab~,~,h-,~s,-=-nd~ 
& Gravel 2 

-:.·_ ... 

Plate 3A:. 

I Pl acement Sites 

Alma to 
Weisenbeck 

mileage 

Source -j Rep_ort-: "@,ble-3 _ 
GQ_ogle Maps 
Increase · - - -

West or Hetrick Placem ent Site: ~H-{NO TE: e rror in 
Table 3- Google s/1 ows 9 miles} 

Questions: 

/ '"' ... 

• What are the traffic-congestion 
impacts on the Nelson and 

County 81 rail crossings? 

I 

> _":f,:. 

• How many loads are projected . 

from Alma Marina to 

Weisenbeck? 
• Does analysis change if error in 

. r Table-3 mileage between Alma 

and Weisenbeck is corrected 

from 7.2 to 9 miles and travel 

.,,, time changes from 10 to 13 
,•1L&D4 · \ 

1 
-~ inu~e~/t rip_per ~-oogle _Map~~-

.7s2 
fm:i, 
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Flury Storag~ Location 

Alma Marina 
transfer site 

j• ··= 
West Hewton Chute -"-· · 

Sole source of sand: "Lower Pool 

4 through the.Alma Marina 

Transfer site" (page 60) 
Capacities: 

• F-lury-1,500,000 CY (cubic 
yards) · 

- 0,000 CY 

1.3.2.1 The Alma Marina Transfer Site to 
the Flury East Placement Site: 6.5 ml/es 

Questions: 

• Please confirm: NO Pool 5 sand 

destined to Flurry, ever? 

• Can Alma->Flurry hauling be 

scheduled independently from 

other jobs? 
. • If not, what resource (machines, 

· people, etc.) is the cause? 

• If Alma->Flurry can be scheduled ! 
independently, can it be f 

scheduled With fewer trucks/ I 

day, hours/day, with "blackout'' 
· periods? 

Storage and production 

Permanent Storage Sites 
Drysdale (page 62) , 

Weisenbeck (page 63) 

Flury (page 64) 

Wabasha Sand (page 65) 

Total storage capacity 

Sand Production 

Yearly total (CY /year,. page 21) 

Total production (40 years) 

Capacity 

7.1 million CY 

1.9 million CY 

1.5 million CY 

0.6 million CY 

· 11.1 million CY 

Percent of total 

64% 

17% 

13% 

6% 

100% 

_ 266,J50 . 
10.65 million CY 
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True-ks: 11loads" vs 11tri ps 
Remember: for every load to a location there are two trips, an outbound and a return 

Frpm page A-11 of the report: 

•. ''.up to a maximum o.f 200 trucks[loads] in one 

day, c;'.Jch can yir,g JG tons of s,ind frcnn ()11C oi . 

the, d0:;ign~1Ld lr.:11,sfer sii:qs lo one of-the 

. e\/Pntua !"pli.iCPtllr"nt sit0.s. /\s prev i6uslv not'8d; 

in orde r to evalu,:ite cm esU111,.1tcd hidiest 
i . - .. ' ' , . . ·.· • ..,_ 

irnpati sccnnrio, i~ Wc:s assunicd that all 200 

This refers to truck loads per day 

Th is is an error, it should say "t ru ck 

loads per day" not "trips" 
truck trir,s [loads] would be serviced wjthin 

the specific time window of 7:00am to 5:00prn 

, (10 hours) . By c1ssuininG a consi:;te iri_ ;irrival/ This is correct- referring to true 

:. d(~pari-tinJ dte, it yiekl'; c:n r::~ti i nsite of 4.0 trips ... ...,..t_ri __ p_s ___ p_e_r _h_o_u_r ___ _ 

entering and leciving the site each hour. Th i:; . 

-eqww~s to one truck every 9b seco~ds." .. 

40 trips/hour x 10 hrs/day = , 

400 trips/day 

-600 minutes/day+ 400 trips/day = 1.5 minutes between each trip, or ... 

Average of 90 seconds between trucks passing a location on the haul route 

Trips per year 
Trips/yea r 

Truck capacity Annual dredging 
Average trips Average trucking-days per 

(Appendix A-3, production 
by truck-type CY) (p. 21, CY) 

per year · year (200 trips/yr.) 

10-Wheel/tandem 12 266,250 22,188 111 

12-Wheel/tridem 15 266,250 , 17,750 89 

18-Wheel Belly Dump 20 266,250 •· . 13,313 67 

18-Wheel Belly Dump 21 266,250 12,679 63 

Questions: 
• Can l0~wheel/t aridems be eliminat ed as a hauling option for all contracts? 

• Can Large Belly-Dumps be the preferred option for all cont racts? 

Trips/year to site 

Drysdale (page 62) 

, Weisenbeck (page 63) 

Flury (page 64) 

Wabasha Sand (page 65) 

Site storage 
capacity 

7.1 million CY 64% 

1.9 million CY 17% 

1.5 million CY 13% 

0.6 million CY 6% 

\ : 

10-Wheel , 

I 

14,200 

3,772 

2,884 

1,331 

Averaget rips per year 

12-Wheel 

(this size was used in 
study projections) 

11,360 
" 

·: 3,01~ .· 

. 2,308 · 

i ,o~s 

Small Belly 
Dump 

8,520 . -

21263 -· . 

1,731 

799 

Large Belly 
Dump 

8,114 

2,155 

1,648 

761 

\ 

I 
·! 
f 
' 
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projected days of t rucking 
(assuming 12-Wheel 

.. : ,, dumper) . 

Trucking to stora~e Average Loads/ ·· Average Days/ ·rhrough 

Locati611s Year . Loads/Day ' ·. Year Town(s) 

Drysdale (page 62) 11,360 200 57 Wabasha 

Weisenbeck (page 63) 3,018 200 15 
Wabasha and 

Nelson 

Flury (page 64) 2,308 200 12 Alma 
-

Wabasha Sand (page 65) 1,065 200 5 Wabasha 

. . 

Avg., days/ve,ar . To ·· 

through: . · ,.·:To Drysdale Weisenbeck . T.o Flury 

Wabasha 57 15 

Nelson 

Alma 

15 

But ... 

12 

To Wabasha 
Sand 

5 

Total . 
- 77 

15 
12 

Use of averages makes it impossible to assess true 

impact 

- hauling from temporary locations varies from once 

every 1.2 years up to once every 2.2 years 

- thus, the schedule of hauling sand to permanent 

locations can't be predicted using average/year 

- there is a good possibility that towns will see many 

· more days/year of trucks in some years 

- this study does not provide enough information to 

estimate these traffic volumes by location 

- this approach to planning appears to be focused on 

optimizing COE operations, not impact on communities 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers 

June 6 and 15, 2017 

Lower Pool 4 DMMP 
PUBLIC MEETING 
COMMENT SHEET 

Name'EE«NtlRl) :L BRUNKow 
Address S i \ 3 \ l( -<V' c:• hR gA..,, 
City N J>R-bcDn. State w:r. ZIP 5 i./ 7,~(o 

Note: Name and Address are optional and can be left blank 

(Please provide your comments in the space below) 

~CL~'\.°6-j-~~V.~~~Qcrn,·J '"t>~~~ Q._ 
afu,,ww ±b ~ II Jk,C.tri-f mwd.L) "1 IS di- rm t<\,Q, /) SI DQ 0-.,~ 

=~~~ 1' 
On . ~ _ ..os~~ ®=':J~o-~ = ~~~~ 

Please check ONE category below that represents your primary 
interest in the study: 

__ Business/Industry __ Federal Government (Congressional) 

__ Environmental Group __ Federal Government (All Other) 

__ Agriculture 

Media 
Recreation 

__ No Particular Affiliations; 
Personal Interest 

Privacy Act Statement: 

State Government 

__ City/County Government 

__L Other (specify) 
:C LW~ ¼J »rt ftto~ (X\ lfS£N6~ 

w1:srs1TE 

In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974 (Authority: Chapter 5, 
ER 1105-2-100), routine uses of the information obtained from this 
form include compiling official mailing lists for future 
informational publications and recording additional views 
and public participation in studies. Persons submitting official 
comments are advised that all comments received will be available 
for public review, to include the possibility of posting on a public 
website. ~:!~~~~:: o/=2/:t= T~ ,J\'Y\t00,,11¾} ,))~~ .~ ~-Corps will accept comments thru June 23, 2017. 

-Ll'r\fl Jl: CT QQ ±b l 1 ll'.l tJ"- ,tr ~) -£ko::p :n,.. 5 v~ The draft Plan and EA can be viewed and downloaded 
Q lul n~ :.A~ JiJ;u.o OOi.,.J-~ ~ ±h.JL... from the St. Paul District website at: ~::t~~=t=:t~~ www.rnvp.usace.mny.rniVHorne~ublicNotices.aspx. 

~ ;'.lA,,t\r:vY\.Q,)) CM!-p \cy(._Q_i)±o-pJ ±hJ D~ Mail any additional comments to us at: 
~~ ±-kr: ~~ T St. Paul District, U.S. Anny Corps ofEngineers, 
~ ~r; 180 5th St. E., Srute 700, hl~ -" Attention: Project Management, 

fQ ~ 1 b d ~ ~ ;t- St.Paul,Minnesota55101-1678. ~ ,)vJ /JYlO Q l) ,,/),:'.y( gM ~ LJ2.a.i»..Di&:,_ l::ha, k Q._ +~ vJ/t,J,_D, 
~ ~ [;kp, ~ aq o-~ t,1_.,l)(Lv ~q 9 6bJ S 'd C w.Jl ~ + ls,__ pc t ➔ 
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July 5, 2017     
 

St. Paul District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Attention:  Project Management 

180 5th St. E., Suite 700 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678 

Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil    Sent via email 

 

Subject:  Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan 
 

Dear Mr. Edstrom: 

 
The purpose of this letter is to express our comments of the Corps' feasibility report and 
environmental assessment of its lower Pool 4 dredged material management plan 
covering the Upper Mississippi River in Wabasha County, MN, and Buffalo and Pepin 
Counties, WI. 
 
Without Corps dredging programs, the uncertainties of weather and laws of nature 
would make navigable channels impassable resulting in harm to the riverine ecosystem, 
recreation, commercial navigation and regional and national economies.   
 
According to Corps data, shipments via the nation’s inland waterway system save 
shippers (and ultimately consumers) $20.37 per ton compared to other modes; 
accordingly, the 15.4 million tons of barge freight through L/D 3 and L/D 4 saved 
consumers in excess of $313 million in 2015. 
Corps dredging programs also sustains the high quality wildlife habitat at the UMR 
National Wildlife and Fish Refuge while the seven boat accesses in Lower Pool 4 and 
dredged material placement islands throughout the pool are popular with recreational 
boaters.  Clearly, national and regional economic, environmental and recreational 
stakeholders benefit from the Corps’ dredging programs. 
 
Pool 4 Traffic Management Plan 
In reviewing this draft feasibility report, we were struck by an obvious irony:  Eco-
friendly barge transportation is heavily dependent upon not too friendly truck transport 
to keep barges moving. 

 The Traffic Management Plan states that its primary goal is to determine how to 
move 226,000 CY of sand per year through a designated transfer site.  Depending 
on the time of year and amount of material transferred, this could vary from 17 

       P    .   

Phone:  651.776.3108 E-mail: umwa@umwa.net 

P.O. Box 7006 St. Paul, Minnesota 55107 

www.umwa.net  
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to 75 days.  Paraphrased, the conclusion and recommendations (page A-16) 
states that as long as a currently non-existent road is ultimately built and un-safe 
intersections are addressed, the existing infrastructure is sufficient.  If those 
improvements are not made, however, routing will have to proceed along the 
normal inadequate trucking routes in and around Wabasha. 

 Wabasha officials don’t agree with that conclusion.  The Corp’s plan calls for the 
dredging and loading to occur each year during a 75-day period putting an 
additional 200 trucks per day on local roads, an annual traffic increase of 3-4 
percent for the roads in question.  In reality, say officials, those numbers would 
increase traffic upwards to 20 percent of daily traffic along Wabasha’s residential 
properties during that 75-day period, creating safety, social and congestion 
problems. 

 Producer groups are particularly disturbed as they were not notified of the plan 
until just days prior to the first public hearing.  News accounts report that cities 
located in Wabasha County are concerned about loss of valuable farmland and 
the effect it would have on the county’s tax base.  In short, officials state that 
apparently, the Corps gave little thought to the impact the Pool 4 project would 
have on the county, its cities or the citizens of the area. 

 This calls into question charges that the Corps needs to think about using dredge 
material to fill in available gravel pits and other reclamation projects rather than 
using productive farmland for temporary or permanent storage sites. 

 We are aware that some land owners and producer groups have questioned if 
the Corps has ever explored the option of leasing land for dredged material 
storage, or considered another mechanism that would allow landowners to 
repurchase their property during the 40-year period.  While this may not be low-
hanging fruit on the Corps’ tree of options, it would reflect positively on that 
agency’s consideration of intrinsic value of productive farmland to its owners.  
The Corps already has a stable full of detractors; they don’t need more. 

