
REPL\' TO 
ATl'F:NTION OF 

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

180 FlFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700 
ST. PAUL MN 55101-1638 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Chippewa River Diversion Approach Channel Bank Stabilization Project, 
Lac qui Parle Flood Control and \Vater Conservation Pro,ject 

Chippewa Count)1, Minnesota 

The primary pmpose of the project is to stabili ze the banks of the Chjppewa River Diversion 
Approach Channel. This area has experienced extensive bank erosion from fluctuating water 
levels, ice formation, and high near-bank velocities. The proposed project would involve iiprap 
supplementation and installation of about 900 linear feet to the east and west banks of the 
channel. This work would involve the operation of heavy equipment including backhoes, trucks, 
and dozers. The work is anticipated to require about I 0 working days and wouJd occur during 
the fall or winter months of 20 12, depending on hydrological conditions and available funds and 
resources. 

This Finding of No Signi ficant Impact is based on the fo llowing factors: the proposed project 
would have onJy minor and short-term adverse impacts on air and water quality, noise levels, 
aesthetic values, and aquatic and terrestriaJ habitat. The associated level of controversy is expected 
to be nominal. The project would have pem1anent non-significant impacts to surface water quality 
and aquatic habitat, biological productivity, infrastructure, public health and safety. community 
growth and development, and aesthetic value. The project would have no impact on cultural 
resources or federally-Jjsted threatened or endangered species. A complete explanation of these 
dete1minations is presented in the "EnvironmentaJ Effects" section of the enviro1m1ental assessment. 

Based on information presented in the Environmental Assessment, Chippewa Diversion Charmel 
Bank Stabilization Project, 1 have determined that the proposed action would not be a major 
Federal action significantly affecting the qual ity of the human environment. Therefore, an 
environmental impact statement will not be prepared. 

Datc T r' /11\Michael J. Price 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 



CEMVP-PD-E 25 July 2012 

MEMORANDUM FOR: District Commander 

SUBJECT: FONSI for Environmental Assessment of the Chippewa Diversion Approach 
Channel Bank Stabilization Project, Lac qui Parle Project, Chippewa Cow1ty, Minnesota. 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Encl 

Attached for your signature js the Finding of No Significant Jmpact (FONS I) for the 
Chippewa Diversion Approach Channel Bank Stabilization Project. The required 30-day 
public review period expired on 13 July 2012. No comments were received from the 
public. 

The project will stabilize about 900 feet of shoreline for the Chippewa Ri ver Diversion 
approach channel by installing new riprap on the east bank and supplementing existing 
riprap on the west bank. This work would involve the operation of heavy equipment 
including backhoes, trucks, and dozers. The work is anticipated to require about 1 0 
working days and would occur during the fall or winter months of 2012, depending on 
hydrological conditions and available funds and resources. 

The coordination letters and the responses received from the various agencies are 
included in Attachment F of the environmental assessment. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service indicated they have no concerns w ith the proposed project. The Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources had 
minor comments, which have been addressed. The Minnesota State Historic Preservation 
Office also concurred that the proposed bank stabilization work is in accordance with 
applicable regulations (Attachment H). 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has tentatively granted a waiver for 
Section 40 1 Water Quality Certification (Attachment G). A fo rmal waiver fto.m MPCA 
is anticipated within IO to 30 days of the FON SL The contractor will be responsible for 
obtaining an N PDES pe1mit. 

The proposed project would have no effect on any federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species. 

Th.e FONS I and the 404(b )( I) evaluation are enclosed for your signature. There are no 
unresolved substantive issues on this project and 1 recommend they be signed at this time. 

Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
Environment Division North 



Potter 
Birkenstock P. D- • 

Crump PD C-
Person OC 

f'nice DE _1J!f3 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

Chippewa River Diversion Channel Bank Stabilization 
La qui Parle Flood Control and Water Conservation Project 

Chippewa County, Minnesota 
 
 

1.0  PURPOSE, NEED, AND AUTHORITY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers (Corps), has prepared this Environmental Assessment 
(EA) in accordance with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and Corps of 
Engineers regulations (ER-200-2-2).  This EA describes the activities and environmental effects 
for a proposal to stabilize the banks of the Chippewa River Diversion approach channel, which is 
part of the Lac qui Parle Flood Control and Water Conservation Project.   
 
1.1 Location of Project and Problems Being Addressed 
 
The proposed project is located along the banks of the approach channel for the Corps’ 
Chippewa River Diversion, located in west-central Minnesota near the city of Watson (Figure 1).  
The proposed project would address problems with bank erosion resulting from a combination of 
high flows, ice, and high near-bank velocities (Figures 2 through 7).  More specifically, during 
high flow in the early spring, the west bank (which has riprap) has been observed covered with 
ice, thus constricting the channel and creating scour conditions along the east bank.  As a result, 
the east bank (which has no riprap) has sustained considerable erosion damage (R. Melby, pers. 
comm., 2012).  Much of the bank is exposed and too steep for vegetation to re-establish.  
Portions of the bank have slumped and exposed a portion of the pipeline that is a part of the 
upstream U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gage station.  In addition, a small portion of the 
existing riprap on the west bank had settled or been lost to the channel.  Without stabilization 
measures, high flows will continue to eat away at the banks, eventually threatening the Chippewa 
River Diversion structure that serves to protect against downstream flooding to the city of 
Montevideo, Minnesota.   In addition, there will be further degradation of aquatic and shoreline 
habitat as well as water quality.  The purpose of the proposed project is to protect and stabilize 
these banks against future erosion from high flows.   
 
1.2 Authority  
 
The Laq qui Parle Flood Control and Water Conservation Project, of which this diversion 
channel is a part, is authorized by the Flood Control Act of 22 June 1936 (Public Law 74-738) 
which directs the Secretary of the Army to construct and maintain civil engineering projects.  
The Corps retains complete ownership of the project and is 100 percent responsible for the 
project’s operation and maintenance.  Other project purposes specifically assigned by Congress 
include recreation, fish and wildlife protection and propagation, water supply and water quality. 
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Figure 1.  Aerial image and location of the proposed project (red box).   

Lac qui Parle Flood Control Project 
ChippeW'a River 
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Figure 2. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel and 

control structure before erosion problems.  

 
Figure 3. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel east 

bank - downstream reach (4 April 2012). 

 
Figure 4. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel east 

bank – middle reach with pipeline connecting to 
the USGS gage station (4 April 2012).  

 
Figure 5. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel bank 

– upstream reach (4 April 2012).  

 
Figure 6. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel 

bank – upstream end (4 April 2012).  
 

Figure 7. Chippewa River Diversion approach channel – 
west bank.



 

 EA-4

2.0  PROPOSED AND ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
 

2.1 Proposed Action 
 
Summary - In general, the proposed action work would consist of supplementing existing riprap 
along a portion of the west bank and installing new riprap along the entire east bank (Figure 8 
and Table 1).  For the west bank work, angular rock and bedding material would be added along 
portions of the bank near the confluence with the Chippewa River.  An estimated 16 to 24 cubic 
yards (two to three truckloads) would be required.  For the east bank, the work would consist of 
reshaping the entire bank of the Chippewa River diversion channel (about 900 feet).  Once 
reshaped, a 1.5-foot layer of bedding material and riprap would be installed from the toe of the 
bank to 5 feet above the water surface (riprap portion).  An estimated 1,333 cubic yards of 
material over an area of about 0.6 acre (Figure 8) would be required.  Excess material would be 
placed in a nearby designated spoil area.  Most of the work would be done by a Corps-approved 
contractor using heavy machinery.  Additional details on this work are provided below.   
 
 
Table 1. Summary of Proposed Project Features.  

Location Project Feature Elevation 
Range 

(feet msl) 

Area 
(acres)1 

Description/Purpose 

Approach Channel 
West Bank 

Riprap 
supplementation 

939 to 945 0.04 Add riprap to problem areas. 

Approach Channel 
East Bank 

Bank shaping 937 to 949 1.0 Re-shape 900 linear feet of the bank for 
riprap placement. 

 Bedding installation 937 to 945 0.6 Add 6 inches or 12 inches of bedding 
material for riprap support. 

 Riprap installation 937 to 945 0.6 Bank protection from scour and erosion.  
 Stream gage repair 938 + - Restore functionality of stream gage. 
 Staging 948+ 0.2 Temporary stockpiling of materials. 
 Vegetation 

removal/replanting 
945 to 949 0.4 Clear area of trees and shrubs, add topsoil 

and grass seeding for additional bank 
stability.   

Spoil Area Spoil area 945+ 1.4 Temporarily store excess material. 
 Access road 950+ 0.3 Allow vehicle access to spoil area.  
1 Feature areas may overlap.  
 
Project Features: 
 
Bank Shaping –  The entire east bank (about 1 acre) would be re-shaped to have a slope of 
1V:3H along the riprap strata (elevation range: 937 feet to 945 feet above mean sea level or msl) 
and a 1V:5H slope for the transition strata above 945 feet msl to meet the existing ground 
elevation (Figures 9A to 9C).  Along 400 linear feet or so of the bank, the lowest elevation strata 
would directly key into the bed of the channel at the minimum elevation 937 feet msl (Figure 
9A).  Other portions of the bank would slope down to the minimum elevation but would slope 
back up to the normal water elevation of 940 feet msl (Figure 9-B).  This would maintain a 
wedge between the water and the riprap/bedding layer that would help avoid scour undermining 
this layer.  Some of this wedge would be filled with random material after riprap installation.  
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This approach is to allow hydraulic processes to form the natural angle of repose with respect to 
the channel.  Most fill would be compacted before bedding material is placed.  Any excess 
material from bank shaping would be exported to a nearby designated spoil area (see section on 
“Spoil” below).   
 
