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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The Wabasha Port Authority (RGU and Proposer) will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Wabasha Barge Terminal Project (Project). The proposed Project is located on as@&-étre

Section 30, Township 111N, Range 10W (44.3913980536705), in the City of Wabasha, Wabasha
County, Minnesota (see Figures 1 and 2). The purpose of the project is to facilitate the tréinsfer o
approximately 270,000 CY of sand that is annually dredged from the Mississippi Rireawoughly 6-

mile reach of the river centered on Wabasha. This material is dredged by the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) to maintain a 9-foot navigable channel along this stretch oddfssibpi River. The
Wabasha barge terminal site will facilitate the transfer of sand from river barges to trucks for transport

to off-site facilities for use as reclamation material for existing sand and gravel mines or otaptigl
beneficial reuse.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this project is mandatory pursuant to Minnesega Rul
4410.2000, subp 2, which directs that an EIS shall be prepared if the project meets or exceeds the
thresholds of any of the EIS categories listed in 4410.4400. Minnesota Rule £01&Gddpart 17,
addresses barge fleeting facilities. Theesthtes the following:
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The EIS will meet applicable requirements of Minnesota #440.0200 to 4410.7800 that govern the
Minnesota Environmental Review Program. The Wabasha Port Authority is the RGU under the
Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The RGU or Project Proposer may engagectwedcfavi
consultant to assist in EIS preparation; however, the Port Authority will retain respondimlEyS
content.

This Final Scoping Decision Document (FSDD) is a companion to the SocdpingnEntal Assessment
Worksheet (EAW) prepared for the proposed Project. During development of the Scoping EAW and
FSDD, the Proposer provided information to the RGU. The RGU sought review and comment fr
technical staff at several state and federal agencies, including the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (MNDNR), Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), Minnesota Reparftidealth

(MDH), Minnesota Historical Society (MHS)/State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and USACE. The purpose of the FSBéniffyfenvironmental effects and

project alternatives that will be assessed in the EIS. The FSDD also presents a tentative schedule of the
environmental review process.



. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) rules require that an EIS include at least one altefmsatole
of the following types, or provide an explanation of why no alternative is includdteiEIS
{ Alternative sites
Alternative technologies
Modified designs or layouts
Modified scale or magnitude
Alternatives incorporating reasonable mitigation measures identified through comments
received during the EIS scoping and draft EIS comment periods

{
{
{
{

Minnesota Rules part 4410.2300, item G also states that an alternative may be excluded from the
v oCe]e Jv 3Z /~ ](U "8 Andedyinged foSosplrpose of the project, it would likely
not have any significant environmental benefit compared to the project as proposed, or another
alternative, of any type, that will be analyzed in the EIS would likely have similar environmental benefits
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alternatives will be documented in the EIS.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative will include discussion on leaving the current dam in plee&IS will
describe the expected condition if the proposed Wabasha Barge Terminal is not constructed, with
respect to the potential environmental effects outlined in Section 3.0.

Alternative Sites

The EQB rules allow the RGU to exclude alternative sites if other sites do not have any significant
environmental benefit compared to the project as proposed, or if other sites do not meet the umgdgerlyi
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several factors for the RGU to consider when deciding whether alternative sites would meet the

underlying need for or purpose of the project.

No alternative site alternatives are proposed by the Wabasha Port Authority because the Project
purpose is reliant on specific locations requirements that are adjacent to and accessible from the
Mississippi River, that can also be developed in a cost-effectively manner to servegheron
dredging needs along this portion of the navigable river channel.

Technology Alternatives

Technology alternatives are not within the scope of the Wabasha Barge Terminal Projedtl arot be
considered in the EIS. Best practice technologies for the various activities will be utilized as part of the
preferred alternative.

Modified Designs or Layouts

Modified design or layout alternatives were evaluated during the scoping analysis. Fgulexaeveral
designs of the site access road, including location and width of driving surface were considergd, alo
with the location, size, and orientation of the dredge material storage areas were considered. Early site
screening and potential impact assessments were instrumental in defining the preferred siié layo

! Minnesota Rules part 4410.2300 (Content of EIS), Item G



illustrated inFigure 3 The site layout represents the Preferred Alternative and is flexible for further site
alterations dependent upon the results of the analysis that will be completed for the EIS and the permit
requirements for the operations on the site.

The EIS will describe any additional design modifications related to the Wabasha BargalTreropact
and the potential environmental effects outlined in Section 3.0 of this document.

Scale or Magnitude Alternatives

Scale and project magnitude were defined in part through coordination with the US Army Corps of
Engineers and based on the Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material ManagemehtTarselected scale and
magnitude parameters in the Preferred Alternative meet the purpose and need for the Wabasha Barge
Terminal ProjectTherefore, scale and magnitude alternatives will not be retained for further
consideration and analysis in the EIS.

Incorporation of Mitigation Measures identified thorough Public Comments

The EQB rules require consideration of mitigation measures identified through commetits on
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relevant mitigation measures suggested through public comment and will recommend incorpasétio
reasonable mitigation measures into project design and permitting as warranted.

lIl. EIS Issues
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Issues have been identified and described in the Scoping EAW and are categorized below by significance
and amount of additional analysis required in the EIS. Mitigation measures that could relysomab
applied to eliminate or minimize adverse environmental effects will be identifiekddriElS in the section
describing environmental effects, as well as in a separate chapter for permitting reference.

Scoping EAW Topics Screened and Removed from Further Review
The following topics were adequately addressed in the Scoping EAW and were found to Hevaitre
or so minor that they will not be addressed in the EIS:

Air (Odors) (Item 16)
The proposed project is not anticipated to generate any nauseous odors during construction or
operation. Odors will not be further addressed in the EIS.

