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PREFACE

Ramsey County is requesting a focused master plan amendment to the 1981 Battle Creek Regional Park Master
Plan to address natural resource and public safety improvements to the Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye
section consisting of:

e Pigs Eye Island Lake Project (first step of improvements).
e Other Natural Resource Restoration activities and projects.
* Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection (may include as a future amendment or agency-wide planning study).

This master plan amendment does not address boundary adjustments, park acquisition, recreational infrastructure
and programming improvements, or access within the Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park. These
components will be addressed in a later amendment/update to the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master
Plan. Please refer to the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan for information relating to boundary
adjustments, park acquisition, long-term recreational infrastructure and programming improvements.

This master plan amendment is intended to act as a separate natural resource guiding document for the Pigs Eye
Lake section of Battle Creek Regional Park and is written to fulfill the requirements of the Metropolitan Council
for regional park master plan amendment as outlined in the 2040 Regional Parks and Trails Policy Plan. The main
unit of Battle Creek Regional Park is at a different level of development than the Pigs Eye Lake unit. The main
Battle Creek unit is moderately developed with maintained trail systems, signage and other recreation facilities.
Pigs Eye Lake remains undeveloped. The entire Pigs Eye section is within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical
Area (MRCCA), which shares a boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. This section of
park is subject to MRCCA regulations (State statute under Minnesota Rule 6106) which is in place to protect the
unique natural and cultural resources and values within this corridor.

Background:

Battle Creek Regional Park is in the southeast corner of Ramsey County in the cities of Saint Paul and Maplewood.
The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park is within the City of Saint Paul and consists of Pigs Eye Lake,
which is a back water of the Mississippi river and is surrounded by a mixture of upland and floodplain areas.

In 2015, funding became available through the United States Armcy Corps of Engineers (Corps) Continuing
Authorities Program Section 204 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material to develop a feasibility study with an
integrated environmental assessment worksheet for the implementation of islands within Pigs Eye Lake. The
Corps in collaboration with Ramsey County initiated an agency-wide planning effort comprised of federal,
state, and local agencies to identify the project scope, objectives, coordination, stakeholders and process for
developing the feasibility study in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The feasibility study was completed in 2018 and identified the implementation
of islands within Pigs Eye Lake was feasible and did not require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under
NEPA or MEPA guidelines.

In 2019, Park staff initiated a focused master plan amendment process to better address natural resource needs
for Pigs Eye Lake. The focus master plan amendment includes:

e Sequencing of natural resource improvements for Pigs Eye Lake.

- Pigs Eye Island Lake Project (first step of improvements).

- Other natural resource preservation projects.

- Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection (may include as a future amendment or agency-wide planning study).
* Address MRCCA policy standards and criteria.
® Public engagement process.
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Public Engagement:

A multi-level engagement process was utilized for the development of the master plan amendment from 2015-
2020. Both partner engagement for agency coordination and involvement, and community engagement for
general participation by the general public was completed for feedback. Below is a summary of public input
options.

® Pigs Eye Feasibility Study — There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state, and federal
agencies throughout this study such as Ramsey County, St. Paul, Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed
District (RWMWD), Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR),
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT),
Corps, National Park Service (NPS), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had direct involvement
in the development and approval of this feasibility study. Additionally, non-governmental agencies and
organizations such as the Friends of Pool 2, Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR) and the Friends of
Parks and Trails were also included in the review and approval process of the feasibility study. Public
engagement was completed with two concurrent 30-day public review periods from March 12, 2018 to April
12, 2018 for both the MEPA and NEPA process to allow general feedback from the public.

® | essard Sam’s Outdoor Heritage Council (LSOHC) Funds — The island building feasibility study was
presented to the LSOHC in an effort to obtain $4.3 million in local funding. The LSOHC is comprised of 12
members made up by the State Legislature (House and Senate) and public appointees by the Governor,
House and Senate. Due to high project significance and benefit received, the LSOHC and State Legislature
approved project funding and a grant agreement for the implementation of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.

® Master Plan Amendment -

- Previous public engagement completed — Past engagement for development of the 2018 Park and
Recreation System Plan, and the overall Battle Creek Regional Park master plan amendment process
that was initiated in 2019.

- Additional public engagement - The Parks department launched a 45-day public review period from
August 17, 2020 through September 30, 2020. A virtual public meeting was hosted on September 17,
2020 to allow additional public comment. Notification of the public review period consisted of multiple
notifications through social media, email blasts, and the County Parks website, in addition to a press
release in the Pioneer Press. The Parks department also sent out email notifications to the City of Saint
Paul, other Federal and State agencies, in addition to non-profit organizations such as FMR.

® Agency support — Following the public engagement period, the Parks department initiated a process
for agency support of the master plan amendment from the City of Saint Paul, Ramsey County Parks and
Recreation Commission and the Ramsey County Board of Commissioners. There was broad agency support
including federal, state, local, and non-profit organizations. Supporting letters received and included in the
document from the NPS, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation, and FMR.

Engagement Results:
The following themes emerged from analysis of input received through the community engagement process.

Community Participation Themes:
* Pigs Eye Island Building Project — These themes are discussed more in detail in the Conflicts section of the
plan.

- Project planning/intent — Project understanding as a habitat restoration project and the need for
additional public safety components related to long-term environmental clean-up.

- Constructability.
° Utilization of dredge material.
° Testing.
° Existing pollution.

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |1



| .
R R rereston 1Y

- Timing for implementation — potential delay of the project until long-term cleanup activities have been
completed.
- Effectiveness.
° Benefits of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.
° Long-term clean-up efforts.
° Impact and or benefits to existing wildlife.
e Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.
e Need for future access and recreation improvements.
e Climate resilient vegetation.
e Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations

Agency Participation Themes:
* Pigs Eye Island Building Project — Extensive support from all levels of federal, state, and local agencies
through benefits achieved from this project.
e Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.
e Climate resilient vegetation.
e Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations.

Theme outcomes related to both community participation and agency participation have been analyzed and
incorporated were feasible in the master plan for continued participation, and evaluation/completion of projects
identified in the master plan.

Equity Analysis:

Public engagement for the focused master plan amendment was intended to reach as wide of an audience
as possible and focused on gathering information both from residents who live near the regional park and
county-wide as well. Even though no recreational infrastructure improvements or programming amenities are
proposed in this master plan amendment an equity analysis was still conducted to provide approximate values
for areas within one mile of the Pigs Eye Lake area.

Comparing census blocks from 2010 data and approximate values in 2017 between tracts that fall within 1 mile
of the Pigs Eye Lake area with Ramsey County overall provided some meaningful data. Ramsey County, as of
2017, had a population of 537,893. The median household income of the county was $60,301, with a poverty rate
of 15%. The subset of the population living in a census tract within 1-mile of Pigs Eye Lake had a population of
72,623, with a median income of $53,911 and a poverty rate of approximately 20%. The area surrounding Pigs
Eye Lake is very diverse with approximately 49.5% people of color comparing to Ramsey County overall with
approximately 36.94% people of color. Additional data for neighborhoods within the immediate surrounding
area shows a higher percentage of population in 25-64 age range with 25-34 age range with the highest.

The engagement process with the community consisted of numerous project information notifications through
social media, website, newspaper in addition to making information available through the County Parks project
website. The level of engagement as defined by the International Association for Public Participation’s Public
Participation Spectrum was “consult” for development of the focused master plan amendment.

Development Plan:
This focused master plan amendment addresses natural resource and public safety improvements to the Ramsey

County Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park.

* Pigs Eye Island Lake Project (first step of improvements) - The selected plan includes six islands with sand
benches totaling approximately 35.69 acres. Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would
establish sheltered areas in the centers of the islands, allowing for the creation of approximately 17.6 acres
of protected wetland habitat. Island vegetative cover will consist of native grass and shrub land plantings.
The recommended plan was developed to address the following objectives in Pigs Eye Lake:
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- Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase acreage of
aquatic vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote fisheries.
- Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable habitat for
migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.
- Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest and marsh
habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.
e Other Natural Resource Restoration activities and projects
- Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest (i.e. reforestation of native floodplain tree species).
- Continued enhancement of existing wetland.
- Removal of invasive species.
- Revegetation of the existing shoreline.
e Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection
- Initiate an agency-wide planning process for public safety planning activities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

Ramsey County is requesting a focused master plan amendment to the 1981 Battle Creek Regional Park Master
Plan to address sequencing of natural resource and public safety improvements to the Battle Creek Regional
Park — Pigs Eye section.

Sequencing of Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment Improvements consist of:

* Pigs Eye Island Lake Project (first step of improvements).
e Other natural resource preservation projects.
e Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection (may include as a future amendment or agency-wide planning study).

This master plan amendment does not address boundary adjustments, park acquisition, recreational infrastructure
and programming improvements, or access within the Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park. These
components will be addressed in a later amendment/update to the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master
Plan. Please refer the overall Battle Creek Regional Plan master plan for information relating to boundary
adjustments, park acquisition, long-term recreational infrastructure and programming improvements.

This master plan amendment is intended to act as a separate natural resource guiding document for the Pigs Eye
Lake section of Battle Creek Regional Park and is written to fulfill the requirements of the Metropolitan Council
for regional park master plan amendment as outlined in the 2040 Regional Parks and Trails Policy Plan. The main
unit of Battle Creek Regional Park is at a different level of development than the Pigs Eye Lake unit. The main
Battle Creek unit is moderately developed with maintained trail systems, signage and other recreation facilities.
Pigs Eye Lake remains undeveloped. The Pigs Eye Lake segment of Battle Creek Regional Park is located within
the MRCCA.

BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK - PIGS EYE SECTION BACKGROUND

Battle Creek Regional Park is located in the southeast corner of Ramsey County in the cities of Saint Paul and
Maplewood. The park is comprised of four regional segments: Indian Mounds (97 acres); Fish Hatchery (105
acres); Pigs Eye (610 acres); and Battle Creek (846 acres). In accordance with the 1981 joint master plan, the city
of Saint Paul owns and operates the Indian Mounds and Fish Hatchery segments of the park. Ramsey County
owns and operates the Battle Creek and Pigs Eye segments, consisting of 1,456 acres.

The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park consists of Pigs Eye Lake, which is a back water of the
Mississippi River, surrounded predominately by mixed woods to the west and wetlands to the east and northwest
of the lake, which is in the floodplain wetland.

See appendix page 109, Battle Creek System Plan section, for additional information regarding habitat land
types and acreage.

PIGS EYE LAKE ISLAND BUILDING BACKGROUND

The Corps, in close collaboration with Parks & Recreation, completed a Feasibility Study for constructing habitat
enhancements in Pigs Eye Lake. The project will enhance and restore backwater habitat by creating island and
wetland features. Project features include six islands, sand benches, marsh habitat and land plantings. These
enhancements will improve aquatic and land habitat as well as maintaining the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake. This
project will utilize clean material that was dredged from navigation channels from the Mississippi River Pool 2
in an environmentally beneficial way. Dredged material was tested per MPCA standards and was approved to
be utilized for placement within public water. The benefit for utilizing this material allows for cost effective (i.e.
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free material) to be used for the construction of islands to help increase the size of a project allowing for higher
aquatic ecosystem benefits than if the project had to pay for construction material.

See Page 2 for Corps Island Building Graphic
See appendix page 107 for Dredge Material Testing Data.
Feasibility Study

In 2015, funding became available through the Corps Continuing Authorities Program Section 204 Beneficial Use
of Dredged Material. This authority for the island building project was strictly for the construction of a project
with the goal of enhancement of aquatic ecosystem. The authority is provided to give local Corps Districts, like
the Saint Paul District, the opportunity to utilize dredged material (i.e., sand fill) for positive use in the community
by helping pay extra costs above and beyond routine material management incurred for building something
beneficial.

The Corps in collaboration with Ramsey County initiated an agency-wide planning effort comprised of federal,
state, and local agencies (study team) to identify the project scope, objectives, coordination, stakeholders and
process for developing the feasibility study with an integrated Environmental Assessment to comply with NEPA
and MEPA requirements. The feasibility study was developed by the Corps and investigated the feasibility of
alternative measures to address problems and opportunities associated with Pigs Eye Lake including habitat
within and immediately around Pigs Eye Lake. Specific investigative components within the feasibility study
included:

e Physical setting.

e Problem identification.

e Plan formation.

e Evaluation and comparison of alternative solutions.
e Recommended Plan.

e Environmental effects.

* Plan implementation.

The study team developed three project objectives as a basis for development of the feasibility study, which
consisted of improve aquatic habitat, improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species, and
maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat. In addition, the study team identified a variety of measures
that could be taken to achieve project objectives, including full and split island designs, sand benches, and
the creation of wetland (marsh) habitat. The measures were combined in various logical combinations to form
alternative project plans. The habitat concerns within the project area primarily include high levels of turbidity,
wind-induced shoreline erosion, lack of depth diversity, and lack of shoreline habitat for birds and aquatic plants.

The study team also considered pollution and Pigs Eye Lake’s history as part of the feasibility study. The study
included contaminant testing, past data analysis, and formation of an interagency group of experts to evaluate
the project from a contaminant’s perspective. Specifically, the Corps and interagency team determined that:
(1) The low levels of contaminants within the lake in the proposed project area would not pose a large risk
of bioavailability or uptake of contaminants in wildlife, (2) Constructing the proposed ecosystem restoration
features within the lake would have positive environmental benefits to the lake and surrounding areas, and (3)
Constructing the proposed project would not interfere with any ongoing or future cleanup actions associated
with the Pigs Eye Dump site.

Additionally, the study also concluded the Pigs Eye Island building project would not have an adverse impact
to the Pigs Eye Island Heron Rookery Scientific and Natural Area (SNA). The introduction of islands within Pigs
Eye Lake will create additional habitats that will support other waterfowl species. This would ultimately provide
a long-term benefit for reducing congested upland areas for nesting habitats with the creation of areas more
unique to specific species.
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Qutcomes of the feasibility study concluded island building was the most beneficial method for achieving overall
project objectives. The islands will greatly reduce the wind fetch allowing for turbidity to improve, aquatic
vegetation to establish, depth diversity to increase and shoreline erosion to decrease. All these outcomes will
improve the habitat quality on the lake. Without action, it is estimated that a loss of .75 acre per year of valuable
wetland vegetation and habitat will occur on the shoreline of the lake. This equals approximately 37.5 acres over
50 years.

Implementation of a restoration plan in this area will directly benefit the entire Pigs Eye Lake ecosystem and
restoration efforts are essential for restoring aquatic habitat in the lake.

The feasibility study was prepared in accordance to NEPA and MEPA requirements and consisted of:

e Extensive coordination between local, state, and federal agencies.

e Additional coordination efforts with local advisory groups/organizations.

e A 30-day public review for both the State and Federal from March 12, 2018 to April 12, 2018.
® Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Record of Decision in April 2018.

Project Plan

The selected plan includes six islands with sand benches totaling approximately 35.69 acres. Three of the
islands would utilize a split design that would establish sheltered areas in the centers of the islands, allowing
for the creation of approximately 17.6 acres of protected wetland habitat. Island vegetative cover will consist
of native grass and shrubland plantings. Were feasible, there may be opportunities to either experiment and
or implement climate adapted native vegetation to provide greater diversity in a changing climate. In efforts
to advance the utilization of climate resilient vegetation, it is likely partnerships may be created with other
governmental agencies and/or non-profit organizations like FMR and the University of Minnesota, providing the
opportunity to apply different habitat restoration approaches within Pigs Eye Lake.

The Corps has constructed many habitat islands on the Upper Mississippi over the past few decades. Many
of the features and recommendations have been denoted in the Corps Upper Mississippi River Restoration
Program - Environmental Design Handbook, December 2012. Several features of the proposed island layout
have varied from more typical sections. This has been done in part to provide a better design for construction
on very soft sediments. Changes have also been proposed to improve the island and lake habitat value.

One of the main features that differ from the more traditional island design is the ‘submerged berm’. The
submerged berm would function as a significant step toward creation of a beach zone around the islands. The
beach zone helps dissipate wave energy as waves approach and break on the islands. This reduces the wave's
erosive action on the higher island portions. Over time the beach material is reqularly rearranged by the waves
and the bank material becomes more stable.

Three of the project’s islands would be constructed as ‘split” islands. Conceptually these islands evolved from the
full section island. The thought was that if one of the berms was split off of the island and separated from it by a
short distance, the island should still have little risk of erosion along the split since the fetch would be very small.
This gap between the two sides could be enlarged further as long as the interior remains very sheltered. These
islands are generally constructed in pairs where a portion of one section that has the higher island elevation and
another island that is similar to an independent split off berm.

The alternative plans incorporate varying island designs. The northern three islands show a split design with two
narrower sections and provides sheltered interior embayment'’s for protected wetland areas. The southern three
islands are most like traditional Habitat Restoration and Enhancement Project (HREP) islands with the addition
of a perpetually submerged berm.

See page 2 for the island building graphic.
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Island Construction Material and Placement

A variety of fill material including rock, sand, and topsoil will be utilized for the habitat island construction in Pigs
Eye Lake. The rock would be clean and sourced from a quarry, however the sand and topsoil material will consist
primarily of material generated from dredging in the southern portion of Pool 2. Material dredged in lower Pool
2 is placed on one of three temporary placement islands (Pine Bend, Upper Boulanger, and Lower Boulanger)
to be later moved to a permanent location. The material utilized for the Pigs Eye Islands project will come from
one of these temporary placement islands.

The Corps has had great success using dredge material from the Mississippi River on past island construction
projects. Dredged material is often used for habitat enhancement projects. Reuse of this material can provide
substantial cost savings and is an environmentally beneficial way for island construction. Approximately 413,329
cubic yards (CY) of sand and topsoil material is anticipated for island construction. The Corps tested all dredged
material for this project per MPCA guidelines. This material was approved per MPCA testing standards for
placement in water for habitat creation. MPCA guidelines have been developed specifically to protect the
creatures that use these habitats.
Island Construction Steps

The Corps collects sediment samples annually from the parts of the river that are dredged. Sediment samples
are sent to independent chemical testing labs. The material is tested for pollutants such as metals, pesticides,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and cyanide. Per- and polyfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) (or perfluorinated chemicals (PFCs)) are sampled separately and sent to specialized labs
because only a few labs perform these tests. MPCA guidelines were followed for testing locations, amounts,
and test types. MPCA standards were used to evaluate material safety - the “Soil Reference Values” for upland
uses and the “Sediment Quality Targets” for in-water placement. New sampling at dredge cuts and dredged
material placement sites was performed and analyzed with all past dredging data to ensure the material was safe
for island building. Similarly, sampling was conducted within Pigs Eye Lake for the project and combined with
published sediment studies to make sure the site of the islands and lake access were safe for construction. All
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results were coordinated with the MPCA and other local agencies who participated in a specially formed work
group which resulted in agreement that the project would be safe.

See appendix page 107 for Dredge Material Testing Data.

After offloading material from a temporary placementisland, material will be transported via barge approximately
12 river miles up the main channel of the Mississippi River through the access channel of the Red Rock Terminal
to a staging location at the southern end of Pigs Eye Lake. Analysis has concluded that the southern end of
the lake can be reached through the access channel for the Red Rock Barge Terminal (8-9+ ft draft). Additional
coordination will continue with businesses utilizing the Red Rock Terminal prior to project construction.

The typical construction process of habitat island building on the Mississippi River starts with the placement
of a sand base via the use of either hydraulic or mechanical dredging equipment. Following the sand base
construction, rock vanes will be placed at locations along the outer edges of the islands to prevent erosion. After
rock vanes are in place topsoil material will be spread on top of the sand bases, followed lastly by seeding and
planting of natural vegetations.

Island Construction Steps

Sand Placement Stabilize with Rock Topsoil Placement  Planting and Seeding

Project Schedule — Next Steps
1. Final Design - September 2019 — Summer/Fall 2020
2. Anticipated Project Construction — Spring 2021- Fall 2024
3. Complete Construction —Fall 2024

OTHER NATURAL RESOURCE ACTIVITIES AND PROJECTS BACKGROUND

The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek is within natural resource management Unit 10 as defined within the 2018
Park and Recreation System Plan — Battle Creek Regional Park section (see appendix page 102). Management
of Pigs Eye natural resources will be coordinated by the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Department and will
include ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land
and lake resources.

Current State

The entire Pigs Eye section is within the MRCCA, which shares a boundary with the Mississippi National River
and Recreation Area. This section of park is subject to MRCCA regulations (State statute under Minnesota Rule
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6106) which is in place to protect the unique natural and cultural resources and values within this corridor. Much
of the existing landcover within the Pigs Eye section of the park consist of mixed forest and wetland habitats.
In order to provide and increase healthy aquatic, land and wildlife habitats it is critical that these environments
are maintained, protected and restored. Primary habitat concerns for the Pigs Eye section of the park include:

e Protection of the Pigs Eye Island Heron Rookery SNA.

e | ack of wildlife and vegetation diversity.

® [nvasive vegetation

e | ack of nesting area for migratory birds.

* | ack of aquatic depth diversity in Pigs Eye Lake for aquatic invertebrates, aquatic vegetation, and fish
species.

e High levels of wind-fetch and turbidity in Pigs Eye Lake

* Shoreline erosion.

e | ack of shoreline habitat for birds and aquatic plants.

Need and Long-term Outcome

Pigs Eye natural resources projects and activities will be coordinated by the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation
Department and will include ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and
restoration of the land and lake resources. Natural resource projects and activities within the Pigs Eye section will
be implemented in accordance with MRCCA regulations, which shares a boundary with the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area.

Additional natural resource preservation projects include:

e Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest (i.e. reforestation of native floodplain tree species).
® Continued enhancement of existing wetland

e Removal of invasive species

* Revegetation of the existing shoreline.

e Introduction of climate resilient vegetation

It is likely additional site surveys will need to be completed within the Pigs Eye Lake area prior to any restoration
work to gather more information about the current state of the area. Inventory information will include wildlife,
plant and shoreline surveys and will focus on determining restoration needs for shoreline erosion, invasive plant
species removal, and reforestation of floodplain tree species, such as cottonwood. Habitat restoration for
upland and flood zone areas includes transition of the mixed forest to floodplain forest, through mainly removal
of invasive species.

The Pigs Eye island building project will provide much needed wildlife habitat within the lake itself, prevent
further erosion to the lakeshore, compliment the surrounding natural resources, and will directly benefit the
entire Pigs Eye Lake ecosystem. These restoration efforts are essential to restoring aquatic habitat within Pigs
Eye lake and for providing greater diversity of other vegetation and wildlife habitats.

Where feasible within the island building project or other natural resource projects there may be opportunities
to either experiment and or implement climate adapted native vegetation to provide greater diversity in a
changing climate. In efforts to advance the utilization of climate resilient vegetation, it is likely partnerships may
be created with other governmental agencies and or non-profit organizations like FMR and the University of
Minnesota, providing the opportunity to apply different habitat restoration approaches within Pigs Eye Lake.

See appendix page 109, Battle Creek System Plan section, for additional information regarding habitat land
types and acreage.
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Pigs Eye Lake Data
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PIGS EYE LAKE PUBLIC PROTECTION BACKGROUND

Public protection identified in the master plan is meant to provide a high-level summary of public safety
components for Pigs Eye Lake and surrounding areas within the regional park boundary. Ramsey County Parks
& Recreation acknowledges there is a need to address public health protection for the Pigs Eye Lake area due
to surrounding past and current land uses, existing land conditions and potential contamination. Public safety
components will need to be addressed before recreational and access improvements can be implemented
into the Pigs Eye Lake area. Please refer to the overall Battle Creek Regional Plan master plan for long-term
recreational and access improvements for the Pigs Eye Lake section of Battle Creek Regional Park.

Public Safety components covered:

e Existing site and environmental conditions.
e Past testing and environmental studies.
¢ Additional planning required for long-term contamination cleanup activities.

Overall, the majority of Pigs Eye lake and riparian area is owned by Ramsey County. Adjacent land to the regional
park consists of park and industrial land uses. The north end of the lake and adjacent riparian land is owned
by the City of Saint Paul. Land northwest of the lake is owned by Metropolitan Council Environmental Services
(MCES). A portion of MCES land contains four decommissioned wastewater ash ponds from which MCES has
removed ash sludge. The Saint Paul Port Authority owns portions of the lake and riparian land on the southern
tip of the lake around the outlet of Pigs Eye Lake into the Mississippi River. The Canadian Pacific Railway, or CP
Rail System, is near highway 61 and the east edge of Pigs Eye Lake. Saint Paul Port Authority maintains Red Rock
Terminal on the south end of Pigs Eye Lake.

Pigs Eye Landfill

To the north is the 300-acre site of the former Pigs Eye Landfill on City of Saint Paul property, which was used for
the disposal of mixed municipal, commercial, and industrial waste beginning in the mid-1950s until 1972, and
for disposal of incinerated sludge ash from 1977 to 1985. According to the Minnesota Department of Health,
although commonly referred to as a landfill, the site did not operate according to MPCA landfill rules, which were
not yet in place when the site was in operation. Therefore, the site is more accurately described as a dump where
refuse of various types was disposed of with minimal control (Minnesota Department of Health, 2000).

As a result of the various types of waste dumped at the site over the years, it is currently listed on the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Comprehensive Response, Compensation, and Liability Information
System (CERCLIS) and is a Minnesota Superfund site addressed by the MPCA Superfund Program.

Currently, the MPCA is coordinating cleanup activities at the dump site, as required by the Minnesota Superfund
Program.

Hazardous, Toxic, Radioactive Waste

Environmental studies by several agencies, including the Corps, have been conducted in the project vicinity
of Pigs Eye Lake. Because there are known sources of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes (HTRW) in the
project area, a Phase | HTRW analysis was conducted in June 2016, in accordance with ER-1165-2-132, Water
Resource Policies and Authorities HTRW Guidance for Civil Works Projects. The Phase | analysis identified the
primary sites with the highest potential for soil and water contamination, which are the Pigs Eye Landfill, a 350-
acre site immediately north of the lake, and the Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant property boundary
which is approximately 150-feet from the shoreline. As a result of the Phase | report, a Phase Il investigation with
additional sampling at the proposed project locations was conducted in order to better quantify any potential
chemical or environmental contamination that may exist and thereby impact the proposed project. The results
of the tests conducted are summarized in Section 2.3.4 of the Island Building Feasibility Report, while full results
are included in Appendix E - Sediment Report (see appendix page 303). Section 7.1.6 presents a discussion and
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conclusion about the results in regard to the proposed alternative.
Pigs Eye Lake Sediment Contaminant Testing Summary

The Corps collected sediment samples throughout Pigs Eye Lake and analyzed them for a suite of routinely-
tested physical and chemical parameters as part of the Feasibility Study that was completed in 2018. The
Corps also collected and incorporated results of tests previously conducted by other entities in Pigs Eye Lake.
Contaminant levels found in the tests were compared with several sets of reference values developed by the
MPCA to evaluate the acceptability of constructing potential project measures within the lake. The results were
coordinated and discussed with local and regional resource agencies. The analysis and coordination led to the
conclusions that: (1) The northernmost portion of the lake near the former Pigs Eye Landfill should be avoided
as part of this project (incorporated as a planning constraint, see Section 4.2 and Figure 15), and (2) of the Island
Building Feasibility Study). Construction of habitat features in the remainder of the lake are not expected to
pose an unacceptable risk to wildlife and therefore, overall project planning should continue.

Targets used to interpret the degree of contamination are divided into Sediment Quality Targets (SQTs) and
Soil Reference Values (SRVs). The SQTs consist of level | guidance for a high level of protection for benthic
invertebrates and level Il guidance for the moderate level of protection for benthic invertebrates. The MPCA's
SRVs were also compared to the results to determine if the material is suitable for upland placement.