Bedding –  For affected areas of both banks, a layer of bedding material would be installed as the 
base layer to support riprap, allow water infiltration, and prevent soil from being washed through 
the larger rock.  Most of the bedding would be 6 inches thick above the normal water surface 
elevation (940 feet msl) and 12 inches thick below this elevation (i.e., from 937 to 940 feet msl). 
Bedding material would be composed of clean, small rock, ranging from 1- to 4-inches in 
diameter, although larger material would be used for in-water placement.  Approximately 500 
cubic yards of material would be needed, covering an area of approximately 0.6 acre.   
 
Riprap Supplementation/Installation –  For the west bank, about 24 cubic yards of larger rock 
would be added along a 0.04-acre area of the existing riprapped area from an elevation of 939 to 
945 feet msl (Figure 9-C).  For the east bank, this same type of rock would overlay the bedding 
material that would extend on the bank from 938 to 945 feet msl elevation.  Stone would be sized 
to withstand the current velocities of the diversion channel;  that stone placed in the water would 
be 1.5 times larger than on-land.  In total, approximately 833 cubic yards of rock would be 
needed.  This rock would consist of clean, angular stone, averaging about 12 inches in diameter.  
Stone would be acquired from an approved quarry close to the site where it would be transported 
and offloaded onsite. 
 
Stream Gage Repair –   The exposed pipeline associated with the upstream USGS stream gage 
would be removed during bank shaping and riprap installation.  A new pipeline would be 
installed after the project was constructed.  The gage would not be functioning during the 
construction period.  
 
Staging –   Materials would be temporarily stockpiled next to the lower portion of the approach 
channel on the east bank (north of County Road 13) or adjacent to the project footprint on top of 
the bank.  Dump trucks would access the site via the access road connected to County Road 13.  
Material would be offloaded by the supplier at the staging area.  The area of disturbance is 
anticipated to be limited to less than 0.2 acre.   
 
Spoil – Excess material removed during bank shaping would be piled in a designated spoil area 
covering about 1.4 acres, just to the west of the project site (Figure 10).  It is estimated that this 
would involve about 2,333 cubic yards and would largely be composed of a mixture of clay, silt, 
sand, and gravel material, interspersed with larger rock.  An existing 400-foot-long road would 
enable vehicle access.  This material would be made available to the public and county and State 
entities for their use.  Removal of this material would be commensurate with demand.  
 
Vegetation Removal/Seeding – For the east bank work, a 0.4-acre area would be cleared and 
grubbed along the upstream portion of the east bank to allow vehicles to turn around.  This area,  
 



 

 EA-6

 
Figure 8. Map of the proposed bank stabilization for the Chippewa River Diversion approach channel.   
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A. East bank riprap/bedding installation– sloped to key directly into the channel bed. 
 
 

B. East bank riprap/bedding installation– sloped to create a wedge. 
 

C. West bank riprap/bedding supplementation. 
 
 

Figures 9 A-C.  Typical cross sections of proposed bank stabilization work. 
Note: Facing downstream. 
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Figure 10. Approved spoil area for excess material. 

 

 
Figure 11. Ground view of approved spoil area for excess 

material. 
 
along with the non-riprapped bank (i.e., above 945 feet elevation msl), would be topped with 4 
inches of topsoil and seeded to promote vegetation cover.   In addition, some topsoil and seed 
would be added to a portion of the reshaped bank on top of fill material for the wedge.   
 
Avoidance/Minimization Measures - To minimize environmental impacts, the Corps would 
minimize flow through the project site (approach channel) during construction by completely 
closing the Chippewa Diversion gate and diverting maximum flows through the natural 
channel/low-flow control (maximum flow is approximately 100 cubic feet per second (cfs)).  
Flows in excess of this would be diverted into Lac qui Parle Reservoir through the Watson Sag 
Weir.  These measures would essentially create a stagnant pool with near zero velocities in the 
approach channel, effectively isolating much of the sedimentation effects from the Chippewa 
River.  Upon project completion, the Corps would incrementally ramp up flows through the 
project site over a 24-hour period to minimize the magnitude of the sediment plume.  If flows on 
the Chippewa River upstream of the dam approach 4,000 cfs, the pool would exceed the fixed 
crest weir elevation at the diversion and flow through the approach channel would occur.  
Forecasted flows at the Chippewa River at Milan1, upstream of the diversion, would be 
monitored during the construction phase so that measures could be taken before flows down the 
channel occurred (e.g., removing equipment from the channel or banks). 
 
The selected contractor would develop and implement a Corps-approved Environmental 
Protection Plan (EPP) that prevents or controls pollution or habitat disruption during 
construction.  Among other things, the EPP would contain an erosion and sediment control plan 
in compliance with Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.  The control measures selected 
and maintained by the contractor would be such that water quality standards would not be 
violated as a result of the construction.  This plan would identify best management practices 

                                                 
1 USGS Gage 05304500; http://waterdata.usgs.gov/mn/nwis/nwisman/?site_no=05304500. 
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(BMPs) that may include, among other things, silt fences, and surface stabilization measures2: 
    

 Identify measures to minimize the amount of mud transported onto paved public roads by 
vehicles or runoff. 

 
 Include measures for marking the limits of use areas including methods for protection of 

features to be preserved authorized work areas. 
 

 Contain a spill control plan. 
 
In addition, the contractor would be required to clean all previously-used construction equipment 
prior to bringing it onto the project site.  Equipment shall be free from soil residuals, egg 
deposits from plant pests, noxious weeds, and plant seeds.   
 
The Corps would conduct periodic inspections during the construction season to ensure 
compliance with the EPP.  
 
2.2 Alternatives Considered 
 
The No Action alternative was considered but rejected because it would not correct the problems 
caused by the deteriorated condition of the bank.  Erosive forces would continue to degrade this 
area, resulting in further bank losses and degraded conditions for vegetation.  The contribution of 
materials to the river, primarily sand and silt, would continue, further reducing depth diversity in 
localized areas and resulting in further degradation of aquatic and shoreline habitat.  Shoreline 
erosion would also contribute to continued degradation of water quality associated with 
increased turbidity.  The pipeline connecting to the existing gage station could be damaged from 
the slumping bank.  Continued erosion of the east bank could eventually lead to structural failure 
of the Chippewa Diversion dam.  In extreme cases, this could lead to flooding downstream areas 
including the city of Montevideo, Minnesota.  The combination of these factors is an 
unacceptable condition. 
 
A Toe Wood-Sod Mat alternative3 would create an upper and lower bank with the latter 
consisting of a bankfull bench with a bottom layer of logs, branches, brush, roots and soil as fill.  
The fill would be covered with a layer of live cuttings, then with a top layer of sod mats and 
transplants set at bank-full stage.  Over time, this approach would allow for movement of the 
streambed to its proper dimensions.  This alternative was rejected because the approach channel 
is a man-made channel designed as a fixed configuration; thus it is unnecessary to utilize an 
approach aimed at allowing a streambed to move to its proper dimensions.   Moreover, the 
channel requires a fixed configuration with highly resilient material (i.e., rock) for long-term 
operations of the diversion.   

                                                 
2 Because disturbance associated with the project footprint will exceed 1 acre, the Corps anticipates that a 
Construction Stormwater permit from the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) may be needed.  As part of 
this permit, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be developed and implemented to minimize 
impacts. 
3 (http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/publications/waters/toe_woodsod_mat_dec2010.pdf). 



 

EA-10 

 
3.0  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES   
 
The following is a brief discussion of the affected environment and environmental consequences, 
which is also summarized in Table 2.  Additional details of the project area and associated 
resources can be found in other EAs issued for the Lac qui Parle Project, the Watson Sag levee 
repair, and Chippewa River dredging (e.g., Anderson et al. 1975, Corps 2004, 2005).  A general 
discussion of effects related to riprap is provided in Fischenich 2003.   
 
3.1 Climate  
 
The climate of the region is typical of western Minnesota – warm summers (average maximum 
in July of 83°F) with moderate rainfall (24 inches, total annual precipitation) and cold winters 
(average temperature is 14°F). 
 
3.2  Geology and Soils  
 
Soils in Chippewa County include prime farmland types such as silt and sandy loam.   

 
3.3  Vegetation  
 
Vegetation in the proposed bank stabilization area and immediate surroundings is composed of 
marginal riparian vegetation.  Most of this vegetation is composed of turf, but some larger trees 
and shrubs are present.  Lion’s Park is a landscaped area just west of the project site.  Agriculture 
fields also surround the area.  The project would likely result in temporary disturbance to 
vegetative cover within the project site.  However, shrubs and grass would quickly become 
reestablished except for the riprapped portions of the bank (about 0.6 acre).  An area of trees and 
shrubs, about 0.4 acre in size, would also be permanently removed.   