 A major shortcoming of this report is that it does not consider disposal sites or 
the need of dredged material beyond the Pool 4 area, such as the troublesome 
shortage of sand off Southeast Florida.  For example, the Insurance Journal 
publication reminded us that the 2016 Water Resources Development Act 
authorizes the Corps of Engineers to study the potential of using foreign sand, 
such as from the Bahamas, “to widen shorelines and protect coast from 
hurricanes” such as the ones that hit the Big Bend of northeastern Florida last 
year.  In its “Shrinking Shores” investigation, the Naples Daily News reported that 
the Miami area had exhausted their deposits of available offshore sand, leaving 
only sand that is too far offshore to retrieve or is nestled among  protected reefs 
or other underwater marine features. 

 However a ban, backed by the U.S. dredging industry, on spending federal 
dollars on beach projects that use foreign sand stands in the way, and coastal 
communities can ill afford to forgo federal money for their beaches. 

 Providing authority and funding for the Corps to barge excess U.S. domestic 
dredged material from Lower Pool 4, for example, to be used by Florida and gulf 
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coast sites might be a fruitful alternative.  According to the Insurance Journal, 
the Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) is authorized to undertake a study of the 
economic and noneconomic costs, benefits and impacts of acquiring sediment 
from domestic and other sources for shoreline protection, hopefully in WRDA 
2018. 

 Would WRDA 2018 legislation be necessary to permit the Corps to barge 
domestic dredged sediment from the St. Paul District to the Corps’ New Orleans 
District for distribution to gulf coast sites?  The Lower Pool 4 study states the 
need to find sites for an estimated 11 million cubic yards of material over the 40-
year study period, but the Corps has found sites to handle only one-tenth of that 
amount.  Gulf coast sites may offer some relief to this shortage of disposal sites. 

 The Corps can acquire property by paying unwilling sellers fair market value as 
required by the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.  UMWA is not arguing 
that the Corps should be prohibited from using eminent domain, but shouldn’t 
that process be delayed until all alternatives have been considered, including 
some that are “outside the box”? 

 We understand further discussions with Wabasha are planned to discuss future 
road maintenance plans, but for the present this issue remains an open 
question.  Since this is a 40-year plan requiring support from yet-uncommitted 
critical partner(s) and finding new dredge sites, the Corps’ recommendation in 
Traffic Management Plan is, at best, problematic.   

 
Impact of Climate 
Climate is a perennial wildcard in its impact on regional and national flood risk.  Using 
climate and precipitation information from NOAA and the Corps' Civil Works Technical 
Report (2015), the Pool 4 plan identified a 2004 study which analyzed 42 daily 
streamflow gages throughout the U.S., nine of which are located within the Upper 
Mississippi Region.  Together, these studies predict that the Upper Mississippi Valley will 
likely get more precipitation and have fewer drought periods in future years.  More 
importantly, analysis of the region projects an increase in river flows and higher air 
temperatures for 2041-2070 relative to the end of the last century.   
While the Pool 4 plan recognizes that changes in water levels, rate of discharge, 
precipitation and land-use impact sediment discharge, those factors also make it 
difficult to determine the role climate change has on the entire dredge requirements 
matrix, said the 2015 report. 
 
That said, the plan further states that the role of climate change versus upstream land 
use is not needed at the project level, since the important thing is whether there are 
obvious climate changes that could affect conditions in the project area. The plan 
concludes that project design features should be adjusted if needed, however 
“engineering resilience”, that is, using lessons learned from recent past successful and 
stable projects, will be used on projects over the 40-year time span of Lower Pool 4 
report. 
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In our opinion, this conclusion, while enticing, stops short of addressing the nagging, 
ages-old problem of bank erosion, urban development and increased non-porous 
surfaces that continually add to the volume of water in Mississippi River tributaries such 
as the Lower Minnesota and Chippewa Rivers.  While the above issues are not a direct 
responsibility, the Corps, charged with maintaining a congressionally-mandated 
navigation channel, is forced to deal with the consequences of lapses in upstream water 
management with an uncertain and, at times, inadequate level of O&M funding. 
 
Until traffic management and climate and other issues are acknowledged and dealt 
with, the Corps will face increases to its already Herculean challenge of developing a 40 
year program of dredged material management. 
 
The Upper Mississippi Waterway Association (UMWA) is an association of waterway 
operators, shippers, and other waterway interests working together to promote the 
economic and environmental benefits of water transportation in the upper Midwest. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 

 
Taylor Luke 
President 
 
C:\UMWA\Umwa8_23_07\COE\201706 Pool 4 study.doc 
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Colonel Sam Calkins 
District Commander 
USACE, Saint Paul District 
180 East Fifth Street, Suite 700 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1678 

July 23, 2017 

Dear Colonel Sam Calkins, District Commander, USACE St. Paul District: 

My name is Amy Glomski and I have written several times on behalf of my concern for the 
USACE Tentatively Selected Dredged Material Management Plan for Lower Pool 4. I spoke 
with you after the meeting at the Wabasha-Kellogg High School on June 15th_ You were very 
kind, and at this time, I want to thank you for extending the public comment period. I have 
been thinking about this issue and I would like to put forth a few more ideas in an attempt to 
help the Corps and my community of Wabasha. 

My 3 ideas are the following: 

1. Create a 40 year plan in four-10 year stages 

In the first 10 years, the Corps could consider the following: 

Mr. Paul Machajewski, a local resident from Fountain City area, could be freed from 
normal duties one time per week to meet with a regular, designated group of locally 
concerned citizens, a Dredged Material Management Team (DMMT) to discuss 
plans/brainstorms for the future placement of dredged materials. In the meantime, the 
Corps could continue with the "No Action Plan" which includes normal practices for 
Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management for the next 5-10 years. If an acceptable 
plan comes to fruition from the DMMT, then the Corps would take action. 

In the next 10 year phase, perhaps a new plan will surface, one which may even be a 
money-making prospect for the Corps and the town of Wabasha. Currently, sand is a 
hot commodity (D. Owen, "The End of Sand," New Yorker, May 29, 2017) 
(http://www.npr.org/ .. ./53847 .. ./world-faces-global-sand-shortage, NPR, July21, 2017) 

The problem of where to place dredged sand is quite simply a problem of supply and 
demand. If the Corps would hire, or redistribute, employees to work on this problem of 
how to move sand to those who would pay large sums of money for it, this could be a 
game-changer for the Corps, and the city of Wabasha, going forward. Currently in India 
and China there is a global shortage of sand for building infrastructure such as roads, 
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buildings, and glass. There certainly are areas in the United States where sand is a 
needed commodity, as well, and will continue to become more valuable, according to 
the two references I have cited above. If the Corps could connect with a business in the 
States who would finance sending this sand to those who would pay for it, there could 
be a profit to be earned. 

The last two-ten years of the 40 year plan may need to be re-written, due to the sand 
shortage, hopefully with a profitable ending and one in which the community of 
Wabasha and the USACE would be proud to claim. 

2. 7-8 foot Dredge Cuts 

The Corps could consider the idea of dredging at a 7-8 foot depth, rather than a 9 foot 
depth, at least in the Lower Pool 4 area where sediment is a major factor. This idea 
stems from the fact that the Mississippi River was first dredged at a depth of 4.5 feet, 
and later a depth of 6 feet in order to entice private businesses to use the river as a 
means to transport their goods. Today, the river is an established, navigable means of 
transport, whereby most areas of the river are naturally deeper than 9 feet and 
enticement of private industry is no longer a concern. Therefore, perhaps a 9 feet 
channel depth is not needed as a requirement, which means less sediment management 
if the channel were reduced to 7 or 8 feet cuts. 

This would then allow the Corps to eliminate the idea of Southside Fitzgerald from the 
TSP as a transfer site, since less sediment would be transported due to a new channel 
level. Please remember that the Corps did not lead the cry for any of the major river 
projects, however, they did play a small, proactive role in the 6-foot channel effort but, 
originally, the Corps led the strongest opposition to the 9-foot channel idea. 
(Anfinson, The River We Have Wrought, A History of the Upper Mississippi, 2003.) 

3. Dredge at the Mouth of the Chippewa to Create Areas for Habitat and Recreation Along 
Lake Pepin Shoreline 

The USACE could consider dredging at the mouth of the Chippewa, which is the source 
of the issue, rather than allowing the sediments to rush into the lower Pool 4 area. The 
idea of using dredged sand to create areas for boaters, while increasing habitat for 
aquatic species and animals, is one which is already being considered. I went to a Corps 
meeting concerning upper Pool 4 in Red Wing, MN and the creation of area for habitat. 
I believe this would also be a good solution in Lower Pool 4 with the areas placed along 
the Lake Pepin shoreline. If this practice were in place, there would be no need for a 
transfer site at Southside Fitzgerald and the permanent placement site at the Drysdale 
farm. 
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These are just some of my thoughts, however, if the Corps were to engage in an on-going 
practice of dialogue with local entities, as I mentioned in my first paragraph, I believe a 

positive solution could be garnered with little anxiety and loss of productive farmland, as well 
as ruined residential neighborhoods, a natural culmination of the current tentatively selected 
plan for dredge management. 

Thank you for considering my ideas, as we work together to solve this issue. 

o;;(? /)\arj_r 
Amy Glomski 

1300 Broadway Avenue 

Wabasha, MN 55981 

507-301-4305 

Cc Robert Edstrom 

Craig Evans 
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Robert K. Edstrom: Project Management 

St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

180 SthSt. E., Suite 700, 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678. 

Dear Mr. Edstrom: 

I am a concerned citizen of Wabasha, MN who is strongly opposed to the idea of 
using Southside Fitzgerald and the Drysdale and Weisenbeck farms to place 
dredged sand. 

I have spoken at both public meetings sharing my views on why I am opposed to 
this, therefore I won't go into great detail on this topic other than to say 
Southside Fitzgerald is a residential area which cannot support the level of 
trucks required to place a transfer site in the vicinity. Southside Fitzgerald is also 
an area that supports and harbors many federally-endangered and threatened 
species including the Blanding's turtle. Southside Fitzgerald is also 200 yards 
from a bald eagle nest which would be subject to "disturbance" which is 
defined, by the Eagle Act as: level of noise; visibility of area disturbed; and 
activity of disturbance. Disturbance is against the law. 

As for the farms, the families do not wish to lose their livelihoods and land. 

However, there are other farmers and gravel pit owners who do wish to receive 
sands, but the cost to truck the sand to these places is prohibitive. 

Since the Corps maintains the river's channel primarily for commerce by the 
private industries who use barges, they must become a part of the solution. 

My ideas are the following: 
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1. The Corps could impose a toll at each lock and dam to raise revenue to then 
transport sand to areas that would accept the sand such as the gravel pit 
owner, Mr. Kohner, in Winona, Minnesota. 

2. The Corps could eliminate Southside Fitzgerald and the two farms in the 
current TSP, and instead continue with the plan to place sand using East 
and West Carrels for five years, at which point Wabasha Gravel Pit 1 would 
be finished with its current excavation and would be willing to accept sand. 
At this point, the Corps could figure out how much sand would still need to 
be placed elsewhere permanently, then divide the remaining sand by 40 
years and the number of private industries using barges (based on 
individual frequency of barge use) and require that these industries take 
that amount of sand in barges, per year, to areas up or down river that are 
in need of sand. These industries would have 5 years to devise a plan of 
how they will do this, while the Corps continues to use Carrels East/West, 
Wabasha Gravel Pit, and Alma Marina as transfer and permanent sites. At 
the public meeting at the Wabasha High School we learned from a man 
who has worked in the barge industry for 30 years that the state of 
Louisiana is crying for sand to build up areas that were affected due to 
Hurricane Katrina. Also, the state of Texas is in need of frac sand. The sand 
from Pool 4 is 40% silica and may be seen as a commodity to companies 
who are currently paying 60 dollars per CY for frac sand. 

3. The Corps could obtain the land directly across Hiawatha Avenue from 
Carrels East and West and use this as a permanent site. Currently it is an 
junk pile and a long-time eyesore for the community. At that far, west end 
of town, only a few homes would be affected by the sand pile, and the sand 
would be very conveniently located to highway 61, for beneficial use and 
transport as needed. Using this idea, transport trucks would not upend 
residential areas, travel through Wabasha, pass the hospital where 
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emergency vehicles need access, nor pass the high school where young, 
vulnerable drivers and bikers are always present. 