The MPCA oversaw and/or conducted sediment sampling in the northernmost portion of Pigs Eye Lake between
1992 and 2007. Results of the various investigations conducted in the lake indicate that cadmium, copper,
lead, zinc, and PCBs are present in Pigs Eye Lake sediments at concentrations that exceed respective level
| and level Il SQTs. Additionally, perfluorinated chemicals (PFCs), including perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA)
and perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) have been detected in lake sediments. However, PFCs are ubiquitous
throughout Mississippi River Pool 2, and with the exception of the area directly around the landfill, PFC levels
within Pigs Eye Lake do not appear to be significantly elevated compared to the general region.

The Corps conducted two sediment surveys; 3 boreholes were tested in 2015 and 10 boreholes were tested in
2016. The samples were analyzed for grain size, metals, PCBs, pesticides, PAHs, cyanide, total organic carbon,
percent moisture, percent solids and percent total volatile solids. In addition, PFCs were analyzed for 6 of the
10 2016 boreholes. Under MPCA's current SQT and SRV levels, the only exceedances detected in the 2015
sampling were for SQTs and only for the borehole closest to the former landfill (15-1M), except for cadmium
which exceeded the SQT | in all three boreholes. Under the proposed changes to the SRVs, cadmium levels
from boreholes 15-1M and 15-2M and benzo(a)pyrene from 15-1M exceeded the Residential/Recreational limit
but were below the Commercial/Industrial SRVs.

The 2016 results showed similar results as the 2015 survey, with a large number of SQT exceedances, but again
there were no SRV exceedances under the current MPCA guidance. Similar to the 2015 results, however,
several boreholes showed recreational/residential use exceedances for cadmium and benzo(a)pyrene under the
proposed MPCA SRV values.

As an outcome of the Corps surveys, it is believed that the highest levels of contamination are limited to the
area adjacent to the landfill. The rest of the lake shows contamination of PFCs, widespread low level (SQT I)
exceedances for heavy metals and PAHs, limited locations with higher exceedances for cadmium and PAHs
(SQT Il and proposed Recreational/Residential SRVs) and no recent detection of PCBs. A detailed discussion of
the sediment analysis conducted for the project is identified in the Feasibility Study Appendix E section on page
310.
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Per- and Poly-Flouro Alkyl Substances (PFAS)

The MPCA, Minnesota Department of Health (MDH), and MNDNR have been working to understand the presence
and levels of PFAS in Minnesota’s environment, especially surface and groundwater. PFAS in Pigs Eye Lake is a
concern from a recent discovery of PFAS foam. The extent of PFAS in Pigs Eye or sources of PFAS entering Pigs
Eye Lake is unknown at this time however, a site assessment is being conducted by the MPCA, to identify the
source of the chemicals and potential clean-up options. This is concerning for Pigs Eye Lake, surrounding areas,
and other downstream locations for this pollutant. PFAS are understood to have impacts on human health and
environments. Additional planning activities and assessments should be conducted, especially in Pigs Eye Lake
to determine the extent of PFAS, sources, remediation efforts, and to implement long-term goals and outcomes
to protect the environment and human health.

Canadian Pacific Railway

The CP Railway, or CP Rail System, is near highway 61 and the east edge of Pigs Eye Lake. The rail yard was built
in the 1950s, and currently more than 110 trains pass through this area daily.

Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant

To the west of Pigs Eye Lake is an upland area, including the Metropolitan Wastewater Plan. The Plant, the
largest wastewater plant in Minnesota, is a heavily developed, secure industrial site. The site operates 24 hours
per day, 365 days per year treating wastewater and solids from the seven-county metropolitan area as well as
receiving some waste from beyond the metropolitan area. Four decommissioned ash ponds, from which MCES
has removed the ash, are located to the east of the treatment facilities.

Saint Paul Port Authority

Red Rock Terminal is located on the south end of Pigs Eye Lake which encompasses a variety of industrial
businesses for land and barge access.

Public Safety Planning Activities

Additional planning and agency coordination will be required to develop a plan for long-term environmental
cleanup for Pigs Eye Lake. It is anticipated that Ramsey County would likely take a lead role within the Pigs Eye
Lake segment for engaging a multi-agency planning study to identify the project scope, objectives, coordination,
stakeholders, agency and public engagement, funding strategy, and process for developing a long-range plan.
Qutcomes of planning activities will determine the extent and actions required, but for successful outcomes it is
anticipated remediation activities and funding will need to be a coordinated effort across agencies and include
public interests.

Next steps:

e Secure funding for planning activities

* |nitiate an agency-wide planning team to determine project scope, objectives, coordination, stakeholders,
agency and public engagement, funding strategy, and process for developing a long-range plan for
remediation.

* |nitiate an agency and public engagement process

* |nitiate additional site assessments and testing to determine the extent of contaminants within Pigs Eye
Lake and surrounding areas.

® Develop an agency wide monitoring and stewardship plan.

e Other required planning activities as required dependent on outcomes from long-term planning.

e Secure funding for remediation.
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Eventhough the initial focus for Pigs Eye Lake is for natural resource improvement and public safety improvements,
an additional public safety component that may be included within the agency-wide public safety planning
process or initiated as a separate planning process following remediation should be considered for required safe
public use of Pigs Eye. This process will be a critical step for additional planning, evaluation, and coordinating
potential long-term recreational and access improvements after remediation is completed. Please refer to the
overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan for potential long-term recreational and access improvements in
Pigs Eye Lake.

MASTER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

The following information responds to 6 of the 11-master plan requirements identified in the 2040 Regional Parks
Policy Plan with a focus on the Pigs Eye Lake Island building project, and other natural resource activities.

ACQUISITION COSTS

No Acquisition is proposed in this focused master plan amendment. Potential future access easements may be
required by other governmental agency partners related to long-term natural resource improvements for the
Pigs Eye islands, other natural resource projects, and environmental cleanup activities.

STEWARDSHIP PLAN

The natural resources within the Pigs Eye section of the regional park will be restored and managed according to
the 2018 system plan. Restoration and maintenance of restored areas will be a priority throughout the Pigs Eye
Lake area to carry out the mission of providing adequate sustainable habitats to support populations of native
wildlife species. Future restoration projects are listed in the appendix. This list shows the current land cover and
proposed land cover changes with associated restoration efforts, ongoing maintenance practices, and costs.
Some examples of projects listed include the conversion of mixed woodland to floodplain forest, mainly through
the removal of invasive species.

The Pigs Eye island building project will provide much needed wildlife habitat within the lake itself, prevent
further erosion to the lake shore, compliment the surrounding natural resources, and will directly benefit the
entire Pigs Eye Lake ecosystem.

There is a need to develop a long-term agency wide monitoring and stewardship plan in Pigs Eye Lake as part
of public safety planning activities for assessment and restoration of Pigs Eye Lake and the surrounding area
after remediation is completed. It is anticipated that Ramsey County would likely take a lead role within the Pigs
Eye Lake segment, but this will likely require a coordinated effort across agencies for ongoing maintenance
obligations and funding for successful outcomes.

DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

This focused master plan amendment addresses natural resource improvements to the Ramsey County Pigs Eye
section of Battle Creek Regional Park. This master plan request does not address recreational improvements
but will address sequencing of natural resource improvements for the Pigs Eye Lake Island building project,
other natural resource activities, and public protection for the Ramsey County section of Pigs Eye Lake and
surrounding land area. Recreation improvements for the Pigs Eye Lake section will be addressed in conjunction
with long-term improvements in the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan.

Sequencing of Natural Resource Improvements

e Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Project (first step of improvements)
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e Other Natural Resource Restoration activities and projects

* Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection (may include as a future amendment or agency-wide planning study)
See page 8 for the Pigs Eye Lake Development Graphic
Pigs Eye Lake Island Building

The development design features include six islands with sand benches with the objective of improving aquatic
habitat, terrestrial habitat, and reduction of shoreline erosion by reducing lake wind fetch and water turbulence.
Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would establish sheltered areas in the centers of the
islands, allowing for the creation of approximately 17.6 acres of protected wetland habitat. The other three
islands will be constructed as full islands with the addition of a perpetually submerged berm for improved wind
fetch and water turbulence control. The recommended plan was developed to address the following objectives
in Pigs Eye Lake:

1. Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase acreage of aquatic
vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote fisheries.

2. Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable habitat for
migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.

3. Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest and marsh
habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.

The total estimated cost for constructing the project is $15.6 million. The Corps Operation and Maintenance
budget would provide $3.2 million toward the project. The remaining $11.3 million would be cost-shared by the
Section 204 program ($8.1 million) and the local sponsor, Ramsey County ($4.3 million). In efforts to off-set the
local share cost, Ramsey County submitted a LSOHC application for the Pigs Eye Lake Island Building project. In
September 2018, Ramsey County received preliminary LSOHC grant approval in the amount of $4,377,200 and
in the 2019 Minnesota Legislative session, Ramsey County received final approval.

Other Natural Resource Projects

The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek is within natural resource management Unit 10 as defined within the
2018 Parks & Recreation System Plan — Battle Creek Regional Park section (see appendix page 102). Natural
resource projects and activities within the Pigs Eye section will be implemented in accordance with MRCCA
regulations, which shares a boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Pigs Eye natural
resources projects and activities will be coordinated by Ramsey County Parks & Recreation and will include
ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land and
lake resources.

Additional natural resource preservation projects include:

e Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest (i.e. reforestation of native floodplain tree species).
* Continued enhancement of existing wetland

e Removal of invasive species

* Revegetation of the existing shoreline.

e Introduction of climate resilient vegetation

Surveys of the Pigs Eye area will need to be completed prior to any restoration work to gather more information
about the current state of the area. Additional natural resource survey will include wildlife, plant and shoreline
surveys and will focus on determining restoration needs for shoreline erosion, invasive plant species removal,
and transition of landcover habitats. Anticipated natural resource preservation project costs are estimated at
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$380,000 however, additional project cost may increase depending on outcomes of surveys completed within
the Pigs Eye Lake area.

CONFLICTS

There are a number of items that may be a conflict for implementation of projects and or components addressed
in this master plan.

Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Project

During the Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment process some questions and concerns were raised by members
of the public regarding the island building project. To adequately address these questions and concerns the
Corps and Ramsey County synthesized this information into frequently asked questions and responses found

below.

Project Planning/Intent

e What is the island building project intent?

- The island building project is a natural resource habitat project designed to preserve and enhance the

aquatic ecosystem. The intention of this project is not environmental clean-up for Pigs Eye Lake.

* \Who was involved in developing the feasibility study?

- There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state and federal agencies throughout

this study including Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, RWMWD, Metropolitan Council, MNDOT,
MPCA, Corps, NPS, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had direct involvement in the
development and approval of this project. Additionally, groups including Friends of Pool 2, FMR and
the Friends of Parks and Trails were included within the development of the feasibility study process.
Coordination notices seeking engagement were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux
Community of Minnesota.

e \What public outreach has been done as a part of the project?

- The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for comment from

March 12, 2018 through April 12, 2018. A public comment period was conducted by the Corps

in accordance with NEPA requirements and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Ramsey County
published and requested comments concurrently as part of MEPA requirements and the project was
published in the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) Monitor. Public notices for this review
were listed on the EQB website and were also sent out to the public through press releases and
identified in the local newspaper, Ramsey County website, and on Ramsey County social media outlets
regarding public feedback. All comments received from both the 30-day public comment periods were
reviewed, and responses were prepared for development of an EAW Record of Decision (ROD).

* Why was an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) not completed?

- During the development of the feasibility study environmental impacts were reviewed. A mandatory

EAW was prepared according to NEPA and MEPA Administrative Rules and was submitted to the
Minnesota Environmental Quality Board for review and public comment. All comments received were
reviewed based on criteria specified in NEPA and MEPA rules and statutes to determine if the project
had the potential for significant environmental effects. Based on federal, state and local agency review
of these findings, an EIS was not required for the project. These findings were identified in an EAW
ROD and submitted to the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board under law.
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Constructability

* What is dredged material?

- Dredged material is sediment removed from below the surface of a water. The Corps’ dredged material
is removed from the Mississippi River, and is mostly sand. River currents continuously move sand
downstream, and the sand builds up in similar locations each year. The Corps removes material that
builds up in the navigation channel so that barges and large boats can travel between Minneapolis and
New Orleans.

* Isn't dredged material just waste?
- All sediments removed from a water body in Minnesota are defined as a “waste” and "other waste
material” by Minn. Stat. § 115.01. The statute does not indicate safety or usefulness of the material.
All dredged material utilized for this project was tested by independent chemical testing labs in
accordance with MPCA standards and was approved for placement in public waters under MPCA
standards for habitat creation.

* |s dredged material safe for wildlife?

- The Army Corps orders tests of dredged material to ensure whether material can be utilized. The
dredged material for this project must meet the MPCA guidelines for placement in water for habitat
creation. The MPCA guidelines have been developed to protect the creatures that use these habitats.
Dredged material is often used for habitat enhancement projects. The Corps has developed thousands
of acres of habitat within the Mississippi River using dredged material.

® How is dredge material tested?

- The Army Corps collects sediment samples from the parts of the river that are dredged. Sediment
samples are sent to independent chemical testing labs. The material is tested for pollutants such
as metals, pesticides, PAHs, PCBs and cyanide. PFAS (or PFCs) are sampled separately and sent to
specialized labs. The MPCA guidelines were followed for testing locations, amounts and test types.
MPCA standards were used to evaluate material safety - the SRVs for upland uses and the SQTs for
in-water placement.

New sampling at dredge cuts and dredged material placement sites was performed and analyzed

with all past dredging data to ensure the material was safe for island building. Similarly, sampling was
conducted within Pigs Eye Lake for the project and combined with published sediment studies to make
sure the site of the islands and lake access were safe for construction. All results were coordinated

with the MPCA and other federal, state and local agencies who participated in a specially formed work

group.

* |s Pigs Eye Lake polluted?

- Testing was performed within and around the project area in Pigs Eye Lake for Level | and Level Il SQTs,
MPCA's Residential SRVs. Low levels of contaminants such as metals, pesticides, PAHs, PCBs, cyanide
and PFAS were found in the Pigs Eye Lake sediments in the area of the proposed islands. The project
team consulted with an interagency group of contaminant experts and it was determined that these
low levels of contaminants would not pose a risk to wildlife.

There is known pollution nearby that was considered during planning. The former Pigs Eye Dump

is located to the north of the lake and operated from 1956 to 1972. Sludge ash from the wastewater
treatment plant was placed on MCES property near the northwest corner of Pigs Eye Lake from 1977
to 1985. Remediation efforts started in 1999 and focused on removing drums and batteries that
might cause the most environmental harm, and on reducing the erosion and leaching of waste into
water exiting the dump site. The dump site is not part of the project area for habitat restoration.
The wastewater ash ponds on MCES property have been decommissioned and ash sludge has been
removed by MCES.
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® |s pollution the problem and not wind-fetch or turbidity?

- An EIS was completed in 1973 by the Corps when the coal terminal was proposed. The EIS listed
pollution as one of three potential causes for a lack of plant growth and limited waterfow! habitat.
Biological surveys were also completed in 1972 as referenced in the EIS document. The water quality
has improved greatly since the dump was closed and remediated, however, the pollution impact before
that certainly impacted a healthy ecosystem. Additionally, the other two factors that are listed in the
1973 EIS are mucky substrate and turbidity. This project will solidify substrate and reduce turbidity thus
meeting the other two factors.

Timing for Implementation

® How is the project funded?

- The funding being contributed to this project from federal, state and local programs are intended
strictly for habitat enhancement. Funding allocated for the project totals approximately $15.6 million
which consist of $11.3 million in federal funding and $4.3 million in local funding provided through the
LSOHC. All funding is specifically earmarked for the island building project. Implementation of the

island building project will start in the spring of 2021 in order to successfully comply with availability of
funds.

Effectiveness

* How would building islands improve Pigs Eye Lake?

- The islands will provide habitat and shelter for migrating birds and ducks using the lake. The
underwater portions of the islands will provide structure and add different sediment types that fish,
reptiles, amphibians and water-dwelling invertebrates use. The calm, shallow and stabilized areas
around and inside of the sheltered islands will promote aquatic plants for increased wildlife shelter
and food. The islands will be strategically placed in Pigs Eye Lake to achieve the greatest benefit for
blocking the wind fetch across the lake and breaking up waves. This will help shelter the shorelines from
the wind-generated waves and reduce the loss of aquatic plants and shorelines.

* Will the project result in harassing or killing birds?

- No. The Corps coordinated the project with airport stakeholders because of the proximity of Pigs Eye
Lake to the Saint Paul Downtown Airport. The Corps included willow plantings in the project design
around the islands to discourage Canada goose nesting, which was the primary concern identified.
The Corps has also agreed to monitor bird use and share the data with the Metropolitan Airport
Commission. If a potential issue is identified within the interagency team, the Corps will consider
modifications or management actions that might be appropriate.

Adjacent Land Uses

Surrounding land uses consist of regional park and industrial land uses. Most adjacent land uses are industrial
except regional park land located on the north side of the lake. Regional park land on the north side of the lake
is owned and operated by the City of Saint Paul which is the location of the landfill. These land uses are complex
in nature and require additional planning and coordination for improvements within Pigs Eye Lake.

Public Safety

Additional planning and agency coordination will be required to develop a plan for long-term environmental
cleanup for Pigs Eye Lake. Outcomes of planning activities will determine the extent and actions required but
for successful outcomes it is anticipated remediation activities and funding will need to be a coordinated effort
across agencies and include public interests.

* Access and Recreation Improvements: It should also be noted that no recreation or access improvements
are proposed in this master plan. Public safety components will need to be addressed before recreational
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improvements and access can be implemented in the Pigs Eye Lake area. Please refer to the overall Battle
Creek Regional Park Master Plan for long-term recreation and access improvements in Pigs Eye Lake.

e Contamination: From past testing and environmental studies, contamination has been found on adjacent
land and within the northern portion of Pigs Eye Lake. Two sediment surveys completed by the Corps in
Pigs Eye Lake were analyzed for Level | and level Il SQTs, and MPCA's Residential SRVs. It should be noted
that testing completed by the Corps within the project area did not find contamination that would result in
not proceeded with the island building project.

Summary of the sampling found:

- The northern portion of the lake near the existing landfill had the highest levels of contamination which
is consistent with MPCA testing.

- There were low level exceedances for level 1 SQTs.

- There were limited locations with higher exceedances for level Il SQTs and SRVs

e PFAS: PFAS in Pigs Eye Lake is a concern from a recent discovery of PFAS foam. The extent of PFAS in Pigs
Eye or sources of PFAS entering Pigs Eye Lake is unknown at this time. This is concerning for Pigs Eye Lake,
surrounding areas, and other downstream locations for this pollutant. Additional planning activities and
assessments should be conducted, especially in Pigs Eye Lake to determine the extent of PFAS, sources,
remediation efforts, and to implement long-term goals and outcomes to protect the environment and
human health.

® Monitoring: There is a need to develop a long-term agency wide monitoring and stewardship plan in
Pigs Eye Lake as part of public safety planning activities for assessment and restoration of Pigs Eye Lake
and surrounding areas after remediation is completed. Additional coordination efforts and steps may be
required to monitor and evaluate either the spread or reduction of contaminants within the Pigs Eye Lake
area. It is likely monitoring may be combined and or coordinated with other governmental agencies.

Partner Engagement with MCES

Additional planning meetings were conducted with MCES and Ramsey County Parks & Recreation to discuss
projects and initiatives identified within the master plan amendment. MCES demonstrated a need for further
collaboration and participation to mitigate potential impacts to the Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant.
The items of greatest concern for MCES are listed below.

e Security. Additional coordination for necessary security steps will need to be considered for improvements
within Pigs Eye Lake. For example, the Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant follows the strategic
guidance laid out in the National Infrastructure Protection Plan for security of critical infrastructure.
Additional coordination and necessary security steps will need to be considered to mitigate security
concerns for implementation of projects within the Pigs Eye Lake area.

* Access and Recreation Improvements. It should be noted that no recreation or access improvements
are proposed in this master plan amendment. MCES has indicated that the Metropolitan Wastewater
Treatment Plant property is not available for these amenities. MCES has demonstrated long-term access
and recreational improvements within the Pigs Eye Lake area should not be considered until public
safety components have been completed. Additional planning, evaluation and coordination should be
considered following completion of public safety components in order to better provide these amenities at
that time.

® Monitoring Plan. It should be noted that a 10-year monitoring plan will be initiated following the
implementation of the island building project. MCES has demonstrated a need for additional collaboration
with the Corps and Ramsey County for the development of the monitoring plan for pre- and post-
construction activities.

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |17



S S
= RAMSEY COUNTY

Parks & Recreation

Island Building Dredge Material

There was public concern relating to the utilization of dredge material for the construction of islands in Pigs Eye
Lake. All dredge material utilized for island building had testing completed for both SRVs and SQTs. All dredge
material utilized for island building is from Lower Pool 2 in the Mississippi River. No material from Pigs Eye Lake
will be utilized in the construction of islands. Data shown in Appendix E Sediment Report and dredge material
results (see appendix pages 100 and 303) identified testing results for previous dredge material in Lower Pool 2
for both level 1 and level 2 exceedances of SRVs and SQTs.

e Level 1 — No impact to aquatic invertebrates
e | evel 2 - Some impact to aquatic invertebrates

Only dredge material from river mile 828.2 and lower and from year 2000 to present will be utilized for construction
of islands. Only a small portion of dredge material qualified as level 1, but no material qualified as level 2.
Material that was dredged prior to 2000 was either used in building other islands in the Mississippi River or used
elsewhere.

OPERATIONS

Management of Pigs Eye natural resources will be coordinated by Ramsey County Parks & Recreation and will
include ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land
and lake resources.

Pigs Eye Islands

The Corps is responsible for determining ecological success for the ecosystem restoration projects it constructs
for up to 10 years following project completion. Monitoring tasks and project evaluation reports will be Corps
responsibilities. Close-out of monitoring task would occur when the level of success of the project is determined
adequate or when the maximum 10-year monitoring period has been reached. The level of success would be
based on the extent to which the project objectives have been or will be met based upon the trends for the site
conditions and processes. After the 10-year monitoring period, Ramsey County would assume maintenance and
operation activities for the islands.

The Corps will be providing monitoring for the islands for a period of up to 10 years. Monitoring activities will
consist of water quality sampling, bird counts, vegetation surveys, elevation surveys, and GIS analysis of the lake’s
shoreline. The Corps plans to utilize other federal agencies such as the NPS if possible, for some monitoring
activities such as bird counts.

Active adaptive management actions by the Corps for the project may include tree, wet prairie, or marsh
replanting and herbivory and weed control may be required in the event vegetation establishment fails and
replanting is required. Specific adaptive management replanting strategies have not been developed but would
be based on the landscape plan and vegetation monitoring activities. In extreme events, adaptive management
for vegetation replanting are estimated to be as much as $120,000 dependent on the amount of vegetation
failure, however actual vegetation adaptive management costs are likely to be much lower than that.

Other Natural Resource Maintenance and Operation
Management of Pigs Eye natural resources will be coordinated by Ramsey County Parks & Recreation and will

include ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land
and lake resources.
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Within the parks system plan, habitat restoration of Pigs Eye includes information on the transition of the mixed
forest to floodplain forest, mainly through the removal of invasive species, with an estimated cost of $380,000
and ongoing maintenance cost of $90,000 every three years.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Engagement for the master plan was completed on multiple levels for items identified within the master plan from
2015-2020. Both partner engagement for agency coordination and involvement, and community engagement
for general participation by the general public was completed for feedback.

Additionally, Ramsey County Parks & Recreation initiated a process to allow further feedback regarding
development of the master plan amendment. Below is a high-level summary of public input options.

Public Input Options

* Pigs Eye Feasibility Study — There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state, and federal
agencies throughout this study such as Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, RWMWD, Metropolitan
Council, MNDNR, MPCA, MNDOT, Corps, NPS, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had direct
involvement in the development and approval of this feasibility study. Additionally, non-governmental
agencies and organizations such as the Friends of Pool 2, FMR and the Friends of Parks and Trails were
also included in the review and approval process of the feasibility study. Coordination notices seeking
engagement were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community of Minnesota. Public
engagement was completed with two concurrent 30-day public review periods for both MEPA and NEPA
processes to allow general feedback from the public.

® Lessard Sam's Outdoor Heritage Council Funds — The island building feasibility study was presented to the
LSOHC in efforts to obtain $4.3 million in local funding. The LSOHC is comprised of 12 members made up
by the State Legislature (House and Senate) and public appointees by the Governor, House and Senate.
Due to high project significance and benefit received, the LSOHC and State Legislature approved project
funding and a grant agreement for the implementation of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.

e Master Plan Amendment -

- Previous public engagement completed - Past engagement for development of the 2018 Park and
Recreation System Plan, and the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan process that was
initiated in 2019.

- Additional public engagement - Ramsey County Parks & Recreation launched a 45-day public review
period from August 17, 2020 through September 30, 2020. A virtual public meeting was hosted on
September 17, 2020 to allow additional public comment. Notification of the public review period
consisted of multiple notifications through social media, email blasts, and the Ramsey County Parks
& Recreation website, in addition to a press release in the Pioneer Press. Ramsey County Parks &
Recreation also sent out email notifications to the City of Saint Paul, other Federal and State agencies,
in addition to non-profit organizations such as FMR.

- Coordination notices seeking engagement were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux
Community of Minnesota
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Engagement Results

* Agency engagement responses (subject matter experts) - There was extensive agency coordination
and support consisting of local, state and federal agencies throughout the Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility
Study including Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, RWMWD, Metropolitan Council, MNDNR,
MPCA, MNDOT, Corps, NPS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had direct involvement in the
development and approval of this feasibility studly.

There was broad agency support from government agencies and non-profit organizations for the Pigs
Eye Master Plan Amendment. Supporting letters from the NPS, City of Saint Paul Parks and Recreation
Department and FMR submitted are included in the master plan appendix on page 26.

Agency Engagement Themes:
- Pigs Eye Island Building Project — Extensive support from all levels of federal, state and local agencies
through benefits achieved from this project.
- Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.
Climate resilient vegetation.
Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations.

e Community engagement responses — There was mixed support from the public regarding the Pigs Eye
Lake Master Plan Amendment. While most of the master plan amendment was supported by the public,
there was mixed support by the public regarding the island building project. Most questions and concerns
that were raised by members of the public that did not support the island building project revolved around
planning/intent, constructability, timing, and effectiveness. Please refer to the Conflicts section on page
14 and Appendix A on page 224 for more detail information regarding questions received and provided
responses.

Community Themes:

Constructability.

° Utilization of dredge material.
° Testing.

° Existing pollution.

Timing for implementation — potential delay of the project until long-term cleanup activities have been
completed.

Effectiveness.

° Benefits of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.

° Long-term clean-up efforts.

° Impact and or benefits to existing wildlife.

Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.

Need for future access and recreation improvements.

Climate resilient vegetation.

- Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations.
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Supporting Master Plan Amendment Recommendation.

Following the 45-day public comment period, Ramsey County Parks & Recreation initiated a process to obtain
supporting resolutions for the master plan amendment. This process including gaining municipal support
from the City of Saint Paul, other governmental agencies and organizations. There was broad agency support
including federal, state, local, and non-profit organizations. The master plan amendment was presented to the
Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Commission on January 13, 2021 and received unanimous support. The
master plan will be presented to the Ramsey County Board of Commissioners on February 16, 2021 for approval
and submission to the Metropolitan Council. Additional supporting letters were received and are included in the
document from the NPS, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation, and FMR.