 
3.4  Aquatic Areas  
 
The Chippewa River is a low-gradient stream with sand/silt bottom with some gravel and rock 
riffle sections that meanders through a landscape heavily dominated by agriculture.  Sections of 
the river have been altered through channelization and bank stabilization, including the approach 
channel itself.  Excessive sedimentation from upland area erosion has substantially degraded 
aquatic habitat.  Benthic habitat degradation from siltation, excessive water turbidity, and 
variable and frequent low flows are significant problems limiting overall aquatic habitat quality.  
Within the project area, the quality of aquatic habitat is poor with bank erosion being a 
contributing factor.  Construction of the proposed project would have localized temporary effects 
as a result of increased turbidity and erosion.  Portions of the stream adjacent to the bank would 
also be permanently altered because riprap would differ from the parent material of the channel 
boundary.  The addition of rock would improve microhabitat diversity, creating interstitial spaces 
as cover, diverse hydraulic conditions at the boundary layer, and a more stable streambed.    
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Table 2. Environmental Assessment Matrix for the proposed project*.  
 No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative  
 BENEFICIAL  ADVERSE BENEFICIAL  ADVERSE 

PARAMETER 
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A.  SOCIAL EFFECTS               
1.  Noise Levels    X        ST   
2.  Aesthetic Values     LT     LT  ST   
3.  Recreational Opportunities    X        ST   
4.  Transportation    X       X    
5.  Public Health and Safety      LT   LT      
6.  Community Cohesion (Sense of Unity)    X       X    
7.  Community Growth and Development     LT     LT     
8.  Business and Home Relocations     LT      X    
9.  Existing/Potential Land Use    X       X    
10. Controversy    X       X    

B.  ECONOMIC EFFECTS               
1.  Property Values    X       X    
2.  Tax Revenue    X       X    
3.  Public Facilities and Services     LT     LT     
4.  Regional Growth    X       X    
5.  Employment    X      ST     
6.  Business Activity    X       X    
7.  Farmland/Food Supply    X       X    
8.  Commercial Navigation    X       X    
9.  Flooding Effects     LT     LT     
10. Energy Needs and Resources    X       X    
C.  NATURAL RESOURCE EFFECTS               
1.  Air Quality    X        ST   
2.  Terrestrial Habitat    X        ST   
3.  Wetlands    X       X    
4.  Aquatic Habitat     LT     LT  ST   
5.  Habitat Diversity and Interspersion     LT     LT  ST   
6.  Biological Productivity     LT     LT  ST   
7.  Surface Water Quality     LT     LT  LT/ST   
8.  Water Supply    X       X    
9.  Groundwater    X       X    
10. Soils    X       X    
11. Threatened or Endangered Species    X       X    
D.  CULTURAL RESOURCE 
EFFECTS               
1. Historic Architectural Values    X       X    
2. Prehistoric & Historic Archeological 
Values    X       X    

* ST = short-term effects; LT = long-term effects 
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3.5  Wildlife    
 
Wildlife species typical of this region include such common avian species as robin, blue jay, and 
chickadee.  Common mammalian species include raccoon, rabbit, and white-tailed deer.  The 
bald eagle, a State-listed species of special concern, is a permanent inhabitant of the region.  
However, no eagle nests are known within a several-mile radius of the project site.  No impacts 
to wildlife are expected from the proposed project. 
 
3.6  Fish and Mussels  
 
Fish in the Chippewa River are indicative of limited quality habitat and include suckers, 
redhorse, carp, and a variety of minnow species.  Mussels species in proximity to the proposed 
project include deertoe, plain pocketbook, threeridge, black sandshell (State species of special 
concern), fat mucket, fragile papershell, spike (State species of special concern), strange floater, 
pink heelsplitter , giant floater, Wabash pigtoe, white heelsplitter, and mucket (Attachment A).  
Within the project area, live black sandshell (State-listed species of special concern), fragile 
papershell, plain pocketbook, deertoe, and fat mucket were found (Attachment B).   
 
The proposed project would have temporary adverse impacts to fish and mussels as a result of 
increased turbidity during construction.  Also, mussels and other benthic organisms that are 
largely sedentary would be covered by dirt fill and rock or crushed by earth-moving equipment 
during bank shaping and riprap installation.  However, some species in these taxa may also 
realize some long-term benefits as a result of increased complexity to the shoreline microhabitat.  
For example, biomass and density of macroinvertebrates would increase as a result of the added 
interstitial spaces (Dardeau et al 1995 IN Fischenich 2003).   
 
3.7  Water Quality  
 
The Chippewa River has several reaches that are listed as impaired for at least one parameter.  
The reach in the project area is 303(d) impaired for turbidity and has additional Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) requirements and BMPs for projects within 1 mile of the 
river.  Construction of the proposed project would have localized and temporary impacts to water 
quality, primarily in the form of increased turbidity, nutrients, chemical oxygen demand (COD) 
and occasional other pollutants such oil or grease.  Some of the increases in turbidity may occur 
as a result of erosion of the mudflat in the lower portion of the bank (Figure 5).  However, these 
impacts would be minimized with the implementation of avoidance measures and construction 
BMPs.  Because upland disturbance would be greater than 1 acre, the Corps anticipates the 
contractor would be responsible for obtaining and complying with a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, obtained and complied with by the contractor.  
 
The risk of sediment contaminants being mobilized from work in the channel is minimal; 
samples analyzed in 2003 as a part of dredging activities show concentrations of metals are 
relatively low and organochlorine pesticides were undetectable with the exception of alpha-BHC 
(Table 3 IN Corps 2004).  This conclusion is supported when comparing these results to MPCA’s 
sediment guidelines (Attachment C).  A 404(b)(1) analysis has been finalized for the project 
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(Attachment D). 
 
Long-term effects of the proposed project to water quality would be mixed.  The project would 
result in a stabilized bank that reduces turbidity, particularly during high flows.  However, the 
additional rock would increase the surface area for conveying solar radiation, resulting in slightly 
higher water temperatures.  However, this effect would be discountable because the stream is not 
supportive of a cold-water fishery (i.e., trout).   
 
3.8  Threatened and Endangered Species  
 
No federally-protected species are found in Chippewa County, Minnesota (Attachment E).  
Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this resource.  Among State-listed 
mussel species in the project vicinity, only the black sandshell (species of special concern) was 
observed within the project footprint (Attachments A and B).    
 
3.9  Employment  
 
The actions proposed for the bank stabilization work are located within a non-urban setting.  The 
actions should have no impact on the employment conditions.   

 
3.10  Cultural Resources  
 
The proposed project would take place along the east and west banks of the diversion channel.  
An assessment of the project area occurred in late May 2012; no cultural resources were 
encountered (B. Perkl, pers. comm. 2012).  The Chippewa Diversion works is eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places as contributing elements of the historically 
significant Lac qui Parle flood control project.  However, the proposed project would not directly 
affect this structure; therefore, no impacts are expected.   

 
3.11  Floodplain  
 
The proposed project area is located within the floodplain.  By stabilizing the banks, flows over 
the long term would continue to be conveyed by the diversion as designed.  During periods of 
flood, water in the Chippewa River would be contained within the channel, and excess flows 
would continue to be diverted to the Watson Sag.  Even during temporary diversion through the 
natural channel as a part of construction, flows would be conveyed in accordance with the 
diversion’s operational plan.  The project would have no impact on this resource.   
 
3.12  Farmland  
 
The proposed project would take place in a rural setting that is interspersed with farmland.  
However, the project footprint is not located on farmland.  By stabilizing the bank, the Chippewa 
River diversion would continue to function as designed, thus preventing the flooding of these 
areas.   
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3.13  Recreation Resources  
 
The Chippewa River has limited fishing activities.  The proposed project would have limited 
short-term adverse effects on the recreational resources of the area as a result of disturbance 
during construction.  Over the long-term, recreational opportunities may be slightly enhanced as 
a result of improved aquatic habitat and water quality.   
 
3.14  Watercourses  
 
The proposed project would not affect any Section 10 navigable waters and would not alter or 
modify any navigable watercourse. 
 
3.15  Stormwater  
 
The proposed project would have minimal impacts on storm water runoff because it is within an 
area that is already heavily disturbed and has little value in terms of stormwater retention.  
However, the size of the upland disturbance zone would be larger than 1 acre.  For this reason, a 
NPDES permit for this project is anticipated.   
 
3.16  Air  
 
Construction air quality effects would be short term and minor, consisting primarily of vehicle 
emissions.   
 
3.17  Hazardous Waste  
 
No hazardous waste is anticipated to be generated at the site.  The risk of spill of pollutants such 
as oil or grease would be minimized with avoidance measures in place.  
 
3.18  Drinking Water  
 
The effects of the project would be localized and would not affect any nearby municipal sources 
of drinking water.   
 
3.19  Noise  
 
The proposed project would be done in areas of low population density, and/or noisy equipment 
would be limited.  No significant changes from the ambient noise level would be expected. 
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4.0  COORDINATION 
 

4.1  In accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Corps of Engineers 
coordinated the proposed project with the representatives from State and Federal agencies 
(Attachment F).  Changes were made to the final EA/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
based on comments received during this coordination phase.    
 
4.2  The Corps contacted the MPCA to determine the need for 401 water quality certification or 
waiver in accordance with State water quality protection regulations.  The MPCA has initially 
determined that a waiver would be granted (Attachment G).  A formal response from MPCA is 
anticipated within 30 days. 
  
4.3  This project was coordinated with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties, the 
implementing regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended.  The Minnesota SHPO concurred with the Corps’ no effect determination (Attachment 
H).     

 
5.0  MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
5.1  The impact of the proposed action upon the affected environment would be minimal and 
short-lived compared to the benefits gained.  Minor, temporary increases in water turbidity, 
noise, and air emissions as well as habitat degradation associated with the construction would 
occur.  With the completion of the construction, these increases would disappear.   
 