Scoping EAW Topics to be Included in the EIS
The following subjects will be described and analyzed to varying degrees in the EIS:

Cover Types (Item 7)

The EIS will provide analysis of cover type impacts within respective sections of the Exantfoe,
changes in the acres of cropland or forested areas on the site will be discussed in the &aeotaon
and Vegetation section, respectively. Cover types that do not exist within the study area,llamat wi
result from the proposed project, will not be discussed in the EIS (e.g., urban/suburban land). The

2 Feasibility Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment, Lower Pool 4 Dregige@iNVlanagement Plan
for the Upper Mississippi River, Wabasha County, MN; Buffalo and Pepind&Souniti



proposed barge terminal facility site plan will be utilized to determine areas fa@rdgpe conversions,
areas that may remain unaltered, stormwater treatment sites, and potential impervious surfaces.

Permits and Approvals Required (Item 8)
The EIS will include a list of all agency approvals and permits potentially required foojet.p

Land Use (Item 9)

The EIS will verify and summarize the existing land uses identified within the Wabasha Barge Terminal
study area. The EIS will also address existing land uses adjacent to the site within a half-mile buffer area
of the site. This half-mile buffer will serve as a guideline to evaluate land use coitityaditd

identifying environmental impacts within an area of potential impact resulting from theqzeg barge
terminal operations. No additional analysis is planned for the EIS regarding the desarfdfiod uses

within the project area. A series of mitigation strategies will be explored to avoid and inénimpacts

from the proposed operations on land uses within the area of impact.

Geology, Soils, & Topography/Landforms (Item 10)

The EIS will include an evaluation of the geologic conditions at the Wabasha Bangealstudy area,
including an assessment of potential impacts to bedrock geology, surficial geology and underlying
aquifers. The EIS will include a discussion of site geology, soils, and topographyaasweatire
complete assessment of potential impacts of the site layout and operations of the barge akrmin
facilities.

Water Resources (Iltem 11)

The EIS will include a discussion and further assessment of both surface and groundwater resources. An
impact analysis of the proposed site layout will include a discussion of existing jurisdictiomaldseih

the site, avoidance alternatives, minimization measures considered, wetland impacts andgdop
mitigation. Impacts of the barge terminal facility on the water table, and impacts associatedthéth

surface waters (e.g., dredging in Mississippi River) will also be conducted and discussed iAthe EIS.
detailed floodplain assessment will also be completed with findings summarized in the EIS

Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes (Item 12)

The EIS will verify and summarize known contaminated/hazardous sites in the study area. The EIS will
evaluate the extent of hazardous materials being used and/or stored onsite and will irzctlideussion

of mitigation measures that may be employed to address potential impacts should remedial laetio
necessary.

Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, & Sensitive Ecological Resources (Rare Features) (Item 13)
The EIS will address impacts of the project on state and/or federal threatened and endangered species,
rare plant communities and other sensitive ecological resources. The EIS will use speciesdange an
distribution maps, scientific literature, and site survey information to determine whether these

resources are present in the Wabasha Barge Terminal Facility study area, and if present, the extent of
and potential impact to the resource.

Ongoing coordination with the Corps of Engineers, USFWS, and MNnDNR will determineohaiddite
species surveys are needed.



Historic Properties (Item 14)

A review of the site layout and recommended limits of the Phase 1 survey will baateddiuring the
development of the Draft EIS. If the site plan encroaches on previously undisturbed areas, the EIS will
include the results of the Phase 1 survey and any additional findings and recommendations.

Visual (Item 15)

The EIS will evaluate and summarize the extent of visual impacts associated with theeprppoject

on adjacent land uses and lines of sight. Mitigation measures will address site design and landscaping
measuresto reduce vipk 0 Ju% 3¢ }A & 8Z JUE-* }( S3Z % E}i S[c 0]( *% VX

Air (Stationary Source Emissions, Vehicle Emissions, Dust) (Item 16)
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air quality and anticipated vehicle-related emissions. As appropriate, mitigation measures wtilized

during the construction and operation of the proposed project. The EIS will include annasstasd

discussion of dust-related impacts based on the detailed construction plans and introduce mitigation

measures, including a potential Wet Dust Suppression Plan, to be utilized during the comstoucti

operation of the project.

Noise (Item 17)

A detailed noise analysis will not be completed as part of the Draft EIS. However, the &Segsll
potential noise-related impacts of the proposed project and discuss any associated mitigafsones
that could be utilized during the construction or operation of the project.

Transportation (Item 18)

The EIS will include a discussion of the traffic analysis and results of the traffic steidgdtion and
roadway operations and safety conditions will be addressed in the Draft EIS along with arfieitlenti
mitigation measures (e.g., geometric improvements, cautionary signage, etc.) that may lezineed
Ongoing coordination with the Wabasha County Highway Department and MnDOT will ocaghthro
the preparation of the Draft and Final EIS.

Cumulative Potential Effects (Item 19)

The EIS will include a discussion of cumulative potential effects. Additional research edidatam
with local and state agencies will occur to identify specific projects, including timing, togeyrand
estimated impacts.

IVV. Identification of Phased or Connected Actions
There are no phased elements or connected actions associated with the Project.



V. Tentative EIS Schedule

June t July 2022 Scoping EAW Comment Period, Public Scoping Meeting
August 2022 Final Scoping Decision Issued

August 2022t November 2022 EIS Preparation Notice Issued, Draft EIS Preparation
November 2022t January 2023 Draft EIS Issued, Information Meeting, Public Comment Period
January 2023 February 2023 Final EIS Preparation

February 2023t March 2023 Final EIS Issued, Public Comment Period

March 2023t April 2023 Record of Decision & Notice of Adequacy Preparation

May 2023 Final EIS Adequacy Determination

VI. Special Studies or Research
Various reports and studies will be developed to support the assessment of environmental impacts from
the proposed Project. The project proposer will provide the following reports for review and
incorporation into the EIS. The content of these will be independently reviewed atfidneed by the
DNR and/or the EIS contractor prior to being incorporated into the EIS.