As part of the agency support process, a request was also sent to the City of Saint Paul for support of the master
plan amendment. Ramsey County Parks & Recreation received notification back from the City of Saint Paul in
December 2020 indicating a lack of desire to move a supporting recommendation forward for the master plan
amendment due concerns and dissatisfaction relating to the public engagement process for the island building
project that was included within the master plan amendment.

Although it is preferred to have a supporting resolution from the municipality, it is not required for final approval
by the Metropolitan Council. Ramsey County Parks & Recreation continued to move forward in the Ramsey
County and Metropolitan Council approval processes. This will allow the current approval process to proceed
and not cause delays in the island building project nor jeopardize funding towards the island building project.

e Determination factors. Ramsey County Parks & Recreation rationale for moving forward with the master
plan amendment process was based on the following items.

- Pigs Eye Feasibility Study - There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state, and
federal agencies throughout this study including Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, RWMWD,
Metropolitan Council, MNDNR, MPCA, MNDOT, Corps, NPS, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These
agencies had direct involvement in the development and approval of this feasibility study. Additionally,
non-governmental agencies and organizations such as the Friends of Pool 2, FMR and the Friends
of Parks and Trails were also included in the review and approval process of the feasibility study.
Coordination notices seeking engagement were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux
Community of Minnesota. Public engagement was completed with two concurrent 30-day public review
periods for both MEPA and NEPA processes to allow general feedback from the public.

- Island Building Project — Delay in the approval of the master plan amendment would substantially affect
the island building project and jeopardize LSOHC and Federal funding provided through the Corps.
The estimated time to fully complete the island building project is approximately two years and would
require the island building project to start in the Spring of 2021 in order to be fully complete and in
compliance with the LSOHC grant funding timeline which has an expiration date in 2024.

- Master Plan Amendment — Ramsey County Parks & Recreation developed a focused natural resource
master plan amendment to specifically include the island building project, additional natural resource
restoration activities and project, and Pigs Eye Lake public protection. Although the first step of
planned improvements is the island building project, the two remaining project components for
additional natural resource restoration and public safety project are also equally important for providing
long-term habitat outcome benefits and public safety in the Pigs Eye Lake area. The island building
project is fully documented in the master plan amendment in addition to supporting information per
the completed Pigs Eye Feasibility Study. Ramsey County Parks & Recreation launched a 45-day public
review period from August 17, 2020 through September 30, 2020, in addition to a public virtual meeting
on September 17, 2020 to allow greater awareness and public participation on master plan amendment
components.

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |21



S S
= RAMSEY COUNTY

Parks & Recreation

Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Feasibility Study

Ramsey County Parks & Recreation reached out to the Corps Saint Paul District in October 2012 to identify a
need for developing a feasibility study within Pigs Eye Lake. In late 2014, Ramsey County Parks & Recreation was
made aware that funding for the study would be made available in 2015. The study was initiated in January 2015
and the Federal Interest Determination was approved by the Corps Mississippi Valley Division on May 14, 2015.
The Feasibility phase began immediately to identify the project scope, objectives, coordination, stakeholders
and process for developing the feasibility study with an integrated Environmental Assessment.

There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state, and federal agencies throughout this study
including Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, RWMWD, Metropolitan Council, MNDNR, MPCA, MNDOT,
Corps, NPS, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had directinvolvement in the development and approval
of this feasibility study. Additionally, non-governmental agencies and organizations such as the Friends of Pool
2, FMR and the Friends of Parks and Trails were also included in the review and approval process of the feasibility
study. Coordination notices seeking engagement were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux
Community of Minnesota.

In an effort to comply with the MEPA and NEPA processes to allow public feedback, there was a concurrent
State and Federal public comment period on March 12, 2018 — April 12, 2018 for the Feasibility Study with an
integrated EAW. 30-day public notices for both the State and Federal review were listed on the EQB website
in accordance to requirements for both State and Federal process to ensure the public had an opportunity to
review and comment on all material identified within the Feasibility Study with EAW.

Public comment involvement regarding the development of the project plan and feasibility study ended as an
outcome of the Feasibility Study EAW ROD in April 2018. (see appendix for the attached Feasibility Study EAW
Appendix A; EAW Record of Decision).

2018 Park and Recreation System Plan

Significant public participation was completed to gauge additional amenity improvements in addition to future
planning considerations. In preparing this System Plan update, Ramsey County Parks & Recreation recognized
a need to engage the community. The System Plan community engagement process was conducted using two
methods:

e Electronic Online Survey
® Pop-Up Table Meetings

Electronic media such as social media, website, and email blasts were used to inform residents of upcoming
engagement opportunities. An online survey was launched in July 2017 and remained active until February 2,
2018. Almost 1,000 responses were received. In addition, a series of nine informal or “pop-up” table meetings
were conducted at various libraries, community centers, and ice arenas located across the county.

Overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan Amendment/Update

A robust two-phase public participation process was launched to include pop-up workshops, community
meetings and collaborative design sessions to gather community feedback on what is and is not currently
working. Phase 1 public engagement started spring 2019 which included an online survey, several pop-up events
with the public, multiple stakeholder discussions, (3) community forums, and (1) design work shops. Phase 2
public engagement is planned to be completed in 2020 to gather additional feedback for proposed master plan
amendment changes. A similar process to phase 1 engagement will be utilized for phase 2 engagement.
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e Phase 1 started spring 2019 (online survey, several pop-up events with the public, multiple stakeholder
discussions, (3) community forums, and (1) design work shops)

® Phase 2 public engagement is planned to be completed in 2020 for completion of the overall master plan
amendment/update in spring 2021.

Battle Creek Regional Park Master - Pigs Eye section focused master plan amendment

Ramsey County Parks & Recreation launched a 45-day public review period from August 17, 2020 through
September 30, 2020. A virtual public meeting was hosted on September 17, 2020 to allow additional public
comment. Notification of the public review period consisted of multiple notifications through social media, email
blasts, and the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation website, in addition to a press release in the Pioneer Press.
Ramsey County Parks & Recreation also sent out email notifications to the City of Saint Paul, other Federal and
State agencies, in addition to non-profit organizations such as FMR. Coordination notices seeking engagement
were also sent out to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community of Minnesota.

NATURAL RESOURCES

The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park consists of a 629-acre lake, which is a back water of the
Mississippi river, surrounded by 378 acres of land to the west and 125 acres of wetlands to the east and northwest
of the lake, which is in the floodplain. Pigs Eye Lake water levels fluctuate with the river and the land within the
park boundary is often inundated by water for varying lengths of time. The Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek
Regional Park also contains one of the largest heron rookeries in the State of Minnesota and is designated as a
State SNA by MNDNR. The Pigs Eye section is included in the National Great River Park and is also defined as
an Environmental Natural Area, within the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Department System Plan, which
warrants additional protection and preservation.

Most of the Pigs Eye area land cover consists of mixed woods located on a peninsula of land that separates the
lake from the main channel of the Mississippi River. This peninsula of land is historically a floodplain forest but
is presently defined as a mixed woods, within the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Department System Plan.
The wooded peninsula consists of typical floodplain trees such as cottonwood, silver maple, green ash, willows,
American elm, and some swamp white oak, however several invasive tree species have encroached into this
area, such as buckthorn and boxelder. The area is also prone to constant flooding creating an open understory
with few shrubs or saplings. Ground cover can consist of forest pools, mucky depressions, bare silt or sand, and
dense patches of wood nettle (Laportea canadensis) or impatiens (Impatiens capensis or |. pallida), which can
all constantly shift due to movement of water. The wetlands within the park consist of native vegetation, such as
prairie cord grass, and various rushes and sedges. Invasive cattails and reed canary grass also dominate a lot of
the wetland edges.

The majority of Pigs Eye will remain a natural area to provide benefit to wildlife and for increase diversity. Natural
phenomena, such as hydric soils, areas prone to flooding, water features, and wetlands, make up much of the
park and will dictate which recreational amenities should be planned for the area. The south portion of the
peninsula will remain a SNA for the protection of the heron rookery. Wetlands will remain protected under the
State and Federal wetland conservation act.

Management of Pigs Eye natural resources will be coordinated by Ramsey County Parks & Recreation and will
include ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the
land and lake resources. Additional surveys will need to be completed within the Pigs Eye area prior to any
restoration work to gather more information about the current state of the area. Inventory info will include
wildlife, plant and shoreline surveys and will focus on determining restoration needs for shoreline erosion,
invasive plant species removal, and reforestation of floodplain tree species, such as cottonwood. Past natural
resource management within the park has included controlled deer hunts, wildlife surveys and planting of native
vegetation in conjunction with a sanitary sewer pipe project on the west side of the park.
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The Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Project will provide much needed wildlife habitat within the lake itself,
reduce wind-fetch, and prevent further erosion to the lake shore. This project is anticipated to, compliment the
surrounding natural resources, and will directly benefit the entire Pigs Eye Lake ecosystem. These restoration
efforts are essential to restoring aquatic habitat within Pigs Eye Lake and for providing greater diversity of other
vegetation and wildlife habitats.

See appendix page 109, Battle Creek System Plan section, for additional information regarding natural resource
conditions for the Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park.

Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA)

The Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area Program is a joint state, regional and local program that provides
coordinated land use planning and zoning regulations for the 72-mile stretch of the Mississippi River through
the seven-county metropolitan area covering 54,000 acres of land in 30 local jurisdictions. The MRCCA shares a
boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Any development within the MRCCA in Battle
Creek Regional Park would need to adhere to the standards and criteria for the preservation, protection, and
management of the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area under Minnesota Statute 6106.

Per Minnesota Statutes, section 116G.15, subd. 1, the purpose of the designation is to:

1. Protect and preserve the Mississippi River and adjacent lands that the legislature finds to be unique and
valuable state and regional resources for the benefit of the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the
state, region, and nation.

2. Prevent and mitigate irreversible damages to these state, regional, and natural resources.

3. Preserve and enhance the natural, aesthetic, cultural, and historical values of the Mississippi River and
adjacent lands for the public use and benefit.

4. Protect and preserve the Mississippi River as an essential element in the national, state, and regional
transportation, sewer and water, and recreational systems; and

5. Protect and preserve the biological and ecological functions of the Mississippi River corridor.

This master plan amendment does not propose the implementation of any public facilities at this time as defined
by Minn. Rules 6106.0130 such as, public utilities, public transportation facilities or public recreation facilities.
However, the master plan amendment recognizes that the design and construction of future park facilities must
comply with the standards contained in Minn. Rules 6106.0130 and will need further evaluation and planning with
the public, adjacent landowners, and public agencies. This process will be a critical step for coordinating and
implementing potential park facility improvements after public safety improvements are completed as defined
in the master plan amendment. Further, any future park facilities and/or projects will be planned, designed and
constructed in a manner that protects primary conservation areas and public river corridor views identified by
local units of government in their comprehensive plans.

The MRCCA was designated in 1976 to protect its many unique natural and cultural resources and values. These
resources and values are protected through development standards and criteria implemented via local land use
plans and zoning ordinances.

The MRCCA is home to a full range of residential neighborhoods and parks, as well as river-related commerce,
industry and transportation. Though the river corridor has been extensively developed, many intact and remnant
natural areas remain, including bluffs, islands, floodplains, wetlands, riparian zones, and native aquatic and
terrestrial flora and fauna.
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Natural Resource Inventory (NRI)

Battle Creek Regional Park Management Unit: 10
Dominant land cover type: floodplain forest
Dominant soil type: silt loam

Dominant Terrain: flat

Marschner Pre-settlement Vegetation: Wet Prairie

Government recognition and protection status:

e The entire unit is within the state Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area Program (MRCCA) and federal
National Park Service, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA).
* Regionally Significant Ecological Areas and Regional Ecological Corridors.
e Scientific and natural area (SNA): Pigs Eye Island Heron Rookery SNA.
* MN Native plant Community.
- Sites of biodiversity significance, moderate and outstanding
- FFs68a - Silver Maple - (Virginia Creeper) Floodplain Forest. Southern Floodplain Forest. 107.7 acres.
Vulnerable to Extirpation.
- MRn93 - Northern Bulrush-Spikerush Marsh. Southern Floodplain Forest. 13.3 acres. Vulnerable to
Extirpation.
- WFn55b - Black Ash - Yellow Birch - Red Maple - Basswood Swamp (Eastcentral). 11.7 acres Northern
Wet Ash Swamp. Vulnerable to Extirpation.
Community Structure and Quality: Medium
Management Priority: High

This unit is the Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park and consists of an open water lake (Pigs Eye lake)
approximately 628 acres, which is connected to Pool 2 of the Mississippi river. Since this lake is a backwater of
the Mississippi River, the water level can fluctuate however, the average maximum depth is approximately four
feet. Historically, this water body was a shallower wetland with vegetation throughout. After the lock and dam
system along the Mississippi River was installed in the 1930's the water level rose along with the river, making
Pigs Eye lake an open water shallow lake. The lake is recognized as a public water by the MNDNR, but since
the water body is connected to the Mississippi river, the Corps has regulatory jurisdiction over the water body.
Another surface water contributor to Pig’s eye lake is Battle Creek, which discharges through a series of wetlands
on the north side of the lake. The lake has the longest section of natural shoreline in the park system. The lake
edge, where vegetation grows, is prime habitat for waterfowl, shoreline birds, raptors, amphibians, and reptiles.
The substrate of the lake is a soft bottom throughout. Within the open lake area there is very little structure or
submerged aquatic vegetation, due to the water clarity, which is less than one meter and high turbidity. The
open lake produces wind-induced shoreline erosion and provides little to no habitat for waterfowl, native fish
or other aquatic species in its current condition. In 2015, the Corps began working with the Ramsey County
Parks and Recreation department to discuss the construction of islands within the lake to address some of the
environmental concerns. Since this time, the Corps completed a feasibility study for constructing island habitat
enhancements and a portion of the funding was secured through a habitat grant approved by the Lessard Sam'’s
outdoor heritage council through the Clean Water Land and Legacy amendments Outdoor Heritage Fund. A
construction and design plan were completed by the Corps and the island construction is anticipated to begin in
2021 with additional funding provided by Ramsey County. The project will enhance and restore backwater habitat
by creating island and wetland features. Project features include six islands, sand benches, marsh habitat and
land plantings. These enhancements will improve aquatic and land habitat as well as maintaining the shoreline of
Pigs Eye Lake. This project will utilize clean dredged material from the Mississippi to construct the islands, similar
to the numerous islands the Corps has constructed in river pools to the south of the metro.

The majority of Pigs Eye area land cover consists of mixed woods located on a peninsula of land that separates
the lake from the main channel of the Mississippi River. This peninsula of land is historically a floodplain forest,
but is presently defined as a mixed woods with moderate biodiversity significance, within the Ramsey County
Parks & Recreation department system plan, due to a number of invasive and tree species that have encroached
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into the area, such as buckthorn and boxelder, however, the woods consists of typical floodplain trees such as
cottonwood, silver maple, green ash, willows, American elm, and some swamp white oak. The constant flooding
of the area creates an open understory with few shrubs or saplings. Ground cover can consist of forest pools,
mucky depressions, bare silt or sand, and dense patches of wood nettle (Laportea canadensis) or impatiens
(Impatiens capensis or |. pallida), which can all constantly shift due to movement of water. The wetlands within the
park consist of native vegetation, such as prairie cord grass, and various rushes and sedges. Invasive cattails and
reed canary grass also dominate a lot of the wetland edges. The east side of the lake has some cattail wetlands
and patches of lotus. The island in the south portion of the park is of great significance, outstanding biodiversity
and is a state protected scientific natural area: Pigs Eye Island Heron Rookery SNA. This island, around 137 acres,
is a floodplain forest of green ash, silver maple, cottonwood and black willow which provides excellent nesting
habitat for colonial water birds. The Pig's Eye Island rookery is the largest and longest-occupied site for colonial
nesting birds in the metro area, and among the largest in the state.

Floodplain forest systems as large as the Pigs Eye unit are rare within the metro and additional preservation and
protection, especially for the designated SNA, should be ongoing. The Pigs Eye section is within the MRCCA
corridor area and shares the boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area. Additionally,
the Pigs Eye section is included in the “National Great River Park” and is also defined as an Environmental
Natural Area, within the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation department system plan, which warrants additional
protection and preservation.

Surrounding land use has had historic and current environmental impacts in this area. The open space, owned
by the City of St. Paul, abutting the Pig's eye section to the north, was historically the largest unpermitted
dump site in the state and was listed as a federal superfund site. Past remediation efforts continued cleanup
and monitoring is being completed by the MPCA. The Metropolitan Council Wastewater Treatment Facility
is located to the northeast of the site and land use practices, such as abandoned pond holdings, previously
used for containing ash sludge, are on the edge of the parkland. To the east is commercial and industrial land
use consisting of railroad yards and shipping docks. Barges are docked and line the channel to Pigs eye lake
throughout the shipping season. Recreation within the unit is minimal because of limited to no access from land
due to surrounding land use. Kayakers and other small boats use the lake.

The wildlife diversity of the park is very high and includes a variety of nesting songbirds, waterfowl, raptors, and
wild turkeys. Larger mammals include white-tailed deer, coyotes, red fox, raccoons, and river otters. The Pigs Eye
section of the park is especially unique and contains the heron rookery, nesting area for bald eagles, and habitat
for countless amphibian, reptiles, migratory waterfowl, and shorebirds. Fish species within the lake consist of
common native river fish, such as, black bullheads, crappie, bluegill, catfish, sunfish, freshwater drum. Invasive
fauna species within the lake include zebra mussels and carp.

Management issues

Continued coordination with the Corps is required to ensure the island building project will be successful. A
native planting plan and implementation is required, beyond the current willow and grass base design, to ensure
quality wildlife habitat following island build.

The extent of survey work being completed by State and local agencies is unknown. Internal park surveys of the
Pig's Eye area are severely lacking and will need to be completed to gather more information about the current
state of the area prior to any restoration work.

There is pressure for increased access and recreation within the unit.

Coordination and communication with surrounding land use owners is lacking and knowledge of development
or restoration on adjacent lands is unknown.

The deer population can exceed the carry capacity of the land in this area.
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Management objective, tasks, schedule and cost:

Objective 1:
Communicate with Corps monthly to review status and receive updates of island building progress until islands

are established.

Tasks:
® Review current design, budge and plan and discuss any changes.
e List stakeholders to involve in developing native planting plan.
® Engagement with stakeholders to develop and implement plan following island build.

Schedule and costs:
e 2020 - 2024, Monthly: meet with Corps.
e Cost = parks staff time.

Objective 2:
Review existing survey data and determine and complete survey methods necessary to define the diversity level

and habitat quality to guide resource decision making.

Tasks:

e Connect with agencies, such as the MN PCA, MNDNR, and NPS, to find most current survey information
completed in the area.

e Coordinate with local and state agencies, such as the MNDNR, to help determine sound survey methods
for plant and animal data collection.

e Surveys and will focus on determining restoration need for shoreline erosion, invasive plant species
removal, and reforestation of floodplain tree species, such as cottonwood.

e Parks staff complete surveys if applicable or hire contractor to complete survey and draft restoration guide.

Schedule and costs:
e Year 1: Jan — March. Complete review of existing survey data and determine required surveys and methods
to meet objective.
e Cost = parks staff time.

e Year 1: April — October, complete surveys of Pig's eye area and draft guide.
e Cost = contractor cost $20,000.00.

Objective 3:
Ensure that this unit exists foremost as natural land for wildlife habitat and that all proposed recreation and
development will have minimal impact on resources and avoid sensitive areas

Tasks:
¢ Coordinate with all stakeholders, primarily environmental groups and government agencies, to review any
proposed development plans.
* While reviewing plans, the following should be considered at a minimum, but not limited to:

- No development or recreation will be considered on or around the south portion of the island and
peninsula. This area will remain protected for the protection of the scientific natural area heron rookery
and follow all state rules.

- Natural phenomena, such as hydric soils, areas prone to flooding, water features, and wetlands, make
up most of the park and will dictate which recreational amenities should be planned for the area. These
entities will not be altered for development.

- List and follow all federal and state regulations, including, but not limited to wetlands will remain
protected under the State and Federal wetland conservation act, County recognized Environmental
Protection zone, MRCCA rules, national park rules, etc.
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Schedule and costs:
® Ongoing: as development is proposed.
e Cost = parks staff time.

Objective 4:
Build stronger relationships with surrounding land use representatives to promote the environmental preservation
and improvement of the area.

Tasks:

e Connect with surrounding landowners (Saint Paul Parks, Railroad personnel, Met. Council staff) annually
to share work being completed by the parks department and learn about tasks being completed on
surrounding lands.

e Share natural resource survey data and promote the importance of preserving unique features in and
around the park.

Schedule and costs:
* Annually: ongoing.
e Cost = parks staff time.

Objective 5:
Control deer population.

Tasks:
e Complete annual survey of area.
e Continue with annual special archery hunt.
® Coordinate and contract sharp shooting removal service if population exceeds State standards.
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Appendix : Resolutions and Support Letters

April 29, 2021

Scott Yonke, Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department
2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

RE: Ramsey County, Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment - Notice of
Council Action
Metropolitan Council Review File No. 50010-2
Metropolitan Council District 13
Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission District G

Dear Mr. Yonke:

The Metropolitan Council reviewed Ramsey County’s Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan
Amendment at its meeting on April 28, 2021. The Council based its review on the staff's report and analysis
(attached).

The Council found that the Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment is consistent with
the requirements of the 2040 Regional Parks Policy Plan, including Planning Strategy 1, and other Council
policies.

In addition to the Review Record, the Council adopted the following recommendations:

1. Approve Ramsey County’s Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment

2. Require Ramsey County to continue to coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers and the Metropolitan
Council during the development and implementation of the island monitoring plan.

3. As represented by Ramsey County, acknowledge the Corps’ responsibility for monitoring and determining
ecological success for the restoration projects it constructs for up to 10 years following project completion,
including financial responsibility.

4. Require Ramsey County, prior to initiating any new development of the regional park unit, to send
preliminary plans to the Environmental Services Assistant Manager at the Metropolitan Council’s
Environmental Services Division.

If you have any questions, please contact Colin Kelly, Principal Reviewer at 651-602-1361.

Sincerely,

Emmett Mullin, Manager
Regional Parks and Natural Resources

Attachment

CC: Chai Lee, Metropolitan Council District 13
Anthony Taylor, Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission District G
Patrick Boylan, Sector Representative
Colin Kelly, Principal Reviewer
Jerome Benner Il, Reviews Coordinator

N:\CommbDev\Parks\_ParksNew\Implementing Agencies and units\Ramsey County\Battle Creek Indian Mounds
RP\Correspondence\Parks Post Council Action Letter_Battle Creek Regional Park— Pigs Eye
Lake Master Plan Amendment_Adopted April 28 2021.doc
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Committee Report
Business Item No. 2021-68

Community Development Committee Report
For the Metropolitan Council meeting of April 28, 2021

Subject: Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment, Ramsey County,
Review File No. 50010-2

Proposed Action
That the Metropolitan Council:

1. Approve Ramsey County’s Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan
Amendment.

2. Require Ramsey County to continue to coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers and the
Metropolitan Council during the development and implementation of the island monitoring plan .

3. As represented by Ramsey County, acknowledge the Corps’ responsibility for monitoring and
determining ecological success for the restoration projects it constructs for up to 10 years
following project completion, including financial responsibility.

4. Require Ramsey County, prior to initiating any development of the regional park unit, to send
preliminary plans to the Environmental Services Assistant Manager at the Metropolitan
Council’'s Environmental Services Division.

Summary of Committee Discussion/Questions
Colin Kelly, Planning Analyst, presented the staff report to the Community Development Committee at

its April 19, 2021 meeting. Kelly and Community Development Director Lisa Barajas responded to
questions.

Council Member Lindstrom shared some of his early concerns and questions about the master plan
amendment. He stated that he watched the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission
(MPOSC) video and commented that their vigorous discussion helped answer many of his questions.

Council Member Cummings mentioned that several public comments were received in recent days and
asked whether Council staff responds to all the messages. Kelly responded that yes, staff responds to
messages received. Who specifically responds to each message is dependent upon who the message
is directed to. For example, regional parks staff will respond to messages sent directly to the Park’s
unit, but do not respond to messages sent directly to Council Members.

Council Member Johnson asked whether the public engagement opportunities provided by Ramsey
County were sufficient and asked who abstained fromthe MPOSC vote. Kelly responded that it was
Commissioner Brown who abstained and that it was her first opportunity to vote as a new
Commissioner. Kelly added that it was Commissioner Brown who raised similar questions about public
participation at the MPOSC meeting. In response to whether Ramsey County’s engagement efforts
were sufficient, Kelly referenced Ramsey County Director of Planning and Development’s Scott
Yonke’s response on page two of the MPOSC staff report.

Council Member Vento requested future updates on the island building project in Pigs Eye Lake.
Barajas said that staff would be happy to do so.

The Community Development Committee voted unanimously to approve the
proposed actions.

METROPOLITAN
& O U KN & 1 L
Page -1

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |32



e D
R R resrestion Y

Appendix : Resolutions and Support Letters

Business Item No. 2021-68

Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission Report
For the Community Development Committee meeting of April 19, 2021

For the Metropolitan Council meeting of April 28, 2021

Subject: Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment, Ramsey County,
Review File No. 50010-2

Proposed Action
That the Metropolitan Council:

1. Approve Ramsey County’s Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan
Amendment.

2. Require Ramsey County to continue to coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers and
the Metropolitan Council during the development and impleme ntation of the island
monitoring plan.

3. As represented by Ramsey County, acknowledge the Corps’ responsibility for monitoring
and determining ecological success for the restoration projects it constructs for up to 10
years following project completion, including financial responsibility.

4. Require Ramsey County, prior to initiating any development of the regional park unit, to
send preliminary plans to the Environmental Services Assistant Manager at the Metropolitan
Council’s Environmental Services Division.

Summary of Committee Discussion/Questions

Colin Kelly, Planning Analyst, presented the staff report to the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space
Commission at its meeting on April 1, 2021. He, Emmett Mullin (Parks Unit Manager, Metropolitan
Council), Scott Yonke (Director of Planning and Development, Ramsey County Parks and Recreation)
and Aaron Mcfarlane (Biologist, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) responded to questions.

Commissioner Harris asked multiple questions. First, she asked why Ramsey County (County) was
requesting the master plan amendment now when the project was really started back in 2015. Mullin
responded that the Council directed the County to conduct a master plan amendmentin 2019, after the
County contacted the Council to determine what was needed from a planning perspective. Harris then
asked for clarification around funding; that it appeared some additional funds would be needed for
planning. Kelly responded that the island-building project is fully funded by the Corps and the Lessard-
Sams Outdoor Heritage Council grant, but that other aspects of the master plan amendment — including
additional natural resource restoration activities and planning for public protection and safety — may
require additional funding. Harris then asked for clarification on the location of the former dump site and
ash ponds and asked why cleanup or remediation would not occur before island building. Yonke
oriented the Commission to the location of the former dump site and ash ponds and noted the Corps’
Feasibility Study found the island-building project would not impact the cleanup process. Additionally,
because all the funding is in place for the island-building project, Ramsey County felt it could move
forward with that project first. Harris then asked whether the island-building project was mitigation for
another Corps project elsewhere on the river, and Yonke responded that it was not.