5.2  This EA has been prepared in accordance with NEPA; the Council on Environmental 
Quality - Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508); and the Corps of Engineers - Policy and 
Procedure for Implementing NEPA (33 CFR Part 230).  The proposed action would comply with 
Federal environmental laws, executive orders and policies, and State and local laws and policies, 
including the Clean Air Act, as amended; the Clean Water Act, as amended; the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended; the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended; 
the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965, as amended; the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended; NEPA; Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management; Executive 
Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands; and Executive Order 12898, Federal Action to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Population and Low-Income Populations.  The proposed 
action would not result in the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural purposes.  Therefore, the 
provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 would not apply to this project.  The 
proposed action would not conflict with any State of Minnesota air quality implementation plans.   

 
5.3  This EA concludes that (1) no significant cumulative or long-term adverse environmental 
impacts would be associated with stabilizing the banks of the Chippewa River approach channel; 
(2) the benefits outweigh the minor, temporary impacts that may result; and (3) the project does 
not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment. 
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Attachment A. Mussel Data for the Chippewa River near the Diversion Structure.  
 
 
From: Davis, Mike J (DNR) [Mike.Davis@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 10:26 AM 
To: Potter, David F MVP 
Subject: RE: LQP - Souris Supplemental Funds (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Dave, Looks like we have done any surveys in this part of the river.  The  
closest site we have done on the Chippewa is about 5 miles downstream as 
the crow flies the meanders on the river, or 5 miles upstream.  We found a 
lot of mussels at the upstream site including one that is about to listed 
at Threatened in MN, 12 live species there.  At the site downstream we 
found fewer mussels but still 10 species. 
 
Hope this is of some help to you 
 
Mike Davis 
MN DNR Ecological and Water Resources 
1801 South Oak St. 
Lake City, MN 55041 
 
(651) 345-3331 x227 
(507) 696-5072  Cell 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Potter, David F MVP [mailto:David.F.Potter@usace.army.mil]  
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 9:54 AM 
To: Davis, Mike J (DNR) 
Subject: FW: LQP - Souris Supplemental Funds (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Mike-  
 
Do you have any mussel data for this project you could share with me?   It 
is a shoreline protection project for the Chippewa Dam of the Lac Qui 
Parle  
Project.   
 
Thanks 
 
David Potter, Fishery Biologist 
Environmental & GIS Branch PD-E 
180 East 5th Street, Suite 700 
St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul, MN  55101 
651.290.5713 (tel) 
651.290.5805 (fax) 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 

ChippewaRiverUpstreamSite 
site_id yea!' species totaClive 

3211 2008 Truncilla truncata 64 

3211 2008 Lampsilis cardium 47 

3211 2008 Amblema plica t a 27 

3211 2008 Ligwnia recta 15 

3211 2008 Lampsilis 8 
siJiquoidea 

3211 2008 Leptodea fragilis 8 

3211 2008 Elliptio dilatata 8 

3211 2008 Strophit us 5 
undulatus 

3211 2008 Potamilus a latus 5 

3211 2008 Pyganodon gJ.·andis -! 

3211 2008 Fusconaia flava 3 

3211 2008 Lasmigona 1 
complanata 

3211 2008 Actinonaias 0 
ligamentina 

ChippewaRiverDownstreamSite 
site_id year species totaC live 

3210 2008 Amblellla plicata 13 

3210 2008 Leptodea fragilis 9 

3210 2008 Lampsilis cardium 9 

3210 2008 Lalllpsilis 7 
s iliquoidea 

3210 2008 Fusconaia flava 4 

3210 2008 Truncilla truncata 2 

3210 2008 P otalllilus alatus 2 

3210 2008 Pyganodon grandis 1 

3210 2008 Lasllligona 1 
complanata 

3210 2008 Ligulllia recta 1 



 

 

Attachment B.  Results of Mussel Survey (Pollywog) in the Project Area Conducted on 4 April 2012.  
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Attachment C.  Results of Sediment Analysis for a 2003 Sample in the Chippewa River in 
Comparison to MPCA Sediment Quality Targets (SQTs) (Crane and Hennes 2007).  
 

Constituent Result Unit of Measurement Effective 
Quantification 

Limit 

SQT Ia SQT IIb 

Inorganics 
Arsenic 5.0 mg/Kg 0.29 9.8 33 
Cadmium 0.31 mg/Kg 0.29 0.99 5.0 
Chromium 16 mg/Kg 7.1 43 110 
Copper 8.6 mg/Kg 2.9 32 150 
Lead 7.1 mg/Kg 7.1 36 130 
Manganese 720 mg/Kg 14 - - 
Mercury 0.027 mg/Kg 0.015 0.18 1.1 
Nickel 12 mg/Kg 7.1 23 49 
Zinc 37 mg/Kg 1.4 120 460 
Cyanide, Total 0.22 mg/Kg 0.22 - - 
Ammonium Nitrogen 270 mg/Kg 22 - - 
Percent Solids 67.3 % - - - 

Total Organic Carbon 29000 mg/Kg 12000 - - 
Total Volatile Solids 4.6 % - - - 
 
Organochlorine Pesticides 
4,4’-DDD <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 4.9 28 
4,4’-DDE  <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 3.2 31 
4,4,’-DDT <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 4.2 63 
alpha-BHC 1.8 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
Alpha-Chlordanec <30 ug/KG 30 3.2 18 
Arochlor 1016 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1221 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1232 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1242 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1248 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1254 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Arochlor 1260 <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Beta-BHC <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
Chlordane, Technical <30 ug/KG 30 - - 
Delta-BHC <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
Dieldrinc <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 1.9 62 
Endrinc <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 2.2 210 
gamma-BHC <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
gamma-Chlordane <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
Heptachlor <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 - - 
Heptachlor epoxide <1.5 ug/KG 1.5 2.5 16 
Oxychlordane <3.0 ug/KG 3.0 - - 
Note: Results reproduced from Table 3 IN Corps 2004.   
a Contaminant concentrations below which harmful effects on sediment-dwelling organisms are unlikely to be observed. 
b Contaminant concentrations above which harmful effects on sediment-dwelling organisms are likely to be observed. 
c Effective quantification limits are above SQT Level I or SQT Level II; therefore, non-detect for those parameters is not meaningful..  
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Attachment D.  Clean Water Act, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation.  
 

SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 
Chippewa River Diversion Channel Bank Stabilization 

Lac qui Parle Flood Control and Water Conservation Project  
Chippewa County, Minnesota 

 
I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
A.  Location 
 
The proposed project is located along the approach channel of the Chippewa River Diversion, 
located in west-central Minnesota near the city of Watson.   
 
B. General Description   
 
In general, the proposed work would consist of supplementing existing riprap along a portion of 
the west bank and installing new riprap along the entire east bank.  For the west bank work, 
angular rock and bedding material would be added along portions of the bank near the 
confluence with the Chippewa River.  An estimated 16 to 24 cubic yards (two to three 
truckloads) would be required.  For the east bank, the work would consist of reshaping much of 
the bank (about 900 feet).  Once reshaped, a 1.5-foot layer of bedding material and riprap would 
be installed from the toe of the bank to 5 feet above the water surface (riprap portion).  An 
estimated 1,333 cubic yards of material over an area of about 0.6 acre would be needed.  Excess 
material would be placed in a nearby designated spoil area.  Most of the work would be done by 
a Corps-approved contractor using heavy machinery.  Additional details are provided in section 
2.1 of the Environmental Assessment (EA).  
 
C.  Authority and Purpose 
 
The Laq qui Parle Flood Control and Water Conservation Project, of which this diversion 
channel is a part, is authorized by the Flood Control Act of 22 June 1936 (Public Law 74-738) 
which directs the Secretary of the Army to construct and maintain civil engineering projects.  
The Corps retains complete ownership of the project and is 100 percent responsible for the 
project’s operation and maintenance.  Other project purposes specifically assigned by Congress 
include recreation, fish and wildlife protection and propagation, water supply and water quality. 
 
D.  General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
 

1. General Characteristics of Material 
 

Fill materials associated with the installation of riprap would be composed of clean quarry-run 
angular rock and gravel, ranging from 1 to 12 inches in diameter.  The bedding material would 
consist of clean, small rock, ranging from 1- to 4- inches in diameter, although larger material 
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would be used for in-water placement (i.e., 1.5 to 6- inches in diameter).  Some of the random 
material used for fill would be recycled as part of bank shaping and would be composed of rock, 
gravel, sand, and fines.  
 

2. Quantity of Material 
 

Estimated quantities of material needed for the proposed project are shown in Table 1.  Materials 
needed within the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM; 940 feet above mean sea level (msl) 
elevation) include about 400 cubic yards of riprap and 267 cubic yards of bedding material.    
 
 
Table 1. Estimated Quantities for Chippewa River Bank Erosion Repair.  

 
 

3. Source of Material 
 
Some of these materials would be obtained onsite from re-shaping the east bank.  Rock for riprap 
and bedding material would be obtained from nearby outside sources such as local quarries.  All 
material brought onsite would be clean and free of contaminants, fines, or other undesirable 
material.   
 
E.  Description of the Proposed Placement  
 

1. Location 
 

Fill material placed below the OHWM would be located along the entire periphery (900 feet) of 
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the east bank of the Chippewa River Diversion approach channel.   A small portion (0.04 acre) of 
the west bank would have fill material placed as a part of riprap supplementation.  
 

2. Size 
 

The extent of the project site involving bank stabilization within the OHWM is estimated to be 
along the margins of 900 linear feet of the banks (about 4,500 square feet).    
 

3. Type of Site 
 

The project site is an artificially-created channel constructed as part of the Chippewa River 
Diversion.  This site is heavily disturbed from existing features associated with the Chippewa 
Diversion.  Additional details of the site are provided in Section 3 of the EA.  
  