Minnesota River Mussel Study

Phase | Archaeological Study (potential survey limits still to be determined)
Traffic Impact Study

Wetland Delineation Report

X X X X

VII. Mitigation and Monitoring

Minnesota Rules 4410.2300 identifies that the EIS shall include mitigation measures that could
reasonably eliminate or minimize any adverse environmental, economic, employorestgciological
effects of the project. To meet this requirement, the EIS will evaluate and discuss mitigasunmas to
address adverse effects identified because of analyses proposed to be completed in the EIS and
identified in Sections Il of the FSDD.

Specific mitigation measures and best management practices will be identified and documented in the
EIS to minimize potential adverse impacts. The EIS will also provide infmrabhtiut the types of
monitoring needed to verify predictions made in the EIS and ensure compliance with permtiaundi
Specific monitoring plans will be developed and included in the permitting process, whyobr ey

not occur simultaneously with preparation of the EIS. To the extent that specific monitoring plans are
available, they will be included as part of the EIS. If a specific monitoring plan is notla\ailhihas

been recognized in the EIS process as needed, a conceptual monitoring plan wiklopeeas part of

the EIS. Monitoring programs will provide a means to identify hon-compliance withtpermi
requirements, so that corrective action can be developed to minimize unforeseen impacts from the
Projed.



VIIl. Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping Decision Document Comments

The Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping Decision Document (DSDD) were filed witm#sotdin

Environmental Quality Board (EQB) and circulated for review to the required EQB Distribution List. A
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received through July 21, 2022 total of five written comment letters were received during the Scoping

EAW comment period. Additionally, a public Scoping Meeting was held on July 2202@rt of the

Wabasha Port Authority meeting. Individuals were able to participate in-person or virtuatlyaoam

meeting option. One resident of Wabasha participated in the meeting. No commentfispethe EIS

process (Scoping EAW or DSDD) were received during the scoping meeting

All comments received during the comment period will be reviewed to ensure that the analyses
undertaken as part of the EIS process adequately identify and provide mitigation measures for any
potential environmental impacts. Ongoing coordination with commenting agencies asalbegun
and will continue to occur throughout the EIS process. Comments received during giegscomment
period are provided i\ppendix B

IX. Governmental Permits or Approvals

The EIS will identify all permits and approvals potentially required for this project. Whike fsenmit
application review may occur concurrently with EIS preparation, the EIS will not necessarily abintai
information required for a decision on those permits. No permits have been designateddahav
information developed concurrently with the preparation of the EIS; however, the City of Wabash

the Wabasha Port Authority intend to concurrently gather information needed for receiving approvals
and/or permits from local, state, and federal agencies. No permits will require the preparation of a
record of decision pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.2100, subpa®@&xpedite the permitting and
approval processes, coordination with resource agencies and other appropriate jurisdicticaiscaaky
begun and will occur throughout the EIS process.



Appendix A: FSID Fgures

Figure 1t Regional Location Map
Figure 2t USGS Location Map
Figure 3t Preliminary Site Layout (April 2022)



Figure 1t Regional Location Map
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Figure 2t USGS Location Map
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Figure 3t Preliminary Site Layout (May 2022)
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Appendix B: Canments Received an DSDD

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Minnesota Department of Natural Resourddsatural Heritage Review Specialist
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
United States Department of the InteribFish & Wildlife Service

Comment Received from General Public



m DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Ecological and Water Resources
Region 3 Headquarters

1200 Warner Road

Saint Paul, MN 55106

July 21, 2022

Caroline Gregerson, City Administrator
Wabasha Port Authority

900 Hiawatha Drive E

Wabasha, Minnesota 55981

Dear Ms. Gregerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Wabasha Barge Facility Scopirgriinental
Assessment WorksheetE8NVN) and Wabasha Barge Terminal Draft Scoping Decision Document
(DSDD). The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) recognizealdrges inherent to
dredged material management and the importance of maintaining a safeeiathle 9-foot navigatio
channelon the Upper Mississippi River. It is in this context that we dffese comments and express

EZ[+ }uu]8u v8 8} }v3]vu]vP 3} A} EordAstHortyas the R&ponsible
Governmental Unit (RGU) on this important environmental review.

Purpose, Need and Alternatives Analysis

The purpose and need for this project appears to be limited to the neddnsport dredged material

generated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). It is important foebetivitonmental

review process as wellasfor DNR e » <y vS }ve] @Publi¢ Waters Work permit

application that the purpose and need be clearly articulated and natdoearrow as to preclude the

analysis of meaningful alternatives. More specifically, the Minnesota Enviraaht&licy Act (Minn.

Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 6) precludeéss s S]tve ¢]PVv](] vSoC (( S]JvP SZ «u 0]S8C
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ruled that the statement of need and purpose cannot be so narrowvagiie as to undermine any

meaningful review of alternatives, particularly where the proje@ government project. Courts have

also noted that the statement of need and purpose should not Ban@ specific project plan but

rather should focus on the general goal of the project, which here seems delovering dredged



material to the storage site. If there is an additional purpose agetirfor this project, that is unclear
from the DSDD.