Commissioner Dillenburg asked how the island-building project will benefit wildlife. Yonke noted that
the islands will reduce wind fetch and turbidity and create additional habitat in the : S
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lake. Mcfarlane noted the Corps has alot of experience with habitat projects such as this, having
managed an environmental restoration program on the Upper Mississippi River for about 35 years.
Between the project site and St. Louis, Missouri, the Corps has built 56 floodplain habitat restoration
projects and restored over 100,000 acres of habitat. The Mississippi River is an impounded river and
these types of projects have led to significant increases in aquatic vegetation, improved water clarity,
and healthier wildlife including fish.

Commissioner Peichel asked multiple questions. First, he asked what mitigation measures are planned
to protect the investment in island creation once remediation of contamination occurs. Mcfarlane noted
that most of the contaminated land is north of the lake and that remediation will likely not occur where
the islands are being built, further south in the lake itself. The Corps worked closely with MPCA to
ensure none of the island-building activities would impact any future remediation techniques or
strategies. Peichel then asked what the average contamination levels are in Pigs Eye Lake and what
the risk would be for people fishing or consuming fish from the area. Mcfarlane reiterated that it is the
area to the north where higher contamination levels were found by MPCA and that areas in the lake are
generally at lower levels and not harmful to aquatic life. Regarding fish specifically, Mcfarlane added
the MDNR has issued fish consumption advisories for Pool 2, clarifying public health and safety
information.

Commissioner Brown asked how the public was engaged in Ward 7 of the City of Saint Paul, both
during the development of the Feasibility Study and the master plan amendment. Yonke reiterated how
partners and the public were engaged during the development of the Feasibility Study, noting how the
Corps and County followed the public review processes specified in the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) respectively. The Feasibility Study was
posted on the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) website — the standard protocol for such studies—
and the County issued press releases and posted information on their website and via social media to
notify the public. Yonke noted that public input was received during this time and that feedback is
included in the Feasibility Study. This process occurred between 2015-2018. With regard to the master
plan amendment, Yonke noted the County provided a45-day public review period, shared information
via the County’s website, and hosted a virtual public meeting. Comments were also received from the
public during this time and are documented in the master plan amendment. This process occurred
2019-2021. Brown sought clarification on how the County specifically engaged communities of color or
any of the neighborhoods that have concentrated poverty that could possibly be affected. Yonke said
the County tried to engage those communities as much as possible by using advocates in the
community and by notifying District Councils of the opportunity to review and provide comment on the
plan amendment.

Commissioner Harris noted Commission members recently received emails from individuals expressing
concerns and asked why the City of Saint Paul (City) is not a partner on this project or did not submit a
letter of support. Yonke responded that the City was a part of the agency task force that was a part of
the Feasibility Study development, but that the City Councilmember representing the areafelt the
County’s public engagement during the master plan amendment process was inadequate and therefore
chose not pursue aletter of support from the full City Council.

Council Member Atlas-Ingebretson noted Council Members also received emails from individuals
expressing concerns and one of the main issues raised was a perceived lack of engagement with
underrepresented populations. Atlas-Ingebretson noted the Council’s shared values of advancing
equity and inclusion and suggested there is nothing that precludes implementing agencies from going
beyond minimum engagement standards.
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Commissioner Peichel asked whether the equity analysis requirement should be addressed here,
recognizing this master plan amendment is focused on the island-building project and natural
resources, primarily, or if it will be included in a future master plan amendment. Mullin responded that
the equity analysis requirement was not adopted when the Council specified the required master plan
amendment components to the County. Mullin added that the County has indicated the broader Battle
Creek Regional Park Master Plan will include an equity analysis. It is anticipated that the County will
bring this more comprehensive master plan forward for Council review later this year.

Commissioner Taylor asked multiple questions. First, he sought clarification around future public
engagement around the Pigs Eye unit. Yonke noted this master plan sets up the framework for long-
term remediation work, which will have a more robust community and agency engagement component.
Taylor further clarified that this future engagement would fall under the guidance of the most recent
Regional Parks Policy Plan update, which includes the equity analysis requirement. Mullin responded
affirmatively. Taylor then asked whether there would be an element of programming that comes out of
future planning processes. Yonke responded that the public safety component has to be implemented
first, before any recreational amenities or programming can be considered. Mullin noted that afuture
master plan amendment would be needed to address recreation, access, and other topics.

Commissioner Moeller asked what the implications of extending public engagementfor 60 to 90 days
would be as it related to project timelines. Yonke responded the planning process for the island-building
project is complete and that there are strict timelines for funding, both fromthe Lessard-Sams Outdoor
Heritage Council and the Corps. Yonke added that extending public engagement and delaying the start
of the island-building project could jeopardize those funds.

Council Member Lee referenced a letter from Saint Paul Audubon, asking whether the island-building
project would impact the heron rookery. Yonke responded there are no anticipated impacts to the heron
rookery and that construction activities will not occur during sensitive nesting times, and there will be no
access to the scientific and natural area (SNA) during construction. Mcfarlane added the Corps has
been working closely with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) and their Natural
Heritage staff and SNA representatives to ensure there will be no impacts during construction.

Commissioner Kemery raised the topic of the City of Saint Paul choosing not to provide a letter of
support and asked if there is any way for the City to voice its concerns. Yonke reiterated comments that
the City was at the table during the Feasibility Study and that City staff have provided comments on it.
Yonke added that the County would like to coordinate with the City as much as possible in future
processes.

Commissioner Harris asked whether a proposed action could be added that would require the County
to conduct a more robust community engagement process on any Pigs Eye unit-related topics in the
future. Chair Yarusso responded that it is a possibility, and it is at the discretion of the Commission.

Commissioner Dillenburg noted that, regardless of the extent and depth of engagementin many
planning processes, there are often people who will feel they were not adequately engaged. Dillenburg
added that she thinks the project will improve wildlife and resources.

Commissioner Peichel made a motion to approve the proposed actions in the staff report.
Commissioner Dillenburg seconded the motion. With one abstention, eight Metropolitan Parks and
Open Space Commissioners voted in favor of recommending the proposed actions. No Commissioners
voted to oppose the proposed actions.
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Business Item No. 2021-68

Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission
Meeting date: April 1, 2021

For the Community Development Committee meeting of April 19, 2021

For the Metropolitan Council meeting of April 28, 2021

Subject: Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment, Ramsey County,
Review File No. 50010-2

MPOSC District, Member: District G, Anthony Taylor
Council Districts, Members: District 13, Chai Lee

Policy/Legal Reference: Minn. Stat. § 473.313; 2040 Regional Parks Policy Plan Planning Policy —
Strategy 1

Staff Prepared/Presented: Colin Kelly, AICP, Planning Analyst (651-602-1361)
Division/Department: Community Development/ Regional Planning

Proposed Action
That the Metropolitan Council:

1. Approve Ramsey County’s Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan
Amendment.

2. Require Ramsey County to continue to coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers and the
Metropolitan Council during the development and implementation of the island monitoring plan.

3. As represented by Ramsey County, acknowledge the Corps’ responsibility for monitoring and
determining ecological success for the restoration projects it constructs for up to 10 years
following project completion, including financial responsibility.

4. Require Ramsey County, prior to initiating any development of the regional park unit, to send
preliminary plans to the Environmental Services Assistant Manager at the Metropolitan
Council’s Environmental Services Division.

Background
Battle Creek Regional Park is located in the southeast corner of Ramsey County in the cities of Saint

Paul and Maplewood (Figures 1 and 2). The park is made up of four units: Indian Mounds, Fish
Hatchery, Pigs Eye, and Battle Creek. In accordance with the 1981 joint master plan, the City of Saint
Paul owns and operates the Indian Mounds and Fish Hatchery units of the park. Ramsey County owns
and operates the Battle Creek and Pigs Eye units. The focus of this master plan amendment is the Pigs
Eye unit owned and operated by Ramsey County, specifically Pigs Eye Lake (Figure 3).

The Pigs Eye unit of Battle Creek Regional Park is within the City of Saint Paul and consists of Pigs
Eye Lake — a backwater of the Mississippi River — and surrounding land which is a mixture of floodplain
and upland areas. The entire Pigs Eye unit is within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area
(MRCCA), which shares a boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA).

Ramsey County is requesting a focused master plan amendment to the 1981 Battle Creek Regional
Park Master Plan to address natural resource and public safety improvements to the Battle Creek
Regional Park — Pigs Eye unit consisting of:

e Pigs Eye Lake island building project, 5
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e Other natural resource restoration activities and projects, and
e Pigs Eye Lake public protection.

This master plan amendment does not address park acquisition, boundary adjustments, recreational
infrastructure, programming, or access to or within the Pigs Eye unit of Battle Creek Regional Park.
These components will be addressed in afuture amendment to the Battle Creek Regional Park Master
Plan. This master plan amendment is intended to act as a separate natural resource guiding document
for the Pigs Eye section.

In 2015, funding became available through the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
Continuing Authorities Program (Section 204, Beneficial Use of Dredged Material) to develop a
Feasibility Study Report with Integrated Environmental Assessment (Feasibility Study) for the
implementation of islands within Pigs Eye Lake. The Corps, in collaboration with Ramsey County,
initiated an agency-wide planning effortcomprised of federal, state, and local agencies under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).

The Feasibility Study was completed in 2018 and indicated islands within Pigs Eye Lake were the best
method for achieving the overall project goals of improving aquatic habitat, improving the quantity and
quality of habitat for migratory bird species, and maintaining or enhancing the quantity of shoreline
habitat. The 330-page Feasibility Study and its appendices are included within the submitted master
plan amendment. The Council provided comments on this Feasibility Study at the time (Review File No.
21896-1) and identified issuesrelated to project feasibility, ongoing maintenance, and monitoring that
would be needed for this project, in addition to the regional park’s issues.

In 2018, Ramsey County applied for grant dollars from the Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council
(LSOHC) and was awarded funding. The project abstract! states: “Ramsey County and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers propose to enhance and restore habitat in Pigs Eye Lake by building islands and
marsh to benefit migratory birds, waterfowl, and fish. Island construction would restore wetland habitat
and functions that have been lost in the 640-acre backwater due to erosion and degradation and
enhance the surrounding area by reducing turbidity, preventing further erosion, and increasing habitat
diversity. The project would protectareas of biodiversity significance and improve the Mississippi River
wildlife corridor in the heart of the St. Paul metropolitan area.”

More information on funding and the LSOHC may be found in the Funding and Partner Engagement
sections.

A multi-level engagement process was utilized for the development of the master plan amendment from
2015-2020, with afocused public engagement effortin 2020. Both partner engagement for agency
coordination and involvement and community engagement for general participation by the public was
completed for feedback.

Rationale

This master plan amendment is consistent with the requirements of the 2040 Regional Parks Policy
Plan, including Planning Strategy 1, Master Planning, and other Council policies, as described in the
Analysis. It also sufficiently addresses the concerns that Council staff raised in review of the associated
Feasibility Study in 2018.

' Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council, Laws of Minnesota 2019 Accomplishment Plan, Pig's Eye Lake
Islands Habitat Restoration and Enhancement project https://www.Isohc.leg.mn/FY2020/accomp_plans/5n.pdf
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Thrive Lens Analysis
This master plan amendment advances the Thrive outcome of Stewardship by protecting and
enhancing our region’s natural resources.

Fundin

The tota?estimated cost for constructing the projectis $15.6M. The Corps’ Operation and Maintenance
budget would provide $3.2M toward the project. The remaining $11.3M would be cost-shared by the
Section 204 program ($8.1M) and Ramsey County ($4.3M). To offset the local share cost, Ramsey
County submitted a LSOHC application for the Pigs Eye Lake island building project. In September
2018, Ramsey County received preliminary LSOHC grant approval in the amount of $4,377,000 and in
the 2019 Minnesota Legislative session, Ramsey County received final approval.

Additional habitat restoration efforts in the Pigs Eye unit include transitioning the mixed forest to
floodplain forest, mainly through the removal of invasive species, with an estimated cost of $380,000
and ongoing maintenance cost of $90,000 every three years. The Corps is responsible for monitoring
and determining ecological success for the ecosystem restoration projects it constructs forup to 10
years following project completion. Monitoring tasks and project evaluation reports will be the Corps’
responsibilities for that timeframe.

No acquisition is proposed in this master plan amendment.

Known Support / Opposition

The Ramsey County Board of Commissioners unanimously adopted Resolution B2021-042, approving
the Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment and authorizing its
submission to the Metropolitan Council, on February 16, 2021.

Supporting letters and resolutions included in the master plan amendment’s appendices include those
from the National Parks Service, Ramsey County Board of Commissioners, Ramsey County Parks and
Recreation Commission, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation, and the Friends of the Mississippi River.

As part of the agency support process, arequest was sent to the City of Saint Paul for support of the
master plan amendment. Due to concerns with the public engagement process related to the island
building project, the City of Saint Paul stated that it would not be providing a letter or resolution of
support.

The master plan amendment includes an appendix focused on correspondence and coordination,
documenting comments from the September 17, 2020 virtual public meeting, and individual emails and
letters voicing both opposition to and support for the island building project.

More information on partner and public engagement may be found in the Partner Engagement and
Public Engagement and Participation sections.

Page -3 | METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |38



e D
R R resrestion Y

Appendix : Resolutions and Support Letters

Figure 1: Regional Parks Open to the Public (2020), Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Lake location
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Figure 2: Regional Parks System, City of St. Paul, Ramsey County
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Figure 3: Pigs Eye Lake — Natural Resource Inventory Graphic (MP pg. 25) including six proposed islands
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Analysis

Plann¥ng Strategy 1 of the 2040 Regional Parks Policy Plan outlines the requirements for regional park
and regional trail master plans. In September 2019, Council staff met with Ramsey County staff to
define the requirements for the current natural resource-focused plan amendment, which is more
limited in scope than an amendment that includes recreational plans.

Partner Engagement

Throughoutthe development of the Feasibility Study, there was extensive agency coordination efforts
consisting of federal, state and local agencies including the Corps, National Park Service, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR), Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA), Minnesota Department of Transportation, Metropolitan Council, Ramsey-Washington
Metro Watershed District, Ramsey County, and the City of Saint Paul. Coordination notices seeking
engagement were also sent to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Commu nity of Minnesota.

Additionally, non-governmental organizations including the Friends of the Mississippi River, Friends of
Pool 2, the Friends of the Parks and Trails of Saint Paul, and Ramsey County were also included in the
review and approval process of the Feasibility Study.

There was broad agency support from government agencies and non-profit organizations for the Pigs
Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment. Agencies and organizations also noted a need for additional long-
term planning around public safety measures, recommended use of climate resilient vegetation, and
encouraged continued partnership and collaboration in Pigs Eye Lake related efforts.

The Feasibility Study was also presented to the LSOHC as part of the process to obtain local funding
for the project. The 12-member council was created by the legislative branch in 2008 and consists of
eight members of the public appointed by the House of Representatives (two members), the Senate
(two members), and Governor (four members); two members of the House of Representatives; and two
members of the Senate.

The LSOHC ensures recommendations are consistent with the Constitution and state law, and tak e into
consideration the outcomes of the Minnesota Conservation and Preservation Plan that directly relate to
the restoration, protection, and enhancement of wetlands, prairies, forests, and habitat for fish, game,
and wildlife, and that prevent forest fragmentation, encourage forest consolidation, and expand restored
native prairie.

Due to the project’s significance and potential benefits, the LSOHC and State Legislature approved
project funding and a grant agreement for the implementation of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.

During the development of the master plan amendment, Ramsey County Parks and Recreation met
with Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) staff on multiple occasions to discuss
projects and initiatives identified in the plan. MCES identified a need for further collaboration and
participation to mitigate potential impacts to the Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant (Metro
Plant). The plan amendment notes that the primary issues for MCES are security, future recreation
improvements including access, and the development of a monitoring plan.

The Metro Plant follows the strategic guidance specified in the National Infrastructure Protection Plan
for security of critical infrastructure. As such, additional coordination between Ramsey County and
MCES will be required before any future access to the Pigs Eye unitis planned. It should be
emphasized that no public access or recreation improvements are proposed in this plan amendment.
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MCES staff made clear that public access to, and recreational improvements within, the Pigs Eye unit
should not be considered until any needed environmental cleanup and remediation is addressed.

Similarly, additional collaboration between the Corps, Ramsey County, and MCES should occur during
the development and implementation of the Corps’10-year island monitoring plan.

Public Engagement and Participation
Public engagement for the Feasibility Study was completed with two concurrent 30-day public review
periods for both NEPA and MEPA processes to allow general feedback from the public.

The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for comment from
March 12, 2018, through April 12, 2018. A public comment period was conducted by the Corps under
NEPA requirements and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Ramsey County published and requested
comments concurrently as part of MEPA requirements and the project was published in the Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board (EQB) Monitor. Public notices for this review were listed on the EQB
website and were also sent out to the public through press releases and identified in the local
newspaper, Ramsey County website, and on Ramsey County social media outlets regarding public
feedback. All comments received from both the 30-day public comment periods were reviewed, and
responses were prepared for development of an EAW Record of Decision.

Additional public engagement related to Battle Creek Regional Park and the Pigs Eye unit occurred
during the development of Ramsey County’s Park and Recreation System Plan (System Plan) in 2018
and the initiation of a planning process to update the overall Battle Creek Regional Park Master Plan in
2019.

The System Plan community engagement process was conducted using two methods, primarily; pop -
up meetings and an online survey. Nine pop-up meetings were conducted at various libraries,
community centers, and ice arenas across the county. An online survey was launched in July 2017 and
remained active until February 2018, with nearly 1,000 responses received.

Currently, there is aseparate, larger master planning effort being conducted for the overall Battle Creek
Regional Park. A robust public participation process for this effort was launched in the spring of 2019
and included several pop-up events, stakeholder discussions, community forums, a design workshop,
and an online survey. Public engagement on the master plan continued in 2020, predominantly using
online or virtual approaches due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The overall Battle Creek Regional Park
Master Plan is likely to come before the Council later in 2021.

Public engagement for the focused master plan amendment was intended to reach a wide audience
and it focused on gathering information both from residents who live near the regional park and
countywide as well. As part of the focused Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment process, Ramsey
County held a 45-day public review period between August 17 and September 30, 2020. Notification of
the public review period occurred through multiple channels including a press release (Pioneer Press),
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation website updates, social media posts, and email. Email
notifications were also sent to federal and state agencies, the City of Saint Paul, and non-profit
organizations like the Friends of the Mississippi River.

During this focused planning process, the public was consulted several times. This was the primary
form of engagement. At the “consult” level of participation, the goal, as described by the International
Association of Public Participation’s Spectrum of Public Participation, is “to obtain public feedback on
analysis, alternatives and/or decisions.” The promise to the publicis, “we will keep you informed, listen
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to and acknowledge concerns and aspirations, and provide feedback on how public input influenced the
decision.”

Because in-person public meetings were not an option at the time due to the COVID-19 pandemic, a
virtual public meeting was hosted on September 17, 2020, to allow for additional public comment.

There was mixed support from the public regarding the Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment,
particularly related to the island building project. Thematically, most of the comments and questions
focused on project need, planning and public participation, construction, timing, and effectiveness.
Specifically, some commenters stated that existing pollution concerns should be addressed before
other actions are taken; public participation opportunities during the development of the Feasibility
Study were not well communicated or advertised; or they raised questions about how other Corps-
implemented island building projects impacted fish species. Other commenters referenced the
opportunity for the Friends of the Mississippi River, the University of Minnesota, and others to use the
islands to study different plant species in the context of a changing climate or expressed support for the
project.

Future master planning for the Pigs Eye unit that relates to public safety, to protection, or explores
access or future recreational infrastructure improvements will reengage local residents and community
members.

Conflicts

Overall, the majority of Pigs Eye Lake and the riparian area surroundingit is owned by Ramsey County.
Land adjacent to the regional park consists mainly of park and industrial land uses. The north end of
the lake and adjacent riparian land is owned by the City of Saint Paul. Land northwest of the lake is
owned by MCES for operation of the Metro Plant. A portion of MCES land contains four
decommissioned wastewater ash ponds from which MCES has removed ash sludge. The Saint Paul
Port Authority owns portions of the lake and riparian land on the southern tip of the lake around the
outlet of Pigs Eye Lake into the Mississippi River and maintains Red Rock Terminal. The Canadian
Pacific Railway is near Highway 61 and the east edge of Pigs Eye Lake.

Past land uses on the north side of the lake merit additional attention. To the north of Pigs Eye Lake is
the former Pigs Eye dump on City of Saint Paul property, which was used for the disposal of mixed
municipal, commercial, and industrial waste beginning in the mid-1950s until 1972, and for disposal of
incinerated sludge ash from 1977 to 1985.

As aresult of the various types of waste dumped at the site over the years, is the dump site is currently
listed on the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Comprehensive Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) and is a Minnesota Superfund site
addressed by the MPCA Superfund Program. The MPCA is responsible for coordinating cleanup
activities at the dump site, as required by the Minnesota Superfund Program.

The MPCA, Minnesota Department of Health (MDH), and MNDNR have been working to understand
the presence and levels of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in Minnesota’s environment,
especially surface and groundwater. MPCA, MDH and MNDNR identified PFAS in Pigs Eye Lake is a
concern from arecent discovery of PFAS foam. The extent of PFAS in Pigs Eye or sources of PFAS
entering Pigs Eye Lake is unknown at this time however, a site assessment is being conducted by the
MPCA to identify the source of the chemicals and potential clean-up options. Some PFAS compounds
may have impacts on human health and the environment. Additional planning activities and
assessments may need to be conducted, especially in Pigs Eye Lake to determine the extent of PFAS,
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sources, and whether remediation or other efforts are needed to implement long-term goals and
outcomes to protect the environment and human health.

Additional planning and agency coordination will be required to develop a plan to address
environmental concerns at Pigs Eye Lake. Outcomes of planning activities will determine the extent and
actions required but if remediation is necessary it is anticipated funding will need to be a coordinated
effortacross agencies and include public interests.

Development Concept
This focused master plan amendment addresses natural resource improvements to the Pigs Eye unit of

Battle Creek Regional Park managed by Ramsey County. This plan amendment does not address
recreational improvements, but rather sequencing of natural resource improvements for the Pigs Eye
Lake island building project, other natural resource activities, and public protection for the Pigs Eye unit.

The recommended plan for island building was developed to address the following:

1. Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase acreage
of aquatic vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote fisheries.

2. Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable habitat
for migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.

3. Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest and
marsh habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.

The development design includes six islands with sand benches with the objective of improving aquatic
habitat, terrestrial habitat, and reduction of shoreline erosion by reducing lake wind fetch and water
turbulence (Figure 5). Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would establish sheltered
areas in the centers of the islands, allowing for the creation of approximately 17.6 acres of protected
wetland habitat. The other three islands will be constructed as full islands with the addition of a
perpetually submerged berm for improved wind fetch and water turbulence control.

A variety of fill material including rock, sand, and topsoil will be used for island construction. The rock
will be clean and sourced fromaquarry. The sand and topsoil will consist primarily of material
generated from dredging in the southern portion of Pool 2 of the Mississippi River; the portion of the
river between Lock and Dam No. 2 in Hastings and Lock and Dam No. 1 (Ford Dam) in St. Paul.

According to the plan amendment, the Corps has been successful using dredge material on past island
construction projects in the Mississippi River. Dredged material is often used for habitat enhancement
projects. Reuse of this material can provide substantial cost savings and is considered an
environmentally beneficial way to construct islands. Approximately 413,329 cubic yards of sand and
topsoil is anticipated for island construction. The Corps tested all dredged material for this project per
MPCA guidelines and the material was approved per MPCA testing standards for placement in water
for habitat creation. MPCA guidelines have been developed specifically to protect wildlife that use these
habitats.

After offloading material from a temporary placement island, material will be transported viabarge
approximately 12 river miles up the main channel of the Mississippi River through the access channel
of the Red Rock Terminal to a staging location at the southern end of Pigs Eye Lake. Additional
coordination will continue with businesses utilizing the Red Rock Terminal prior to project construction.

The typical construction process of habitat island building on the Mississippi River starts with the
placement of a sand base via the use of either hydraulic or mechanical dredging equipment. Following
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the sand base construction, rock vanes will be placed at locations along the outer edges of the islands
to prevent erosion. After rock vanes are in place, topsoil material will be spread on top of the sand
bases, followed by seeding and planting of natural vegetation (Figure 4).

Figure 4: Island Construction Steps (MPA pg. 6)

Island Construction Steps

Stabilize with Rock Topsoil Placement  Planting and Seeding

Island vegetative cover will consist of native grass and shrubland plantings. Where feasible, there may
be opportunities to experiment and/or implement climate-adapted native vegetation to provide greater
diversity in a changing climate. To do so, the Corps and Ramsey County would work in partnership with
other governmental agencies and non-profit organizations like the University of Minnesota and the
Friends of the Mississippi River, providing the opportunity to apply different habitat restoration
approaches within Pigs Eye Lake.

The construction of the islands in Pigs Eye Lake is anticipated to be completed by the fall of 2024.
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Figure 5: Pigs Eye Lake — Island Building Graphic, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (MPA pg. 2)
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Stewardship Plan

The Pigs Eye Lake island building project will provide needed wildlife habitat within the lake, prevent
further erosion to the lakeshore, compliment the surrounding natural resources, and is intended to
benefit the entire Pigs Eye Lake ecosystem.

The natural resources within the Pigs Eye unit will be restored and managed according to the 2018
System Plan. Restoration and maintenance of restored areas will be a priority throughoutthe Pigs Eye
unit to carry out the mission of providing adequate sustainable habitats to support populations of native
wildlife species. Some examples of projects listed include the conversion of mixed woodland to
floodplain forest, mainly through the removal of invasive species.

Public protection identified in the plan amendment is meant to provide a high-level summary of public
safety components for the Pigs Eye unit. Ramsey County acknowledges the need to address public
health protection for the Pigs Eye unit due to surrounding past and current land uses, existing land
conditions, and contamination. Public safety components will need to be addressed before any
recreational and access improvements can be implemented in the Pigs Eye unit.

Additional planning and agency coordination will be required to develop aplan for any long-term
environmental cleanup for Pigs Eye Lake. Itis anticipated that Ramsey County would take a lead role
within the Pigs Eye unit for engaging a multi-agency planning study to identify the project scope,
objectives, coordination, stakeholders, agency and public engagement, funding strategy, and process
for developing along-range plan. Outcomes of planning activities will determine the extent and actions
required, but for successful outcomes it is anticipated any remediation activities and funding will need to
be a coordinated effort across agencies and include public interests.

Next steps, as identified by Ramsey County:

e Secure fundingfor planning activities.

e Initiate an agency-wide planning team to determine project scope, objectives, coordination,
stakeholders, agency and public engagement, funding strategy, and process for developing a
long-range plan for any remediation.

e Initiate an agency and public engagement process.

e |Initiate additional site assessments and testing to determine the extent of contaminants within
Pigs Eye Lake and surrounding areas.

e Develop an agency wide monitoring and stewardship plan.

e Other required planning activities as required dependent on outcomes from long -term planning.

e Secure funding for any remediation.

An additional public safety component may be included within the agency-wide public safety planning
process or initiated as a separate planning process following any remediation. This process will be a
critical step for additional planning, evaluation, and coordinating potential long-term recreational and
access improvements after any remediation is completed.

Natural Resources

The Pigs Eye unit consists of a629-acre lake — a backwater of the Mississippi River — surrounded by
378 acres of land to the west and 125 acres of wetlands to the east and northwest of the lake, which is
in the floodplain (Figure 6). Pigs Eye Lake water levels fluctuate with the river, and the land within the
park boundary is often inundated with water for varying lengths of time. The Pigs Eye unit also contains
one of the largest heron rookeries in the state of Minnesota and is designated as a state Scientific and
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Natural Area (SNA) by the MNDNR. The Pigs Eye unitis also defined as an Environmental Natural
Area within the 2018 System Plan, which warrants additional protection and preservation.