4. Type of Habitat 
 

In general, the Chippewa River is a low-gradient stream with sand/silt bottom with some gravel 
and rock riffle sections that meanders through a landscape heavily dominated by agriculture.  
The approach channel itself was excavated as part of construction of the Chippewa River 
Diversion.  Additional details are provided in Section 3 of the EA.    
 
F.  Description of the Placement Methods 
 
The methods of placing material would involve heavy machinery such as excavators and dump 
trucks.  First, the banks would be reshaped to the appropriate slopes and packed.  Then bedding 
material would be added, followed by riprap.  Placement methods would likely include pushing 
the material from the top of the bank where it is offloaded.  A number of avoidance measures, 
including Best Management Practices (BMPs), would be implemented to minimize turbidity 
levels.   
 
II. FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS 
 
Note: Additional discussion of project effects on a number of the components listed below are 
provided in Section 3 of the EA.  
 
A.  PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS 
 

1.  Substrate Elevation and Slope   
 
In general, the newly constructed riprapped bank would be sloped 1 foot vertical to every 3 feet 
horizontal (1:3) from the toe (elevation 937 feet msl) to an elevation of 945 feet msl (5 feet 
above the OHWM).  Above this elevation, the slope would be more gradual, 1:5, to tie into the 
existing elevation.  In some areas, a wedge would be formed at the base of the riprap as 
protection against scour at the toe.  Excavation may involve steeper slopes, although this slope 
would be filled to flatten it.   
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2. Substrate Type   
 
Substrate in the footprint of the proposed bank work is composed of silt, sand, gravel, and larger 
rock.     
 

3. Dredged/Fill Material Movement     
 
Secondary movement of most of the fill material used to construct the project would be 
negligible because the constructed features are designed to be stable.  The riprap would be 
anchored with bedding material and would be locked in place by the shape of the angular rock 
used and the relatively flat slopes.  Localized movement of smaller material (i.e., gravel and 
sand) is anticipated during the normal flow range.  There may also be some erosion of mudflat 
areas during high flows.  During moderately infrequent flood events, some of the riprap may 
become displaced, and some of the smaller materials would likely mobilize and leech into the 
approach channel.   
 

4. Physical Effects on Benthos 
 
Any organisms in the filled and excavated areas would be destroyed or displaced during 
construction.  However, the overall long-term project effects to benthos would be positive by the 
increase in interstitial spaces and improved water quality.   This may be offset somewhat by 
thermal loading caused by the increased surface area of rock at the water interface.    
 

5. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts   
 
A number of procedures would be used to minimize impacts where needed and are described in 
detail in the EA.  In general, the disturbance area would be isolated from flows, thus minimizing 
turbidity levels.  The project may have Minnesota water quality limitations and monitoring 
requirements to be followed during construction.  As part of project’s Environmental Protection 
Plan, a number of BMPs would be in place to minimize surface erosion.  
 
B.  WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION, AND SALINITY DETERMINATIONS 
 

1. Water   
 
The riprap and bedding rock used for construction would be basically inert material that would 
have little to no effect on water chemistry and nutrient levels.  Also, these materials would be 
clean of fines.  However, short-term effects may have some increase in turbidity as fines are 
mobilized.  However, these levels will be minimized through implementation of 
BMPs/avoidance measures.  Long-term water clarity, odor, taste, and pH would not significantly 
change as a result of the new riprap.  Temperature may increase slightly due to the increased 
surface area of rock that transfers solar radiation.   
 

2. Current Patterns and Circulation 
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a. Current Velocity and Patterns 

 
The newly armored banks of the Chippewa River Diversion approach channel would have 
localized and small-scale effects on the current patterns and circulation associated with flow 
patterns along the land/water interface.  Turbulence would increase, which would damper the 
effects of scour, especially at high flows.    
 

b. Stratification 
 
The newly armored banks would have no effect on stratification within the approach channel.   
 

c. Hydrologic Regime 
 
The proposed project would not significantly alter the existing hydrologic regime associated with 
the Chippewa River Diversion; it would still operate under its current operational guidelines.    
 

3. Normal Water Level Fluctuation  
 
Construction of project features is not expected to alter normal water level fluctuations in the 
area or cause prolonged periods of inundation or exaggerated extremes of high and low water.     
 

4. Salinity Gradient 
 
Not applicable.  
 

5. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts   
 
No special actions would be taken to minimize the effects of the proposed project on current 
patterns or flow.  As a part of the construction sequence, the approach channel would have no 
flows until the project has been completed.  Water would instead be diverted around the project 
site and through the natural channel.   
 
C.  SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS 
 

1. Expected Changes in Suspended Particulates and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity of 
the Disposal Site  

Under the normal range of flows, the proposed bank stabilization should lessen the kinds and 
concentrations of suspended particulate/turbidity in the project vicinity.  The bank erosion that 
has occurred in the past would be largely eliminated.  However, some material might leech into 
the approach channel, through the diversion, and eventually into the Chippewa River.  Also, 
during construction, temporary turbidity would increase due to excavation, placement of 
construction material, and movement of equipment.  Also, suspended sediments would increase 
when flows through the approach channel are re-established.  In these cases, increases in 
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suspended particulates would be largely localized and limited to physical changes to the water 
column.   
 

2. Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column 
 
The temporary increase in localized turbidity during construction would result in decreased light 
penetration and reduced aesthetic qualities near the construction site.  Suspended particles are not 
expected to cause a change in dissolved oxygen, toxic metals, organisms, or pathogens in the 
water column after project completion.  No significant chemical impacts are anticipated.  The 
assimilation of any and all construction materials to the river should not cause any violation of 
applicable water quality standards, or lead to loss of environmental values over the long term. 
 

3. Effects on Biota   
 
Over the long-term, the project would increase levels of light penetration that could increase 
photosynthesis and plant growth.  Sight-dependant species might have some slight benefit 
associated with increased feeding ability, growth rates, or resistance to disease.  However, the 
temporary increase in turbidities during construction would likely impair feeding activity of 
sight-feeding fish and may cause them to leave the area.  Also, mussels and other benthic taxa in 
the immediate vicinity of these activities might be negatively affected due to the limited mobility 
of these taxa.   
 

4. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts   
 
Constructing project features primarily from land and diverting flows around the project site 
should minimize impacts to the water column due to suspended sediment, thereby minimizing 
turbidity.   The Corps would also gradually re-introduce flows through the project site over a 24-
hour period to minimize the plume to downstream areas.   
 
D.  CONTAMINANT DETERMINATIONS 
 
The risk of sediment contaminants being mobilized from work in the channel is minimal and is 
described in further detail in Section 3 of the EA.   
 
E.  AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATIONS 
 

1. Effects on Plankton and Nekton   
 
No significant impacts are anticipated.  At a local level, planktonic organisms might be impacted 
as a result of small-scale current pattern and water velocity changes.  The overall planktonic 
community structure would remain the same because downstream drift would be minimally 
affected.  Nectonic or free-swimming organisms would avoid the area during construction 
activities.  
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2. Effects on Benthos   
 
Currently the project area within the OHWM is composed mostly of riprap, gravel, sands, clays, 
and other natural materials.  Bank work would disturb the benthic community within a very 
small footprint (estimated at less than 4,500 square feet), but benthos would reestablish in this 
area post-construction.  The riprap would provide interstitial spaces that would be colonized by 
benthos.  Thus, long-term benefits to benthos would be realized from this additional habitat.  
 

3. Effects on Aquatic Food Web   
 
No significant long-term negative impacts are anticipated to any life stage or aquatic or terrestrial 
organism.  The productivity of benthic macroinvertebrates, an important food source to fish, 
would likely increase due to the interstitial spaces provided by the riprap.   
 

4. Effects on Special Aquatic Sites   
 
No effects to special aquatic sites are anticipated as no special aquatic sites exist in the project 
area.   
 

5. Threatened and Endangered Species   
 
No federally-protected species are found in the project site (see Section 3 and Attachment E of 
the EA).  Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this resource.     
 

6. Other Wildlife   
 
No impacts from the proposed project are expected to wildlife.   
 

7. Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts   
 
No special actions are proposed to minimize impacts to the aquatic ecosystem.   
 
F.  PROPOSED PLACEMENT SITE DETERMINATIONS 
 

1.  Mixing Zone Determinations   
 
A mixing zone is a limited volume of water serving as a zone of initial dilution in the immediate 
vicinity of a discharge point, where receiving water quality may not meet water quality standards 
or other requirements otherwise applicable to the receiving water.  A mixing zone would allow 
for a zone of dilution before compliance with relevant water quality standards is met.  The 
mixing zone should be considered as a place where wastes and water mix and not as a place 
where effluents are treated.   
 
A portion of the Chippewa River immediately downstream of the diversion would serve as the 
mixing zone where assimilation of sediments would occur.  As flows would be gradually 
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reintroduced through the area of disturbance, the extent of the plume resulting from suspended 
sediments should be minimized.  The mixing zone should be adequate for assimilation of any 
sediment related contaminants that may be present.  No violation of any water quality standard 
resulting from fill material connected with this project is anticipated.   
 

2.  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards   
 
No violations to the State of Minnesota water quality standard should occur.  Rock riprap and 
bedding material would be obtained from approved local quarries and would be clean of fines.  
State certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act has been initially waived before any 
construction activities begin. 
 