The Corps has a job to do while communities have a life to live. let us work 
together so that all can maintain a peaceful co-existence. The residents of 
Wabasha are grateful to the Corps for peacefully managing the sand for the past 
40 years. Let us work together to make it another great 40. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Q?];j 
Amy Glomski 

1300 Broadway Avenue 

Wabasha, MN 

507-301-4305 
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Colonel Sam Calkins 
District Commander 
USACE, Saint Paul District 
180 East Fifth Street, Suite 700 
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1678 

June 28, 2017 

Dear Colonel Sam Calkins, District Commander, USACE St. Paul District: 

I am writing on behalf of friends and family who live on or near River Drive South and 
Dugan Avenue and I am opposed to the Proposed Southside Fitzgerald Transfer Site. My 
first question pertains to Section 2.3 in the D MMP, Cultural Resources. On page 14 it 
states, 

"A variety of cultural resources are located within or have the potential to exist 
within the proposed placement sites. These include pre-contact burial mounds; 
village sites; unspecified and historic sites; and standing structures. Several cultural 
resource sites within this locality, pool 4, have been listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places or are eligible to be listed on the Register. The proposed project 
has the potential to impact cultural resources ... " (DMMP, p 14) 

My question is: Can you please explain, how, if the Corps has not done any 
comprehensive surveying for cultural resources on or near Southside Fitzgerald, 
how can the Corps consider moving ahead with a transfer site without first ruling 
out this area as a cultural resource site? 

In other words, Is Southside Fitzgerald a site that is eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places? 

I have knowledge that arrowheads have been found on the site, and burial mounds came 
into play when houses were being built on River Drive. Do you know if there are cultural 
resources that should be protected on this site? 

My next comments pertain to the mandate which is predicated on: the least costly, and 
environmentally-acceptable method of managing the dredged material. 

In Considering the environment, and the proposed use of Southside Fitzgerald, the current 
Tentatively Selected Plan is not in compliance with the mandate; it is not an 
environmentally-acceptable method of managing dredged material. 
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· Southside Fitzgerald is entirely surrounded by federally designated wetlands as per the 
National Wetlands Mapper published by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
These wetlands are home to federally protected species, which have been identified in the 
DMMP. These species would feel the impact of a proposed dredged materials transfer 
site. 

Although Southside Fitzgerald is an agricultural area, because of the low-lying nature, 
many years portions are left unplanted due to flooding. The surrounding wetlands area 
provides excellent habitat for federally-listed endangered species, such as the Rusty 
Patched Bumble Bee, which requires undisturbed ground for nesting. Running hydraulic 
pjpes across wetlands and creating a trucking avenue and transfer site will most likely 
consume area otherwise inhabited by this species and others such as the 
federally-listed threatened species, known as the Eastern Mass-a-suga Rattlesnake, 
which live in areas with open-canopy and forested wetlands and adjacent uplands, the 
very picture of Southside Fitzgerald. 

The Northern long-eared bat, which in the summer, roost under the bark of trees is 
another. In the proposed plan of using Southside Fitzgerald as a transfer site, trees would 
need to be removed, and could affect the habitat of this federally-threatened species. 

Also, the Blanding's Turtle is found in Pool 4, another threatened-to near-endangered 
species which requires aquatic habitats that include marshes, backwaters, and oxbows. 
An oxbow is a U-shaped bend in a river, much like the U-shaped bend at Pete Bear's Gut 
directly adjacent to Southside Fitzgerald. Blanding's turtles' upland habitats include 
adjacent agricultural lands (Lang 2003). Female Blanding's turtles often nest in 
agricultural fields, which is the very description of Southside Fitzgerald. taken from page 
67 of the DMMP, "Southside Fitzgerald is a low-lying 17-acre farmed parcel. It has 
traditionally been used for agricultural purposes and except for normal farming practices 
it is relatively undisturbed." 

To quote the DMMP, page 67, concerning the future of Southside Fitzgerald " ... a river 
access for barge unloading could be developed in the future." This would continue to 
impede upon the surrounding federally protected wetlands area of Southside Fitzgerald 
and the species residing therein. 

My question is, it is noted in the DMMP, page 12, that the threatened and 
endangered aforementioned species could potentially be present at the proposed 
new placement areas. 

Since there is a strong potential for the likelihood of these species, given the 
description of the habitat, will the Corps continue to seek other options for a 
transfer site and consider eliminating Southside Fitzgerald as a potential transfer 
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site, given the mandate to conduct the business of the Corps in an environmentally 
acceptable method? 

But, arguably the most impressive species whose environment will be altered if a transfer 
site is placed on Southside Fitzgerald is the very symbol of our nation. The bald eagle, of 
which there is precisely one nesting pair, who mate for life, who for many years now, have 
raised their eaglets a few hundred yards from Southside Fitzgerald. 

The bald eagle is protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act referred to as the 
Eagle Act and by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA and the Eagle Act 
protect bald eagles from a variety of harmful actions and impacts, including human 
activities which can interfere with bald eagles, affecting their ability to forage, nest, roost, 
breed, or raise young. 

One of the greatest human impacts is "disturbance," which can cause eagles to abandon 
nest sites in response to this disturbance. Disturbance is prohibited by the Eagle Act. If 
agitated by human activities, eagles may inadequately construct or repair their nest, may 
expend energy defending the nest rather than tending to their young, or may abandon the 
nest altogether. This information is cited from the NATIONAL BALD EAGLE 
MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Human disturbance can cause prolonged absences of adults from their nests which can 
jeopardize the eggs or the young eaglets. The factors pertaining to human disturbance 
which cause eagles to abandon their nests include visibility of the disturbance, duration of 
the disturbance, noise levels, and extent of the area affected by the activity. During the 
breeding season, in the spring and early summer, eagles are most susceptible to 
disturbance and nest abandonment Eaglets fledge in about 3 months, which means the 
entire dredging season is a sensitive time for eagles as they are trying to raise their young. 

If Southside Fitzgerald suddenly becomes a transfer site, complete with bulldozers and 
trucks that haul, this would create noise and a high potential for major disturbance to this 
nesting pair. Once again, "disturbance" is in violation to the Eagle Act and against the law, 
followed by strict fines and other repercussions, not the least of which could be the 
potential loss of a nesting pair of eagles in this scenic stretch of wetland backwaters. 

In the DMMP it states on page 78 ... " If an eagle nest is discovered within proximity to the 
placement site, measures to avoid and minimize impacts to the eagles would be evaluated 
and incorporated into the project as necessary ... " 
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1 My question is this : What concrete steps would the Corps take to minimize the 
noise and human activity-disturbance that comes with a transfer site, such that a 
nesting eagle pair would remain undisturbed approximately 200 yards from the 
proposed site? 

Continuing with the Corps' mandate of environmentally acceptable methods, the 
backwater wetlands area in which the Corps is proposing a transfer site, is a place where 
Trumpeter swans stop for a period of time each year. These birds are designated "Special 
Concern" by our state DNR. meaning, they are an extremely uncommon species in 
Minnesota, and have a unique or highly specific habitat requirement and deserve 
careful monitoring of their status. Unique or highly specific habitat requirements does 
not include the detritus and noise of a dredging project in their flyway and roosting space. 

On page 34 of the proposed plan, Buffalo Landing/Rieck's Lakeside Park, was eliminated 
from becoming a transfer site. One of the reasons stated in the DMMP was that Trumpeter 
Swans use this area. We know that Trumpeter Swans use the backwaters adjacent to 
Southside Fitzgerald and need highly specific habitat :requirements that are not to be 
tampered with. 

My question is: Can you explain why this fact was not taken into account thereby 
disqualifying Southside Fitzgerald from the on-shore transfer site list? 

On Page 34 of the DMMP, Table 5-2 lists existing river access points in Lower Pool 4 that 
were considered as potential on-shore transfer sites but not carried forward for further 
evaluation due to the following six factors, 5 of which pertain to Southside Fitzgerald, 
begging the question, why wasn't Southside Fitzgerald eliminated as a possible transfer 
site? The five factors are the following: 

1. Implementability, 

2. land use and aesthetic concerns 

3. capacity limitations 

4. adverse effects to natural resources, 

5. public safety, 

6. recreation. 

Southside Fitzgerald was evaluated by these same factors. 
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'Yet, 5 of the 6 eliminating factors are present when considering Southside Fitzgerald. 

2. land use and aesthetic concerns 

3. capacity limitations, as stated in the DMMP 

4. adverse effects to natural resources, as stated in the D MMP 

5. public safety 

6. recreation. 

The only factor that places Southside Fitzgerald in the running is implementability, in 
other words, the ease of this site for the Corps' use. 

My question is: why, if a potential site, such as Southside Fitzgerald, contains 5 of 
the 6 factors used to eliminate a site, is that site carried forward? 

In summation, Southside Fitzgerald and the surrounding federally protected wetlands 
area is abundant with wildlife, including large spawning grounds for walieyes, waterfowl 
such as white pelicans, blue herons, songbirds, eagles, Tundra and Trumpeter Swans. 

The TSP needs to con1ply with the Clean Water Act which requires projects to 
ininhnize impact to wetlands. Crowding, removing, and disturbing habitat for federally 
threatened and endangered species, cutting down healthy trees, disturbing bald eagle 
nesting sites as vvell as Trumpeter swans migratory feeding and roosting areas, found in 
this currently peaceful backwaters, federally-protected wetlands area habitat 
is not environmentally acceptable and a minimal impact As Craig Evans, Chief Plan 
Formulation Section, St. Paul Corps said at the last open forum in Nelson, Wisconsin, 
pertaining to seeking a permit to disturb wetlands, if other options are available, then 
these other options must prevail. Please rethink Southside Fitzgerald. 

Thank you. 

o:;yn~ 
Amy Glomski 

1300 Broadway Avenue 

Wabasha, MN 

507-301-4305 
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RADCLIFFE LAW OFFICE, S.C. 
ATTORNEYS 
MARK A. RADCLIFFE 
CHRISTIAN FOX 

P.O. BOX789 
131 MAIN ST. 

BLACK RIVER FALLS, WI 54615 

August 25, 2017 

Via Email Only 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
180 5th St. E., Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
Phone: (651) 290-5807 
cemvp-pa@usace.army.mil 
Robert.k.edstrom@usace.army.mil 
Paul.r.machajewski@usace.army.mil 

Phone: (715) 284-1234 

Fax: (715) 284-1552 -

Re: Request for Proposal / Letter of Intent for up to 40-year management plan for 
management of alternative disposal of dredge materials 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers: 

On behalf of Travis Hemker of Brannt Valley, Inc., a Winona, Minnesota based 
corporation, I submit this Letter of Intent for Brannt Valley, Inc. to engage with the 
Corps in discussions for up to a 40-year plan for formulating, managing, and 
assisting in a plan for the management of dredged materials as alternatives to 
the eminent domain option currently being considered. 

Brannt Valley, lnc.'s experience in the dredging, excavating, and construction 
industry will assist the Corps with finding and utilizing alternative management, 
storage, and relocation/reintegration of dredged materials. 

Sincerely, 

rv---~ ,._ .\2-6.d t-C /I -
Mark A. Radcliffe 
Attorney at Law 

cc: Brannt Valley, Inc. 
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Chelsey M. Drysdale 
65168 East County RD 30 

Wabasha, MN 55981 
C. 507-459-8794 

June 21, 2017 

Robert Edstrom 
St. Paul District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Project Management 
180 5th St. E., Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Re: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan Comments 

Mr. Edstrom, 

Since I was 6 years old I had a dream. That dream was to operate a very 
successful and well-known Angus Herd. Since then minus my 4 years at South 
Dakota State University I have been a huge part of the everyday business here at 
Drysdale Farms. Mr. Edstrom I don't believe you will meet to many high school 
students that woke up in the middle of the night checked cows that were calving 
in the bitter cold; hauled those calves to the heat shack or my very own bath tub 
made sure they were warm and fed then make it to school and continue on the A 
Honor Role almost every semester. I have been a major decision maker on our 
registered herd and what cows will be bred to what bull to assure we continually 
improve our angus genetics. How many girls do you know went to bed at night 
praying their top donor cows were bred so she could sell the progeny and 
improve the herd for other operations. Have you watched calves die here and 
there is nothing you can do about it? Have you changed the door on the silo on 
Christmas Day? Did you work till 4 in the morning hauling the manure out of the 
barn because we have to work the land the next day? Our whole life revolves 
around environmental impact; we have worked around snow, ice, rain, heat, and 
below zero weather our whole life. I know this place inside and out! I have lived 
my life around calving season, breeding season, hay season, and harvest season. I 
couldn't just take a vacation when I choose to. I became an adult at a very young 
age because this farm is my passion. I demand you have a heart and find another 
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alternative for this dredged material to go. Don't be the reason that my dream 
can't come true. 