If the primary or exclusive purpose and need for the project is to teardiedged material to the
storage sitethere appear to be other alternatives that should be considerédese alternatives might
include the use of hydraulic dredging with a pipeline to the stoagge(such as that proposed at
Readg Landing), that could minimize environmental impacts

The DNR also observes that, if a barge facility is the selected alternative tératale will require a
Public Waters Work Permit from the DNR. For the reasons outlined belatwrless the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates project alternatives, the docwntidikely be of
limited use in the permit review process. Therefore, the importance téaxly articulated purpose
and need statement that then informs the identification and evaluaid project alternatives extends
beyond the environmental review process to the consideration of permitiegjons.

Scoping EAW Comments

1. Page 2, Project Description. The impetus for the project seems totlvelgiior the purpose of
aiding the USACE in the storage of dredged material. No other purpose or ke farge
facility is provided. Itis, therefore, our understanding that the solgpse of this project is for
the storageof dredged material generated by USACE and that, after that work is cadplet
this facility will be closed and restored. If this understandirgprsect, a restoration plan will be
required, consistent with the requirements for other USACE dredged matéaizdmpent sites,
and should be described or referenced within the EIS. Alternatively, & them intent by the
City to use this facility after dredging has ceased, the environmentalweloeument should
so state and articulate the general need of the City for the facility.

2. PageiU W@E} & « E]%S]IvX dZ]s » 3]}v +3 § ¢« SZ2FVEE PPr¢P A

Z vv @AKecdotally available information indicates there might not be an existing access
channel, despite previous dredging in this area in 1982, some 40 years aguoigfttibe better
AYE e N E P]JVvP v ee Z vv 0 AIHhE 1982 dredppiatedrs| v }(
channel impactarea, }& <]Ju]jo EX

3. Page 3, Project Description and Alternatives Analysis. This section statestpabploser will

NE P v E 8§} Juu} 8§ EP uv puA EJvP v JvipvBoo v+

are not yet available, but final plans are not a prerequisite to cratiistatement of a project
need and purpose that meets MEPA standards. The need should reflecbijbetpe P v € o
goals, objective and needs (i.e., addresses why this project is needed) tod®lavfication

and analysis of the full range of alternatives. Additionally, pleadade as much information

as possible to facilitate a comprehensive evaluation of potential alteresiti Examples of

useful additional information would include description of how many barges would be
needed to transport the dredged material, a description of how mamgésmwould need to

dock at the facility at any one time, whether the project purposguiess that there be fleeting

or mooring areas, and whether there are less impactful solutions than cargtnuof a barge
facility to transport dredge material to the dredge storage site.



. Page 4, Previous Development. This site is identified as one of severd\ $i&z&]v §Z h~*
Lower Pool 4 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP), which is a fedenairiemental
Assessment document, and should be mentioned as previous environmental review.

. Page 5, Permits and Approvals. Under Local Agencies, City of Wabasha onUrab& 8}} %o ]v

W Eu]sS_ <Z}po e dC% }( %% 0] S]}vIW Eu]sSX

. Page 5, Permits and Approvals. The City is currently working throaghrehspecies survey
process for its proposed project with DNRhis analysis will need to be undertaken for all of
the proposed alternatives analyzed during environmental review. For anyalitee analyzed,
a DNR Permit to Take may be needed for any state-listed threatenedral@hgered species
that cannot be avoided. Thus, a DNR Permit to Take should be listed on Table 3.

. Page 5, Permits and Approvals. If during the construction of the proposetyfamilany project
alternative, it is necessary to appropriate water, including for constvacsite dewatering
during the installation of utilities, and the volume of water taken exts=20,000 gallons per
day, or one million gallons per year, then a DNR Water Appropriation Peoultdwe required.
Thus, a DNR Water Appropriation Permit should also be listed on Table 3.

. Page 5, Permits and Approvals. Part of the proposed storage site is cumehitied under
§Z h~ [« % Bhaahdl Maintenance Management Plan and Dredged Material
Management Plan. Based on these plans, the DNR has authorized the USAGiSitaldegge
material § % &S }( §Z] ¢]S pv &E EZ[-5082. GheEI®/shauld deadyd o
identify dredge spoil authorizations between City and USACE juristict

. Page 6, Land Use. This section states that for fre(@feferred alternativersZ & & v}
identified parks, trails or recreational resources withinthe E}i S ThisSar¥a of the Upper
Mississippi River has a substantial amount of fishing and boatingtiastivBmall boats
frequently use this area to access the side channel to the west of Drurd Etahthere are

also primitive camping sites on the interior of the island complex.

There is no mention in the Land Use section of the U.S. Fish and Vktifiee (USFWS)
property associated with the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife RéNM#R Xhat is
located immediately adjacent to the preferred alternative project par€bke Paragraph

E (E v JVP N %% v |E£ U &JPuUE 1 " Agws tseif wduid Jé&dd the
reader to believe that USFWS refuge lands bordering the property are agratuitunature

Vv

S 2

instead of federal refuge lands. Similarly, the paragfagE ( € v JvP ™ %% v ]A&£ U &]

AKus }}E Z & $§]}igure itgelf Svduld lead the reader to believe that the USFWS
lands are not publicly accessible recreational resources.

In general, the scoping document appears to downplay the amount of recreatisadhat
occurs in the vicinity. The proposed facility will have an effect on recreatiopalrtymities and
these impacts should be addressed in greater detad.part of the required MEPA analysis of

project alternatives, the EIS should & ] (C Z 038 Ev 3]A [* %}3 v3] 0 Ju%o

and consider differences among them.

10.Page 15, Stormwater. If more than one acre of new impervious surfacéewiktalled, will a

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be developed for the various altermatives f
the project?