3.   Potential Effects on Human-Use Characteristics   
 
Implementation of this project would have no significant effect either directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively on municipal or private water supplies, national or historic monuments, wilderness 
areas, or other similar preserves.  The project would have temporary negative effects to the 
recreational fishery during construction and long-term positive effects when operational.  Use of 
a small municipal park would be affected temporarily by riprap supplementation of the west 
bank.   
 

a. Municipal and Private Water Supply 
 

No municipal or private wells would be affected by the proposed project.   

b. Recreational and Commercial Fisheries 
 

No commercial fishing is in the vicinity of the project area.  In addition, recreational fishing 
opportunities are limited.  No substantial effects to recreational fishing are anticipated. 
 

 c. Water-Related Recreation and Aesthetics 
 
Water-related recreation in the project vicinity is limited to wildlife viewing and canoeing.  
However, there are limitations to these opportunities in the project footprint.  Over the long-term, 
recreational opportunities may be slightly enhanced as a result of improved aquatic habitat and 
water quality.   
 

d. Cultural Resources 

An assessment of cultural resources within the project area occurred in late May 2012; no 
cultural resources were encountered (B. Perkl, pers. comm. 2012).  The Chippewa Diversion 
Works is eligible be included on the National Register of Historic Places as contributing 
elements of the historically significant Lac qui Parle flood control project.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly affect this structure.  Therefore, no impacts are expected.  
The Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office concurred with this determination (Attachment 
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H).      
 
If finds of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are 
encountered or collected from Federal lands or federally-recognized tribal lands, the Corps 
would coordinate with the appropriate federally-recognized Native American Tribes, pursuant to 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. § 3001 et seq.) 
and its implementing regulations (43 CFR Part 10). 
 
G.  DETERMINATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEM 
 
Implementation of the proposed action would cause no significant cumulative impact on aquatic 
habitat.   
 
H.  DETERMINATION OF SECONDARY EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM 
 
No significant secondary adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem are expected from the 
proposed action.   
 

 
 

  



SECTION 3: FINDINGS OF COMPLIANCE OR NONCOMPLIANCE 
WITH THE RESTRICTIONS ON PLACEMENT 

1. No significant adaptations of the guidelines were made relative to this evaluation. 

2. The proposed fill activities would comply with Section 404(b)(l) guidelines of the Clean 
Water Act of 1972, as amended. As discussed in the EA, the placement of fill for the proposed 
project is required to achieve the project purpose, which is to stabilize the banks of the Chippewa 
River Diversion approach challllel. Without stabilization measures, high flows would continue 
to eat away at the banks, eventually threatening the diversion that serves to protect against 
downsh·eam flooding to the city of Montevideo, Minnesota. The proposed alternative would not 
be environmentally damaging to the aquatic ecosystem. 

3. There are no practical and feas ible alternatives to the placement of fill in the proposed site 
that would meet the objectives and goals for this project. 

4. The proposed fill activities would comply with all State water quality standards and Section 
307 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended. The MPCA has initially issued a waiver of 
401 Water Quality certification for the project, which is anticipated to be finalized within 30 
days after the signing of the FONSI (Attaclunent G). 

5. The proposed project would comply with the Endru1gered Species Act of 1973, as amended, 
because no federally-listed species are found in the project site. 

6. The proposed fill acti vity would not have significant adverse effects on human health and 
welfare, including tnunicipal aJ1d private water supplies, recreation and commercial fishing, 
plankton, fish, shellfish, wildlife, and special aquatic sites. Aquatic life and other wildl ife would 
not be adversely affected. Significant adverse effects on aquatic ecosystem diversity, 
productivity, and stability and on recreational, aesthetic, and economic values would not occur. 

7. On the basis of this evaluation, I conclude that the proposed ruscharges would comply with the 
Section 404(b )(I) Guidelines for the discharge of dredged or fill material. 

L "ichael J. Price 
/v Corps of Engineers 

District Engineer 
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Attachment E.  Results of Web Search for Federal and State-listed Species in Chippewa County, 
Minnesota.  

 

Filter Search: Minnesota DNR PHg. 1 of I 

... ord Se"rch I A- Z s u rch I f ilte .. ,d SeoIrch 

Rare Species Guide: Filtered Search 

8 result(s) for Location,,:Chippew,,; H"bitats:Sm<J11 Rivers ",,<1 Sfreams:R(Id< 
Outcrop; Shore; 

J:9mmon name Sdeutll'k: MOle Group 
....... , 

stilte status ...... 
A of Buelli,. nlgr,. lichen 000 0 endangerC<! U<hen 
Bald Eagle Hilli_tu" Ie"coceph.ilI"" "m specia l concern 
Creek Keelspl ittec LIIsmlgonll_compreu. m usse l 00"' special concern 
Elktoo. Alas m/donrll mllrplllllrll musse l 0000 threatened 

Ellipse Hrru#it<Jl.m:l!,,- m usse l 000' threatened eillpsiformis 
Pla ins Prickly Pellr QpUoti llJ!'lIcrorhlzlI plllnt none concern 
RO<Jnd musse l 
Spike Elliptio_dUlltatll musse l none special concern 

® .. II [EJ 
[EJ moss 

[EJ b<rd [EJ fish IE] fungus !E] insect !El lichen 
IE) m amm al IE] mussel [EJ repti le !El snai l IE] spider !El vas",la r plant 

Filter I:7f __ {select one or"","" 

!E)eder"l endangered 
[E1;tate 
[B::ms 

D ederal threatenC<! 
[E1;tate threatened 
[E)JSf S SenSitive 

B eder,,1 Ci>ndidate 
[E1;t.ate .ped al concern 

rr::J " II 

Filler I:7f location 

Select.d A ..... " : 
Select ECS subsection s Chippewa (12) 

Iter_search, hIm I 

F_ b:t habilat{optbrIaj) 

,., Selected Hilblt ilt,, : 
Small Rivers and Sl r" "ms 
(h2S) 
Rock Outcrop (h9) 

Shore (11 13) 

31812012 



 
 

 

Attachment F.  Coordination with the Public and Agencies Regarding the Proposed Project.  
 
LETTER CORRESPONDENCE: 

DEP,t,RTMEHT OF THEAAMY 
I. ' . .... ",".ItIe •• DDIIr'I "" _ .... 

, ... .-nt "-'-, E,O. IrT ..... TIi no 
IT .. , . .... :1 

..... " 

SUUJECT: Ln,irorunclultl A" = "."ti1)edi"" 4Q.l{b)(l) Il ..... ...oon _ ChJWC"''' River 
Oiwrsioo Approo.ch Channel Bank SlabiliulOlioo Projecl. Chippe"" CDUlUy. 
MinneoDta 

The Dran F .... ' ironmenl;" A_mofU and FiMi,,!! of No Sisnir",unl 1"'1""'1 
(FONSI) fOO" • prOpO$«I bank !Ubi Ii"",;.,,, proj«1 for 11>0 Chipp""''1 Ri,,,,. Oi .. rsion ... aT 
Waaon. Minraola, i •• , .. ilaNo rOO" )'OUI ",,'Ie,,' and a.n be KCeuN ,'ill lhe Sl. PauJ 
0i. ,ric1 "".",il. J1 ... w ... m,p .''is army mjVtu yifllllll<ntI. The: Seclion 4<>'(h)(l) 
C'Valuatioo is bcUlg di,tributOlla< pari of !his report in lieu o f a Soxtion 404 
""blie ""'icc. 

The ob;ttt".., of!he J'II"OI'OI"'t propl is III illlf1cmrnl bank ,talnlir.'llH)n and 
proledion aI",,& the "I'f"'OI"''' ,han",,1 fDr the Chippcwo; Rj,·.". Oi"","""", The: OIlS! t.nk. 
in pwti<ular ...... exl"'rim<OIl ,ubstantiol erosioo from hiih I10ws and icc fOfTllalion. 
Wi!bout SIab;h"'t;"" """"'\IreS, high "ouId """',nil< 10 <a,.,,·ay at tho bAnk$. 
e>",,'uall )' lh""""ni"lllhe ChiWC"''I Rive< OJ,,,,..i,,,, !t""'tun: thai $Cr'\"" 10 JlrOO"Ct 
agai_ dovtmtrcam AQOding '" cily of Minnesola. The I'f"'Il"'ICd ""'k 
"""Id cumist of ""ppI""",,,linj C>'.;"illJl riprap 010"& ' portion of"'" ".."t _ and 
irmalling new riprap olOOi "'" emir< easI bank. Before installing new rip"",. lhe hank 
""",ld be to n>Cd ..,.."r,c.uons f()r Riprap "oold tOn';. of. 
layel o f beddina maI";.1 .nd mil"l., rock. In all. about 1.300 cubtc r-dl of rnaICrial 
""",Id be pbced. The work i •• to last obolOI 10 day .. nd would occur in faU Of 

winlCf 2012. depending on b)"drolof,icaI COI'Iditionl.. •• o.ilabk rnourt .... and f..."jingo 

An,..,ne "'OO has on l/1at mal' be affed«l by the I'f"I'OOCd action may 
r<quQI a public on thU An)'o,,", inlmsu:<! ;0 • puIllic hcarin!! muM 
.... bmil a "Tit .... reqll<" 10 "'" DislriC1 EnKi ..... at th< address ii'tto above. Tbis "Tin." 
r<quQI mLtll d • .,ly ... rDrlh .... intern! that ""'y be ,/Ted«l and OOw II may be ./TCded 
by lhi .. cti.ity. The EngillOa' has die OUlhority 10 modify die plan if corn""""" 
and It31emcnts .... rectivOll ponuatI!1O tJW public noli"" thai. in his j.q,mcnt. lhe 
.....:mty of modi fy"", "'" Jl"l'P<'fCd II<lion. followi,.. al"P""!'ri.l< <"" .... ltMion. 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
NOTE: No public comments received.  
  