On Monday May 15th
• 2017, a parcel package was delivered to our farm by 

FedEx from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) containing a letter and a 
copy of the Corps' Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and their 
intention to acquire our property to permanently store dredged materials. To our 
disbelief, the Corps never personally told us 72% of OUR land will be in this plan. 
Almost all of our crop land which is a major source of our income totals 298 acres 
of continuous, irrigated, prime farm land. This unique and efficient parcel of land 
would become a permanent placement site for dredged material from the 
Mississippi River. Our fertile and tillable farm ground would be ruined forever if 
this plan goes through. After a 40 year period, this land would be covered with 7 .1 
million CY of dredged material at a minimum of 15' high. I don't understand how 
the Corps can say this is not an Economic Impact. Over the next 40 years if you 
take $340*298acres*40years this equals out to be $4,052,800 and just think what 
the amount would be for thousands of years after that plus all the other land you 
wish to acquire. This $340 per acre is just the input that's not counting the care of 
the land all year long. If you are doing your predictions on historic numbers I 
believe our math should match yours. This input per acre will take from the seed 
corn dealer, fertilizer supplier, equipment dealers, diesel providers, and an income 
for those who are paid as employees. A 100,000 bushel grain and dryer set up was 
just financed to store this Com. You can't just expect to find another 298 acres 
similar to this. Can the Corps locate a piece of land similar to this in near vicinity 
of our farm? The outcome of this plan will be a permanent loss of our income and 
livelihood. If the Corps plans to go forward with the DMMP on Lower Pool 4 this 
will be a huge devastation to our economy; there will be a loss of tax base in 
Greenfield Township, Wabasha County, and the State of Minnesota. Our local and 
regional farm and feed stores, agronomy sites, vet clinics, implement stores, and 
several other dealerships will be affected by this acquisition. This detailed plan not 
only affects us and our neighbors, but two other farm producers in the State of 
Wisconsin. 

How can a pile of dredged material create any kind of economic growth on 
this farm, the Weisenbeck farm or the Flury Farm? What is the beneficial use of 
this sand? Has the Corps looked into hauling this sand farther and making up the 
difference by selling and generating money in our economy? On page 72 I quote 
"With the identification of specific agricultural areas under the TSP, the District 
will coordinate with the U.S. Department of Agriculture to convey impacts 
including those to potential prime farm land." How can you seize our farmland 
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when you haven't even contacted the USDA? You have other areas for this 
dredged material to go until this plan is revised. As stated on page 21 as of 2015 
you have 18 years on Teepeeota Point that should leave you with 16 years of room 
for stored Materials as of today. Why are you in such a hurry to buy our 4th 

generation family farm? Have you advertised that you are looking to buy land? 
How about talking to our legislators and changing the laws so some of this material 
can go in designated areas where they are not allowed today? Take these next 15 
years and help change the laws so we are not destroying productive farm land! 

The Drysdale Farm has been in existence for 78 years in a diversified farm 
business. My family is in full disagreement with the Corps acquisition of our 
property it has been our livelihood all our life. You claim other sites are were 
unacceptable due to impacting Recreational purposes. When did recreation become 
a right and farming become a privilege to the next generation? There are hundreds 
of acres of unproductive land, owned by government agencies, in much closer 
proximity to the dredging site than using valuable farm land to place this dredged 
material. If you have not done a full environmental assessment on our farm how do 
I know what you are calling a wetland is really a wetland? I want to see the 
environmental analysis that you have completed on all other areas that this could 
go on but you claim it's a wetland. I need this land to continue my Angus operation 
I shouldn't have to explain that any further. You are impacting my economic and 
environmental habitat. 

"They Don't Make Land Anymore" In 1965 the Zumbro River flooded this 
property, my Great Grandfather and Grand Father removed thousands of yards of 
sand from the very field that the Corps would like to acquire from us. In 1970 a 
new dike was built by the USA CE to stop flooding of our property and that of 
neighboring properties in Greenfield Township. The Corps built the dike to save 
our farm and our neighboring farms, now they want to cover the 298 acres with 
dredged sand. How can you say we don't live in a flood plain when you as the 
Corps of Engineers built a Dike to save our farm 50 years ago? On page 58 you 
state "This site has the least amount of floodplain and wetland impacts of any 
permanent placement parcels considered in this vicinity." I believe if a dike was 
this farm could easily be considered in a flood plain. In 2010 the Zumbro River 
was just inches from coming over the Dike. 

Once again don't ruin my Dream to make your job easier. Prove to me you 
have really taken the time to study all options. 
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Please help us change this plan for the future of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 

Chelsey M. Drysdale 
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C. L. Wilbur 
S1375 Deer Creek Rd 

Nelson, WI 54756 

Being first-hand in experiencing the first depositing of dredged waste sand directly across the road from my 

property my opinion of the whole operation is negative. The handling of this project was not publicly known. The 

Corp. contracted a private contractor, Hoffman Const., who then contacted the land owner all of which was hush

hush to the public. Not until the purchase of the property had been made and a Nelson Town board meeting had 

exposed what the whole project was about did the public know. As this had all been pre-arranged there was no 

chance for interaction among adjoining neighbors or others whole sought to challenge this project. Those of us 

opposing went through County board meetings which was of no avail as this agency had already been swayed 

by the project operations. Hoffman contractors offered no answer to the land's future except them saying they 

were not in the business of owning land. So basically our new neighbor of waste sand sits there .. no value for 

anything? This whole process was NOT what America is about and neither is this latest socialistic govt. 

movement. 

This blatant use of power to invoke eminent domain is nothing short of communism even though now you are 

involving the public which means little. You've for the most part already decided on the type of project you're 

going to act on. Where was the public involvement for interaction at the start of this project? The whole concept 

for the implementation of the handling of the dredged waste sand is totally discriminating against property owners 

by your means of process selection. You've placed financial values for cost controls to single out property to 

locate this waste with no regards to the value of that chosen property. This type of convenience operation is one 

of the most absurd abuses of governmental powers. To destroy good agricultural land for life is pure stupidity 

just because of a value has been pre-determined for the transportation of the product. All this kind of activity is 

horrendous when considering there's places that this waste would have positive well doings. There's numerous 

places where the educated use of this product would make so many beneficial contributions to the land. 

Evidently you people are not aware that useable land is one commodity that has no reproduction for making 

more of it. Instead you're creating waste property that holds no future value for anything. Who ends up owning 

this waste property .. the govt.? It's not productive for anything:. you've taken good property out of production 

and off the tax roll. It devalues adjoining property. One thing about this whole idea, it's not being smart. 

There hasn't been one project on the Chippewa river that tried to make an effort to reduce the flow of this waste. 

Rock wing dams were placed in the river back in the logging days to give the river a flow that would help the 

transporting for rafting of logs. These rock wing dams helped to contain the river and also helped the over-all 

erosion of the river bed. There's been no effort to evaluate this nor of creating a settling containment area 

for handling this erosion. Instead the Corp. has decided to do nothing for the next 40+ years except to deplete 

·some of the best agricultural fields that are convenient for their relocating the dredged waste sand. There's a 

huge sand hillside upstream from Durand on the opposite side that has been eroding sand into the river for 

ages. No effort has been made to contain this erosion. Such places are frequent along the banks of the 

Chippewa. The speaking planning engineer only could comment there's nothing that can be done to stop or slow 

this erosion. 

When the Chippewa river erosion comes up for discussion in this area you hear the same thing, that there's 

never been any effort to control the erosion. If soil conservation practices hadn't been invoked in many of the 

river counties bordering the Chippewa and Mississippi river there probably wouldn't be much if any farm land left. 

Starting with the CCC's building structures and doing various other projects that slowed the land's erosion 

followed by conservation farming practices with strip cropping, leaving grass water runoff runways, building dams 

of various values were all part of a project to help restore the land that added value to it. Evidently the Corp. has 

little education in thls area but only knows the reactionary application in dealing with this issue. I dread to think if 

most other issues in today's life was handled by this 'bandaide' reactionary way of thinking. The Corp. needs to 

go back to the planning table, maybe it should've been years ago so this predicament wouldn't be the issue it's 

become. One thing for sure; the answer is not to relocate this dredged waste sand indiscriminately because of 

govt. cost controls that wreaks total destruction for perfectly good agricultural fields and holds no value for 

property owners. Our people, our land, deserves much better treatment. 



From: Sharon Burke
To: Edstrom, Robert K III CIV USARMY USACE (US)
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Change.org Online Petition Regarding Corps" Lower Pool 4 Dredging Plans
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:05:47 PM
Attachments: FOW Letter to USACE 8-25-2017 Change.Org Petition.pdf

Wabasha Eagle Montage (1).jpg

Colonel Sam Calkins

St. Paul District, US Army Corps of Engineers

Attention: Project Management

Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil <mailto:Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil>

Dear Colonel Calkins,

As of this afternoon, 561 individuals had signed an online petition regarding the Corps’ Pool 4 dredging plans. You
may view it by going to change.org <Blockedhttp://change.org>  and searching for “Mississippi River Pool 4.” I am
also providing the text of the petition below and as a PDF attachment:

We acknowledge that there is a need for a coordinated, long-term plan for managing dredged material in the Upper
Mississippi River for the purpose of continued operation and maintenance of the 9-foot navigation channel.
However, the Mississippi River Pool 4 plans, as currently proposed, will have a devastating impact on:

* Property values and property tax base—negatively impacting the financial stability and success of the community

* Quality of life for residents—blocking river views of private homes, 24/7 noise of dumping operations, use of
local residential roads for trucking operations within quiet neighborhoods, which brings up safety concerns of
citizens (many are children) who use those roads daily for walking, bicycling, etc.

*  Multi-generationally owned farms—whose current younger generation's goal is to continue maintaining their
successful family business

* Tourism—home of the National Eagle Center

*  Environment—proposed dumping site on Southside Fitzgerald property is home to bald eagles and many other
forms of wildlife

At the June 15th public meeting in Wabasha, Corps representatives stated that they had no choice but to proceed
with the proposed plan because of federal regulations stating that they were required to implement the least costly
option. Would the current plan produce long term cost savings or short term cost savings? Wouldn’t it be more
fiscally responsible to resolve the issue at the source?

During public comment sessions, numerous alternatives were offered to the Corps. Among them were: creating
beaches and islands, transporting the sand via barge or rail to locations where it is wanted, and others. We suggest
that the Corps prevent sand in the Chippewa River from entering the Mississippi by implementing the dredging
technique currently used to maintain the Cleveland, OH port. At the (Continued) Cleveland port, the Corps of
Engineers is using a bed load interceptor to capture sediment from the Cuyahoga River before it enters the port area,
rather than dredging it out after the fact. This technique has a cost savings of $16 per cubic yard. (It costs the Corps
$17 per cubic yard to dredge sediment from the Cleveland shipping channel; it costs only about $1 per cubic yard to
collect sediment in the interceptor). The full report is available at:
Blockedhttp://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2017/05/cleveland_ports_dredging_solution.html

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-369
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Post Office Box 54, Wabasha, MN 55981 
 


August 25, 2017 
 
Colonel Sam Calkins 
St. Paul District, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Project Management 
Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil 
180 5th Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678 


Dear Colonel Calkins, 


As of this afternoon, 561 individuals had signed an online petition regarding the Corps’ Pool 4 dredging 
plans. You may view it by going to change.org and searching for “Mississippi River Pool 4.” I am also 
providing the text of the petition below: 


We acknowledge that there is a need for a coordinated, long-term plan for managing dredged material 
in the Upper Mississippi River for the purpose of continued operation and maintenance of the 9-foot 
navigation channel. However, the Mississippi River Pool 4 plans, as currently proposed, will have a 
devastating impact on: 


 Property values and property tax base—negatively impacting the financial stability and 
success of the community 


 Quality of life for residents—blocking river views of private homes, 24/7 noise of dumping 
operations, use of local residential roads for trucking operations within quiet 
neighborhoods, which brings up safety concerns of citizens (many are children) who use 
those roads daily for walking, bicycling, etc. 


 Multi-generationally owned farms—whose current younger generation's goal is to 
continue maintaining their successful family business 


 Tourism—home of the National Eagle Center 


 Environment—proposed dumping site on Southside Fitzgerald property is home to bald 
eagles and many other forms of wildlife 


At the June 15th public meeting in Wabasha, Corps representatives stated that they had no choice but 
to proceed with the proposed plan because of federal regulations stating that they were required to 
implement the least costly option. Would the current plan produce long term cost savings or short term 
cost savings? Wouldn’t it be more fiscally responsible to resolve the issue at the source? 


During public comment sessions, numerous alternatives were offered to the Corps. Among them were: 
creating beaches and islands, transporting the sand via barge or rail to locations where it is wanted, and 
others. We suggest that the Corps prevent sand in the Chippewa River from entering the Mississippi by 
implementing the dredging technique currently used to maintain the Cleveland, OH port. At the 
(Continued) Cleveland port, the Corps of Engineers is using a bed load interceptor to capture sediment 
from the Cuyahoga River before it enters the port area, rather than dredging it out after the fact. This 
technique has a cost savings of $16 per cubic yard. (It costs the Corps $17 per cubic yard to dredge 
sediment from the Cleveland shipping channel; it costs only about $1 per cubic yard to collect sediment 
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in the interceptor). The full report is available 
at: http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2017/05/cleveland_ports_dredging_solution.html 


Furthermore, US Senators Amy Klobuchar, Al Franken and Tammy Baldwin have indicated in writing 
that implementing a plan that is least costly is, in fact, not a federal requirement but, rather, an Army 
Corps regulation. We join them in asking that this policy be waived in this instance and that the Corps 
find alternative solutions and locations for the dredged material. 