Most of the Pigs Eye unit land cover consists of mixed woods located on a peninsula of land that
separates the lake from the main channel of the Mississippi River. This peninsula of land is historically
a floodplain forest butis presently defined as a mixed woods. The wooded peninsula consists of typical
floodplain trees such as cottonwood, silver maple, green ash, willows, American elm, and some swamp
white oak, however several invasive tree species have encroached into this area, including buckthorn
and boxelder. The areais also prone to flooding creating a relatively open understory with few shrubs
or saplings. Ground cover consists of forest pools, mucky depressions, bare silt or sand, and dense
patches of wood nettle or impatiens, which can shift due to the movement of water. The wetlands within
the park consist of native vegetation, such as prairie cord grass, and various rushes and sedges.
Invasive cattails and reed canary grass also dominate a lot of the wetland edges.

The majority of Pigs Eye will remain a natural area to provide benefit to wildlife. The south portion of the
peninsula will remain a SNA for the protection of the heron rookery. Wetlands will remain protected
under the State and Federal Wetland Conservation Act.

The Pigs Eye unit is within natural resource management Unit 10, as outlined in the 2018 System Plan.
Natural resource projects and activities within the Pigs Eye section must be implemented in accordance
with Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) regulations. Pigs Eye natural resources projects
and activities will be coordinated by Ramsey County and will include ongoing protection in coordination
with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land and lake resources.

Additional natural resource preservation projects include:

e Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest (i.e. reforestation of native floodplain tree
species)

e Continued enhancement of existing wetland
e Removal of invasive species
e Revegetation of the existing shoreline

e Introduction of climate resilient vegetation

Surveys of the Pigs Eye area will need to be completed prior to any restoration work to gather more
information about the current state of the area. Additional natural resource survey s will include wildlife,
plant, and shoreline surveys and will focus on determining restoration needs for shoreline erosion,
invasive plant species removal, and transition of landcover habitats. Anticipated natural resource
preservation project costs are estimated at $380,000, however actual costs may vary depending on the
outcomes of surveys completed within the Pigs Eye unit.
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Figure 6: Pigs Eye Lake — Natural Resources Inventory Graphic (MPA pg. 25) with proposed islands
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Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area

The Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) Programis a joint state, regional, and local
program that provides coordinated land use planning and zoning regulations for the 72-mile stretch of
the Mississippi River through the seven-county metropolitan area covering 54,000 acres of land in 30
local jurisdictions. The MRCCA shares a boundary with the Mississippi National River and Recreation
Area. Any development within the MRCCA in Battle Creek Regional Park would need to adhere to the
standards and criteria for the preservation, protection, and management of the Mississippi River
Corridor Critical Area under Minnesota Statute 6106.

Per Minnesota Statutes, section 116G.15, subd. 1, the purpose of the designation is to:

1. Protect and preserve the Mississippi River and adjacent lands that the legislature finds to be
unique and valuable state and regional resources for the be nefit of the health, safety, and
welfare of the citizens of the state, region, and nation.

2. Prevent and mitigate irreversible damages to these state, regional, and natural resources.

3. Preserve and enhance the natural, aesthetic, cultural, and historical values of the Mississippi
River and adjacent lands for public use and benefit.

4. Protect and preserve the Mississippi River as an essential element in the national, state, and
regional transportation, sewer and water, and recreational systems; and

5. Protect and preserve the biological and ecological functions of the Mississippi River corridor.

This master plan amendment does not propose the implementation of any public facilities at this time

as defined by Minn. Rules 6106.0130 such as, public utilities, public transportation facilities, or public
recreation facilities. However, the master plan amendment recognizes that the design and construction
of future park facilities must comply with the standards contained in Minn. Rules 6106.0130 and will
need further evaluation and planning with the public, adjacent landowners, and public agencies. This
process will be a critical step for coordinating and implementing potential park facility improvements
after public safety improvements are completed as defined in the master plan amendment. Further, any
future park facilities and/or projects must be planned, designed, and constructed in a manner that
protects primary conservation areas and public river corridor views identified by local units of
government in their comprehensive plans.

The MRCCA was designated in 1976 to protect its many unique natural and cultural re sources and
values. These resources and values are protected through development standards and criteria
implemented via local land use plans and zoning ordinances.

The MRCCA is home to a full range of residential neighborhoods and parks, as well as river-related
commerce, industry, and transportation. Though the river corridor has been extensively developed,
many intact and remnant natural areas remain, including bluffs, islands, floodplains, wetlands, riparian
zones, and native aquatic and terrestrial flora and fauna.

Operations

The Corps is responsible for monitoring and determining ecological success for the ecosystem
restoration projects it constructs for up to 10 years following project completion. Monitoring tasks and
project evaluation reports will be the Corps’ responsibilities for that timeframe. Close-out of monitoring
tasks would occur when the level of success of the project is determined adequate or when the
maximum 10-year monitoring period has been reached. The level of success will be based on the
extent to which the project objectives have been met based upon site conditions . After the 10-year
monitoring period, Ramsey County will assume maintenance and operation activities for the islands.
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Monitoring activities will consist of water quality sampling, bird counts, vegetation surveys, elevation
surveys, and Geographic Information Systems analysis of the lake’s shoreline. The Corps intends to
partner with other federal agencies like the National Park Service for some monitoring activities such as
bird counts.

Active adaptive management actions by the Corps for the project may include tree, wet prairie, or
marsh replanting, and herbivory and weed control. Specific adaptive management strategies will be
based on the landscape plan and vegetation monitoring activities. In extreme events, adaptive
management for vegetation replanting is estimated to be approximately $120,000 depending on the
level of impact.

Management of Pigs Eye natural resources will be coordinated by Ramsey County and will include
ongoing protection in coordination with partnering agencies, site inventories, and restoration of the land
and lake resources. Within the 2018 System Plan, habitat restoration of Pigs Eye includes information
on the transition of the mixed forest to floodplain forest, mainly through the removal of invasive species,
with an estimated cost of $380,000 and ongoing maintenance cost of $90,000 every three years.

Consistency with Other Council Policies and Systems

Community Development — Local Planning Assistance (Patrick Boylan 651-602-1438)— The
proposed is consistent with the City of St. Paul’'s 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

Regional policy directs Urban Center Communities like Saint Paul to plan for and program local
infrastructure needs and implement local comprehensive plans.

Thrive MSP 2040 directs Urban Center designated communities to integrate natural resource
conservation and restoration strategies into the comprehensive plan and in local infrastructure projects
where appropriate. Thrive policy also directs Urban Center communities to contribute towards the
restoration of natural features and functions.

Ramsey County’s plan for Pigs Eye Lake does not interfere with the land use component for the City of
Saint. Paul and helps the City implement regional policy at the local level.

Environmental Services — Engineering (Mark Lundgren 651-602-1868) — At the time of plan
amendment review, Council staff find that Ramsey County Parks and Recreation sufficiently addressed
our concerns that were raised during the public comment period.

Environmental Services — Sewer (Roger Janzig 651-602-1119) — Require Ramsey County, prior to
initiating any development of the regional park, to send preliminary plans to the Engineering Services
Assistant Manager at the Metropolitan Council’s Environmental Services Division for review in order to
assess the potential impacts to the regional interceptor system.
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. . 15 West Kellogg Blvd.
=Y Board of Commissioners Suint Paul, MN 55102
RAMSEY Resolution 651-266-9200
COUNTY B2021-042
Sponsor: Parks & Recreation Meeting Date: 2/16/2021
Title: Battle Creek Regional Park - Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan File Number: 2021-057
Amendment

Background and Rationale:

At the direction of Metropolitan Council staff, the Parks & Recreation Department (Department)
prepared a focused natural resource master plan amendment to the 1981 Battle Creek Regional
Park Master Plan to address natural resource improvements to the Battle Creek Regional Park -
Pigs Eye section located in the City of Saint Paul. This master plan amendment does not address
boundary adjustments, park acquisition, recreational infrastructure/programming improvements, or
access within the Pigs Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park.

In 2015, funding became available through the Army Corps of Engineers Continuing Authorities
Program, Section 204 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material, to develop a feasibility study with an
integrated environmental assessment worksheet for the implementation of islands within Pigs Eye
Lake. The Army Corps of Engineers, in collaboration with Ramsey County initiated an agency-wide
planning effort comprised of federal, state, and local agencies in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act and the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act. The feasibility study was
completed in 2018. The feasibility study indicated islands within Pigs Eye Lake were the best
method for achieving the overall project goals consisting of improving aquatic habitat, improving the
quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species, and maintaining or enhancing the quantity
of shoreline habitat.

Following the completion of the feasibility study, a Project Partner Agreement was executed to
designate federal and local cost share responsibilities for the island building project. The
Department submitted a Lessard Sam’s Outdoor Heritage Council application in 2018 and was
awarded funding in the amount of $4.3M which was approved in the 2019 Minnesota Legislative
session.

In 2019, Metropolitan Council staff directed the Department to initiate a focused master plan
amendment process to better address natural resource needs for Pigs Eye Lake. The Department
worked in coordination with Metropolitan Council staff throughout the master plan amendment
development process. If approved by the Ramsey County Board of Commissioners, the master plan
amendment will be forwarded to the Metropolitan Council for review and approval. Once the master
plan amendment is approved by the Metropolitan Council, costs associated with all improvements
identified in the master plan amendment will be eligible for reimbursement through grants
administered by the Metropolitan Council for Regional Parks and Trails.

For more information on the Pigs Eye Master Plan, please visit:
<https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/pigs-eye-lake-ma

ster-plan>

For more information on the Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Project, please visit:
<https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/planning-construction-restoration/pigs-eye
-lake-island-building-project>
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File Number: 2021-057 Resolution Number: B2021-042

Recommendation:
The Ramsey County Board of Commissioners resolved to:

1. Approve the Battle Creek Regional Park - Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment dated January

22,2021.
2. Authorize submission of the Battle Creek Regional Park - Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment

to the Metropolitan Council.

A motion to approve was made by Commissioner McDonough, seconded by Commissioner Ortega.

Motion passed.
Aye: - 7: Carter, Frethem, MatasCastillo, McDonough, McGuire, Ortega, and Reinhardt

l:a'}'?.iar.-m.f.f‘:..;‘rﬂ- e Bt e
By:

Janet Guthrie
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January 14, 2021

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners
Ramsey County Board Office

15 West Kellogg Blvd.

Saint Paul, MN 55102

RE: Letter of Support for Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is to share the Park & Recreation Commission’s unanimous support for the Pigs Eye Lake
Master Plan Amendment. The commission believes this master plan amendment will act as a long-
term guiding document for implementing critical park and recreation elements that provide
tremendous benefit to the regional park and trail system as well as for the residents of Ramsey

County.

Sincerely,

Leah Shepard,
Park and Recreation Commission Chair
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
111 E. Kellogg Blvd., Ste 105
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1256

IN REPLY REFER TO:

September 22, 2020

Ramsey County Parks and Recreation
Attn: Scott Yonke

Re: Pig’s Eye Lake 45-day Review Comments
Dear Mr. Yonke

This letter is in regard to the draft “Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment” recently made available for
comment. The entirety of Pool 2, which includes Pigs Eye Lake, is within the boundaries of the Mississippi
National River and Recreation Area (NRRA). In 1988, Congress established the NRRA to protect and
enhance the nationally significant historical, recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic and scientific
resources of the 72-mile Mississippi River corridor through the Twin Cities metropolitan area.

We support the proposed island building project to enhance the Pigs Eye Lake area for the benefit of the
river system and its inhabitants. Review of the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment shows it supports the
enabling legislation of the NRRA, as well as the natural resource goals and objectives found in our
Foundation Document. This project has been studied for many years, and we have backed the concept since
its inception. Creation of islands to reduce wind fetch and provide habitat, shoreline revegetation, wetland
enhancement and restoration of floodplain forest are all key factors in maintaining this stretch of the
Mississippi River flyway and improving habitat for all the birds, wildlife and other inhabitants of this area.

Currently we are conducting climate change studies on floodplain forest species composition, forest health
and species survival in coordination with the Mississippi Park Connection, the Applied Science for Climate
Change group, the US Forest Service, the University of Minnesota and Colorado State University. Climate
change will affect the range in which native plants can survive. Incorporating plant communities that thrive
in climates just south of ours could help this project succeed into the future, given forecasted warming
climate conditions.

Others, including the Friends of the Mississippi, are also recommending using the Pigs Eye project as a
study site to further our knowledge of ways to potentially mitigate climate change impacts along this stretch
of the Mississippi River.

Thank you for opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any questions, feel free to contact Nancy
Duncan at 651-293-8434 or nancy _duncan@nps.gov.

Sincerely,

:-. | ) R e

A AN —— A
(3~ .

John Anfinson
Superintendent
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Michael Hahm, CPRP - Director

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 400 City Hall Annex Telephone: 651-266-6400
M Melvin Cart 25 West 4™ Street Facsimile: 651-292-7311
ayor Melvin Larter Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102 www.stpaul.gov/parks

September 30, 2020

Mark McCabe

Director, Ramsey County Parks and Recreation
2015 Van Dyke St

Maplewood, MN 55109

Mr. McCabe:

Saint Paul Parks and Recreation appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed
master plan amendment for the Pig’s Eye Unit of Battle Creek-Indian Mounds Regional Park. As a
landowner abutting this unit and as the implementing agency for two of the other units of this regional
park, we are partners in the success of this park.

We first want to acknowledge that this master plan amendment comes after the public comment period of
the Environmental Assessment during which our department submitted comments. The heart of our
comments expressed concern for the overall feasibility of the island building project, particularly with
proposed on-going maintenance of the islands, and a desire for more information on these concerns. We
feel that the proposed master plan amendment does provide this additional information. We especially
appreciate the 10-year monitoring period that will be conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers to
ensure proper establishment of vegetation and stability of island structure, as well as appreciating more
realistic cost estimates of ongoing maintenance including an understanding of the scale of impacts from
extreme flooding events and other events that could cause significant damage to island vegetation.

We have separately expressed concerns about the impact of the islands on recreational activities in the
lake. We have appreciated the on-going engagement through the broader master planning process and
believe that both our concerns have been heard and that we are able to collaborate on a mutual vision for
recreation in the lake. As that process advances, we especially want to ensure that the concepts developed
in the Great River Passage Master Plan are considered for incorporation into the final master plan.

We wish you great success on the island building project and hope that lessons can be learned to apply
this procedure to other sections of the Upper Mississippi River.

Sincerely,

doF

Michael Hahm
Director, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation

>
'__'_ _.' & An Affirmative Action Equal Opportunity Employer
CAPRA Accreditation National Gold Medal Award
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Working to protect the Mississippi River
and its watershed in the Twin Cities area

= FRIENDS =
a MISSISSIPPI
| ER

RIV

September 9, 2020

Ramsey County Parks and Recreation
Attn: Scott Yonke

RE: Pigs Eye Lake 45-day review comments
To whom it may concern,

Friends of the Mississippi River (FMR) is a local non-profit community-based organization that
works to protect and enhance the natural and cultural assets of the Mississippi River and its
watershed in the Twin Cities. We have 2,700 active members, more than 3,000 volunteers and
1,600 advocates who care deeply about the river’s unique resources. FMR has long been an
active and ongoing participant in environmental review processes occurring in and along the
Mississippi River in the Twin Cities.

We are writing today with brief comments on the proposed Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment.

FMR is generally in support of the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment. The stated project
objectives are in line with FMR’s mission to protect, restore, and enhance habitat along the
Mississippi River. Invasive species removal, revegetation of shorelines, enhancement of
wetlands, and restoration of floodplain forest are all vitally important to ensuring that the area
provides diverse, healthy habitat that benefits wildlife, water quality, and people. The draft
amendment does not include details on how these objectives will be achieved. Implementation of
the plan will therefore need to carefully consider the methods that best protect the investment in
these goals, and ensure that they do not degrade over time. However, we also believe that this
project presents an important opportunity to build-in consideration of and experimentation with
climate resilience, which is not currently presented in the plan.

Creation of new habitat in any given area must take into account historical, current, and potential
future conditions of that area. Facing an uncertain climate future, one in which the state of
Minnesota is expected to experience increases in temperature and subsequent range shifts of
both plant and animal species, any project creating new habitat would be wise to consider the
implications of these changes.

The proposed islands in Pigs Eye Lake present an opportunity for a living laboratory of sorts, in
which different combinations of plant communities or plant ecotypes on each island could
provide important insights into how shoreline and wetland communities will respond to a
changing climate. This idea also builds resilience into the overall project itself, preventing a large
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loss of investment if a particular island or plant community were to fail due to pests, disease,
climate change, or other related stressors.

We propose that the county and the US Army Corps of Engineers consider using this Pigs Eye
habitat project as a study site, in partnership with organizations like FMR and the University of
Minnesota, to experiment with plant community assembly questions in the face of a changing
climate. By monitoring these changes in the long-term, we could gain important insights that
could influence how non-profit, local, state, and federal agencies approach the field of habitat
restoration. At the very least, the islands should be planted with different assemblages of species,
including utilizing climate-adapted tree and shrub species.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. I would be happy to discuss these further -
please do not hesitate to contact me at 651-222-2193 x 33, or aroth@fmr.org.

Sincerely,

W, oy

Alex Roth, PhD
FMR Ecologist
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Pigs Eye Lake Island Building Project

During the Pigs Eye Lake master plan amendment process some questions and concerns were raised by
members of the public regarding the island building project. In an effort to adequately address these
guestions and concerns the Army Corps of Engineers and Ramsey County synthesized this information

into FAQs and responses found below.
e Project Planning/Intent
o What is the island building project intent?

The island building project is a natural resource habitat project designed to preserve and
enhance the aquatic ecosystem. The intention of this project is not environmental clean-

up for Pigs Eye Lake.

o Who was involved in developing the feasibility study?

There was extensive agency coordination consisting of local, state and federal agencies
throughout this study including Ramsey County, the City of Saint Paul, Ramsey
Washington Metro Watershed District, Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of
Transportation, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Minnesota Department of
Transportation, Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), National Park Service, and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife. These agencies had direct involvement in the development and approval
of this project. Additionally, groups including Friends of Pool 2, Friends of the Mississippi
River and the Friends of Parks and Trails were included within the development of the
feasibility study process. Coordination notices seeking engagement were also sent out
to the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community of Minnesota.

o What public outreach has been done as a part of the project?
The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for
comment from March 12, 2018 through April 12, 2018. A public comment period was
conducted by the Corps in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requirements and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Ramsey County published and
requested comments concurrently as part of Minnesota Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) requirements and the project was published in the Minnesota Environmental
Quality Board (EQB) Monitor. Public notices for this review were listed on the EQB
website and were also sent out to the public through press releases and identified in the
local newspaper, Ramsey County website, and on Ramsey County social media outlets
regarding public feedback. All comments received from both the 30-day public
comment periods were reviewed, and responses were prepared for development of an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Record of Decision (ROD).

o Why was an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) not completed?
During the development of the feasibility study environmental impacts were reviewed.
A mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) was prepared according to
NEPA and MEPA Administrative Rules and was submitted to the Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board for review and public comment. All comments received
were reviewed based on criteria specified in NEPA and MEPA rules and statues to
determine if the project had the potential for significant environmental effects. Based
on federal, state and local agency review of these findings, an EIS was not required for
the project. These findings were identified in an EAW Record of Decision and submitted

to the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board under law.
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e Constructability
o What is dredged material?

Dredged material is sediment removed from below the surface of a water. The Corps’
dredged material is removed from the Mississippi River, and is mostly sand. River
currents continuously move sand downstream, and the sand builds up in similar
locations each year. The Corps removes material that builds up in the navigation
channel so that barges and large boats can travel between Minneapolis and New
Orleans.

o Isn’t dredged material just waste?
All sediments removed from a water body in Minnesota are defined as a “waste” and
“other waste material” by Minn. Stat. § 115.01. The statute does not indicate safety or
usefulness of the material. All dredged material utilized for this project was tested by
independent chemical testing labs in accordance with Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) standards and was approved for placement in public waters under
MPCA standards for habitat creation.

o Is dredged material safe for wildlife?
The Army Corps orders tests of dredged material to ensure whether material can be
utilized. The dredged material for this project must meet the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency guidelines for placement in water for habitat creation. The MPCA
guidelines have been developed to protect the creatures that use these habitats.
Dredged material is often used for habitat enhancement projects. The Armey Corps has
developed thousands of acres of habitat within the Mississippi River using dredged
material.

o How is dredge material tested?
The Army Corps collects sediment samples from the parts of the river that are dredged.
Sediment samples are sent to independent chemical testing labs. The material is tested
for pollutants such as metals, pesticides, PAHs, PCBs and cyanide. "PFAS" (or "PFCs") are
sampled separately and sent to specialized labs. The Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) guidelines were followed for testing locations, amounts and test types.
MPCA standards were used to evaluate material safety - the "Soil Reference Values" for
upland uses and the "Sediment Quality Targets" for in-water placement.

New sampling at dredge cuts and dredged material placement sites was performed and
analyzed with all past dredging data to ensure the material was safe for island building.
Similarly, sampling was conducted within Pigs Eye Lake for the project and combined
with published sediment studies to make sure the site of the islands and lake access
were safe for construction. All results were coordinated with the MPCA and other
federal, state and local agencies who participated in a specially formed work group.

o Is Pigs Eye Lake polluted?
Testing was performed within and around the project area in Pigs Eye Lake for Level |
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and Level Il sediment quality targets, MPCA's Residential Soil Reference Values. Low
levels of contaminants such as metals, pesticides, PAHs, PCBs, cyanide and PFAS were
found in the Pigs Eye Lake sediments in the area of the proposed islands. The project
team consulted with an interagency group of contaminant experts and it was
determined that these low levels of contaminants would not pose a risk to wildlife.

There is known pollution nearby that was considered during planning. The former Pigs
Eye Dump is located to the north of the lake and operated from 1956 to 1972. Sludge
ash from the wastewater treatment plant was placed on Metropolitan Council
Environmental Services (MCES) property near the northwest corner of Pigs Eye Lake
from 1977 to 1985. Remediation efforts started in 1999 and focused on removing drums
and batteries that might cause the most environmental harm, and on reducing the
erosion and leaching of waste into water exiting the dump site. The dump site is not
part of the project area for habitat restoration. The wastewater ash ponds on MCES
property have been decommissioned and ash sludge has been removed by MCES.

Is pollution the problem and not wind-fetch or turbidity?

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed in 1973 by the Army Corps
when the coal terminal was proposed. The EIS listed pollution as one of three potential
causes for a lack of plant growth and limited waterfowl habitat. Biological surveys were
also completed in 1972 as referenced in the EIS document. The water quality has
improved greatly since the dump was closed and remediated, however, the pollution
impact before that certainly impacted a healthy ecosystem. Additionally, the other two
factors that are listed in the 1973 EIS are mucky substrate and turbidity. This project
will solidify substrate and reduce turbidity thus meeting the other two factors.

e Timing for Implementation

O

How is the project funded?

The funding being contributed to this project from federal, state and local programs are
intended strictly for habitat enhancement. Funding allocated for the project totals
approximately $15.6 million which consist of $11.3 million in federal funding and $4.3
million in local funding provided through the Lessard Sam’s Outdoor Heritage Council.
All funding is specifically earmarked for the island building project. Implementation of
the island building project will start in the spring of 2021 in order to successfully comply
with availability of funds.

e Effectiveness

e}

How would building islands improve Pigs Eye Lake?

The islands will provide habitat and shelter for migrating birds and ducks using the lake.
The underwater portions of the islands will provide structure and add different
sediment types that fish, reptiles, amphibians and water-dwelling invertebrates use. The
calm, shallow and stabilized areas around and inside of the sheltered islands will
promote aquatic plants for increased wildlife shelter and food. The islands will be
strategically placed in Pigs Eye Lake to achieve the greatest benefit for blocking the wind
fetch across the lake and breaking up waves. This will help shelter the shorelines from
the wind-generated waves and reduce the loss of aquatic plants and shorelines.
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o Will the project result in harassing or killing birds?
No. The Corps coordinated the project with airport stakeholders because of the
proximity of Pigs Eye Lake to the Saint Paul Downtown Airport. The Corps included
willow plantings in the project design around the islands to discourage Canada goose
nesting, which was the primary concern identified. The Corps has also agreed to monitor
bird use and share the data with the Metropolitan Airport Commission. If a potential
issue is identified within the interagency team, the Corps will consider modifications or
management actions that might be appropriate.
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Pigs Eye Islands — Additional Project Data
1. Outcomes from similar projects in other places (impact on biodiversity, etc.):

While there are many successful projects similar to the Pigs Eye project, all of which are detailed on
the Upper Mississippi River Restoration program website. One project in particular is the Pool 8
Phase 1 islands, called out by the “Constructed in 1993” arrow in the photo below. Construction of
the Pool 8 islands has maintained existing valuable aquatic plant bed habitat and provided physical
conditions necessary for the reestablishment of aquatic plant beds in about 1,000 acres of
backwater habitat. This has benefited a wide spectrum of fish and wildlife, including migratory
waterfowl. These project features were designed to address some similar environmental conditions
and problems observed in Pigs Eye Lake. In Pool 8, the islands reduced wind-driven waves which
helped restore healthy aquatic vegetation and clearer water conditions.

.‘.

Photo 2011

2. What was the initial impetus for the project (why, how, when the project was selected)?

The potential for building islands in Pigs Eye Lake is not a relatively new idea. There was
consideration of building islands in Pigs Eye Lake pre-2010. The Corps has been building islands for
over 30 years and this was a viable option for creating additional habitat within Pigs Eye Lake. In
2012, a letter was submitted to the Corps inquiring about available funding through the Section 204
Dredge Material Program to complete additional planning since funding was not available in Section
206 Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Program. In 2015, the Corps notified the County that funding
became available, which paid 100% of the feasibility study. The feasibility study focused on a variety
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of methods for reducing wind fetch and turbidity including utilizing dredge material. The study
indicated islands within Pigs Eye Lake was the best method for achieving the overall project goals.
Other methods were considered but could not provide as many benefits as the islands.

3. MPCA testing of dredge material utilized for island building:

It is difficult to boil down the complexity of the testing parameters, but two guidelines we
referenced were MPCA’s Soil Reference Values (SRVs) and Sediment Quality Targets (SQTs).

SRVs are used to determine if there are any potential human health risks at redevelopment and
developed sites with contamination. SRVs are intended to be conservative values protective of
human health. If the results show that none of the chemical concentrations are higher than the
SRVs, the soil is safe for the people using the site.

See: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/c-r1-12.pdf

Whereas SRVs are based on human health risks, “sediment quality targets” (SQTs) provided by
the MPCA are based on how contaminants affect underwater sediment-dwelling invertebrates.
These values are based on reviews of decades of scientific research testing the effects of these
chemicals. Therefore, these are intended to protect aquatic life.

See: https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/tdr-g1-04.pdf

Dredge material utilized for island building had testing completed for both SRVs and SQTs. This
information can be found on page 321-329 in the master plan document (Appendix E —
Sediment Report). This information can also be found in the full feasibility study in Appendix E
as well. All dredge material utilized for island building is from Lower Pool 2 in the Mississippi
River. No material from Pigs Eye Lake will be utilized in the construction of islands. Data shown
in Appendix E identified testing results for previous dredge material in Lower Pool 2 for both
level 1 and level 2 exceedances of SRVs and SQTs.

e Level 1 - Noimpact to aquatic vegetation
e Level 2 -Some impact to aquatic vegetation

Only dredge material from river mile 828.2 and lower and from year 2000 to present will be
utilized for construction of islands. Only a small portion of dredge material qualified as level 1,
but no material qualified as level 2. Material that was dredged prior to 2000 was either used in
building other islands in the Mississippi River or used elsewhere.