 
 

 

June 15, 2012 
 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division North  
Environmental and GIS Branch 
 
Tony Sullins 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Twin Cities Ecological Services 
4101 American Boulevard East 
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665 
 
SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment / Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation – Chippewa River 

Approach Channel Bank Stabilization Project, Chippewa County, Minnesota 
 
Dear Mr. Sullins: 

 
The Draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for a 
proposed bank stabilization project for the Chippewa River Diversion near Watson, Minnesota is 
enclosed for your review.  It is also available on the St. Paul District Website at: 
www.mvp.usace.army.mil.  The Section 404(b)(1) evaluation is being distributed as part of this 
report in lieu of a separate Section 404 public notice.  

 
The objective of the proposed project is to implement bank stabilization and protection along the 
approach channel for the Chippewa River Diversion.  The east bank, in particular, has 
experienced substantial erosion from high flows and ice formation.  Without stabilization 
measures, high flows would continue to eat away at the banks, eventually threatening the 
Chippewa River diversion structure that serves to protect against downstream flooding to the 
city of Montevideo, Minnesota.  The proposed work would consist of supplementing existing 
riprap along a portion of the west bank and installing new riprap along the entire east bank.  
Before installing new riprap, the bank would be reshaped to meet design specifications for slope.  
Riprap would consist of a layer of bedding material and angular rock.  In all, about 1,300 cubic 
yards of material would be placed.  The work is expected to last about 10 days and would occur 
in the fall or winter of 2012, depending on hydrological conditions, available resources, and 
funding.  

 
Anyone who has an interest that may be affected by the proposed action may request a public 
hearing on this project.  Anyone interested in a public hearing must submit a written request to 
the District Engineer at the address given above.  This written request must clearly set forth the 
interest that may be affected and how it may be affected by this activity.  The District Engineer 
has the authority to modify the plan if comments and statements are received pursuant to this 
public notice that, in his judgment, reveal the necessity of modifying the proposed action, 
following appropriate consultation. 
 
Comments on the proposed action should be provided by July 15, 2012.  If you have any 



 
 

 

questions about the project, please call Mr. David Potter at 651-290-5713.  Please address all 
correspondence on this project to the Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and Environmental 
Division North, St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers, 190 Fifth Street East, Suite 401, St. Paul, 
Minnesota, 55101-1638. 

 
     Sincerely, 
 

 
Enclosure     Terry J. Birkenstock 
  Deputy Chief, Regional Planning and 
   Environment Division North 



 
 

 

Identical List:  
 
  
Mr. Kenneth Westlake  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
Mailcode: E-19J 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 
 

Mr. Tony Sullins 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Twin Cities Field Office 
4101 East 80th Street 
Bloomington, Minnesota 55425 
 
 

Mr. Craig Affeldt 
Environmental Review Unit 
Minnesota PCA 
520 Lafayette Road North 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 
 

Ms. Melissa Doperalski 
Environmental Review Section 
Minnesota DNR 
500 Lafayette Road – Box 10 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4010 
 

  
  
 

 
     

  



 
 

 

E-MAIL CORRESPONDENCE: 
 

 
 

 
 

Potter, F MVP 

F,om: Potter, 0.."'" F MVP 
Wed"""",y, M.yW. 20 12 H 6 rM Soot, 

10: david , UOIJ ba(!lstoo:. ,mn, ""; Elhan,jenzel\(!l.lat • • .,." .... ; 'ridlIIfd __ :!:Iws .Il0l'; 
'jm.oo.tG!. tote. rT" n.u. ' 

Cc: Koslerman , Kristin A MVP 
Cr.lppewo eo;,.....,... ",oj&<! :lobi""" 

An.cl"nen": lQ P Chippew3 D:,..,rsi"" SlxJ.rrine R"""1TIl!1ion Proje:l Oe<crip_.pdf 

AL: 

I , ... ,,,,, , on t o .e,t of yoo , . id peoj oct . h • do"dption of t ho 
oeo"" .. d dor. " worl<. on tn, ChlooeN. Oh,e5l oo . In t ho .oirit of 'o<>ediooUoo • • oee t ho 
Fis h .nd Wildlif o Cooedi o" ion I i n, i H you to n od M your wit h 
c,! . cd, to .. i d >h o , .... ' c. ; ot.c.,hd i " t", o .. d f oc ror.'; " (' . e . • Pco., ,, . d 
w. tor> 00 <.101 • • t u Quolity , ootifi ootioo ). A dco't fA . nd 49<.( b )(l ) , no1y' i ' Nil! b. 
fa r . " , .. . lo a far you ta c .. i .N . 

11 """Iblo, pl .. s< '""" to .. by JUO" 

Th , nk you, 

o .. id pon,c, ' i,hOl'Y Siol"8in 
' n'\conMooto l I 6'5 po . , 
lSG E . .. 5t h 70e 
St . p . ul Oi<tri<t, ( OCP' o f 'n ,ln •• " 
St . Poul, 15101 
.". ' ''.'71 3 ('.1) 
6S).'''.''"' ( f o.) 

Pone,: David F MVP 

h om: 
Sent: 

Potter. David F IoIVf' 
Wedneoday, """" 06, lO l l 3:31 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

110m .traubaCSlate .mo .... ; ' riehafd _ dol'isGlws.opt; Ethan.jenzenCSlate .mo .... 
proiea lor Ri'm" a-.neI .,..,., -Attachments : Chippewa Dill.....", npnop proiect; lap Chippewo IliYefsjon Sh<JreIne R",,_ Proje<1 

DeIelipion.pd1 

Al l : 

At t a.c hed Is • """0 det.iled description for your .... 
honor" t he J une nth ""adll"" f <>l" subooit tinc Coor.ffit, ( by noon, if 

)'OU, 

Qayid fi,he,y BiolOl[ht 
Enyiror.o ntol & GIS 6eOflch PO· E 
lee Eost St ",et, Suite 700 
St. Paul Dist rict , C<>I"P' of Encineecs 
St. Paul , I'9l 

(t ol) 
( fax) 

I os. if you could still 
possiblo). 



 
 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jenzen, Ethan (DNR) [Ethan.Jenzen@state.mn.us) 
Tuesday, June 12, 2012 6:02 PM 
Potter, David F MVP; Trauba, David R (DNR); richard_davis@fws.gov 
Bratsch, Stacy (DNR) 
RE: updated project description for Chippewa River Diversion approach channel bank 
stabilization 

Thank you for supplying a detailed description of this project. This appears to be necessary 
to protect the banks of the river channel in the area of the diversion. Just t wo quick 
comments: 

I agree that this project should be completed under low flow conditions. It appears that as 
part of this project, flows will be adjusted to maintain f l ows, however, the replacement of 
the dam on the Chippewa in Montevideo will be proceeding this su mmer / fall, and a tent ative 
agreement has been reached to maintain low flows as much as possible in the natural channel 
to limit i mpacts on the exposed banks. Hopefully, the timing of these t wo projects can be 
offset to accommodate construction on both . 

My only other comment is in regards to sediment control and containment on - s i te, and it 
appears that this has been addressed to a certain degree in the plan . 

Thanks for the opportunit y to comment on t his project . As f or a DNR permit, the Corps does 
not specifically need the permi t to proceed, as USACE jurisdiction supersedes DNR 
jurisdiction. However, if you would like to obtain a permit to go through the review process 
with the local agencies, we can certainly make that happen . Please let me know how you would 
like to proceed. Thanks! 

Ethan 

Ethan Jenzen 
Area Hydrologist 
DNR Ecological and Water Resources 
328 -796-2161 x 232 
ethan.jenzen@state. mn .us 



 
 

 

  



 
 

 

LETTER CORRESPONDENCE: 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency .. _--1 ....... - .. " ... , .. 1 .. ,-
_ .... 1 .. ' .... , .. ""'" 1 ____ 1 _ ' .... _ 

Tony J. a<rkt",l()(k 
o..PUIV Chief. Realollli .... nn.., Ind Environmt .. " 0/vbI0tI 
SI. P.uI 0iWItt. Cor,I$ of E,..,,"r> 
180 fifth SIIMI en!. SUit<I 700 

P'"' ... .... 

lie: Chippew. !Wet ChatInIoI Ionk SlM:Mil ....... P<ojoKt 
Draft EmItoftmtntoI.o.nessme", 

o..or M'. 8irMmtocl!: 

Tho .. _lor 1M to review and com .... '" Oft tr.. cqlt e"""""mentol ..... " ..... '" 1£A11or 
1M Ch;ppew. RiYe, DIversion AI>II'_h Ch ......... 81nk projKt lPr1>jocl lloul*ll "el' Ihe city 
of W.""";., CIII!>PtWI Cou"IV . .. ,,,,,",,II . Tho Project con.lsuof Implement.tlon of bonk 01l1li11 •• 1 .... 
Ind protKI .... llonIJ l "e .pproldo chorv>tl fo, I ... Ctlippew. IliYer>ion. Roprtll", '"'U' ... for 
which the .. innHo .. -...,., CatItn>I .... ....,., IMI'CAI M' ...... :.1""1" _sibillty lAd O\:hio, inI .. ..u. 
"PCA SllII I ... .-10li0 ...... """""""I> for I'DWt:OI Ide ........ . 