We propose that, at the very least, the current plans be modified to: 


o Eliminate the seizing of prime, privately owned farms through eminent domain 


o Not include storing sand between private homes and their view of the river 


o Not route trucks through residential neighborhoods 


Please be aware that hundreds of opponents gathered in a peaceful demonstration to object to the 
Corps of Engineers’ plans for our community. These citizens request that the Corps respect their right to 
maintain their American way of life. Coverage of this event can be viewed 
at: http://www.wrex.com/story/36006085/2017/07/30/hundreds-gather-in-wabasha-to-create-human-
art-piece-visible-from-the-sky. 


Respectfully, 


 
Sharon M Burke 
sharonmburke@gmail.com 
651-560-4969 
 



http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2017/05/cleveland_ports_dredging_solution.html

http://www.wrex.com/story/36006085/2017/07/30/hundreds-gather-in-wabasha-to-create-human-art-piece-visible-from-the-sky

http://www.wrex.com/story/36006085/2017/07/30/hundreds-gather-in-wabasha-to-create-human-art-piece-visible-from-the-sky

mailto:sharonmburke@gmail.com






Furthermore, US Senators Amy Klobuchar, Al Franken and Tammy Baldwin have indicated in writing that
implementing a plan that is least costly is, in fact, not a federal requirement but, rather, an Army Corps regulation.
We join them in asking that this policy be waived in this instance and that the Corps find alternative solutions and
locations for the dredged material.

We propose that, at the very least, the current plans be modified to:

*  Eliminate the seizing of prime, privately owned farms through eminent domain

*  Not include storing sand between private homes and their view of the river

*  Not route trucks through residential neighborhoods

Please be aware that hundreds of opponents gathered in a peaceful demonstration to object to the Corps of
Engineers’ plans for our community. These citizens request that the Corps respect their right to maintain their
American way of life. Coverage of this event can be viewed at:
Blockedhttp://www.wrex.com/story/36006085/2017/07/30/hundreds-gather-in-wabasha-to-create-human-art-piece-
visible-from-the-sky.

Respectfully,

Sharon M. Burke and Friends of Wabasha

sharonmburke@gmail.com <mailto:sharonmburke@gmail.com> 
Telephone: 651-560-4
969

Friends of Wabasha is an informal, unincorporated group of volunteers working to mobilize friends and supporters
of Wabasha to seize opportunities and address challenges faced by our community.
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Chippewa River To Lock & Dam 4
Mississippi River - Pool 4

Base Image: National Geographic World Map

MN

WI

Placement Sites
Evaluated

Tentatively Selected

Active

Navigation Channel

L&D 4

Reads Landing

Crats Island

Teepeeota Point

Grand Encampment

Alma
Marina

Carrel's
(East & West)

Wabasha Gravel Pit

C
hi
pp
ew
a
R.

Wabasha Sand
& Gravel 2

Southside Fitzgerald

Weisenbeck West

Drysdale Farms

Drysdale

Plate 3A

Chippewa	Delta	
dredging:	106k	CY/yr	
removed	every	2.2	years	

Reads	Landing	
dredging:	30k	CY/yr	
removed	every	1.8	years	

Crats	Island	
dredging:	53k	CY/yr	
removed	every	1.2	years	

Teepeeota	Point	
dredging:	33k	CY/yr	
removed	every	1.4	years	

Grand	Encampment	
dredging:	33k	CY/yr	
removed	every	1.4	years	

Beef	Slough	
dredging:	12k	CY/yr	
removed	every	1.9	years	

Notes:	
	
•  Dredging	informaDon	is	
from	Table	4-1	

•  “Removed	every”	
calculaDon	is	the	raDo	of				
hauling-job-size/annual-volume	
(the	inverse	of	the	“Percentage”	
column)	

	
New/Revised	Ques;ons:		

•  If	dredging	either	goes	to	
Carrel’s	or	Alma	Marina	(per	
phone	call),	which	dredging	
goes	to	Southside	
Fitzgerald?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Alma Marina To Buffalo City, WI
Mississippi River - Pool 5

Base Image: National Geographic World Map

MN

WI

Placement Sites
Evaluated

Tentatively Selected

Active

Navigation Channel

L&D 4

Above Fisher Island

Alma Marina

Above West Newton

Lost Island

West Newton Chute

Flury East

Alma

Buffalo
City

Plate 3B

A	comparable	plan	is	being	
developed	for	Pool	5	and	the	
Corps	is	looking	for	disposal	
sites	in	that	area	(per	phone	
call)	
New/revised	Ques;ons	
•  Will	the	Pool	5	plan	be	

available	prior	to	approval	
of	the	Pool	4	plan	

•  Will	comparable	
informaDon	regarding	
costs,	trucking	and	site-
selecDon	be	available	in	
that	plan?	

•  Will	there	be	a	public	
comment	period	on	the	
plan?	

•  Will	residents	of	the	
Buffalo	City	area	be	able	
to	assess	the	cumulaDve	
impact	of	those	two	plans	
before	either	is	
approved?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Carrels	East	&	West	Temporary	Placement	Site	to	the	
Drysdale	/	Drysdale	Farms	Placement	Site:	6.5	miles	

Carrels	East	&	West	Temporary	Placement	Site	to	the	
Weisenbeck	West	or	Hetrick	Placement	Site:	5.6	miles	

Southside	Fitzgerald	Temporary	Placement	Site	to	the	
Weisenbeck	West	or	Hetrick	Placement	Site:	5.8	miles	

Weisenbeck	and	Drysdale	Storage	Loca;ons	Pepin
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Chippewa River To Lock & Dam 4
Mississippi River - Pool 4

Base Image: National Geographic World Map
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Placement Sites
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Tentatively Selected

Active

Navigation Channel

L&D 4

Reads Landing

Crats Island

Teepeeota Point

Grand Encampment

Alma
Marina

Carrel's
(East & West)

Wabasha Gravel Pit

C
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ew
a
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Wabasha Sand
& Gravel 2

Southside Fitzgerald

Weisenbeck West

Drysdale Farms

Drysdale

Plate 3A

Plate	3A	

New/Remaining	Ques;ons:	
	
• Are	all	loads	from	Southside	
Fitzgerald	desDned	to	
Weisenbeck?	
• If	Weisenbeck	receives	sand	1	
year	in	4	(per	our	phone	call),	
is	the	Southside	Fitzgerald	site	
only	offloaded	1	year	in	4?		
• If	Southside	Fitzgerald	is	
offloaded	more	frequently	
(presumably	to	Drysdale)	what	
is	the	frequency	and	haul	
route?		
• What	are	the	traffic-congesDon	
impacts	on	the	Nelson	and	
County	81	rail	crossings?	

Selected	Routes	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Alma Marina To Buffalo City, WI
Mississippi River - Pool 5

Base Image: National Geographic World Map
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Placement Sites
Evaluated
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Navigation Channel

L&D 4

Above Fisher Island

Alma Marina

Above West Newton

Lost Island

West Newton Chute

Flury East

Alma

Buffalo
City

Plate 3B

Sole	source	of	sand:	“Lower	Pool	
4	through	the	Alma	Marina	
Transfer	site”	(page	60)	

During	our	phone	call	it	was	
noted	that	it	may	be	possible	to	
schedule	trips	through	Alma	to	
avoid	the	tourist	season	and	
weekends	and	that	this	
informaDon	will	be	included	in	an	
OperaDonal	Plan	that	hasn’t	been	
completed.	
	
New/revised	Ques;ons:	
	
• Can	the	OperaDonal	Plan	be	
incorporated	in	this	plan	before	
it	is	finalized?	
• Can	that	plan	be	made	available	
for	public	review	and	comment	
prior	to	approval?	
• Can	the	hauling	schedules	
contained	in	that	plan	be	
developed	in	collaboraDon	with	
the	towns	along	the	routes?	

Alma	Marina	
transfer	site	

Flury	Storage	Loca;on	 1.3.2.1	The	Alma	Marina	Transfer	Site	to	
the	Flury	East	Placement	Site:	6.5	miles	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Trips/year	
by	truck-type	

Truck	
capacity		
(Appendix	
A-3,	CY)		

Annual	NET	
dredging	
produc?on		
(p.	20,	CY)	

Average	
loads	per	
year	

Average	trucking-days	
per	year	(200	loads/

day.)	

10-Wheel/tandem	 12	 254,252	 	21,188		 	106		
12-Wheel/tridem	 15	 254,252	 	16,950		 	85		
18-Wheel	Belly	
Dump	 20	 254,252	 	12,713		 	64		

18-Wheel	Belly	
Dump	 21	 254,252	 	12,107		 	61		

Trips	per	year	

Remaining	QuesBons:	
	

• Can	10-wheel/tandems	be	eliminated	
as	a	hauling	op?on	for	all	contracts?	
• Can	Large	Belly-Dumps	be	the	
preferred	op?on	for	all	contracts?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Annual	Loads	to	Storage	Sites	
LocaBon	

Yearly	
dredging	(CY)	

Loads	per	year		
(12	Wheel	
Tandem)	

Workdays	per	
year	

Source:	Chippewa	delta	 105,594	
Source:	Reads	Landing	 29779	
Source:	Crats	Island	 53009	
Source:	Teepeeota	Point	 33116	
DesBnaBon:			
Drysdale	or	Weisenbeck	 221,498	 14767	 74	

Source:	Grand	Encampment	 32754	
Source:	Beef	Slough	 11998	
Des?na?on:	Alma	Marina	Xfer	Site	 44752	

less:	beneficial	use	from	Alma	 -11998	
Note:		Beef	Slough	is	placed	at	Alma	for	beneficial	

use	and	is	not	trucked	to	Flury	)Page	20)	

DesBnaBon:		
Flury	 32754	 2184	 11	

New/revised	QuesBons:	
	
• Can	the	beneficial	use	of	Beef	Slough	sand	be	relied	upon	for	planning	hauling	schedules?	
• Can	the	removal	of	beneficial-use	sand	also	be	scheduled	during	Alma’s	off-peak	months?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Projected	days	of	trucking	
Avg.	days/year	

through:	
To	Drysdale	or	
Weisenbeck	 To	Weisenbeck	 To	Flury		

Wabasha	(every	year)	 	74		
Nelson	(1	year	in	4)	 74	
Alma	(every	year)	 11	
New/revised	QuesBons:	
	
• Can	the	hauling	to	Nelson	be	broken	up	into	annual	contracts	rather	than	being	
“clumped”	into	a	one	massively-bad	year	every	four	years	(per	phone	call)?	
• If	Nelson	hauling	could	be	broken	up	into	smaller	annual	volumes,	could	schedules	be	
developed	to	protect	tourist	season	and	weekends?	
• What	are	the	historical	figures	for	the	beneficial-use	hauling	out	of	Alma	Marina	
(number	of	loads/day,	number	of	days	a	year)?	
• Who	manages	the	hauling	contracts	and	schedules	for	that	ac?vity?	
• What	is	the	mechanism	whereby	Alma	can	par?cipate	in	sehng	beneficial-use	haul-
schedules	in	the	future?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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Big	Picture	
Planners	in	1977	(40	years	ago)	would	never	have	

heard	of:	
Cell	phones	 Personal	computers	 Internet	

Voicemail	 Email	 LCD	projector	(or	Powerpoint)	

Post-It	notes	 Video	games	 Disneyworld	

Digital	cameras	 GPS	 "Nimble"	Product	Management	

Microwave	popcorn	 MRI	 Space	Shukle	

Paintball	 DNA	 Ar?ficial	heart	transplants	

Front	wheel	drive	cars	 Dilbert	 Space	telescopes	
New/revised	QuesBons:	
	
• Why	does	the	planning-horizon	for	this	project	have	to	be	40	years,	which	is	a	
stupendously	long	?me	given	the	rate	of	change	we’re	going	through?	
• Would	a	shorter	interval	provide	more	flexibility	in	selec?ng	storage	sites?	
• Is	there	a	mechanism	to	revisit	this	plan	every	5	years	to	make	course-
correc?ons	and	improvements	based	on	experience	and	new	developments?	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	

Appendix F: Public and Private Comments Received F-380



Big	Picture	
Sand	can	be	used	for	

New/revised	QuesBons:	
	
• Given	that	the	life?me	pre-infla?on	40	year	cost	of	this	proposal	is	on	the	order	
of	$190	million,	has	considera?on	been	given	to	a	marke?ng	campaign	to	
reduce	costs	by	finding	customers	along	the	river?	
• The	UN	is	predic?ng	a	world-wide	shortage	of	sand	in	the	next	5-10	years.		
Given	the	Army’s	primary	mission	of	defense,	have	alterna?ves	to	dumping	and	
burying	dredge	sand	been	included	in	strategic	defense	planning?	