X



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Page 16, Wetlands. The proposed project is within a site identifiedeoMinnesota Biological
Survey (MBS) as a Site of Moderate Biodiversity Significance. Sites of BiodiversitgrRignific
have varying levels of native biodiversity and are ranked based on the relativiecaigre of
this biodiversity at a statewide level. Sites ranked as Moderate containrecces of rare
species and/or moderately disturbed native plant communities, andnd$capes that have a
strong potential for recovery. Green dragokricaema dracontiumU ' SEddfeCarex grayi
and cattail sedgeGarex typhing all state-listed plant species of special concern, have been
documented within the site and may be adversely affected by this profecpart of the
required MEPA analysis of project alternatives, the EIS should]idéht Z o035 Ev 3]A [
potential impacts on these wetland resources and consider differencesi@itine alternatives
in terms of their potential to avoid or minimize wetland impacts. Thislysis should consider
the quality of the wetland plant community being impacted, as waslthe potential to degrade
plant communities within close proximity to the facility that coblel effected by
sedimentation, barge traffic, and the introduction of invasive species.

Page 19, Rare Features. Please see the enclosed DNR Natural Heritage Review (NHIS) letter
dated, July 8, 2022, which contains an assessment of rare features and spatieaytbe
adversely affected by the proposed project. Please note that this letteragamtequired

avoidance measures for state-listed species known to occur withiprbject area, including
in-water work restriction dates, as well as instructions regarding airedumussel surveyA

robust alternative analysis of locations, technology and site design is needtument
consideration of avoidance measured.]Jvv ¢}S [« v VP E "% Mjnnesoga Spus -~
Statutes section 84.0895) and associated RuMsfesota Rulespart 6212.1800 to 6212.2300
and chapter 6134) prohibit the take of threatened or endangered spedibsut a permit.
Therefore, no project work may proceed until potential impacts to steied rare species have
been addressed, either via approved avoidance measures or a DNR Permit to Take.

Page 19, Rare Species. The fish community description appears incompletdcatdad
Notably, it cites Long Term Resource Monitoring (LTRM) data from 206 .TRM Upper
Mississippi River Restoration Program has done annual sampling from 19&&ém{piThe
EAW states that 59 fish species are present in Pdubwever, over the history of this program,
87 species have been collected in Pool 4. Furthermore, Pitlo 1995 irglibatehere are 99
species present in Pool 4, and there is new information from the Upperdsiisgi River
Conservation Committee (UMRG@heries Compendium 4th editiday Schlesser 2020 that
shows status and distribution of fishes. The EIS should use thecomgiete and current
information availabldo assess potential impacts to the fish population within Lower Pool 4
from the proposed project and all project alternatives evaluated. Thissassent should
include all fish Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN).

Page 21, Rare Features. The river corridor is one of the most significant nyigmattas in

North America. The project directly borders the Audubon Sdgiktpper Mississippi River
National Wildlife Refuge Important Bird ArdBA). Please referencethen p }v ~} | SI€ [
report for a full list of migratory birds that utilize the projeata. A robust alternatives analysis
is needed to avoid and minimize impacts to this important area.

Page 21 Rare Features. This section should also describe rare plant communities @gidatcol
features including Minnesota Biological Survey (MBS) Sites of Biodivegsific&nce, Lakes of


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.umrcc.org%2F_files%2Fugd%2Fd70a05_ae23c44980224c7c8a6fda60a8102187.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CNeil.Rude%40state.mn.us%7C7545ed3001864d3a8a8008da1e286f09%7Ceb14b04624c445198f26b89c2159828c%7C0%7C0%7C637855456245690626%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ro3qtF9pgtT1xxK60MMYPh3aZHKiabkQwVjBmHe%2Bfm4%3D&reserved=0
https://umrcc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Compendium-4th-Edition-Final-For-Printer-2-28-2020.pdf
https://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/upper-mississippi-river-nwr-iba
https://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/upper-mississippi-river-nwr-iba
https://netapp.audubon.org/iba/Reports/2778?_gl=1*1aii5qv*_ga*Nzk3NjE2MjExLjE2NTg0MTY4ODE.*_ga_X2XNL2MWTT*MTY1ODQxNjg4MS4xLjAuMTY1ODQxNjg4MS42MA..
https://netapp.audubon.org/iba/Reports/2778?_gl=1*1aii5qv*_ga*Nzk3NjE2MjExLjE2NTg0MTY4ODE.*_ga_X2XNL2MWTT*MTY1ODQxNjg4MS4xLjAuMTY1ODQxNjg4MS42MA..

Outstanding Biological Significance, and DNR Native Plant Cormeaumtie%o & } %o} %o E}i S
proximity to the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife Refupball of the species that

depend upon it should be discussed comprehensively within the El&]imglidentifications of
alternatives to avoid or minimize impactlease see the list of recommendations in the

enclosed July 8, 2022 DNR NHIS letter regarding work within an MBS Site.

16.Page 21, Project Effects. This section should thoroughly considertidgr@ipbimpacts of all of
the project alternatives, including the impact of all alternas to each state-listed and
federally-listed species. Section 13.d. Control Measures, should address whatresewill be
taken for each alternative to avoid impacting these species. Please see the erdloketetter
for requirements and avoidance measures pertaining to the Timber rattlesmakssels, and
rare fish species. The EIS should also include a detailed discussion of avamthnu#ggation
measures for each alternative

17.Page 23, Visual. Given the proximity to the Upper Mississippi RivenblatVildlife Refuge
andthe p p }v ~} ] IBE, [any proposed lighting associated with any of the alternatives
analyzed could impact migratory birds and other wildlife presethénarea. Lighting for each
alternative should be described in greater detail within the EIS.

18.Page 27, Traffic. This section focuses solely on land-based transportation impacts of on
alternative (the ]S (ofeferred alternative)Each of the alternatives should be analyzed for
impacts on both land-based and water-based transportation.