4. Overview of public engagement responses including those from subject matter experts:

a. Agency engagement responses (subject matter experts) - There was extensive agency
coordination and support consisting of local, state and federal agencies throughout this study
including Ramsey County, Saint Paul, Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District,
Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency, Minnesota Department of Transportation, Army Corps of Engineers, National
Park Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife. These agencies had direct involvement in the
development and approval of this feasibility study.
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The National Park Service, City of Saint Paul Parks and Recreation Department and Friends of
Mississippi River submitted supporting letters for the project and are included in the master
plan appendix.

Agency Engagement Themes:
e Pigs Eye Island Building Project — Extensive support from all levels of federal, state and local
agencies through benefits achieved from this project.
e Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.
e Climate resilient vegetation.
e Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations.

Community engagement responses - During the Pigs Eye Lake master plan amendment process
some questions and concerns were raised by members of the public regarding the island
building project. In an effort to adequately address these questions and concerns the Army
Corps of Engineers and Ramsey County synthesized this information into FAQs. This document
was included in the master plan appendix section, Parks project page, and was also routed for
reference.

Community Themes:
e Constructability.
o Utilization of dredge material.
o Testing.
o Existing pollution.
e Timing for implementation — potential delay of the project until long-term cleanup
activities have been completed.
e Effectiveness.
o Benefits of islands in Pigs Eye Lake.
o Long-term clean-up efforts.
o Impact and or benefits to existing wildlife.
e Public Safety — need for additional long-term planning.
e Need for future access and recreation improvements.
e C(Climate resilient vegetation.
e Opportunity for partnerships and collaborations.

5. Project pros and cons/ risks and benefits achieved:

a.

The island building project includes six islands with sand benches totaling approximately 35.69
acres. Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would establish sheltered areas in
the centers of the islands, allowing for the creation of approximately 17.6 acres of protected
wetland habitat. The recommended plan was developed to address the following objectives in
Pigs Eye Lake:

e Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase
acreage of aquatic vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote
fisheries.

e Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable
habitat for migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.
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e Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest
and marsh habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.

Pros —
e Create 35.6 acres of upland habitat for nesting.
e Create 17.6 acres of protected wetland.
e (Creates habitat diversity.
o Increase aquatic habitat and depth diversity in water.
o Additional aquatic habitat would support more diverse fish population.
o Reduce the stress in Heron Rookery by creating additional nesting sites for smaller
migratory birds.
e Reduce wind fetch and turbidity.
e Reduce stress on the shoreline to increase vegetation growth.
e Reduction of shoreline erosion.
e Opportunity for greater partnerships and collaboration efforts for vegetation
management and monitoring.
e Opportunity for implementing climate resiliency vegetation.
e Funding support for project (515.6 million).
o Federal - $12.3 million (Corps funding).
o State - $4.3 million (Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council).
e Island building material provided by Corps dredging program.
o Reduces overall project cost by not having to purchase material.
e Long-term benefit for recreation.

Cons —
e Temporary impacts from construction:
o Noise.

o Surface water quality from potential suspended silt (only in construction area).
o Impact of lake sediments from material placement (only in construction area).
o Access —only by barge.

e Length of time to complete (two years).

Note: mitigation efforts are planned for the project to reduce temporary impacts from

construction such as silt curtains, restrictions on construction during Heron and Bald Eagle
nesting periods.
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Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment

Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Commission

January 13, 2021

Agenda

Presentation Overview
* Overview.
* Master Plan Concept.
» Pigs Eye Island Building Project.
» Other Natural Resource Projects.
» Public Safety.
* Public Engagement.

IR, RAMSEY COUNTY
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Master Plan Clarification

Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment

» Sequencing of natural resource improvements for Pigs Eye Lake.
* Island Building Project
» Other Natural Resource Projects
* Public Safety

* No recreation improvements included with this master plan amendment.
» Act as a separate natural resource guiding document with the overall Battle Creek Master Plan.

Battle Creek Regional Park — Master Plan Amendment
» Act as separate guiding document with the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment
» Natural resource and recreation improvements throughout the regional Park (Battle Creek and Pigs Eye).
» Long-term park and recreation infrastructure improvements
* Program and amenity improvements
* Boundary expansion and long-term acquisition.
» Anticipated completion late Spring 2021.
RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan

Overview

* Pigs Eye Island Lake Project.
» Habitat Enhancement Project.
» Project cost - $15.6 million.
» Federal Funding — $11.3 million.
« Local Funding — $4.3 million (Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Funds).
« Construction is planned Spring 2021 — Fall 2024.

» Other natural resource projects.
« Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest.
« Enhancement of existing wetland.
» Shoreland restoration.
* Invasive species removal.

* Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection.
« High-level summary of existing environmental conditions
« Past testing and Environmental Studies
» Need for public safety planning activities \
* May include as a future amendment or agency wide planning study oy L . g

RAMSEY COUNTY

Pk ek o g o gk cur gl gy of L

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |70



|
R R rereston 1Y

Appendix : Master Plan Correspondance and Coordination

e

Pigs Eye Lake Island Project =
Backgrou nd Pigs Eye Lake Ramsey

g

« Feasibility study County, MN Section 204
« Initial request sent to the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in Feasihility Study Report with Integrated
2012 requesting funding from the Section 204 Dredge Material Enwironmental Assessment

Program since funding was not available in the Section 206
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Program

* Initiated in 2015 after funding became available to identify
project scope, objectives, coordination, stakeholders and
feasibility study process.

» The feasibility studied the effectiveness of potential project
outcomes.

Physical setting.
Problem identification.
» Plan formation.
» Evaluation and comparison of alternative solutions.
Recommended Plan.
Environmental effects.
Plan implementation.

‘ Haﬂ.MSE”‘r’ COUNTY

s i b o e iy o e

Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Background i S R AL L

 Feasibility study.
» Analyzed several methods for reduction of wind fetch and @

shoreline erosion to achieve greater habitat and vegetation
» Determined island building provided the most benefits for fatred

diversity.
achieving overall project objectives. ey

» Feasibility study was prepared in accordance with Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and the National Environmental
Pollcy Act (NEPA).

Extensive coordination between local, state, and federal agencies.

» Additional coordination efforts with local advisory
groups/organizations.

» A 30-day public review for both the State and Federal.

Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Record of Decision in
April 2018.

R Haﬂ.MSE”‘r’ COUNTY

iy o Ly
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Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Project objectives
* Improve aquatic habitat.
» Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for
migratory bird species.

» Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline
habitat.

Plan

* Enhance and restore backwater habitat.
» Construction of 6 islands — 35.69 acres.
» Construction of protected wetland — 17.6 acres.

» Features include sand benches, marsh habitat
and native land plantings.

RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Island design
» All islands would have sand benches ‘submerged berm’.

» 3islands would utilize a “split” design.

» Upland areas of islands would be planted with a mix of native
vegetation.

+ Ultilization of dredged material.
» All dredge material is from Mississippi River Pool 2
* River mile 828.2 and lower
* Year 2000 to present
» Tested per MPCA requirements for Level | and level Il sediment
quality targets (SQTs), MPCA's Residential Soil Reference Values
(SRVs).
« Level 1 — No impact to aquatic invertebrates
* Level 2 — Some (minor) impact to aquatic invertebrates
» Only a small portion of dredge material qualified as level 1, but no
material qualified as level 2.

RAMSEY COUNTY
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Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Considerations
* Pros —

» Create 35.6 acres of upland habitat, 17.6 acres of protected wetland.

» Creates aquatic and upland habitat diversity.
» Reduce wind fetch and turbidity.

* Reduce stress on the shoreline and erosion to increase vegetation growth.

» Opportunity for greater partnerships and collaboration.
» Opportunity for implementing climate resiliency vegetation.
» Funding support for project ($15.6 million).
* Federal - $12.3 million (Corps funding).
« State - $4.3 million (Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Council).
+ Island building material provided by Corps dredging program.
* Reduces overall project cost by not having to purchase material.
» Long-term benefit for recreation.

» Cons —
» Temporary impacts from construction:
* Noise.

» Surface water quality from potential suspended silt (construction area).
« Impact of lake sediments from material placement (construction area).

« Access - only by barge.
» Length of time to complete (two years).

Note: mitigation efforts are planned for the project to reduce temporaﬁ/ impactg golrg Eacl
eron and Bald Eagle

construction such as silt curtains, restrictions on construction during
nesting periods.

RAMSEY COUNTY
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Natural Resources
Preservation

Natural resource
 Existing landcover.

* Proposed landcover.

* Increase aquatic, land, and wildlife habitat diversity.

+ Follows the 2018 Park and Recreation System
Plan.

» Ongoing coordination with partnering agencies for
habitat protection and restoration projects.

RAMSEY COUNTY
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Natural Resources a T —
Preservation

Natural resource projects
+ Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest.

=

g by ek

» Enhancement of existing wetland.

* Invasive species removal.

Revegetation of shoreline.

Introduction of climate resilient native vegetation

‘ RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Public Safety

Overview
» High-level summary of existing environmental conditions.
» Past testing and environmental studies.

» Additional planning required for long-term contamination
cleanup activities.

» Public safety addressed before access and recreation
improvements is implemented into Pigs Eye Lake.

Existing conditions
» Pigs Eye Landfill - north end of Pigs Eye Lake.

* Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant — northwest corner
of Pigs Eye Lake.

» Canadian Pacific Railway (CP Railway) Stockyard— east side
of Pigs Eye Lake.

* Red Rock Terminal — south end of Pigs Eye Lake.

R RAMSEY COUNTY

gy of Ly
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Pigs Eye Lake
USACE Sedimen! Sampling Siles- August 2016

Public Safety

Past testing and environmental studies
* Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).

* Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).
* Completed Phase | and Il Environmental Study.
» Two sediment surveys in Pigs Eye Lake.
« Samples were analyzed for Level | and level Il sediment quality targets
(SQTs), MPCA's Residential Soil Reference Values (SRVs).
* Summary of sampling.
+ After analysis, it was determined proposed habitat island features could

be built in existing Pigs Eye Lake sediments and are not expected to
pose an unacceptable risk to wildlife.

‘ RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Other Relevant Plans

GREAT
RIVER
PASSAGE

» Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility Study.
» 2018 Ramsey County Park and Recreation System Plan. == L

_—
 Great River Passage Plan. - b

-7

Pigs Eye lake Ramsey
Ceunty, MM Section 204

IR, RAMSEY COUNTY

gy of Ly
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Public Engagement

Island Building Project Public Engagement — Completed.
» Extensive Partner Engagement — 2015-2018.
* NEPA and MEPA Public Review — March 12, 2018 — April 12, 2018

Master Plan Amendment Public Review — Completed.
» 45-day review period (August 17, 2020 — September 30,2020).
 Virtual Public Meeting (September 17, 2020).

Master Plan Amendment Agency Support — Completed.
» Local agency (Saint Paul).
» Declined to move a supporting recommendation forward to the city council partially due to the island building project.
» The master plan amendment document will be updated to reflect Saint Paul’s desire to not provide a supporting recommendation
and rational for moving forward with the approval process.

» Other agencies.
» Broad agency support from federal, state, and local agencies including several non-profit organizations

» Supporting letters received and included in the document from the National Park Service, Saint Paul Parks and Recreation, Friends
of Mississippi River

Plan Review and Approval
* Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Commission — January 13, 2021.
* Ramsey County Board of Commissioners — early February 2021.
» Metropolitan Council — April 2021.
B RAMSEY COUNTY

o ep iy o L

End of Presentation
Thank You

« Commission action.
* Requesting support for the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment.

» Open for discussion and questions.

o ep iy o L

IR, RAMBEY COUNTY
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R RAMSEY COUNTY
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Battle Creek Regional Park -
Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment

Master Plan Project Overview

September 17, 2020

Agenda

Presentation Overview

» Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Master Plan.
Overview.

* Master Plan Concept.
» Pigs Eye Island Building Project.
» Other Natural Resource Projects.
* Public Safety.

* Next Steps.

I BAMBEY COLNTY
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Battle Creek Regional Park — master plans

Battle Creek Regional Park — Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment
» Sequencing of natural resource improvements for Pigs Eye Lake.

* No recreation improvements.

» Absorbed into the overall Battle Creek Regional Park master plan amendment.
* Anticipated completion Fall 2020.

Battle Creek Regional Park — Master Plan Amendment
* Natural resource and recreation improvements.

* Boundary expansion.
* Long-term acquisition.
 Anticipated completion Spring 2021.

RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

‘&ﬁ'ﬂﬂ_ DCUNTY

Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan

Overview
* Pigs Eye Island Lake Project.

» Habitat Enhancement Project.
» Project cost - $15.6 million.

* Federal Funding — $11.3 million.

» Local Funding — $4.3 million (Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage Funds).
» Construction is planned Spring 2021 — Fall 2024.

» Other natural resource projects.
« Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest.
* Enhancement of existing wetland.
« Shoreland restoration.
* Invasive species removal.

» Pigs Eye Lake Public Protection.
» High-level overview
* May include as a future amendment or agency wide planning study

RAMSEY COUNTY
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Backgrou nd Pigs Eye Lake Ramsey
. Fea3|b|I|ty study County, MN Section 204

» Developed by the Army Corps of Engineers.

« Initiated in 2015 to identify project scope, objectives,
coordination, stakeholders and feasibility study process.

» The feasibility studied the effectiveness of potential project
outcomes.

‘ Haﬂ.MSE”‘r’ COUNTY

Feasihility Studly Repaost with Integrated
Envilno nmsenial Assessment

Physical setting.

Problem identification.

Plan formation.

Evaluation and comparison of alternative solutions.
Recommended Plan.

Environmental effects.

Plan implementation.

s i b o e iy o e

Pigs Eye Lake Island Project
Background i S R AL L

 Feasibility study.
» Determined island building was the most beneficial method for
achieving overall project objectives. @

» Dredge material ,r?f H“
[ ]

» Sourced from Mississippi River Pool 2.
» Testing was completed per Minnesota Pollution Control Agency _,--"'r

» Feasibility study was prepared in accordance to Minnesota
Environmental Protection Agency (MEPA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

» Additional coordination efforts with local advisory

(MPCA).

Extensive coordination between local, state, and federal agencies.

groups/organizations.

» A 30-day public review for both the State and Federal.

Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Record of Decision in

April 2018.

R Haﬂ.MSE”‘r’ COUNTY
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Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Project objectives
* Improve aquatic habitat.

» Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for
migratory bird species.

» Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline
habitat.

Plan
» Enhance and restore backwater habitat.
» Construction of 6 islands — 35.69 acres.
» Construction of protected wetland — 17.6 acres.

» Features include sand benches, marsh habitat
and native land plantings.

Fprn T3 Dimrpio nd ol ass sorsfeacied iy Darpe b AakS i Peei 1)

RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Pigs Eye Lake Island Project

Island design
 All islands would have sand benches ‘submerged berm’.

» 3 islands would utilize a “split” design.

+ Upland areas of islands would be planted with a mix native
vegetation.

+ Utilization of dredged material.

T
=
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Natural Resources mem
Preservation

Natural resource
+ Existing landcover.

Proposed landcover.

* Increase aquatic, land, and wildlife habitat diversity.

Follows the 2018 Park and Recreation System
Plan.

Ongoing coordination with partnering agencies for
habitat protection and restoration projects.

RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Natural Resources
Preservation

Natural resource projects
» Conversion of mixed woods to floodplain forest.

g Fay Tk

» Enhancement of existing wetland.
 Invasive species removal.

* Revegetation of shoreline.

RAMSEY COUNTY
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Public Safety

Overview
* High-level summary of environmental conditions.

» Additional planning required for long-term contamination
cleanup activities.

» Public safety addressed before access is implemented into
Pigs Eye Lake.

Existing conditions
» Pigs Eye Landfill - north end of Pigs Eye Lake.

* Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant — northwest corner
of Pigs Eye Lake.

+ Canadian Pacific Railway (CP Railway) Stockyard— east side
of Pigs Eye Lake.

* Red Rock Terminal — south end of Pigs Eye Lake.

i =Ll
- Form: fre i [pihsie BosaenpBom
I Al # i i .
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Pigs Eye Lake
USACE Sediment Sampling Siles- August 2016

Public Safety

Past testing and environmental studies
* Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA).

» Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) .
* Completed Phase | and Il Environmental Study.
» Two sediment surveys.

» Samples were analyzed for Level | and level Il sediment quality targets
(SQTs), MPCA's Residential Soil Reference Values (SRVs).

* Summary of sampling.

» After analysis, it was determined proposed habitat island features could

be built in existing Pigs Eye Lake sediments and are not expected to
pose an unacceptable risk to wildlife.
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Other Relevant Plans

RIVER
PASSAGE

» Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility Study.
+ 2018 Ramsey County Park and Recreation System Plan.
» Great River Passage Plan.

Pigs Eye lake Ramsey
County. M Section 204

‘ RAMSEY COUNTY

Py ek g o gk cur el gy of

Master Plan Next Steps

Public Review
* 45-day review period.
* August 17, 2020 — September 30,2020.
Public Meeting
» September 17, 2020 from noon — 1pm.
* Virtual meeting format.
Agency Support
» Local agency - Saint Paul.
» Other agencies.

Plan Review and Approval
» Ramsey County Parks Commission.
* Ramsey County Board of Commissioners - November 2020.
* Metropolitan Council — December 2020 — January 2021.

_ H.ﬂ.MS EY COUNTY
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Questions

Master Plan Comments and Questions?

* Submit by mail or email no later than September 30, 2020
* Mail:
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation
2015 Van Dyke,
Maplewood, MN 55109

* Email: scott.yonke@ramseycounty.us

Other Questions?
» scott.yonke@ramseycounty.us
* 651-266-0300

» For interest in the September 17, 2020 virtual meeting.
» Please send a request to the email listed above.

IR, RAMSEY COUNTY

gy of Ly
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Type Identity Timestamp Comment/Que: Comment/Question Response
This is a natural rescource project and not intended to be an enviromental cleanup project. Funding from the
Federal governement for the island building project is for aquatic ecosystem restoration. Also, there have been
past and ongoing remediation efforts for the Pigs Eye Dump through the MPCA. Since 1999, hot spots of
[contamination have been eliminated or minimized through waster removal, soil addition, shoreline
i lead planting trees, and filling ponds
(https://www.pca.state.mn. a paul-pig dump-site). Additional planning studies are required to
address the full extent of public safety and long-term enviromental cleanup and funding strategies. This is
anonymous Why is the federal government paying so much to build islands and not clean |anticipated to be completed as an agency-wide planning study and would likely take a significant time to
Question #1 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:14{up the area of Pigs Eye?
The altered hydrology of the lake has led to the problem of increased wind fetch within the lake, which has
subsequently led to shoreline erosion and loss of aquatic vegetation. As the shoreline erodes further, more
vegetation is lost and the wind fetch is further increased. Through the feasibility study process the island
project was determined to be the best solution to decreasing the increased erosion and wind fetch cycle. The
islands will greatly reduce the wind fetch allowing for turbidity to improve, aquatic vegetation to establish,
depth diversity to increase and shoreline erosion to decrease. All of these outcomes will improve the habitat
anonymous quality on the lake. Without action it is estimated that an loss of .75 ac per year of valuable wetland vegetation|
Question #2 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:16{Why are the islands needed? and habitat will occur on the shoreline of the lake. This equals 37.5 acres over 50 years.
The public was not allowed to participate in the feasibility study. Speaking for
myself | contacted and talked with Ramsey County and Corps staff and The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for comment from March
requested to participate in the study and was told the public could not. The (2018 through April 2018 in accordance with National Policy Act and Section 404 of
EAW states that anyone who expressed an interest was sent a copy of the the Clean Water Act. Public notification was performed as part of the process, and comments were provided
draft so they could comment. | never received a copy or notice of the public |by several public members, indicating that members of the public did have access to the report when it was
/Anonymous input period. The EAW is not correct when it states that the public was released for public review. We are also not aware of anyone requesting to provide input or participate at that
Question #3 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17: - Tom Dimond time. We did receive requests after the planning and feasibility study was done.
The altered hydrology of the lake has led to the problem of increased wind fetch within the lake, which has
subsequently led to shoreline erosion and loss of aquatic vegetation. As the shoreline erodes further, more
vegetation is lost and the wind fetch is further increased. Through the feasibility study process the island
project was determined to be the best solution to decreasing the increased erosion and wind fetch cycle. The
islands will greatly reduce the wind fetch allowing for turbidity to improve, aquatic vegetation to establish,
depth diversity to increase and shoreline erosion to decrease. All of these outcomes will improve the habitat
anonymous quality on the lake. Without action it is estimated that an loss of .75 acres of valuable wetland vegetation will
Question #4 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:22|Not sensing the need for this project based on this content. occur on the shoreline of the lake. This equals 37.5 acres over 50 years.
FMR has been in contact with the Corps since the feasibility study. The Corps is currently working with FMR for
planting plan development towards this goal. The County can also see if there are areas within the master plan
Stuart Knappmiller Can FMR's suggestion to work with UM to use the islands for study of lamendment that can be addressed for future opportunities and partnerships related to projects within Pigs Eye|
Question #5 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:24|different plant species? Lake.
Pollution studies have shown that pollution is a primary cause of the
problems in Pig's Eye Lake. Wind is not. Pollution causes the loss of
vegetation, invertebrates and limits the species of fish in the lake. This causes
Anonymous loss of species and reduces the ability of wildlife to thrive or survive. These
Question #6 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:25|are the real problems of Pig's Eye. - tom Dimond Please refer to response for Question #2
I'm curious why there has been no robust community engagement,
particularly with regards to consulting Dakota community members on this  |The during the feasibility study, USACE sent letter to all tribes with residential and ancestral ties to the project
project. There are many metro Native-led organizations and tribal agencies  |area. The letter requested coordination if a tribe saw potential issues with a project in the area. We did not
Anonymous that would be excited to be stakeholders in developments made on Dakota [receive any negative feedback from that coordination. the project was p| at the "Dakota
Question #7 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:25|land. and Agency Partner Convening" meeting in November 2019.
‘Why are we building islands? What is the actual need for these islands? The
anonymous need is unclear. What evidence do we have that these islands are necessary
Question #8 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:27to build? Please refer to response for Question #2
What benefits does the Army Corps of Engineers obtain from this project? Environmental restoration is part of the authority of this project. Section 204 is for ecosystem restoration in
anonymous They are not responsible for enhancing wildlife habitats so what is in it for connection with dredging. The funding provided through that authority is to "plan, design, and build projects to
[Question #9 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:30[them protect, restore, and create aquatic and ecologically related habitats"
There a FOUR not two abandoned ash lagoons on the MCES property. A 2009
wetlands mitigation study identified the potential for an abandoned Yes, there are four ash ponds, not two ponds. A correction has been made to identify the number of ash ponds.
Mike Nevala hazardous waste dump south of the lagoons 200 yards from the west shore of | The feasibility did cover investigation of existing conditions throughout the Pigs Eye area. Additionally study of
Question #10 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:31the Lake. Will this site be investigated before the islands are constructed? this area would likely be covered in a future planning studies to address public protection.
I've been conducting fish surveys in Pigs Eye Lake since September 2019. | Please refer to the report for additional information on the island placement. | agree that islands in the
understand the island placement is best on sediment research. However, | southern end would be great, but we were unable to place islands there due to flood stage restrictions. The
was wondering why none are proposed for the southern end of the lake southern end of the lake is within the mapped floodway and the effective flow area for a 0.01 percent chance
where the barge canal ends? Winds from the south are funneled up the river |exceedance flood (i.e., "100-year" flood). The northern half of the lake is outside of the mapped floodway and
valley and straight into the barge canal. This wind tunnel creates a major within the "ineffective flow area" allowing construction of islands without raising flood stages. Please refer to
Question #11 K (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:31|source of turbidity in the lake. the Hydrology and Hydraulics Appendix (G) in the feasibility report for information.
Anonymous Studies have shown that pollution is the primary problem. Why is this not the e response to Question #2
Question #12 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:35|priority for enhancing wildlife habitat? - Tom Dimond
Positive fish abundance trends were reported from portions of the Pool 8 Islands project, particularly of bluegill
and largemouth bass in Stoddard Bay. However, that project is much larger, has different components
.compared to the Pigs Eye Lake project, and is located in a different area with a more diverse fishery. Fish
response for any restoration project will depend highly on the location of the project, fish species present, and
How have fish communities changed in Pool 8 after the islands were created |[the project features. Based on the Pigs Eye project features, we expect fish habitat to be improved by
Question #13 Jen K (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:42|there? i cover, and habitat.
All questions received, as part of the 45day review, will be posted on the Ramsey County Project page. People
that submitted responses with contact information will also receive reply's. Please note that any anonymous
anonymous questions submitted during the September 17 meeting may need to reach out with their contact information if
Question #14 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:42|Where will written responses be posted? they want a specific response received.
Pollution studies have shown that pollution is a primary cause of the
problems in Pig's Eye Lake. Wind is not. Pollution causes the loss of
vegetation, invertebrates and limits the species of fish in the lake. This causes|See response to Question #2
Anonymous loss of species and reduces the ability of wildlife to thrive or survive. These
Question #15 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:43|are the real problems of Pig's Eye. - tom Dimond
The master plan is a Parks driven document that includes many high-level components or projects for the park
area such as the island building project and public safety. The Parks department has been jointing working
with the USACE for the island building project including the feasibility study and island design. The USACE has a|
great deal of experience and expertise and led these two projects for the County. Dependent on questions
anonymous If you all are creating a master plan for this project, you should be able to received, the Parks department will reach out to other experts such as the USACE for accurate information
Question #16 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:43|speak to these questions being asked here. It is not USACE plan, it's yours. reflected.