Windows	 Sand	paper	 Aquarium	bases	
Glassware	 Sand	blas?ng	 Ar?ficial	islands	

Smart	phone	screens	 Foundry	molds	 Beach	repair	
Water	filtra?on	 Concrete	 Brick	

Fracking	 Winter	road	treatment	 Landscaping	
Railroad	engine	trac?on	 Egg	?mers	 Mortar	

Agriculture	 Glass	 Paint	

Comments:	June	23,	2017	--	Mike	O’Connor	–	S1287	State	Road	88,	Alma	WI		54610	–	mike@haven2.com	--	(715)	598-4284	
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July 26t\ 2017, 2 P.M., CDT 

A MODEST ALTERNATIVE TO THE U.S. ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS PROPOSED LOWER POOL 4 DREDGED 
MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN {DMM): 

In 2014 the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers initiated a study to offer a 40 year vision of their future 
efforts to maintain the nine foot channel in Lower Pool 4 of the Mississippi River from the confluence of 
the Chippewa River with the Mississippi River to Lock and Dam 4 at Alma, Wisconsin. The resulting plan 
was made public in May, 2017, and caused quite a stir recently due to its suggestion that four area 
farms, two in Minnesota and two in Wisconsin, were listed as integral to the plan to place 15 feet of 
dredged Pool 4 material on 433 acres of prime productive row crop fields. The push back from the 
agricultural and community interests involved in Wabasha, Kellogg, Nelson and Buffalo has been 
considerable. 

The plan estimates a need to place 270,000 cubic yards of dredged material on this acreage each 
year for the next 40 years. As the plan states," It is anticipated that each of the proposed placement 
sites would be used yearly." (Plan page 71). Lest anyone think the Corp does not know how this would 
impact the farms, page 72 of the plan says: "Impacts to agriculture stems from the complete conversion 
of land use from agricultural to unusable, barren sand." 

The farms so impacted are, according to the plan's design, the Drysdale farms north of Kellogg, 
Minnesota (298 acres); the Weisenbeck West field northeast of the intersection of Wisconsin State 
Highways 35 and 25 northwest of Nelson, Wisconsin (78 acres); the Flury East field near Buffalo, 
Wisconsin (94 acres); and the Southside Fitzgerald hayfield by the Mississippi in the city limits of 
Wabasha (17 acres). 

The plan states that the Corp anticipates two new access roads would be constructed in 
Wabasha from Carrels East and West to Highway 61's divided fourlane bypass around Wabasha and the 
other extending Dugan Avenue ( the northwest border of Southside Fitzgerald) to Hiawatha Drive south 
near where the footpath to the Wabasha-Kellogg Public Schools begins on the left side of Hiawatha 
Drive as you exit the Wabasha residential area. 

The plan envisions 200 truckloads of dredged material a day from Carrels East and West and/or 
Southside Fitzgerald to either Drysdale farms or the Weisenbeck West field northwest of Nelson, for 
about 75 days a year for the full 40 years. The 12 mile round trip would presumably ago past the 
Wabasha-Kellogg Public Schools on County Road 30 to the Drysdale farm field from the Southside 
Fitzgerald temporary dredged material placement site or south on Highway 61 from the Carrel's East 
and West On Shore transfer site. For trips to Wisconsin's Weisenbeck West field, the trucks from 
Southside Fitzgerald would presumably take Hiawatha Drive to Pembroke to the bridge to Wisconsin or 
on 5th Street-Grant Boulevard from Carrel's East and West past the Hospital and the west side of 
Wabasha to the bridge. 

Given this vision of 40 years of disruption of Wabasha and surrounding farm row crop 
productive lands, I feel compelled to propose an alternative to the plan. I am not as familiar as the U.S. 
Army Corp of Engineers with the legal restrictions they function within regarding environmental 
concerns, endangered species, or wetlands issues, so I have to defer to their expertise on the feasibility 
of my proposal. 

First, I would say I am the son of a World War II U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonel (Ret.) who served 
as the Wabasha veterinarian on some of these farms in large and small animal practice for some 40 
years from 1947-1987, so I am biased. I personally did work as a teenager on the Drysdale farm and 
recently worked in Wisconsin hauling, spreading, and loading manure on the Weisenbeck West field and 
dozens of other fields in Western Wisconsin. I do not believe row crop farmland should be relegated to 
barren wasteland under 15 feet of dredged material. Given some 320 million mouths to feed in 
the United States alone, with limited farm land left to bring under cultivation, and over seven billion 
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mouths to feed on the planet, it is simply wrong to waste land under cultivation by making it barren. 

The nine foot channel must be maintained, but not at the cost of productive farmland being 

converted to barren wasteland unusable by anyone for an extended period of time. 
The plan suggests that the largest amount annually dredged comes from the Chippewa Delta, 

with a projected 40 year quantity of 4,223,760 cubic yards (CYs), or 41.5 percent of the 10,170,080 cubic 

yards total contemplated by the plan, along with existing cuts in the Mississippi at Reads Landing 

(1,191,160 CYs), Crats Island (2,120,360 CYs), Teepeeota Point (1,324,640 CYs) and Grand Encampment 

(1,310,160 CYs). 
Since most of the dredged material comes from the Chippewa River in Wisconsin, I suggest the 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers look into dredging and devising a filtration system from the confluence of 

the Chippewa River and the Mississippi River north toward the railroad tracks between Nelson and 

Pepin, Wisconsin. Given that the east bank of the Chippewa is National Wildlife and Fish Refuge land, 

perhaps it is known whether piling Chippewa River silt and dredged material on the banks of the river 

for the mile and a half or so of Wisconsin between the Mississippi and the railroad would endanger any 

species, impede any wetlands regulations, or interfere with any fish and wildlife habitat that may be 

more crucial to the planet than feeding the people of earth .. Given that the west bank of the Chippewa 

is non-refuge land, perhaps its similar environment would be more suitable for storing Wisconsin silt for 

beneficial uses. 
As to the cost factors, I am unqualified to offer any figures at variance with Corp Plan estimates. 

The Chippewa River dredged material would be inhibited from entering the Mississippi River at its 

source under my suggested dredge cut up the Chippewa, so I assume the cuts on the Mississippi would 

receive less deposits of dredge material, thereby focusing the Corps material management on keeping 

Wisconsin origin dredged material available for beneficial use for citizens of Wisconsin. 

Should this suggestion prove legally unfeasible, my next consideration is the timing of land 

acquisition to implement the plan. Since the Corp already owns the Wabasha Gravel Pit on the east side 

of Highway 61 about a block west of Carrel's East and West, I would suppose the 700,000 CYs of capacity 

at Carrel's East and West could be completed after the Wabasha Gravel Pit is full. Next, the 650,000 CYs 

of Wabasha Sand and Gravel 2 across Highway 61 and adjacent to the Dairy Queen could be filled with 

dredged material at $15.00 per cubic yard. Completing these tasks at 270,000 cubic yards per year 

would take five years, and no productive county tax base row crop lands need be covered with 

Wisconsin Chippewa River silt in the process. 
So in 2022, the Reads Landing, Crats Island, and Teepeeota Point available capacity of a 

combined 333,000 CYs as of 9/2016 could be employed to gain more than another year. As a matter of 

fact, the June 2009 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service map for Pool 4 of the Upper Mississippi River seems to 

suggest all three of these existing temporary placement sites for dredged material have room for 

expansion on the Wisconsin side of the main Mississippi River channel. If I am right that dredging the 

Chippewa River to its banks would decrease the size of need for dredged cuts on the Mississippi, 

perhaps the Reads, Crats and Teepeeota dredge cuts of reduced size would facilitate enough time being 

available to come up with other ideas for dredged material permanent placement. 

A few of my own ideas are as follows: 
1) Reinforce the Wisconsin side support pillars on the 1988 Wabasha "Michael Clickner" bridge. 

recall the old Wabasha bridge to Nelson lost a Wisconsin side support pillar to underwater 

erosion at its base. As that bridge aged, pilings were placed upstream of the main span pillars to 

lessen water erosion of the base. A contained expansion of the current 29 year old bridge base 

with dredged material might extend the bridge's life. 
2) Has the Wisconsin Railroad been consulted about whether they could use dredged material to 

increase elevation along the sides of the track between Nelson and the Chippewa and Nelson 
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and Alma, Wisconsin? Could an extended sand beach shoreline for Big Lake and Buffalo (Beef) 

Slough between Nelson and Alma make that area more of a tourist and sportsman attraction? 

3) In extreme pressure in 2023 or beyond, maybe Kellogg Gravel Pit one at the junction of County 

Roads 30 and North 24 and the fields directly north of that intersection (not assessed by the 

plan) could be used, ownership permitting, as an area to experiment with scraping topsoil for 

replacement after elevating the area by 5 to 10 feet, and then recovering the dredged material 

with topsoil, to see if the old Zumbro channel to Wabasha could be more consistently and 

successfully farmed. Kellogg Gravel Pit one lists in the plan as 14 acres with a 150,000 CY 

capacity costing $17 per cubic yard, a dollar and a half less expensive than the Drysdale 

farmland was estimated to cost as a permanent placement site. 

4) If this could be done, no Drysdale, Fitzgerald, or Weisenbeck crop land need be disturbed, and 

you might save enough operationally to bring other gravel pits into consideration. Kellogg's plan 

assessed pits 2,3, and 4 with 9,22, and 12 acres respectively might have more than their current 

estimated 75,000 CYs, 650,000 CYs, and 250,000 CYs capacity respectively by then. That's 

970,000 CYs or more of gravel pit capacity by 2025. That nearly 3.6 years of additional capacity 

for permanent placement with beneficial use possible puts us into 2029, and still not Drysdale, 

Fitzgerald or Weisenbeck row crop land would have been taken out of production. How many 

full human bellies would have been created by not making those farm acres into barren 

wasteland? 
5) Now, if by 2030 the experiment by Kellogg Gravel Pit One had proved effective in scraping 

topsoil, adding 10 feet of dredged material, and replacing topsoil, perhaps some other farms on 

the floodplain in the area would risk the same process. 

My point is you only need about 7.5 to 10 acres a year for annual dredged material management 

placement. You do not need to acquire 40 years of farm row crop land now. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ 'JhfJhAiJ./) ~ I-
Charles Thomas Smit 

P.S. My alternative would also make the air pollution from CO2 emissions from diesel fuel far 

less than the Corp plan's projected 375 to 900 metric tons a year for 40 consecutive years (Plan, 

page 78). 
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May 30, 2017 

Department of the Army 
St Paul District, Corps of Engineers 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St Paul MN 55101-1678 

RE: Dredging material placement site 

Dear Mr. Edstrom, 

I am writing you on behalf of my daughter Linda Odden. Approximly 1 ½ ago she 
built her retirement home on a beautiful setting on the River in Wabasha MN. River Dr is 
a peaceful and quiet residential area. Many are near retirement or have retired the live on 
River Dr S. 
At present she is able to view the Mississippi River, Robinson Lake a very large and 
active Eagles nest, along with several varieties wild life. 

If the Corp of Engineers decides to stock pile the sand on the Southside Fitzgerald 
property it will create a tremendous financial hardship for my daughter and all that 
currently reside in this area. I am concerned the Eagles may vacate their nest, and 
experience loss of this wildlife and others. 

I understand dredging is needed to keep the river open. However stock piling sand in an 
established residential are doesn't seem practical or safe. 

I am truly asking you to PLEASE reconsider your current proposed plan for the 
Mississippi River POOL 4 DMMP. 

Very Truly Yours 

l<2~-t2Q 
Darlene Odden 
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"/' Donald R. Schreiber 
400 N Sheppard St. PO Box 148 --~~~-~ 

-"'J Kellogg, MN 55945-0148 



June 23, 2017 

 

Dear Mr. Edstrom, 

 
Dear Mr. Edstrom, 
Thank you for extending the comment period and listening to the many concerns that have been 
brought to your attention in regard to the dredge material plan.   I am commenting specifically on the 
proposed use of the Drysdale property near Kellogg.  Having spoken with Willard (and Chelsey) and 
having attended the public hearing, my concern is taking their property for storing dredge material.   
 
For one, at the public hearing there were many other options brought forward.  I would ask that those 
options be looked into prior to going ahead with the plan that has been proposed.  Two, family farmers, 
such as the Drysdales, are becoming extinct.  Eliminating them, even when they want to continue, 
seems contradictory to trying to maintain vibrant small communities surrounded by family farms.  Third, 
it seems sacrilegious to prevent this farm from being passed down another generation, making it a 
fourth generation farm.  This in itself is quite an accomplishment.  At present, the Drysdale farm is a 
productive, working farm and I hope that you can find another solution/spot for storing the dredge 
material so that it can remain that way.  
 