19.Page 28, Cumulative Potential Effects. For each alternative, the SENtae EIS process
should address the potential loss of fish spawning habitat, disruptioiish movement to the
side channel, the resuspension of sediments as barges are maneuvered, and possible
entrainment of fish in barge propellers. It is likely that the prombpeoject and any other
project alternatives involving dredging will also require future dredgpnmaintain
functionality of the site. As a result, the impacts of sedimentatioth farure site disturbance
should be descrigd for each alternative involving dredging.

The narrative of what appears to be thg § (ofeferred alternative would be enhanced by
including a description of the previous wetland violation aestoration that occurred at this
site.

DNR Work in Public Waters Permitting Needs

One of the fundamental purposes of the EIS is to inform entitiaswill ultimately need to make
permitting decisions of the environmental impacts of the proposed pragect its alternatives. Under
Minnesota law, the bar for obtaining a DNR Public Waters Work P&amatnew barge facility within
such a sensitive and valuable natural resource is high, making the alteshatiaéysis a particularly
important part of this EIS and any subsequent permitting process.

As proposed, this project would require a DNR Public Waters Work Perdmtdge a channel, create
a barging facility, and deposit spoils below the Ordinary High Water Level (@HiNeMississippi
River. Any project alternatives identified and evaluated may also have elemenisimgqDNR Public
Waters Work Permit. The DNR is required to evaluate an applicatiorFoblec Waters Work Permit
for consistemry with Minnesota Statuted03G ad Minnesota Rule$115.0150 through 6115.0280
Therefore, the EIS should address:



For any proposed filling, the EIS should address the criteria in Minn. Rules 6115.0190 and
6115.0191.

For any proposed excavation, the EIS should address the criteria in Minn. Rules 6115.0200 and
6115.0201.

For any proposed barge facility, the EIS should address the requirements in Minn. Rules
6115.0210 and 6115.0211.

The permit application, when submitted, must be consistent with Minn. Rule 6115.0240. To
inform permit decision-making, the EIS should discuss project alternatives and address how the
proposed project is the minimum impact solution with respect to all other alternatives.

The City must meet the ‘who may apply’ requirements of Minn. Rule 6115.0240 Subp.2,
requiring that the City obtain any necessary property rights.

The DNR permit decision must be consistent with Minn. Rule 6115.0250. If the project is
consistent with all public waters requirements and a permit is issued, it must include
requirements for mitigation. Therefore, to inform permit decision-making, the EIS should
address mitigation strategies.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review these documents. We look forward to further
coordination with the City of Wabasha and the US Army Corps of Engineers. Please let me know if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,
. ' Digitally signed
Katie by Katie Smith
. Date: 2022.07.21
Smith 16:09:58 -05'00"

Enclosure: July, 8 2022 DNR Natural Heritage Letter

Equal Opportunity Employer
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Division of Ecological & Water Resources
500 Lafayette Road, Box 25

St. Paul, MN 55155-4025

July 8, 2022
Correspondence # MCE 2022-00127

Robert Rogers
Bolton & Menk, Inc.

RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed Wabasha Barge Terminal Project,
T111IN R10W Section 30; Wabasha County

Dear Robert Rogers,

As requested, the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System has been reviewed to determine if
the proposed project has the potential to impact any rare species or other significant natural features.
Based on the project details provided with the request, the following rare features may be impacted by
the proposed project:

Ecologically Significant Areas

e The proposed projectis within a site identified by the Minnesota Biological Survey (MBS) as a Site
of Moderate Biodiversity Significance. Sites of Biodiversity Significance have varying levels of
native biodiversity and are ranked based on the relative significance of this biodiversity at a
statewide level. Sites ranked as Moderate contain occurrences of rare species and/or moderately
disturbed native plant communities, and/or landscapes that have a strong potential for recovery.
Green dragon (Arisaema dracontium), Gary’s sedge (Carex grayi), and cattail sedge (Carex
typhina), all state-listed plant species of special concern, have been documented within this Site

and may be impacted by this project.

We encourage you to consider project alternatives that would avoid or minimize disturbance to
this ecologically significant area. Actions to minimize disturbance may include, butare notlimited
to, the following recommendations:
o Minimize vehicular disturbance in the MBS Site (allow only vehicles/equipment necessary
for construction activities);
Do not park equipment or stockpile supplies in the MBS Site;
Do not place spoil within MBS Site or other sensitive areas;



Retain a buffer between proposed activities and the MBS Site;

If possible, conduct the work under frozen ground conditions;

Use effective erosion prevention and sediment control measures;

Inspectand clean all equipment prior to bringing it to the site to preventthe introduction
and spread of invasive species;

As much as possible, operate within already-disturbed areas;

O O O O

Revegetate disturbed soil with native species suitable to the local habitat as soon after
construction as possible; and
o Useonly weed-free mulches, topsoils, and seed mixes. Of particular concern are birdsfoot
trefoil (Lotus corniculatus) and crown vetch (Coronilla varia), two invasive species that are
sold commercially and are problematic in prairies and disturbed open areas.
MBS Sites of Biodiversity Significance and DNR Native Plant Communities community can be
viewed using the Minnesota Conservation Explorer or their GIS shapefiles can be downloaded

from the MN Geospatial Commons. Please contact me if you do not have access to the

appropriate mapping services. For information on interpreting the data, reference the MBS Site
Biodiversity Significance and Native Plant Community websites.

Pool 4 of the Mississippi River has been identified as a Lake of Outstanding Biological Significance.
Lakes of Biological Significance were ranked as Outstanding, High, or Moderate based on unique
plant and animal presence. Itis important that effective erosion prevention and sediment control
practices be implemented and maintained near lakes throughout the project. Indirect impacts,
such as the introduction or spread of invasive species, should also be considered and minimized.