• ThI >«tiOtl Oft _ ............. SKtion Z.I of IIw [)f.t! EA ,. __ 1 ooaifIcIoI boundIry or bemo 
11>01 po"'-tr..- _, IIiJh KOUt, Thk .... 'l0l00' CIt 1 _rifi<ill btfm Is _"1*11 1ft 
SKtJon • of lhe all" Wlter ""'ICWA) SectIoto _(bMI) e .. h .. llor<, 11o ..... ,.1I"tn II>< "lire of 
,hi> port;,., of II,,, CIIIpp"w, II .... ",o..d for ,_fty ..... ......... 1 "" ....... lor • "",joot't 
. "'" .. d,,, do.1 will ClIVI<! Of t;Ont,itl .. Jte to the l,"pollm'''I. elllCtflI lft Iho 1I'1y 1980s, «I C.f, R. 
, IZZ .4(i) Ind "OC.f .R. f IZVU(d) fulft llll>< ae.n Wl ter Act 10 ,_ I nd .... 100II1" II>< 
d>t<nital pltY'kll. lAd bIoio>Cital intqrilV of IhI nOliolt·, w.I .... "0 C.f.R. , IZHjl) prohibits 1M 
..... Incrn .. 01 0"" polllliottl_ .... CII .... or """"",,te to I _ric or """tHe wll« 
.uncIon:I...,..,1on. 01(1 (.I',1t. f IZZA4(d) efI\<.IttIt llr:>iu;" pO<miu to ........ dhchott" do 
..,. GlUM, "- I .... .....- potIrI1iII to tatIM, 0< COMribI.C. to IIw _ ...... of I _ 0< 
...... __ te<QUoIIity_n:l. TherVor-o, IIw MPCAI' a Ib'hot tho .... Paul Dlwktollhl 
u.s. """" Corps 0( ( .. !Men tho IoICrifIcIoj bo4 .... , /botm from """ .,. ..... Moro 
informolion .... " be Ioo.ond It htt!!;{/www.pg .JlIIC.mn.y.belpW4. For __ .... n:I .... lhIs mltI.,. i>IH" conllC'l Judy M""', 116S1·T57·ZSoU. 

• Wilh re.pocl to l"e d"'dJln,ltllviliH. "PCA Sllfl ( teOm",""". you follow lhe ,<>10:1,1"\(1 
It hnp·lIwww.IICIJlII.ronJAl.pubgtjpn.twtunHIl.piI.For fw"the. info ....... ion .... nji .. 
drwdst<l mit ............... contlC'l Entily 5cMict II 651·15N699. 
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Wty n, 1011 
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CORPS RESPONSE TO MPCA COMMENTS DATED 13 JULY 2012: 
 
Sacrificial Berm 
It was not our intent that use of the term “sacrificial berm” should imply that we are proposing to 
construct features intended to partially erode under high scour conditions, which is a concern for 
this reach of the Chippewa River as it is impaired for turbidity.  We do not propose constructed 
features with the intent of eroding nor do we anticipate the project will cause or contribute to the 
impairment.   
 
Under existing condition, some portions of the east bank have mudflats that extend as much as 
30 feet from the ordinary high water mark to the water surface (see Figure 5 in the EA).  Due to 
the topography of these areas, construction activities for bank shaping would involve creating a 
“wedge” along which the toe of the riprap/bedding layer would be buried to help avoid the 
potential for undermining scour (see Figure 9B in the EA).  The wedge would then be backfilled 
and seeded for additional protection.   The remaining portion of these mudflat areas would be left 
intact, allowing for hydraulic processes to form the natural angle of repose with respect to the 
channel.  The final EA has been revised to clarify this point.   
 
Dredging 
The Corps does not propose active dredging activities associated with this project, only 
excavation and shaping activities associated with the east bank.  Some of these activities will 
have limited disturbance to the bed of the approach channel.  The draft EA references the 2004 
EA for the long-term maintenance dredging plan only to provide a basic understanding of 
contaminant issues associated with sediments in the Chippewa River.   
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
The final EA was corrected for the contradiction for the state-listed mussels between Sections 
3.6 and 3.8.  
 
Attachments 
Concur that non-detection results for dieldrin, endrin, and alpha chlordane are not meaningful.  
This point has been footnoted in the corresponding attachment.  
 
NPDES/SDS General Permit 
Comment noted that the selected contractor has the responsibility of obtaining and complying 
with permit conditions.   
 
Photographs 
The final EA was revised to include dates of when the photographs were taken.  
 
 
 
   
  



 
 

 

 
Attachment G. Coordination of the Proposed Project Relative to Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification.  
 
LETTER CORRESPONDENCE: 
 

 



 
 

 

E-MAIL CORRESPONDENCE: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Poner: Dav id F MVP 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

iii David arwl l a : 

PotIe<, Davill F MVP 
Th<ndoy, '"""" 07, 2012 8:36 A/oj 
Thlvid .Ri<I1Iek1CSlate.mn .... '; 'jim.brislC .. ., • . rm.uo' c_ RioIe< .".,...,...,., chameI bank ..-zation 
Lap ShoreW>e Reclamation Proje<:t Description.pd'I 

Athched is on updoted pJ"ojoct desc ript i on for soid proje ct . I hop< t il< inf<> ..... ti"" is 
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Potter, David F MVP 

From: 
Sent : 
To: 
Subject: 

Brist, Jim (MPCA) Uim.brist@state.mn.us) 
Tuesday, July 24, 2012 2:12 PM 
Potter, David F MVP 
Chippewa River Diversion Approach Channel Bank Stabilization Project 

This email is provided to inform you of MPCA's preliminary intent to waive the 491 Water 
Quality Certification for the Chippewa River Diversion Approach Channel Bank Stabilization 
Project . Based on the draf t Environmental Assessment a 491 is required . 
However) if there are no changes to the current proposal MPCA intends to issues a waiver. 

Jim Brist 
401 Certification Coordinator 
MPCA 
(651 ) 757 - 2245 



Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520 Lafayette Road North I St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 I 651 -296-6300 

800-657-3864 I 651-282-5332 TTY I www.pca.state.mn.us I Equal Opportunity Employer 

August 17, 2012 

Mr. Terry J. Birkenstock, Deputy Chief 
US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Regional Planning and Environmental Division North 
180 Fifth St E Ste 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 

RE: Waiver of 401 Certification for Chippewa River Diversion Channel Bank Stabilization. 

Dear Mr. Potter: 

This letter is submitted by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) under authority of Section 401 
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251 et seq.), Minn. Stat. chs. 115 and 116 and Minn . R. 7001.1400-
7001.1470. 

MPCA is waving the 401 Certification. 

The MPCA waives its Section 401 authority to certify the referenced project application. However, this 
action does not eliminate, waive or vary the applicant's responsibility of complying with all water quality 
standards and requirements contained in Minn. R. 7050 and all other applicable MPCA statutes and rules 
regarding water quality in the construction, installation and operation of the project. In addition, this action 
does not waive the MPCA's authority to take necessary actions, including enforcement actions, to ensure 
that the applicant and the project's construction, installation, and operation comply with water quality 
standards and all other applicable MPCA statutes, rules and permits governing water quality. 

This action does not release the applicant from any liability, penalty or duty imposed by Minnesota or 
federal statutes, regulations, rules or local ordinances and it does not convey a property right or an 
exclusive For further information, please contact Jim Brist at 651-757-2245. 

Si]:',J Ki J 
David Richfield J ,A'; 
Supervisor, Agency Rules Unit -D 
SSTS, Land Treatment, and Rules Section 
Municipal Division 

DR/JB:ah 

cc: Peter Swenson, USEPA 
Janice Cheng, USEPA 

' David Potter, USACE 
Kent Lokkesmoe, DNR 



 
 

 

Attachment H.   Response Letter from Minnesota State Historical Preservation Office on the 
Proposed Project.  

 
 

lk Mlnnesot8 
' .1 Historical Soclaty 

STAIl:"1OIIOC Plr!uu. .. _ CImCI 

JlJy24,2012 

Terry SirII...-.Iodt. Deputy Chief 
Regional PIaming ",-,d Emoi", . .... ,1 DMsion 
$1. Pa<J District, US Army CarpoJ 01 E, ogi_ .. 
180 Fff\h Streel East. Suite 700 
51. Pa .... MN SS tOl·t678 

RE: 0Iippewa Rr- ProjecI 
T118R41 S15SW 
T\¥ISbetg Twp. Olippewa 
SHPO NIxnber: 2012-2273 

OUr Mr. sn-1Oc:tt: 

Thenk you lor constJilalion on tile "bowl project. It Is being re.oiewed aceoujOog to the 
'"9OfI$ibilities given !he Slate H;storic Preservelion Officer by \he National Historic 
PreseMltion Act of 196e and implementing federal regulatlo"".t 36 CFR SOO. 

Based on the survey infOflTl3tion provided. WI'! agree that the pro;ea will not affect any 
archaeological resource • . In Lerma 01 above ground hislor\e retQl,II'CIH. bolh !he LIe QuI Parle 
FkIod Control Project Historic Oi$tfid and the Watson Slate Scenic Wayside Park P'.cnic 
Sheller are WIthin !he Area 01 Potential Effect, end both have been determined aMgib4e for ,.ting 
in the National of His\ofi(; Places. 

The placement of addition ... riprap 8nd the tempotaly of at the location. 
P'opo:>Sed will not lUMtantialy alter the visua l llfflironment ollHlhflr Register-<tligible aile. 
Thertofore, we agree 'MIll your determination thaI tile project .. proposed wi" have no "d_ 
effect on the Lac QuI Parle Flood Cootrol Projed Historic District and the Wetsor> State ScenIc 
Wayside Park Pio;:nic; Shell .. 

If roo have any ques!lonl on ()U' •• .taw, please OOflta(:t me at (1)51 ) 259-3456. 

cc: Brad Johnson, USAGE 
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