I would ask that you reconsider the proposed plan and come up with other options. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Dori Klein 
59106 403 Ave. 
Zumbro Falls, MN 55991  
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Kagel Environmental, LLC PO Box 597 

Nationwide Wetlands, Waters & Wildlife Consulting Rigby, Idaho 83442 
ray@kagelenvironmental.com 
susan@kagelenvironmental.com 

Phone (208) 745-0076 
Cell (208) 313-3890 
Fax (208) 441-4382 

 

 Page 1 of 7 
 

June 23, 2017 
 

 
SUBJECT:  Corps of Engineers, Public Notice – Lower Pool 4 MMP, dated 5/26/2017 
 
To: Mr. Bob Edstrom, Project Manager 
       Cc: Sam Calkins, District Engineer 
       St. Paul District, Army Corps of Engineers 
       180 Fifth Street East, 
       St. Paul, MN  55101-1638 
  
Dear Mr. Edstrom: 
 
This is in response to the subject public notice (PN); please consider the comments herein a timely 
reply to this PN which expires today, June 23, 2017 at midnight.  We downloaded an official copy 
of the Corps’ PN this morning, and noticed that as of today (6/23/2017), there has been no 
extension of time for comments; today’s published PN still states that it expires this date, and we’ll 
address this concern below.  Accordingly, we respectfully request that the Corps understand that 
with such a short time (just today), for which to submit meaningful comments to the St. Paul 
District for consideration and/or action, that we anticipate being forced to abridge our comments.  
Notwithstanding our intent that our comments herein shall be provided as a timely response to the 
subject PN, as a former senior regulatory project manager and federal wetlands enforcement 
officer for the Corps in Philadelphia, Omaha, and Walla Wala District(s), it’s been my training 
and understanding as per the Corps’ Office of Counsel, that comments generated and submitted in 
response to a Corps PN, must still be considered even if such comments are received after the 
expiration date of the PN, provided that an official decision was still pending from the Corps 
District.  Please correct and clarify for me in case the Corps has revoked, suspended, or 
significantly altered this policy regarding PN suspense dates and comments received from 
individuals, groups, organizations, local, state and federal agencies, including members of 
Congress after the expiration date but before a final decision had been made.  In my Corps training, 
all comments had to be given consideration provided that they were received up to the time a 
decision had been made on any action that involved public comments.  
 
The consulting firm of Kagel Environmental, LLC (KE) was contacted by Mr. and Mrs. Willard 
Drysdale, including their adult daughter, Ms. Chelsey Drysdale, during the first week in June 2017, 
and hired KE to represent the family with environmental consultation services.   The Drysdales 
explained that they were extremely upset at the planned hostile acquisition of approximately 300-
acres of their family farm by the U.S. Army [Corps].  The Drysdales related that their farm had 
been owned by their family for three generations, that their farm was substantially comprised of 
highly productive river bottom soils, and unabashedly expressed their fear that the Corps is 
planning to take their private property against their will.  Consequently, the Drysdale family 
provided KE with all the Corps correspondence and resource documentation that had been 
available to them at that time, and requested that we review everything they provided to us, and 
schedule an on-site field inspection of their farm located near Wabasha, MN prior to the June 23, 
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2017 expiration date on the PN.  Upon hearing that the PN had [once] been extended from June 9 
to June 23, KE explained that a 14-day time extension was far too short for a farmer and/or multiple 
farm land owners, etc., to prepare and submit meaningful comments, particularly in the case where 
the Department of the Army planned to take private property via hostile means [eminent domain], 
i.e. against the landowner’s wishes.   
 
Therefore, and upon KE’s recommendation, Ms. Chelsey Drysdale made a timely written request 
to the Corps’ project manager, Mr. Edstrom, and respectfully requested a reasonable 60-day 
extension of time i.e. Aug 9th, for commenting to the PN.   Inexplicably, the COE denied her 
courteous request for the additional time necessary to prepare meaningful comments.  KE’s 
comment in this regard is that if a similar [identical] request for a 60-day extension of time had 
been made by the Drysdale’s U.S. Representative to Congress or the /Drysdale’s U.S. Senator(s), 
KE is certain that the St. Paul District Engineer, Col. Calkins, would have respectfully granted 
such a reasonable request by one or more of these federal congresspersons.  This is not KE’s 
opinion, but it is KE’s statement of fact based upon Ray Kagel’s professional experience as a 
federal regulatory project manager working under the authority of at least six (6) District 
Engineers, three (3) Division Engineers, and two (2) Assistant Secretaries of the Army for Civil 
Works.  Therefore, KE opines that the Corps acted in a capricious and arbitrary manner by denying 
a respectful request for a reasonable extension of time to the subject PN, and the Corps should 
publish a new Public Notice which includes additional [pertinent] information that KE is herein 
providing to you in this, and the following paragraphs of comments.  A 60-day extension of time 
to August 9, 2017 seems quite reasonable, particularly in view of the current PN (#5. Construction 
Schedule.) where you state that the work/plan is “not likely to occur until or after 2018.”  
 
In view and consideration of the previous introductory paragraphs (above), we respectfully submit 
the following comments on behalf of, and at the request of, the Drysdale family.  As expressed in 
your subject PN, comments, questions, facts, arguments, or objections, etc., to this proposed action 
are in the direct and indirect interest of project effects to the Drysdale’s, and how it would affect 
them, e.g. hostile acquisition of, and permanent loss of, nearly 300-acres of their privately-owned 
farm land, followed by burying the farm approximately 15 feet deep in sand, silt and clay dredged 
from the bottom of the Mississippi River.  For ease of tracking and considering our comments, 
please note that we are providing them to you in a numerical sequence that corresponds to the 
numbered paragraphs of your PN.   
 

1. Project Proponent.  This paragraph is fairly clear and understandable, but with the 
exception that you erroneously assume that all members of the general public fully 
understand that the project proponent that plans to acquire the Drysdale’s farm property 
[“Corps of Engineers”] is actually a military component of the U.S. Department of the 
Army.  It’s therefore a fact that it’s the military that plans to take the nearly 300-acres of 
farm land from the Drysdale family…against their strongly voiced objections.  
 

2. Project Authority.  The PN only references operation & maintenance authority via the 
Rivers and Harbors Act(s) of 1878, 1930, and 1932.  Since all work, particularly any work 
below the plane of the ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) of navigable waters of the U.S. 
requires Section 10 authority pursuant to the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act, why doesn’t 
the Corps need Section 10 authority?  My question stems from the fact that when I was the 
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Corps project manager in the Philadelphia District, maintenance dredging of the Delaware 
River required Section 10 authority of the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act.  Since there must 
be just reason why the St. Paul District is legally exempt from Section 10 authority 
requirements, then the PN should explain why you’re exempt, and why all other 
Mississippi River dredging companies are required by the St. Paul District to [first] obtain 
Section 10 authority of the Rivers and Harbors Act before they’re permitted to dredge Sand, 
silt and clay from the river.  

 
3. Project Location.  You correctly mentioned that the project would be located in a 

Minnesota and Wisconsin county, but you omitted the very important [germane] fact that 
the primary, accurate, and true site of this extremely huge and expensive 40-year project 
should have described the project location as “below the OHWM of the Mississippi 
River”.   And, to be consistent with several other current (2017) PN’s issued by the St. 
Paul District, the location should have included approximate UTM’s, as well as legal 
descriptions of Latitude and Longitude, river mile(s), etc.  At an absolute minimum, the 
PN should have given some mention of the Mississippi River-Lower Pool 4 in telling the 
public about the project… “Location.” 

 
4. Summary of the Proposed Project.  Just two comments are offered here; sub-paragraph 

(a.) would have been more appropriately stated in #3. Project Location, and in (b.) the PN 
should have candidly stated that the “new dredge disposal [placement] sites would require 
acquisition of privately owned farms”.  In KE’s professional opinion, it’s basically a 
subterfuge for the PN to simply tell the general public that…”new placement sites are 
identified in the report”.  For example, it’s disingenuous for the Corps to assume that the 
average citizen is going to have the time, inclination, and technical [computer] skills to 
download or read on-line the “Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan” 
(DMMP) report, especially since the voluminous report is 162-pages in length! 

 
5. Construction Schedule.  Again, two comments are offered here.  First, the PN seems to 

intentionally veil the more commonly understood verbiage such as “dredge disposal” 
sites, with a softer and gentler synonym like “placement” sites.  Secondly, and as stated 
earlier, since the construction i.e. river channel dredging, is not scheduled to begin until 
2018 or beyond, it seems insufficient for such a huge 40-year public interest project to go 
out on a relatively short 30-day PN comment period.  The Corps is fully aware of, and 
commonly does issue, a 30-day PN for projects that involve less than just 1-acre of impacts 
to a regulated waterbody or wetland. A 60-day PN would have been much more 
appropriate. 

      
6. Permits/Coordination.  The PN states that the proposed action i.e. river dredging, disposal 

[placement] and real estate acquisition (including Drysdale farms), is being coordinated 
with the states’ respective DNR’s and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Why 
is any coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Minnesota or 
Wisconsin State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Indian Tribes, or any other natural 
resources agency not mentioned?  KE is aware that other [recent] PN’s issued by the St. 
Paul District specifically solicit comments regarding historic and archaeological 
information, as required for federal environmental assessments, but there is no mention of 
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historic properties, etc., which is basic information for inclusion to any PN.  If historic 
properties exist, coordination with Minnesota and Wisconsin SHPO’s, etc., must be 
addressed.  This information is buried in the previously referenced 162-page DMMP 
report, but your PN should have clearly stated the relevant information and directed the 
reader of the PN to the DMMP report.  For example, it would have been appropriately 
helpful and in the public interest if the PN had directed the reader to pages 79-80, where it 
is stated that cultural resources are already known to exist on the Drysdale Farms, and that 
those farms may even be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.   
 
Also, paragraph 6 mentions that “the filling” for the proposed project is regulated by 
Minnesota in accordance to Section 401 of the [1977] federal Clean Water Act (CWA), 
and therefore a request has been made for Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC).  
The public should have been informed that Section 401 WQC is required in order for the 
Corps to have authorization to perform the proposed project.  KE noticed with great interest 
that the PN made no mention whatsoever of the need for Section 404 authorization pursuant 
to the 1977 CWA.  Is the public therefore to assume that under NEPA, the proposed project 
does not require the Corps to obtain CWA Section 404 authorization?  Since the PN makes 
absolutely no mention of CWA Section 404 authorization, which is necessary for the 
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, it’s evident 
that the Corps should have provided an explanation in the PN as to why you don’t need 
this [Sec. 404] authorization, even though you (the Corps) will be placing dredged and fill 
material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  Since the general public is unlikely 
to understand the legal implications of your PN statement about coordinating with 
Minnesota regarding CWA Section 401 WQC, it’s disingenuous of you to not explain that 
Section 401 WQC is required to “certify” that a Section 404 authorization for discharging 
dredge or fill material into waters and wetlands will not violate a state’s water quality 
standards.  We comment that it’s disingenuous, because the PN fails to mention or even 
intimate that CWA Section 404 authorization will be required for this project because 
discharges of dredged and fill material into federally protected waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands, will be required.  KE also comments that the first sentence of this paragraph 
(#6.), clearly explains that the Corps is coordinating with both Minnesota and Wisconsin 
DNR’s etc., but in the next two sentences of the same paragraph, the PN only mentions 
that Minnesota will be asked (requested) for Sec. 401 WQC; why are you not also making 
the same request of Wisconsin?   Does the state of Wisconsin have different (more 
stringent) water quality standards than the state of Minnesota? 
 
Finally, in the last section (c. Federal), of paragraph #6., the PN states that “A Section 
404(b)(1) evaluation was prepared in accordance with the CWA of 1977.”  As a former 
senior Corps regulatory project manager, I know as a fact that the preceding [italicized] 
sentence you wrote in the PN is such an esoteric statement, that the Corps would have to 
know that it’s truly disingenuous for the general public to have even a hint to its meaning.  
At a minimum, the Corps’ PN should have made it understood that Section 404(b)(1) is 
not even an “evaluation”, but much more accurately and truthfully, “Guidelines” that were 
chiefly promulgated by the EPA, not the Corps.  Even more importantly, the PN failed to 
mention the extremely important fact that if the 404(b)(1) Guidelines are not met, then a 
project cannot by law be approved by the Corps pursuant to Section 404 of the 1977 CWA.  
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This is another stunning reminder that the Corps never mentioned, nor even hinted, that the 
project would require Section 404 CWA authorization; it’s therefore evident that either the 
Corps’ PN either intentionally or ignorantly failed to mention or address 1977 CWA 
Section 404 jurisdiction and authorization requirements when the Corps spoke of Project 
Authority and/or Permits/Coordination.   The Drysdale farm family would also want us 
to comment that the essence of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is the presumption that 
there is a reasonable and practicable, least environmentally damaging alternative to 
discharging dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, including 
the “no action” alternative.  KE understands that at the June 15, 2017 public meeting, the 
Corps erroneously, yet publicly stated that the Corps is “required” by regulation to choose 
the least costly alternative. This statement is untrue and contrary to the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines. 
 