State-listed Species

Several state-listed fish including paddlefish (Polyodon spathula), a state-listed threatened fish
species have been documented in the Mississippi River near the proposed project. In Minnesota,
paddlefish spawn in the spring in temporarily flooded tributaries to the large rivers. Minnesota’s
Endangered Species Statute (Minnesota Statutes, section 84.0895) and associated Rules
(Minnesota Rules, part 6212.1800 to 6212.2300 and 6134) prohibit the take of threatened or
endangered species without a permit. To protect this species, work within the water needs to
be avoided from April to mid-June. Contact the DNR Endangered Species Environmental Review
Coordinator, Lisa Joyal (Lisa.Joyal@state.mn.us or 651-259-5109) if this is not feasible as

additional action may be needed.

Timber rattlesnakes (Crotalus horridus), a state-listed threatened species, have been reported
from the vicinity of the proposed project and may be encountered on site. In Minnesota, the
ideal habitat for this species is forested bluffs, south-facing rock outcrops, and bluff prairies,
particularly in the Mississippi River Valley. Nearby forests, prairies, and agricultural lands are used
as summer feeding grounds. Two necessary habitat components are open areas for
thermoregulation, and dens for overwintering. The dens are often located on steep, south or
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west-facing hillsides with rock outcroppings and ledges. Timber rattlesnakes emerge from their
dens in late April to early May and return to them in late September to early October. In the
spring and fall, timber rattlesnakes are active during the day; while during the hottest months of
summer, they are mostly active at night.

Timber rattlesnake mortality in Minnesota is most commonly caused by poaching, vehicle
collisions, and habitat destruction. The loss of a single adult, especially a female, can impact the
population significantly. As such, crews working in the area should be advised that if they
encounter any shakes, the snakes should not be disturbed. The use of erosion control blanket
shall be limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘naturalnetting’ types, and specifically not products containing
plastic mesh netting or other plastic components. Also, be aware that hydro-mulch products may
contain small synthetic (plastic) fibers to aid in their matrix strength. These loose fibers could
potentially re-suspend and make their way into Public Waters. As such, please review mulch

products and not allow any materials with synthetic (plastic) fiber additives in areas that drain
into Public Waters. Be aware, that there are also other species of snakes in the area that will
mimic rattlesnakes. Contact the DNR Regional Nongame Wildlife Specialist, Bridgette Timm (952-
207-9769 or bridgette.timm@state.mn.us) if timber rattlesnakes are encountered on-site or if

you have any questions regarding this species.

Please visit the DNR Rare Species Guide for more information on the habitat use of these species
and recommended measures to avoid or minimize impacts. For further assistance with these

species, please contact the appropriate DNR Regional Nongame Specialist or Regional Ecologist.

Federally Protected Species

Several federally and state-listed mussels, including the sheepnose (Plethobasus cyphyus), a
federally and state-listed endangered species, have been documented in the Mississippi River in
the vicinity of the proposed project, some as recently as 2021. As mussels are particularly
vulnerable to deterioration in water quality, especially increased siltation, it is important that
effective erosion prevention and sediment control practices be implemented and maintained
near the river.

Minnesota’s Endangered Species Statute (Minnesota Statutes, section 84.0895) and associated
Rules (Minnesota Rules, part 6212.1800 to 6212.2300 and chapter 6134) prohibit the take of
threatened or endangered species without a permit. In order to determine the potential for a
take of state-protected mussels, a qualified surveyor (see attached list) will need to conduct a
mussel survey and/or relocation in any potential mussel habitat prior to construction within

these habitats.

The surveyorwill need to obtain a permit from the DNR Endangered Species Coordinator, Bridget
Henning-Randa (Bridget.Henning-Randa@state.mn.us or 651-259-5073) before conducting any
mussel surveys and will need to follow the mussel survey and relocation protocol. The extent of
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July 20, 2022

Caroline Gregerson
City Administrator
Wabasha Port Authority
900 Hiawatha Drivedst
Wabasha, MN 55981

Re: Wabasha Barge FaciliBnvironmental Assessment Worksheet

DearCaroline Gregerson

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Beopingenvironmental Assessment
Worksheet (EAW) for thé&/abasha Barge Facilipyoject (Project) located iabashaWabasha
County, Minnesota. The Project consistaafew barge facility for theeansfer of sand from Mississippi
River channel dredging activitidRegarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Cdnftgency
(MPCA) has regulatory responsibility and other interests, the MBfAas the following comments for
your considerabn.

Permits and Approvals (Iter)

X

This section indicates that a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Rermihe U.S. Army Corps of
EngineersYSACKfor project related wetland impacts may be necessahe EISEnvironmental
Impact Statementshould clarify thatf aUSACKection 404 Indivigal Permit is required for any
Project activity, then an MPCA CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certificatwaiver must also be
obtained as part of the permitting process. You can findtamithl information about the MPCA'’s
401 Certifcation process ahttps://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/clearwater-actsection401-
water-quality-certifications For further information about the 401 Water Quality Certification
process, please contaBill Wilde at 651757-2825 orWilliam.wilde @state.mn.us

Please note that the projechayrequire a State Disposal System Permit for the use/disposal of
dredged material in upland areagpending on how this is complet@shd who is doing the work
More information regarding a permit can be found at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/dredgedmaterialstml. Questions regarding disposal of
dredged material should be directed to Enfilghnick at 65757-2699.

Soils and Topography (ltem 10)

X

As stated above, the access dredgingtfier barge facility may need a permit depending on how
that is completedand who is doing the work. It is not clear if this dredging lwdlconducted by the
USACE as part of their perraitanother entity This should be clarified in tH&lS

Additional information should be provided in the EIS regaydhe access dredging volume and how
will it be reusedor disposed.