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |85

RAMSEY COUNTY



L

RAMS EYY  C O U N T'Y s
Parks & Recreation

Appendix : Master Plan Correspondance and Coordination

There are many that are being in the Pigs Eye Master Plan amendment. The Parks
department is working through the public engagement period now and will then start the agency support
approval process. The master plan process is a requirement by the Metropolitan Council and the Parks
department is following all steps for submission to the Council later this fall. The master plan does address the
island building project which is anticipated to start spring of 2021 . Currently, the Parks department is moving
forward with the necessary steps since there is secured funding. This funding is specifically earmarked for the
island building project and there are timelines in place for utilization of that funding. Ultimately, the Parks
[Anonymous How will your team push forward for this project's completion amidst any department is trying to provide the best information we can, benefits for the island building project, and
Question #17 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:44|large public pushback from the surrounding area? addressing it in the Master Plan.
Yes, many of these forces are normal for a river or lake system. However, the conditions of the Mississippi river
and of Pigs Eye Lake are not "natural" and have changed considerably in the last 100+ years. Channel control
structures, levees, the lock and dam system, the wastewater treatment plant, and extensive private, municipal,
and industrial development are all changes to the environment that affect the function of Pigs Eye Lake. Pigs
anonymous Wouldn't these transitions of the shoreline and changes in habitat be a Eye Lake is a resource that Ramsey County would like to protect and enhance, and these islands are designed
Question #18 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:45|normal occurrence on riverway anyway? to do that.
The authority used for this project - Section 204 of the Continuing Authorities Program - is not authority for the}
Corps to fix problems caused by dredging, but is an authority to "design and build projects to protect, restore
and create aquatic and ecologically related habitats in connection with dredging of authorized Federal
anonymous If USACE has authority for habitat restoration related to dredging, whereis  |navigation projects. Typically, these projects involve the beneficial use of dredged material from navigation
Question #19 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:47|the dredging that impacts Pigs Eye? to improve or create wetlands or waterbird nesting habitats."
There absolutely was not public participation in the process. Speaking for The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for comment from March
myself | can say that | spoke with both Corps and Ramsey Parks staff and 2018 through April 2018. Public coordination was conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers in accordance
strongly insisted on public participation and was told the public can not with National Envir Policy Act requi and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Ramsey County
participate. A notice in the want ads is unlikely to be noticed by the public published and requested comment concurrently as part of Envir Policy Act requi
and does not represent real efforts to include the public. | spoke to Ramsey |and the project was published in the Minnesota EQB Monitor. Additionally, there was extensive coordination
Anonymous County and Corps staff while the study was ongoing and was not allowed to  |with numerous local, state and federal partners in addition to non governmental entities as stated in the
Question #20 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:47|participate. - Tom Dimond feasibility study. These agencies had a direct involvement in the di and approval of this project.
Dan McGuiness | am a Highwood resident near Pigs Eye Lake and a retired River ecologist. |
Question #21 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:49|strongly support this project on its merits. comment noted
Anonymous Why is the federal government paying so much to build islands and not clean |Removal of large sediment areas was analyzed and was found not feasible because of the high cost (estimated
[Question #22 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:49|up the area of Pigs Eye? at $180 Million).
| Wind-generated waves and the resulting erosion have been studied throughout the Upper Mississippi River
and beyond. High wind fetch is widely accepted as a driver in shoreline erosion. Wind fetch modeling was
conducted for Pigs Eye Lake as described in the feasibility report. Wind fetch model results revealed high wind
Another question for written response: why does wind fetch matter on Pig's |fetch in exactly the areas around the lake where the highest levels of erosion have been observed. Wetland
Eye? It was cited as the reason for the need for island but it is unclear how plants and aquatic vegetation need stable substrates to root and grow in, and when waves strike the
anonymous wind fetch is solely responsible for vegetation loss on shoreline. Make the vegetation repeatedly, they can become dislodged. The loss of vegetation and roots from the shorelines then
Question #23 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:50|connection and thread the needle please. makes the exposed shoreline even more susceptible to erosion.
The problem is pollution. The cause of vegetation loss is based on pollution  (see response to Question #2
Anonymous not wind. The polluted unconsolidated muck bottom also contributes. How
[Question #24 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:53|does building islands address the problem. - Tom Dimond
[Anonymous Yes this will be available online at the Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Projects Page. The slide show is the
Question #25 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:54) Wil this slide show be available on the county website? same as the virtual p overview on the webpage.
The Pigs Eye Island building project has no adverse impact to the Heron Rookery. The introduction of islands
within Pigs Eye Lake will create additional habitats for that will support other waterfall. This would ultimately
The Heron Rookery has shown a loss of adult birds and nests this is combined |provide a long-term benefit for reducing congested upland areas for nesting habitats with the creation of areas
with significant pollution in eggs that are not addressed by island building and |more unique to specific species. Public safety and long-term environmental clean up will be addressed
Anonymous support the point that pollution is the issue. What is your response? Tom separately as identified within the master plan and would likely address components raised for potential
Question #26 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 17:56|Dimond pollution impact to Heron eggs.
No "pollutants" would be dumped in the lake as part of the proposed project. The dredged material is tested
I have been working on the protection of Pig's Eye Lake for 50 years and and is clean and suitable for this use based on Minnesota Pollution Control Agency standards. These standards
Anonymous strongly oppose dumping over 400,000 cubic yards of pollutant in the lake.  |have been developed specifically to protect the wildlife that use these habitats. Thousands of acres of habitat
Question #27 (Unverified) 9/17/2020 18:00|This will reduce the health for wildlife and park users 'within the Mississippi River have been created using this process.
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 9:30 AM

To: G-Imowery@msn.com

Subject: Pigs Eye Comment

Attachments: 09.29.20 Mowery Pigs Eye Comment.pdf

Thank you for submitting comments relating to the Pigs Eye master plan as part of the public feedback period. Your
comments will be recorded with the plan.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 12:30 PM

To: mcb133aco@yahoo.com

Cc: Mullin, Emmett; Kinney, Tracey; Kelly, Colin; McCabe, Mark
Subject: RE: Pigeye Regional park wetlands

Dear Mr. Matter,

| was recently contacted by regional park planning staff from the Metropolitan Council regarding questions/concerns
you have related to the Pigs Eye Island Building Project. Additionally, | would like to provide more clarity around
previous questions related to a conversation you had with the Park and Recreation Director regarding this project. |
appreciate your concern for the natural environment and hope this information will provide the additional clarification
you are seeking. | look forward to seeing an enhanced aquatic ecosystem on Pigs Eye following the implementation of
this project.

Below, | have provided responses to your questions in red text. | am not sure if you have reviewed the completed
feasibility study for this project. If not, | would highly recommend reviewing as it provides a greater depth of
information related to your questions below. The feasibility study can be accessed through the Parks project webpage
at: https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/planning-construction-restoration/pigs-eye-lake-island-

building-project.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: Kelly, Colin <Colin.Kelly@metc.state.mn.us>

Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 12:39 PM

To: McCabe, Mark <Mark.McCabe@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Yonke, Scott <scott.yonke@co.ramsey.mn.us>

Cc: Mullin, Emmett <Emmett.Mullin@metc.state.mn.us>; Kinney, Tracey <Tracey.Kinney@metc.state.mn.us>
Subject: FW: Pigeye Regional park wetlands

External message alert:

From: brian matter <mcb133aco@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 9:33 PM

To: Kinney, Tracey <Tracey.Kinney@metc.state.mn.us>
Subject: Pigeye Regional park wetlands

Good day to you Tracey,
A neighbor informed me that Met Council has a Community Development board that has an interest in regional

parks. The community involvement on what the Ramsey County Parks and Corps of Engineers haave planned has been
minimal by being kept in the dark and uniformed.
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What | am sending you is what | sent to a couple of county commissioners. Attached below is a link to a 1890 map of
Pigseye with no islands. Parks what to create 7 islands with mud and muck and destroy the scenic beauty of the lake. All
the while claiming it is a restoration. If you guys have any input please consider what | am sending.

It seems that Pigseye has been an issue for Ramsey Co. Parks unbeknownst to the neighboring Highwood area and
the Burlington Heights neighborhood specifically . The Public period for comment has come and gone without the Public
being informed.

The project feasibility report was made available for public review and was open for comment from March 2018 through
April 2018. Public coordination was conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers in accordance with National
Environmental Policy Act requirements and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Ramsey County published and
requested comment concurrently as part of Minnesota Environmental Policy Act requirements and the project was
published in the Minnesota EQB Monitor. Additionally, the public was invited to review and comment on the draft Pigs
Eye Master Plan Amendment which included information related to this project as part of a 45-day public review
(August 17, 2020 - September 30, 2020).

When the Army Corps last dredged the river in the 60s the spoils were dumped and the southeast end of
Pigseye creating:

1. the industrial park , barge loading zone and rail line {with red dots} (Red Rock Terminal)

2. eagle lake (formerly a portion of Pigseye).

3. a dike running due east from the industral area along the river to the rail yards on the left side of the image.

Thank you for providing additional insight relating to this past project. | cannot provide a technical response relating to
components of this comment since this is out of the scope of the island building project and out of the park

boundary. From my understanding, this project was to create additional barging industrial uses located on the south end
of Pigs Eye lake otherwise knowing as Red Rock Terminal.

The original long range plan for the dike was to create:
1. to create a containment area for the next time the river was dredged
2. to enlarge the industial area for:

a. the county to sell

b. the county to tax

c. to create jobs

d. possibly provide the County sand for winter road maintenance

2
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See previous comment.

| received a phone call from the head of Ramsey Co. Parks a Mark McCabe. In speaking to him he stated:

1. This is a restoration project but:

. he could not define to what point in time it was being restored to

. what the conditions were that had been lost

what would determine if the restoration was a success or a failure?

. what remediation would take place if the stated goals were not met?

. how exactly is this a restoration when the proposed eco-environment has never existed at the site before?

Po0oTW

Mark was correct by stating the island building project was a restoration project. The project is planned to address several
objectives in Pigs Eye Lake, such as “Improve aquatic habitat, Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory
bird species, and Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat”. Restoration activities for Pigs Eye is complex
since much has changed due to surrounding land uses, both past and current. As a result, a specific point in time cannot
be achieved but restoration efforts are intended to move forward on a current timeline. As part of the feasibility study
(refer to Section 2 and 3) there were investigation activities completed to review poor habitat quality on Pigs Eye

Lake. Multiple components from both past and current land uses have altered hydrology of the lake. The altered
hydrology of the lake has led to the problem of increased wind fetch within the lake, which has subsequently led to
shoreline erosion and loss of aquatic vegetation. As shoreline erodes further, more vegetation is lost, and the wind
fetch is further increased. Through the feasibility study process the island project was determined to be the best
solution to decreasing the shoreline erosion and wind fetch cycle. The islands will greatly reduce the wind fetch allowing
for turbidity to improve, aquatic vegetation to establish, depth diversity to increase and shoreline erosion to

decrease. All these outcomes will improve the habitat quality on the lake. Without action it is estimated that a loss of
.75 ac per year of valuable wetland vegetation and habitat will occur on the shoreline of the lake. This equals 37.5 acres
over 50 years.

As a component to the project post construction, The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is responsible for determining
ecological success for the ecosystem restoration projects it constructs for up to 10 years following project completion
(refer to Appendix J). The level of success would be based on the extent to which the project objectives have been or
will be met based upon the trends for the site conditions and processes. Monitoring activities may consist of water
quality sampling, bird counts, vegetation surveys, elevation surveys, and GIS analysis of the lake’s shoreline. Information
obtained throughout the monitoring period will determine if active adaptive management actions are needed. Active
adaptive management actions by the ACOE for the project may include tree, wet prairie, or marsh replanting and
herbivory and weed control may be required in the event vegetation establishment fails and replanting is required.

2. He stated that a goal was to increase the water depth but:

a. there would be no dredging in the lake

b. 400,000 cubic yards of dredged slurry would be dumped into the lake

c. the total aquatic acreage would be increased even though some of it would be elevated out of the water and the
lake
boundaries not enlarged. He could not explain this.

There is no dredging planned within Pigs Eye Lake for the construction of the islands. | believe what Mark was referring
too was greater depth diversity, not water depth. As explained in the feasibility study (Section 4 and 5), high wind fetch
and turbidity, is the primary factor for the loss of vegetation growth throughout the lake and along the shoreline. This has
resulted in a lack of depth diversity within the lake and along the shoreline. Wetland plants and aquatic vegetation need
stable substrates to root and grow in, and when waves strike the vegetation repeatedly, they can become dislodged. The
construction of islands is intended to reduce the amount of wind fetch and turbidity while increasing other aquatic habitats
within the lake. In addition, the island construction project will also create upland habitats with the lake. Building islands
will provide a number of benefits:
e Provide habitat and shelter for migrating birds and ducks.
e Underwater portions of the islands will provide structure and add different sediment types for fish, reptiles,
amphibians and water-dwelling invertebrates.
e Calm, shallow and stabilized areas around and inside of the sheltered islands will promote aquatic plants for more
wildlife shelter and food.
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e Islands will block the wind across the lake helping shelter the shorelines from the wind-generated waves and
reduce the loss of aquatic plants and shoreline.

3. He stated a goal was to maintain and enhance the shoreline.
a. | asked how Parks could do this when the Corps has been maintaining an elevated level in Pond 2 for a very long
time? There is
and article on line concerning the elevated water levels in the upper Mississippi endangering habitat.
b. | asked if the shoreline degradation was not really the result of the Corps actions, not natures, and was ignored
¢. What would the lake look like it the Corps returns the pond elevation to the 10 year norm or drops below?

As discussed in the feasibility report (Section 3.3), the altered hydrology of the river and surrounding area are recognized
as contributing factors to the habitat degradation observed. This project is intended to work within the environment that
exists now to restore and improve habitat value around Pig’s Eye Lake. It would not be practical or possible to restore the
area and surroundings to the conditions present prior to European settlement. It is also important to note that the
Mississippi River average annual discharge has risen about 40 percent at Saint Paul (comparing the periods 1948-1980
and 1981-2015).

4. He did not know what the 10 year average water elevation was in pond 2 of which Pigseye is part of.

Pool 2 has a regulated pool elevation with an average range between 686.5 MSL 1912 (secondary control at the dam) to
687.2 MSL 1912 (primary control at South St. Paul). This pool elevation is more consistent at the dam however, further
up the pool the average may vary more but will not be below 686.5 MSL 1912.

5. He did not know the anything concerning the depth of Pigseye:
a. deepest point
b. average depth
c. would the project fill in the lowest area of the lake

Pigs Eye Lake is a shallow backwater of the Mississippi River with an average depth of 3-4 feet with 4-feet being the
deepest. Please refer to Feasibility Study (Section 2 and 3) for more information regarding existing lake conditions and
depth. The island placement within Pigs Eye Lake is intentional for achieving the greatest wind fetch reduction.

What | do not understand is how they can skirt Minnesota State law that requires an equal offset plus 10% be created in
the watershed where a wetland is filled. The purpose is so Minnesota has a Zero Wetland Loss. This "restoration” is a
400,000 cubic yard net loss.

And the last time the Army Corps went into the Pigseye wetlands, when they left so did the Yellow-headed BlackBirds
and Red-wing Blackbirds. Their record of creating habitat at Piseye is so bad they shouldn't be allowed near the

place. Since they are going to have to dump their mud and muck somewhere the industrial park is the best place to keep
them.

The project would involve placement of fill in public waters, but not in wetlands. Please reference Sections 2.7.2 and
7.2.3 of the Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility Study Report as well as Question 11 of the EAW Supplement. This is a restoration
project that would result in a net gain of wetlands.

Thank for your time.

Brian Matter

Donnelley's atlas of the city of St. Paul, Minnesota, Volume 1. - Big Ten Academic Alliance Geoportal

Donnelley's atlas of the city of St. Paul, Minnesota,
Volume 1. - Big Te...
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Yonke, Scott

From: Campbell, Nathan J CIV (USA) <Nathan.J.Campbell@usace.army.mil>

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 9:27 AM

To: TOM DIMOND

Cc: Novak, Thomas; Mcfarlane, Aaron M CIV USARMY CEMVP (USA); Yonke, Scott
Subject: RE: Some questions

External message alert:

Good Morning Tom — Responses to your questions are provided in red.

Take care.

Nate

Nathan Campbell, PMP | USACE St. Paul District

Program Manager for:

Tribal Partnership Program & Continuing Authorities Program
180 Fifth St E | St. Paul, MN 55101-1678

(office) 651-290-5544 | (cell) 651-219-2963

The proposed filling of Pig's Eye Lake cites depth diversity as a benefit. The definition of
depth diversity, I am familiar with, is the increase in species richness with increasing
water depth. How does this apply to adding fill in a lake?

The lake bottom is flat and about 3 feet deep across the entire lake under normal water levels. The islands would create
a variety of shallower areas around the islands. Please note this is an increase in the variety or diversity of different
depths, not an increase in depth.

Are there Corps fill projects to create artificial islands in MN that are not in the
Mississippi River? If so what are they? **

Are there Corps artificial island projects that have been constructed in a Metro Regional
Park? If so what are they? **

Are there Corps artificial island projects that have been constructed in a National Park in
MN? If so what are they? **

Are there Corps artificial island projects that have been constructed in a State Critical
Area in MN? If so what are they? **

** Here is a link and sub link to the Upper Mississippi River Restoration program which details all the island projects
from St. Paul District, Rock Island District and St. Louis District, including projects on the lllinois River and Minnesota
River. https://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental-Stewardship/Upper-Mississippi-River-
Restoration/ https://www.mvr.usace.army.mil/Missions/Environmental-Stewardship/Upper-Mississippi-River-

1
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 10:01 AM
To: ‘nthompson31415@gmail.com’
Subject: Pigs Eye Comments

Hi Nick,

Thank you for submitting comments related to the Pigs Eye master plan as part of the public feedback period. Your
comments will be recorded with the plan. | am not that familiar with the islands you are referring to by Reno, but the
island location withing Pigs Eye has been analyzed in great length for constructability and benefit outcomes. The main
goal of this project is to achieve greater habitat diversity.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT |93



D .
B R Erereston

Appendix : Master Plan Correspondance and Coordination

Yonke, Scott

To: barbarakevan@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Pigs eye lake
Hi Barbara,

Thank you for reaching out and inquiring about the Pigs Eye Lake island building project. The Parks department is not
planning to abandon the island building project. There is some really good outcomes that can be achieved in Pigs Eye
Lake. | can assure you, the Parks department is not ignoring comments. The Parks department reviews all comments
received for the project regardless if they are in support or not supporting the project. | would be happy to try address
any further questions you may have regarding the project.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: Barbara Evan <barbarakevan@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 12:36 PM
To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs eye lake

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

The idea of creating islands in Pigs Eye Lake should be abandoned. Please start taking opposing input seriously; it seems
that anyone who speaks against it is simply ignored.

Barbara Evan
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Yonke, Scott

From: McCabe, Mark

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 2:51 PM
To: Leatha Wold

Cc: Yonke, Scott

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye Lake plan to get more eyes ?
Hello Leatha,

Thank you for your message. | have copied the project manager, Scott Yonke, on this message as Scott is leading the
work at Pig’s Eye. The funding for this project is coming out of funding earmarked specifically for issues related to the
natural environment and cannot be redirected to other uses. We are adding your feedback to the public record of
feedback for the project as we are in an open public review / comment period right now. Thanks again.

Mark McCabe | Director of Parks & Recreation
Ramsey County

Parks and Recreation

2015 North Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

651-266-0303| Cell 651-307-1389
www.ramseycounty.us/parks

From: Leatha Wold [mailto:ljwo@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 7:36 PM

To: Carter, Toni <toni.carter@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Frethem, Nicole J <Nicole.Frethem@co.ramsey.mn.us>;
McDonough, Jim <Jim.McDonough@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Ortega, Rafael E <Rafael.E.Ortega@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>;
Matascastillo, Trista Louise <trista.matascastillo@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Reinhardt, Victoria
<Victoria.Reinhardt@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; shannon.prather@startribune.com; McCabe, Mark
<Mark.McCabe@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>

Subject: Pigs Eye Lake plan to get more eyes ?

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use
caution when clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

This morning as | read the news about Pigs Eye Lake and the plan to build Islands to restore it, |
immediately wanted to contact someone and tell them to stop for right now. Thank you for asking for input
from Ramsey County Residents. This is a very noble idea, but this may not be the time. Right now, we are in a
battle with disease, violence, mental illness, homelessness, hunger, child abuse, gun control, drugs, racism,
fear, and ignorance, unemployed and destroyed businesses. | would love to talk with all of you. | have life
experience with many groups that need immediate attention. But do not or cannot speak for themselves. An
hour at Dorothy Day, my disabled son's group home, Drug Court, bi-racial grandchildren that live with me,
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recovery groups for my daughter, food shelves, and Covid 19, it's all here and needs our immediate
attention.

When | read about money appropriations for building islands and restoring lakes, | must ask you if this is
the right time to use our tax and grant money for land/lake restoration? If there is any way, we can
reappropriate this money for our present more desperate needs? | am sure the Covid and George Floyd were
not part of the needs when the money was set aside. We need so much for the humans that reside in Ramsey
County. What will we do for them, before we start fooling with mother nature? We made Pigs Eye what it is
today. If the wind was right, as a child in the 60's, | would lay in bed at night, and smell the odor from the
dump. | lived up on the bluff of highway 61 overlooking Pigs Eye. We have an obligation to restore that lake,
but we have a greater obligation to restore the humans in our county. Islands for the tents of the homeless,
or homes and treatment for the homeless, care for the hungry, sick, and abused? Now is not the time to talk
about islands and park restoration for a lake that has survived 50 years without restoration.

Thank you for your time.
Leatha Wold
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 2:06 PM

To: ‘fertileground13@gmail.com'

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye Lake needs to be improved, not be a dump
Hi Gaye,

Thank you for submitting comments relating to the Pigs Eye master plan as part of the public feedback period. Your
comments will be recorded as part of the project.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: Gaye S <fertileground13@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 7:16 PM

To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>

Subject: Pigs Eye Lake needs to be improved, not be a dump

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Pigs Eye Lake needs to be improved, not be a dump for sledge that the
Corp of Engineers doesn't know what to do with. Other communities
have refused the sledge, but they think they can put one over on us. It's
taking things in the wrong direction instead of working to clean up the
toxic material already in the water.

| don't think they care a whit about the area. Hold out for solutions based
on science. Hold out for the next president.

Gaye Sorenson
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 6:46 AM
To: thomwell@bitstream.net

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye Lake

Hi Barb,

Thank you for inquiring about Pigs Eye Lake. Currently, there is no trail or vehicle access to Pigs Eye Lake. However, the
Parks department is working on a master plan that will include future (long-term) access to Pigs Eye Lake. Access and
recreation improvements for Pigs Eye Lake will be included in the overall Battle Creek Master Plan. This master plan is
anticipated to be completed in the spring of 2021.

There still is a Heron Rookery or otherwise called the Scientific Natural Area (SNA) in the south west corner of Pigs Eye
Lake. The heron rookery area is within the park boundary and will be protected. Future projects identified in master
plans for the Pigs Eye area will follow all local, state and federal guidelines for protection. Additionally, the parks
department is working on additional natural resource projects for the Pigs Eye Lake area for restoration of vegetation
habitats.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: B Thoman <thomwell@bitstream.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:32 PM
To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs Eye Lake

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Hello,

Is there a trail or other way to currently or in the future access Pigs Eye Lake?
Is there still a heron rookery there and how will it be protected?

Thank you,

Barb Thoman
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 1:50 PM
To: ‘phuberty@comcast.net’

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye Lake Comments

Hi Patricia,

Thank you for submitting comments relating to the Pigs Eye master plan as part of the public feedback period. Your
comments were received and will be recorded with the project. We are open to partnerships with other agencies such
as the U of M for ongoing climate resilient studies.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department
2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: patsy huberty <phuberty@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 4:47 AM
To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs Eye Lake Comments

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Dear Sirs,

I am happy to learn of the proposed island building in Pigs Eye Lake. | hope you can expand your vision to include a
longterm scientific study related to climate change in collaboration with the U of M and other entities.

Sincerely,

Patricia Huberty
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 2:01 PM
To: '‘bartlett63@icloud.com’

Subject: RE: Pigs' Eye Lake Comments

Hi Bob,

Thank you for submitting comments related to the Pigs Eye master plan public feedback period. Your comments were
received and will be recorded with the plan. The project is planned to provide a greater habitat diversity for number of
migratory nesting birds such as dabbling ducks in addition to aquatic and reptiles species. For greater information
relating to master plan and island building project, please refer to the links provided below. More detail information
related to species can be found within the feasibility study on the island building project page.

https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/pigs-eye-lake-master-plan
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/pigs-eye-lake-island-building-project

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department
2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO0.ramsey.mn.us

----Original Message-----

From: bob Bartlett <bartlett63@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 9:26 AM
To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs’ Eye Lake Comments

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Applaud the idea of the army Cops of engineers creating an island in the Mississippi River. | would like to see input from
the University of Minnesota, Friends of the Mississippi River, and the Arboretum, regarding species and habitat that
would enhance the quality of the water.

What species would most benefit? Are there endangered ones that could be included? Excited for this project. Bob
Bartlett White Bear Lake.

Sent from my iPhone
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Yonke, Scott

From: Yonke, Scott

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 1:41 PM
To: 'kevinpauldahm@gmail.com'
Subject: RE: Pigs eye lake comments

Hi Kevin,

Thank you for submitting comments relating to the Pigs Eye master plan as part of the public feedback period. Your
comments were received and will be recorded with the project.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:23 PM

To: Kevin Dahm <kevinpauldahm@gmail.com>
Cc: Yonke, Scott <scott.yonke@co.ramsey.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Pigs eye lake comments

Thank you for your comments.
They will be logged and tracked with all community responses.
Feel Free to join us for the Virtual meeting:

Virtual community meeting

Hear updates about the Pigs Eye Lake master plan, provide feedback and ask questions through a
virtual community meeting. Hosted via Microsoft Teams.

Thursday, September 17, noon -1 p.m.

Don't have the Teams App, No Problem!
Simply choose to join on the Web when asked (no downloading required).

https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-

join/19%3ameeting M2ZhOTU3M?2UtYzM5ZiOONWIJILWFkMTctYWRIZjViNzJiZGMw%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid
%22%3a%22c073ebb3-5b56-4713-86cf-555efc97f68f%22%2c%220id%22%3a%22al4ac28c-cf87-4add-bbca-
9398c7d89f01%22%2c%22IsBroadcastMeeting%22%3atrue%7d

Ramsey County

Parks and Recreation

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109
651-266-0300 | Fax: 651-748-2508
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WWWw.ramseycounty.us

From: Kevin Dahm <kevinpauldahm@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 12, 2020 1:48 PM

To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs eye lake comments

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Hello,

| agree with the Friends of the Mississippi River in that the islands created should be used to help test habitat for our
warmer Minnesota. It’s a good project overall from what I've read and | hope you’re able to make it happen.

Sent from my iPhone

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT | 102



B D
R R rereston 1Y

Appendix : Master Plan Correspondance and Coordination

From: Yonke, Scott

To: "peggyalynch@gmail.com"

Bcc: "Campbell, Nathan J CIV (USA)"

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment

Date: Thursday, October 1, 2020 1:31:00 PM

Attachments: Sept. 14, 2020 Pigs Eye- Peagy Lynch - Response Letter.pdf
Hi Peggy,

Thank you for providing comments relating to the public feedback period for the Pigs Eye Master
Plan Amendment. Please see the attached for additional clarification to items of concern in your
letter. | would be happy to discuss this further with you if you want.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: Peggy Lynch <peggyalynch@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 9:02 AM

To: PR Parks <Parks@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: Pigs Eye Lake Master Plan Amendment

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system.
Use caution when clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

September 17, 2020

Response to Ramsey County Concerning the Master Plan
Amendment for Pig’s Eye Lake

The Pig’s Eye Lake area is part of the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area and the site of the largest heron and egret
rookeries on the Upper Mississippi River. Itis the largest lake
within the City of St. Paul, a complex nature ecosystem and the
home of many wildlife species.
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Unfortunately this area is under attack again. Over the last 50 to 60
years the area has been looked on by the City of St. Paul and
different government agencies as a place to get rid of junk no one
wanted.

In the 1960’s the St. Paul Port Authority filled in part of Pig's Eye
Lake to develop Red Rock Industrial Park. That action by the PA
was followed by proposals for more polluting projects in and
around the lake, and as a result, citizens began work to protect the
Pigs Eye area from future degradation.

These numerous proposals, many of which continue to degrade the
PE area today, include allowing a large coal terminal with hundreds
of unit trains daily invading the site, (not approved); dredging the
Mississippi River adjacent to Pig’s Eye Lake to accommodate 100
fleeting spots (parking spaces for barges) and to fill in more of the
lake to increase the size of Red Rock Industrial Park, (not
approved); dumping in the lake by the Metro Waste Commission,
(approved); allowing monster truck races in the area, (not
approved); allowing hunting in the area surrounding the lake,
(not approved); locating a wood chipper on the site to take care of
all diseased trees (approved).

The proposals above which did not get approval was because of the
actions of citizens concerned about the environment of the area.
Besides fighting the proposals mentioned above, the activists
supported the establishment of the Scientific and Natural Area to
protect the heron and egret rookies. We also supported the
transfer of the area to Ramsey County from the City of St. Paul so
Pig’s Eye could become part of Battle Creek Pigs Eye Regional Park.