7. Summary of Environmental Impacts.  There is nothing in the PN that states that the 
Corps will choose the least environmentally damaging alternative that’s reasonable and 
practicable for the proposed project.  Unlike other PN’s issued by the Corps, this PN makes 
no mention of either potential or expected environmental impacts to federally listed 
threatened and endangered species, including wildlife, waterfowl, fish, plants, etc., or 
critical habitat.  This summary paragraph does admit to long term [adverse] impacts and 
permanent loss of agricultural lands, i.e. Drysdale farms, but neglects to mention anything 
about proposed compensatory mitigation to replace the lost functions and values that 
agricultural lands provide to the general public interest, including the personal interests of 
the affected farms that are subject to hostile acquisition by the U.S. Army.  The public is 
entitled to know if the Corps can mitigate the lost functions and values of prime/productive 
agricultural lands by purchasing credits from an approved agricultural lands mitigation 
bank, similar to a wetlands mitigation bank. 

  
In the first sentence of this (#7.) summary paragraph regarding Environmental Impacts, the 
PN claims the proposed [DMMP?] plan minimizes impacts to ecological resources.  
However, the Corps fails to define “ecological resources”, which could either include or 
omit nearly any resource at the discretion of the Corps.  KE assumes that the Corps would 
classify wetlands as an ecological resource, yet the DMMP report states that the 9-foot 
navigation channel project document for assessing environmental effects was completed 
in 1974.  Please note that the PN should have informed the public that this environmental 
assessment effects document was completed three (3) years prior to passage of the 1977 
Clean Water Act.  Wetlands weren’t even federally protected in 1974!   Nonetheless, KE 
discovered a small blurb on the 75th page of the DMMP report referencing the existence of 
wetlands on the Drysdale farms.  The report briefly states that “based upon USFWS 
National Wetlands Inventory [maps], including additional desktop analysis, suggest that 
the two Drysdale sites may have small pockets of farmed wetlands.”  KE’s comment is that 
during our on-site field assessment performed for the Drysdale’s on Tuesday, June 20, 
2017, our firm identified and determined that the subject farm exhibited at least twice as 
many, and significantly larger areas of wetlands than “suggested” by the Corps.  KE also 
provides the comment that the referenced National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps relied 
upon by the Corps in this matter are notoriously unreliable and commonly inaccurate, a 
fact well known to the Corps.  Also, it’s important to comment to the heretofore ignored 
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fact, that neither the PN, nor the DMMP report, nor the Section 404(b)(1) alternatives 
analysis, nor the environmental assessment, the FONSI (Finding of No Significant 
Impacts) signed by the District Commander, Col. Calkins, explained or even mentioned 
that if the Drysdales, or any land owner, provided the Corps with the identical wetlands 
information that the Corps has relied upon, the agency would refuse to provide the land 
owner with a similar conclusion regarding the existence, locations, and extent of wetlands.  
In other words, the Corps authorizes and/or approves its own proposals and actions on 
lands they don’t own, but would/does flatly deny a private land owner a request for similar 
proposals and actions on their own private property.   
 

8. Report.  Although previously referenced earlier in our comments, KE reiterates that the 
PN simply directs the public to view the DMMP and Integrated Environmental 
Assessment, and FONSI, etc., by going on-line and simply typing in the following 
address… http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Home/Public-Notices/.  However, it’s arrogant 
of the Corps to assume that local farmers and the general public are universally adept at 
computer skills; it’s KE’s belief that Mr. Willard Drysdale, as well as other affected farm 
owners would have significant difficulty in finding the website offered in the PN.  The 
Corps should have had a copy of the 162-page document printed, and the PN should have 
informed the public that this document is available for reading at a few of the local public 
libraries or local post office, etc.  The most troubling statement in this paragraph of the PN 
is the last sentence that mentions directions for providing comments to the [DMMP] report, 
including the PN, etc., which includes the draft FONSI.  On or about the 145th page of the 
subject “Report”, KE found the draft FONSI by which the District Engineer, Col. Sam L. 
Calkins, specifically identifies the Drysdale family farm(s) as one of several privately 
owned properties, for discharging dredged and fill material from the river over a period of 
the next 40-years.  His draft document is actually a pre-determination that the proposed 
project will have only minor adverse effects on the aesthetic values, terrestrial habitat, 
federally protected wetlands, aquatic habitats, transportation, biological productivity, noise 
and air quality, and we assume he’s including threatened and endangered species, their 
critical habitat, historic properties, and state water quality standards.  Based on our 
preliminary assessments of the corps documents and our own on-site environmental 
assessment of the Drysdale farm(s), KE seriously doubts the veracity of the District 
Commander’s determination, and we recommend that the general public, and particularly 
their representatives in Congress and the U.S. Senate, ask why/how the Corps justifies a 
pre-determined FONSI, before a project is even presented to the public for comments?  KE 
understands that a PN is intended to elicit meaningful and helpful comments to assist the 
Corps in assessing public interest factors, especially environmental and other impacts, etc., 
in order to evaluate a proposed action.  However, in the present case where the Corps is 
the project proponent, KE is unfamiliar with the agency pre-determining a project with a 
FONSI before the public is even provided a PN allowing them to provide comments.   Such 
an action is typically referred to as a sham.     

 
9. Public Hearing Requests.  KE has comments but we’re out of time (comments deadline) 

. 
 

10. Review and Comment.  KE has comments but we’re out of time (comments deadline).   
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ray L. Kagel, Jr., M.S.,  P.W.S. #2234 
Professional Wetland Scientist 
Wildlife Biologist 
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July 24, 2017 

Robert K. Edstrom 

St. Paul District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Attention: Project Management 

180 5th St. E., Suite 700 

St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

Re: Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan Comments 

Mr. Edstrom, 

Thank you for allowing your staff to meet with us at the City of Wabasha Council Chambers on 

Friday, July 21, 2017. Many subjects were discussed concerning alternative site plans available to the 

Corps DMMP. 

Myself and my family agree with the need for the 9 Foot Navigation Channel in Pool 4 of the 

Mississippi River, it is of importance to the commerce in the UMR as well for recreation and the beauty 

it reflex on our country side and communities. 

During the meeting, it was noted that other alternative permanent storage sites are available in 

the area of the of the planned transfer sites. Many of these sites are owned by The Minnesota 

Department of Natural Resources and other state and federal agencies that need more investigation 

than what has been stated in the current plan. Our main objective is to find alternative permanent 

storage sites that in turn will prevent the need for acquisition of our property (Drysdale and Drysdale 

Farms) as noted in your permanent placement sites. Also noted in your plan within its forward 

statements the nine-volume report from Great River Environmental Action Team includes items which 

require numerous agencies that need to be involved in this plan and are not currently included in the 

plan. We recommend the study to investigate the storage value of the following properties and 

beneficial users: 

1. Current MNDNR property formerly the Joseph Hawley and Alfred Hager farms located in Sec. 2, 

T. 109N. -R. 10W of Watopa Township, Wabasha County. 

2. Lake City Gravel Pit, a property under consideration by the Corps in its current study. 

3. The Corps should contact Holst Excavating, Diamond Bluff, WI. They can use over 300,000 CY of 

this sand annually. Contact Bill Holst, 715~792-5301. 

4. The alternative of shipping dredged sand by rail from Wabasha, MN and Nelson, WI should also 

be brought into consideration for beneficial use by others. 
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5. More investigation has to be performed as to how sand can be removed from the Chippewa 

River before it flows into the navigation channel of the Mississippi River in Pool 4. 

6. There are many contractors as well as state and local governments that can use this dredged 

sand for highways and projects to save the state tax dollars. 

7. More consideration should be given to the use of open mining pits with in a 30-mile radius of 

the transfer sites. 

Many of these options may be costlier to be effective but, as you know being a division of the 

Department of Defense, contingencies are necessary and prove to be practical in a technical 

environment and least environmentally damaging. 

The Drysdale Family would also like to have the comment period for the Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material 

Management Plan study extended until December 29, 2017. 

Willard S. Drysdale 

65070 E. County Rd 30 

Wabasha, MN 55981 

507-450-5841 
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Post Office Box 54, Wabasha, MN 55981 
 

August 25, 2017 
 
Colonel Sam Calkins 
St. Paul District, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Project Management 
Robert.K.Edstrom@usace.army.mil 
180 5th Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678 

Dear Colonel Calkins, 

As of this afternoon, 561 individuals had signed an online petition regarding the Corps’ Pool 4 dredging 
plans. You may view it by going to change.org and searching for “Mississippi River Pool 4.” I am also 
providing the text of the petition below: 

We acknowledge that there is a need for a coordinated, long-term plan for managing dredged material 
in the Upper Mississippi River for the purpose of continued operation and maintenance of the 9-foot 
navigation channel. However, the Mississippi River Pool 4 plans, as currently proposed, will have a 
devastating impact on: 

 Property values and property tax base—negatively impacting the financial stability and 
success of the community 

 Quality of life for residents—blocking river views of private homes, 24/7 noise of dumping 
operations, use of local residential roads for trucking operations within quiet 
neighborhoods, which brings up safety concerns of citizens (many are children) who use 
those roads daily for walking, bicycling, etc. 

 Multi-generationally owned farms—whose current younger generation's goal is to 
continue maintaining their successful family business 

 Tourism—home of the National Eagle Center 

 Environment—proposed dumping site on Southside Fitzgerald property is home to bald 
eagles and many other forms of wildlife 

At the June 15th public meeting in Wabasha, Corps representatives stated that they had no choice but 
to proceed with the proposed plan because of federal regulations stating that they were required to 
implement the least costly option. Would the current plan produce long term cost savings or short term 
cost savings? Wouldn’t it be more fiscally responsible to resolve the issue at the source? 

During public comment sessions, numerous alternatives were offered to the Corps. Among them were: 
creating beaches and islands, transporting the sand via barge or rail to locations where it is wanted, and 
others. We suggest that the Corps prevent sand in the Chippewa River from entering the Mississippi by 
implementing the dredging technique currently used to maintain the Cleveland, OH port. At the 
(Continued) Cleveland port, the Corps of Engineers is using a bed load interceptor to capture sediment 
from the Cuyahoga River before it enters the port area, rather than dredging it out after the fact. This 
technique has a cost savings of $16 per cubic yard. (It costs the Corps $17 per cubic yard to dredge 
sediment from the Cleveland shipping channel; it costs only about $1 per cubic yard to collect sediment 
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in the interceptor). The full report is available 
at: http://www.cleveland.com/metro/index.ssf/2017/05/cleveland_ports_dredging_solution.html 

Furthermore, US Senators Amy Klobuchar, Al Franken and Tammy Baldwin have indicated in writing 
that implementing a plan that is least costly is, in fact, not a federal requirement but, rather, an Army 
Corps regulation. We join them in asking that this policy be waived in this instance and that the Corps 
find alternative solutions and locations for the dredged material. 

We propose that, at the very least, the current plans be modified to: 

o Eliminate the seizing of prime, privately owned farms through eminent domain 

o Not include storing sand between private homes and their view of the river 

o Not route trucks through residential neighborhoods 

Please be aware that hundreds of opponents gathered in a peaceful demonstration to object to the 
Corps of Engineers’ plans for our community. These citizens request that the Corps respect their right to 
maintain their American way of life. Coverage of this event can be viewed 
at: http://www.wrex.com/story/36006085/2017/07/30/hundreds-gather-in-wabasha-to-create-human-
art-piece-visible-from-the-sky. 

Respectfully, 

 
Sharon M Burke 
sharonmburke@gmail.com 
651-560-4969 
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Robert K. Edstrom 

US Corps Eng 

I am Gary Todd residing in the neighborhood of Willard Drysdale, Wabasha, Mn. I own 

property in same area and also am on 4th generation farms in Minnesota. I am writing to 

strongly object to the intention of piling sand on prime farmland for solution to the Corps 

problem of locating a place for river sand. There are hundreds of alternate locations in the area 

that would accommodate the sand without covering prime farmland which results in ending 

the farm use forever. With all the resources of the Federal Gov I have to believe we can do 

much better than this plan of action. I strongly suggest that alternative sites be explored and 

put to use. I believe if you opened up this to the private sector for distribution you would be 

amazed how many options would become available. 

One option I would like to present is the use of State Hwy# 74 which runs between Weav~r and 

Elba. This road is under repair almost constantly and the land area it occupies is approximately 

300 acres at a 100 ft width. This could be raised through time as sand needs are met and totally 

solve the sand placement problem. I would expect the State would also be willing to assume 

part of the transportation and placement expense in trade for what they are already spending. 

I strongly urge you to consider this as one of many, many options that are available for a win, 

win solution to this problem. Always remember that once prime farmland is destroyed it is 

gone forever. We as the State of MN and the People of Mn can do much better than the 

current proposed plan. 

14026 657 St 

Wabasha, Mn. 55981 