The Scoping EAW states that the dredged material will bedtrioie an upland area of the sitaut

is not clear if this is for dewatering or reusedif there is any sampling data on this material. Since
this is not part of the navigational channel, it is assuntead the material is silty and would require
sampling.This should be discussed iret&lS.



Caroline Gregerson
Page2
July 20, 2022

X Itis not clear ithis new sitewill have dredge storage and dewateriagtivitiesand if so, what is

planned This may require the Wabasha Port Authority to obtain a permit for the manageaf
dredged material separate from tHéSACBermit. Please clarify in the EIS.

Water Resources (lterm.1)

Surface Water

X

The EIS should clarify that if the USACE Section 404 pertng Section 10 permit is required and
in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, the Project shouttlide the MPCA as a regulator of all
surface waters as defined byiivh. Stat. § 115.01subd 22 Waters of the state. Even thgh there
may be surface waters that are determined to be USACHur@dictional or exempt from the
Wetland Conservation Act, all surface waters are regulated by the MPCA, yasdréarce water
impact needs to be described in the application and may requitigation.

In addition, if any of the USACE permitting vehicles areireduthe 401 Water Quality Certification
must also be included and becomes an enforceable comporfaheassociated federal license or
permit, issued under either Section 468the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act. The scope of a Clean Water Act Section 401 certificafioités to assuring that a
discharge from a federally licensed or permitted activity will compti water quality

requirements In addition, thaProject proposemust also submit to the MPCA the Antidegradation
Assessment in accordance with water quality standards NRnf050.0265 and should review the
Antidegradation requirements in 7050.0285.

Sormwater

X

It appears theProjectlocation is on a reach of the Mississippi River that doé¢$ave a
constructionrelated impairment, therefore additional best management practices (8MP

are not required. However, since the Project borders the river and severkdndstare also located
within the project area, the MPCA National Pollutant Discharge Eliilmm8ystem/State Disposal
System (NPDES/SDS) Construction Stormwater Permit (G8W) Requires redundant down
gradient sediment controls if soil disturbance will enaoavithin the existing 50 feet of natural
buffer to any of the waterbodies.

The planned permanent stormwater management for new imjmrs surface will consist oftdhes
constructed around the perimeter of the site. Please note that the CSWiPemuires use of a
volume reduction method, such as infiltration, to treat thest 1 inch of stormwater volume that is
not discharged to the receiving water. If infiltration i fi@asible due to prohibitions at the site, the
Project proposer can also consider stormwater reuse or other methodiostormwater
discharges from the sit®@Questions regarding Construction Stormwater Permit rezgpients should
be directed to Roberta Getman at 5@06-2629 orRoberta.Getman@state.mn.us




Caroline Gregerson
Page3
July 20, 2022

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Plegsavide your specific responses to our
comments and notice of decision on the need for an Enviremiad Impact Statemat. Please be aware
that this letter does not constitute approval by the MPCAmf ar all elements of the Project for the
purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the MPCliirdtely, it is the responsibility of the
Project proposer to secure gnmequired permits and to comply with any requisite permih@iions. If
you have any questions concerning our review of this Ef®dse contact méy email at
Karen.kromar@state.mn.us by telephone a651-757-2508.

Sincerely,

Karen Kromar

This document has been electronically signed.

Karen Kromar

Planner Principal

Environmental Review Unit

Resource Management and Assistance Division

KK:rs

cc: Dan Card, MPCA, St. Paul
Bill Wilde, MPCA, Saul
Emily Schnick, MPCA, Baul
Roberta Getman, MPCA, Rochester
Wayne Cords, MPCA, Mankato
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Attachment 1. Land ownership and classification.



Attachment 2.
FWS ownership.

FWS



Attachment 3. Drawing from the 2008 CMMP showing location for dredgednmal placement.



From: BJRaneybtianjraney@gmail.com

Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 6:09 PM

To: Caroline Gregersorciyadmin@wabasha.org
Subject:Comments on Proposed Wabasha Terminal Facility

To Whom It May Concern,

| have two concerns with the proposed Wabasha Barge Facility.

The first concern, though somewhat addressed in the reduction of traffic and

congestion in other Wabasha neighborhoods, has to do with cost/idfem&fmuch

will this cost, who pays for it, and what's the return on this investment? ufatic

if the Army Corps of Engineers chooses not to use it. Their recent drgdgmdid

not lock them into using the facility, it only mentions it as a pakeaption.

O\ QH[W FRQFHUQ LV ZLWK WKH GUHGJLQJ PDRMHULDO |
the pollutants that might be in the material, and thus exposed to thesciizen

Wabasha via this facility. Unfortunately, for many years the istgspi has been a

convenient dumping place for cities and companies that are alofhgatigh much of

this has been stopped, the dredge material could still be holding it. ahhe®ctain

what we are recently finding more and more as water contaminatiorgriéer-
SRO\IOXRURDON\O VXEVWDQFHV 3)%$6 Dheyware NQRZQ D
UHVLVWDQW WR EUHDNGRZQ DQG OLQJHU LQ WKH HQ®
linked to a number of health issues. PFAS compounds have beehifiodust

accumulations, even in indoor spaces. My concern is by bringingréugidg

material to shore where such pollutants can become airborne, that we indseask th

to our community. Will there be a plan in place to sample the dredge material fo

these and other pollutants, and an appropriate action plan to aderedssttovery?

Brian Raney



Prepared by: Bolton & Menk, Inc.
Wabasha Barge Terminal Project | H19114396



	FSDD_Cover
	FSDD_Wabasha Barge Facility