While hundreds of citizens worked to stop many of the proposals

PIGS EYE LAKE MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT | 104



B D
o ONART AL

Appendix : Master Plan Correspondance and Coordination

listed above, they also worked to protect it. Due to their efforts the
area of the heron and egret rookeries was declared a State Scientific
and Natural Area. And eventually the lake and property around it
were turned over to Ramsey County and designated a Regional
Park under the guidance of the Metropolitan Council.

Recently the US Army Corps of Engineers decided Pig’s Eye Lake
would be a good place to get rid of polluted dredge spoils removed
from the Mississippi River. One of the problems with dredging is
the question of what to do with the dredge spoils. The dredge
spoils are classified "regulated waste" by the State.

The proposal by the Army Corp of Engineers is to create 7 artificial
islands using dredge spoils topped by woody brush to prevent
migratory birds from landing on them. If the birds persist and did
try to establish habitat, the ACE would harass them and if that did
not work the birds would be shot. This would take place adjacent
to the Scientific and Natural Area, the only Scientific and Natural
Area within the city limits of St. Paul

Saint Paul and Ramsey County have developed and adopted plans
for Pig's Eye Lake and the Metropolitan Council approved them.
The adopted park plans for Pig's Eye do not include plans to dump
polluted dredge spoils in the lake.

Pig's Eye is a jewel for our community that has been abused. Itis
time to stop the abuse, clean up this valuable resource, and provide
access to the park and lake. Ramsey County Parks should provide
entrances on both the north and south areas of the lake to
accommodate recreational use of the area such as canoeing,
kayaking and bird watching. The Pigs Eye Lake area is known
across the country as an excellent place for bird watching.
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We ask Ramsey County to restore the Pig’s Eye area to park status
so that it can be available to the residents of Ramsey County as a
valuable wildlife area. Until that is done, Pigs Eye will continue to
be at risk for additional degradation.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on

Peggy Lynch
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=.. RAMSEY COUNTY

o
Farks e Racrealion

October 1, 2020
Peggy Lynch

1621 Beechwood Ave.
St. Paul, MN 5116

RE: Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment - Island Building Response to September 17, 2020 Letter
Dear Ms. Lynch,

Thank you for inquiring about the Pigs Eye Island Building Project. | wanted to let you know your letter dated
September 17, 2020 was received and will be recorded as part of the public feedback period. | have provided
some additional clarification to items addressed in your letter. | would like to start by stating that we too care
deeply about the health and habitat diversity of Pigs Eye Lake. The island building project is a natural resource
habitat project to preserve and enhance the aquatic ecosystem and is not intended as an environmental clean-
up project for Pigs Eye Lake. This project is planned to address several objectives in Pigs Eye Lake, such as
Improve aquatic habitat, Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species, and Maintain or
enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat.

For reference, in 2012, the Parks department requested that the Corps study the feasibility of an aquatic
ecosystem restoration project via the use of Continuing Authorities Program Section 204 Beneficial Use of
Dredged Material. This authority for the island building project is strictly for the construction of a project with
the goal of enhancement of aquatic ecosystem and by no means is the island building project intended to get rid
of dredged material. The authority is provided to give local Corps Districts, like the Saint Paul District, the
opportunity to utilize dredged material (i.e., sand fill) to positive use in the community by helping pay extra costs
above and beyond routine material management incurred for building something beneficial. In the summer of
2020, the Corps completed a Dredged Material Management Plan for Pool 2 that identified placement
opportunities in lower Pool 2. The plan indicates Pigs Eye is not needed for permanent storage of dredged
material and has identified other storage sites that will satisfy placement needs for the next 80 years. The
benefit for utilizing dredged material allows for cost effective (i.e. free material) to be used for the construction
of islands to help increase the size of a project allowing for higher aquatic ecosystem benefits than if the project
had to pay for construction material. The Corps Channel and Harbors budget is contributing the same amount
of funding to the Pigs Eye Lake Ecosystem Restoration Project that they would normally pay to manage the
estimated 400,000 cubic yards of dredged material to be used in the project. Resources being directly put
toward the project by the Corps contradicts any claim that the project provides financial benefit to the Corps.

As part of the feasibility study, there were investigation activities completed to review poor habitat quality on
Pigs Eye Lake. It was found that multiple components have altered hydrology of the lake such as, the operation
of lock and dam No. 2 and development around the area, has led to increased wind fetch within the lake. The
increased wind fetch has subsequently led to shoreline erosion and loss of aquatic vegetation. As the shoreline
erodes further, more vegetation is lost, and wind fetch is further increased. Through the feasibility study
process, the island project was determined to be the best solution for decreasing erosion and wind fetch cycle in
Pigs Eye Lake. The islands will greatly reduce the wind fetch allowing for turbidity to improve, aquatic
vegetation to establish, depth diversity to increase and shoreline erosion to decrease. All of these outcomes will
improve the habitat quality on the lake. Without action, it is estimated that a loss of .75 acre per year of
valuable wetland vegetation and habitat will occur on the shoreline of the lake. This equals approximately 37.5
acres over 50 years.
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Additionally, | wish to provide information on the claim that the Corps will kill undesirable birds if they use the
island habitat. The references to bird harassment or lethal control appear to be taken out of context from a
letter sent to the USACE in March 2017 by the MAC. The letter requests that "stakeholders of the project work
to establish protocols and identify the responsible parties to develop and carry out a management plan to
mitigate identified wildlife hazards that may include but is not limited to habitat modification, exclusion,
harassment, nest and egg destruction, and lethal control." There is no "agreement to prohibit and harass
pelicans". The Corps has agreed to monitor bird use and share the data with MAC. Then, "If a potential issue is
identified within the interagency team, the Corps will consider modifications or management actions that might
be appropriate to correct the issue."

Finally, “dredged material” — that is, sediment removed for any purpose from a body of water within Minnesota
—is defined by Minnesota Statute as “waste.” Despite this technical terminology, the sediments that would be
used in this project have been tested per MPCA requirements and determined to be clean and appropriate for
creating wildlife habitat. Although “waste” is a technically correct term to describe the material under
Minnesota State law, it is not how view the value of the sand resource we manage as part of the Upper
Mississippi River 9-Foot Navigation Channel.

We appreciate your concern for the natural environment and hope that this information has helped provide
additional clarification. |look forward to seeing an enhanced aquatic ecosystem on Pigs Eye following the
implantation of this project. For additional information regarding plans addressed above, please see the link
below:

Pigs Eye Feasibility Study - https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-
projects/pigs-eye-lake-island-building-project

Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment: https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-
projects/pigs-eye-lake-master-plan.

2020 Army Corps of Engineers Dredge Material Management Plan (Pool 2):
https://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/DMMP/.

If you have additional questions for Ramsey County Parks and Recreation, please contact me at 651-266-0370 or
by email at scott.yonke@ramseycounty.us. Additionally, if you have any additional questions for the Army
Corps of Engineers please contact Project Manager Nate Campbell at 651-290-5544 or by email at
nathan.j.campbell@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Lot

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County

Parks and Recreation Department

2015 North Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us
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Yonke, Scott

From: TOM DIMOND <tdimond@g.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 1:58 PM

To: Yonke, Scott; Nathan J Campbell

Cc: Peggy Lynch

Subject: Updated - Clean up pollution in Pig's Eye Lake - Don't add to the problem

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Peggy Lynch asked me to include her in submitting these comments regarding the proposal to
discharge dredge spoils into Pig's Eye Lake.

Tom Dimond
2119 Skyway Drive
Saint Paul, MN 55119

Clean up pollution in Pig’s Eye Lake - Don’t add to the problem

Cleaning up pollution in Pig’s Eye Lake, by removing polluted lake sediment, is the most
essential habitat restoration. Without cleanup of the pollution, efforts to restore aquatic
vegetation, fish populations, bird populations, and recreational opportunities are doomed. The
U S Army Corps of Engineers, Metropolitan Council, and Minnesota DNR have raised
concerns about pollutant impact on habitat and wildlife. We all know cleanup of pollution is
essential to a healthy environment, wildlife and recreation opportunities. Adding more than
400,000 cubic yards of pollutant will only exacerbate the problem and make cleanup more
difficult. It would add 400,000 cubic yards of pollutant removal to the already high cost of
cleanup. Failure to clean up pollution will limit park potential as a safe habitat for wildlife and
recreational use.

The Corps of Engineers would have you believe wind is causing an unhealthy park environment
and not pollution. This narrative, attempts to justify the use of our lake as a dump site for
dredge spoils. A previous Corps EIS puts pollution at the heart of the problem not wind.
Critical Area protections call on us to stop filling wetlands.
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We’ve seen this before. The Pig’s Eye Lake coal terminal was promoted as an environmental
benefit. It was approved by the DNR and PCA. Residents actions protected the park and
pushed for the SNA, State Critical Area and National Park. Now we have to protect it again.

Wolf'in sheep’s clothing. The potential of our Regional Park would be put at risk to create
artificial islands that prohibit pelicans and other migratory birds and it fails to address the real
problem “pollution”. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the
Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) opposed the Corps plan. To get their support, the
Corps agreed to plant woody brush to prevent migratory birds like the pelican from using the
area, chase birds away by harassing them, monitor to ensure birds stay away, and MAC wants
lethal means used if harassment does not keep birds away. In conclusion, $15.6 million of
taxpayer money would be spent to dump more than 400,000 cubic yards of pollutant into the
lake, so birds like the pelican can be harassed.

In spite of this agreement to harass the pelicans, Ramsey County’s request for Lessard-Sams
Outdoor Heritage Funding claimed it provided habitat for the American White Pelican.
Members later said they had not been told of the agreement to prohibit, and harass pelicans. In
spite of the agreement, pelican photos are still used to sell the proposal.

In the EAW, Metropolitan Council staff expressed concern that the eroding shoreline may be a
result of water fluctuation and plants dying due to toxic water quality and thus the proposal
would not improve the habitat conditions of the lake. A previous Corps EIS supports Met
Council staff concerns. The Ramsey County EAW, states they are not aware of any
evidence that would suggest contaminants are a cause of vegetation loss in Pig’s Eye Lake.
The Corps environmental evaluation of Pig’s Eye Lake concluded pollution is a primary cause
of aquatic vegetation loss in Pig’s Eye Lake, not wind.

The Corps environmental review of Pig’s Eye Lake concluded: Water quality in the lake has
been severely degraded. Regarding sparseness of vegetation in the lake the logical conclusion is
that the problems of Pig’s Eye Lake are essentially due to domestic pollution and encroachment
by dump landfill and industrial development. The other two factors (rough fish and fluctuations
in water level) undoubtedly aggregate the situation although they certainly should not be
considered of primary importance. In any case, these factors have severely damaged the
natural characteristics of the lake and limited its usefulness to waterfowl, furbearers, and fish.

The Corps EIS describes the habitat for waterfowl as poor due to a lack of emergent vegetation,
and the existence of pollution and large fluctuation in water levels. The Corps lists three factors
involved in the lack of emergent vegetation: (1) the muck bottom is not a good substrate for
plant growth, (2) chemical concentrations in the water are so high as to be limiting, (3)
turbidity, caused at least in part by algal blooms, causes severe competition for rooted aquatic
plants.

The Corps environmental review cited: The muck in Pig’s Eye Lake has a foul odor when

disturbed, indicating high concentrations of some chemicals and possible anerobic
2
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decomposition, neither of which are conducive to root growth, the sulphate ion concentration is
much higher than would normally be expected, and sulfur compounds are generally harmful to
vegetation.

Generally, Pig’s Eye Lake is a hardwater lake of high fertility. It’s high levels of sulphate and
chloride ions indicate a high degree of domestic pollution. Levels of phosphorus and nitrogen
are also high, probably due to the same cause. The coliform bacteria exceed the PCA maximum
for recreation of all kinds. Pig’s Eye landfill appears to be the primary contributor of sulfate ion
and

foul odor.

The Minnesota DNR Pig’s Eye Lake Heron Rookery SNA provides additional information.
Pig’s Eye Island Heron egg tests found PFC levels that were the highest measured in bird eggs
worldwide. The 1987 nest count was 1,300 and 2,600 adult birds. The 2015 count was 554
nests and 1,108 adult birds. A significant decline. Studies in 1993 and 2010-2011 found PFC
concentrations in Heron eggs.

The PCA states that PFC — Per fluorinated chemicals refer to the group of toxic chemicals that
include PFOA, PFOS and others. They persist in the environment for long periods.

Met Council staff requested the Corps collect water samples prior to progressing on the project
as a means of certifying that improved habitat conditions could be realized. The Corps response
was — Improving water quality is not an objective of the project, and is not an objective of the
CAP authority.

The public record shows pollution as the problem. The EAW states that improving water
quality is not an objective of the project. This supports the Met Council staff concern that
the proposal would not improve habitat conditions of the lake. The public deserves an
answer to this question before $15.6 million is spent dumping pollutant into the lake. The
Corps previous environmental review and studies for the SNA provide evidence that pollution
is the underlying problem, not wind. Another indicator, the lake is dominated by two groups of
aquatic invertebrates that are normally considered tolerant of pollution and or organic
enrichment. MN DNR found most heavily polluted waters had rough fish like carp and were
least inhabited by game fish. This is Pig’s Eye Lake. All of the indicators are flashing
pollution.

MN DNR staff questioned how the setting of the proposed project compares with other
island building projects and whether additional risks and uncertainties were identified for
the proposed project. The Corps did not address additional risks and uncertainties. Risks
include: 2 superfund sites, urban storm water runoff, a toxic unconsolidated muck lake bottom,
largest waste treatment plant on the Mississippi, industrial run off, and an airport combined to
create significant additional risks and uncertainties and a different setting than areas with
limited pollution and or conflicts with development. The location is in the heart of the

3
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Minneapolis-Saint Paul metro area with 4 million people. The Corps should answer MN
DNR’s question.

The previous Corps EIS concluded Pig’s Eye lake is a natural lake, not a backwater created by a
dam, ordinary water level before dam construction was 688 and current level is 688, area of the
lake in 1895 and 1967 are about the same, and 1895 average depth 6.5 feet.

Pig’s Eye Lake is 628 acres with an average depth of 3 feet. 400,000 cubic yards of fill is
enough to fill 82.6 acres or 13 percent of the lake. This is an area larger than Como Lake.
When dredge spoils are dumped in the lake it will create mud waves that spread out in the lake.
The net effect is you will not see all of the fill but the area impacted, by reduced depth, will
exceed 83 acres. The environment will be negatively impacted by the resuspension of
pollutants and recreational boat use will be restricted by all of the fill. The public deserves maps
showing areas impacted and the depth differences it will make. The Great River Passage Plan
calls for expanded boat access to the lake. Priorities of the National Park and Regional Parks
include expanding recreational opportunities, and cleaning up the environment.

None of the Counties 2017 project goals are met by this proposal. The County said the
goals of the proposal were: 1. To improve aquatic habitat 2. Increase available nesting and
resting habitat 3. Maintain and or enhance the quality of shoreline habitat. The proposal does
not remove polluted sediment and restore greater depth, it prohibits resting and nesting on the
islands, it does not address pollution that the Corps concluded is a primary cause of vegetation
loss and poor habitat. Habitat and wildlife health are dependent on cleanup that this proposal is
not intended to do.

The DNR studies of the rookery are cautionary. The record shows pollution impacts and
declining numbers of birds. The Corps previous environmental review tells us the loss of
vegetation, poor wildlife habitat, foul odors, blue green algae blooms, high levels of sulfate and
chloride ions and loss of species is primarily the result of pollution. The Proposal specifically
states that Improving water quality is not an objective of the project, and is not an objective of
the CAP authority.

The first priority should be pollution cleanup. Proposals to attract wildlife to polluted habitat is
counterproductive and irresponsible.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CLA) establishes a program to regulate the discharge of
dredged material into waters of the United States. The basic premise is that no discharge of
dredged or fill material may be permitted if: (1) a practical alternative exists that is less
damaging to the aquatic environment or (2) the nation’s waters would be significantly degraded.
The Corps previous EIS, DNR studies, and other evidence of record clearly demonstrate that
pollution cleanup is the principal problem and a practical alternative. Filling Pig’s Eye Lake is
not in keeping with Federal and State policies to prevent filling and encourage pollutant
cleanup.
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February 5, 2003, the City and County submitted a joint request to the Corps for removal
of pollutant from the lake. The Corps EIS had previously concluded the toxic muck lake
bottom is not a good substrate for plant growth, chemical concentrations in the water are so
high as to be limiting, heavy algae bloom probably due to pollution, and poor waterfow] habitat
due to pollution killing vegetation. The City-County joint request looked to remove 6 to 8 feet
of polluted muck from Pig’s Eye Lake. Removal would reduce pollution levels, reduce
turbidity, and provide greater depth diversity. Depth diversity and pollutant reduction would
reduce turbidity, enhance vegetation, and fish species, and enhance water recreation
opportunities including, fishing, canoe/kayaking, and birding, and reduce winter fish kill. The
Corps EIS helped inform the joint City/County Section 206 request for aquatic restoration. The
206 program is for aquatic restoration and not a dredge spoils program. The Corps took no
action on City-County request submitted by the Mayor and Commissioner Jim McDonough.

Section 206 is aquatic restoration — Section 204 is dredge spoils disposal

The Section 206 aquatic restoration request (lake pollution removal) is very different than
Section 204 which is a dredge spoils (pollutant) disposal program. The Section 204 proposal
actually increases the volume of pollutants in Pig’s Eye Lake.

This is about finding a place to dump dredge spoils. In the Corps Summer 2020 publication
there is a picture of a mountain of dredge spoils. It says they are going to dispose of excess
dredge spoils at Pig’s Eye Lake. It also points out the Corps is having trouble keeping up with a
10 to 20 percent increase of dredge spoils.

The EAW states that there are other viable alternatives. The catch is, when weighing
advantages, those options do not provide the same financial advantage to the Corps of disposing
dredge spoils. It is the ugly truth behind the proposal to dump pollutants into our lake, to create
habitat for pelicans, who will be harassed until they leave or are killed. The inconvienent truth
is pollution is the primary problem not wind. We can do better with a proposal that actually
addresses pollution. We must protect the Heron Rookery SNA from pollutants. The $4.3
million of State funding should be redirected to protect wildlife and park visitors.

Will the lake’s water quality ensure a safe environment for wildlife? Page 278 of the
proposed Pig’s Eye Lake Plan Amendment states: “The answer to this question is still an
unknown and obtaining a scientifically defensible conclusion is probably not feasible within
the scope and budget of this project.”

The budget is $15.6 million. Actually, the Corps previous EIS, DNR Rookery studies, and
numerous other investigations indicate the clear risk, pollution poses, to the survival of wildlife
and habitat. The EIS is a higher-level environmental review than the EAW done for this
proposal.

A 1993 study of Heron Rookery eggs looked at the Pig’s Eye Lake Rookery, a rookery 140 km
upstream and one 114 km downstream. PFC’s concentrations detected in the Pig’s Eye Lake

5
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eggs were significantly higher. The Pig’s Eye Colony had a mean 1,015 ng/g wet weight, the
upstream colony was 68 and downstream was 153. The Plan Amendment - PFC’s in Pig’s Eye
Lake Appendix, page 288 concludes: These findings suggest that birds nesting near Pig’s Eye
would be exposed to similar levels of contaminants compared to those nesting in the
surrounding Mississippi or St. Croix Rivers. This conclusion reinforces the need for an
independent EIS.

Saint Paul’s adopted Critical Area protections, approved by the MN DNR and
Metropolitan Council, prohibit disposal of dredge spoils in the lake.

Saint Paul Sec. 68.103 (c) Compliance of structures, fill, etc. No structure, fill, material or
object shall hereafter be placed on or removed from lands within the River Corridor District,
and no structures or other object shall hereafter be located, used, constructed, extended,
converted or altered within the district without full compliance with this chapter and other
applicable laws.

MN State Statute 115.01 defines dredge spoils as “waste”, and “pollutant”.

Saint Paul’s Critical Area Protections

Sec. 68.221 - waste shall not be permitted in the flood fringe RC-2 District.
Sec. 68.221 - disposal of waste materials not permitted

Sec. 68.223 — disposal of waste shall not be permitted as a conditional use.

In addition, the use of pollutant/dredge spoils is prohibited by:

Sec. 68.402(c)(3) — only fill free of chemical pollutants and organic wastes shall be used
Sec. 68.225(h) - Pollution of waters. No use shall be permitted which is likely to cause
pollution of waters, as defined in Minnesota Statutes, Section 115.01, unless adequate
safeguards, approved by the state pollution control agency, are provided.

MN Stat. Sec. 115.01 Subd. 13. “Pollution of water” means discharge of any pollutant into
any waters of the State.

Section 404 of the United States Clean Water Act (CWA) defines dredge spoils as pollutant.

Many have worked long and hard to put in place protections for this park. It is the
responsibility of our local elected officials, and the Metropolitan Council to ensure hard fought
protections matter. I have spent half a century working to protect this beautiful resource. I
served on the Pig’s Eye Coalition, MECCA, Planning Commission, City Council. Appointed
by the U. S. Secretary of the Interior as a Commissioner for the National River and Recreation
Area planning. I have had the good fortune to work with and consider as friends Governor
Wendell Anderson, Congressman Bruce Vento, and Senator Dave Durenberger. The work of
many to protect this area is entrusted to future generations honoring adopted protections.

6
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Yonke, Scott

From: TOM DIMOND <tdimond@g.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 2:40 PM
To: Yonke, Scott; Karp, Benjamin M

Cc: Jane Prince (CI-StPaul)

Subject: Park Plan comments

External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Tom Dimond
2119 Skyway Drive
Saint Paul, MN 55119

Pig’s Eye Lake, Fish Creek, Totem Town, and Battle Creek Park Plan

Please consider my previously submitted recommendations for inclusion in the final plan
recommendation. In addition to previously submitted input I would like to emphasize some
important priorities.

Increased access into and around Pig’s Eye lake is essential to the protection of this wonderful
resource. If the public is not aware of and do not visit the park it does not build a constituency
that attracts broader attention and support to protect and invest in its care. Environmental
cleanup, trails within the park and access trails and trail bridges to connect the park with
surrounding neighborhoods are essential and a high priority.

Water access to Pig’s Eye Lake for small watercraft is vital. The experiences of a park that is to
a great extent a water and shoreland park are greatly enhanced if users can access the water.
The boat ramp on the south shore could be opened immediately with some limited maintenance.
There is existing park road and right of way that can provide adequate vehicle access and
parking for users. This can provide lake access and help the public identify the park. Access
from Warner Road should be along the long identified but uncomplete Pig’s Eye Parkway and
trail. Three trail bridges are planned at Fish Creek, Henry Park, and Pine Creek/Lower Afton.
The Henry Park trail bridge is the shortest span and connects to the center of the Highwood
neighborhood which is the closest neighborhood but residents must travel the greatest distance.

1
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Pig’s Eye Island number two is home to the Colonial Nesting Waterbird Rookery known as the
Pig’s Eye Lake Heron Rookery. This is a natural resource of great significance. The rookery
has an ongoing need for large replacement trees needed for nesting. Rookeries because of their
concentration of nests and excrement have tree loss. As this happens, over time, they seek out
trees in the vicinity. Some of the west shore of the island is not included within the regional
park. Including all of the island within the park will provide more potential nest sites and
habitat for the Colonial Nesting Waterbirds. Including these parcels in the park should be a
priority.

There are parcels of land along Carver and Point Douglas that are opportunities to enhance
access and protect habitat of Fish Creek. The areas of opportunity should be identified so they
can be included in the park if the opportunity presents itself.

Development of a continuous bluff trail will serve the park system and community well. This
should also be a high priority.

The City and County have assured the community, that if Totem Town is no longer needed for
corrections, it will be retained as public open space for the use and enjoyment of all. This is a
valued asset and a long standing commitment to the community. It includes Critical Area
protected bluff land, wetlands, and oak savanna.

Plans for Pig’s Eye Lake Park once included all of the flood plain. Over time, more and more
of it was lost. In the 60’s and 70’s as the losses continued the property outside the berm at
Metro Waste was offered as partial compensation. The City of Saint Paul is on record
supporting this idea. The Metropolitan Council was reluctant to transfer title until a planned
expansion was completed. The Metropolitan Council counter offered to allow the use of the
land for park but retain ownership until the plant needs were determined. Planning determined
the needs could be met within the berm. It is time the area outside the berm is used for park
purposes.

I have some of the correspondence. I would be glad to provide copies if it would be of help.
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 RAMSEY COUNTY
‘ Parks & Recraation

October 5, 2020

Tom Dimond
2119 Skyway Drive
Saint Paul, MN 55119

RE: Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment - response to comments
Dear Mr. Dimond,

Thank you for providing comments related to the Pigs Eye Master Plan as part of the public feedback period.
Below, you will find additional clarification to comments previously submitted by email. Responses clarifications

were prepared in coordination by Ramsey County Parks and Recreation and the Army Corps of Engineers.

September 17, 2020 public meeting testimony (received by email): (response is in red italic text)

Below is my testimony for tomorrow's virtual Park Planning meeting. Anyone can go to Ramsey County Parks
web page for Pig's Eye Lake planning and connect to the meeting at noon on September 17. Written input can
be provided until the end of the month at parks@ramseycounty.us . The proposed dumping of pollutant
(dredge spoils) into the lake will next go to the City of Saint Paul where Ramsey County would try to get the City
to support the dumping of regulated waste into our park lake.

RESPONSE: For the record, we are not “dumping pollutant” into the lake. We are constructing islands in the lake
utilizing material dredged from 9 ft nav channel for the purpose of habitat enhancement. The dredged material
is tested and approved for use for habitat construction by the MPCA. The utilization of dredged material allows
for free construction material rather than having to purchase it which would lead to a much smaller and less
environmentally beneficially project.

The Corps of Engineers did an Environmental Impact Statement when the coal terminal was proposed. The
Corps concluded that pollution was a primary problem with the health of the lake and provided documentation.

RESPONSE: This EIS was completed in 1973 and listed pollution as one of three potential causes for a lack of plant
growth and limited waterfowl! habitat. For reference, the landfill was open from the mid-1950s until 1972.
Biological surveys were also completed in 1972 as referenced in the EIS document. The water quality has
improved greatly since the dump was closed and remediated. However, the pollution impact before that
certainly impacted a healthy ecosystem. Additionally, the other two factors that are listed in the 1973 EIS are
mucky substrate and turbidity. This project will solidify substrate and reduce turbidity thus meeting the other
two factors.

The Corps was asked jointly by Sant Paul and Ramsey County to help remove pollution from the lake. The Corps
took a pass.

RESPONSE: The Corps did not “take a pass” on the project that is referenced. At that time, the project did not
receive funding and could not move forward. When CAP 204 beneficial use of dredge material came available,
Ramsey County saw an opportunity. The County requested a study in 2012 on the lake under that authority
which did receive funding in 2015 for the development of a feasibility study. During the feasibility study,
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sediment removal was analyzed from the lake as a potential restoration measure. This measure was found not
feasible due to costs associated with removal of a massive quantity of material (smaller areas would fill back in
with existing substrate). Sediment removal costs in Pigs Eye has been estimated to cost 5180 Million, which is
well beyond the capability of any potential authority.

Now, the Corps has a large quantity of dredge spoils and wants to dump them in our lake.

RESPONSE: The Corps completed a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) in 2020 (with a public comment
period). The DMMP identified permanent material placement opportunities that will satisfy material
management in Pool 2 for the next 80 years plus. Utilizing Pigs Eye for a permanent placement site is not needed
for the management of dredged material in Pool 2 nor would it ever be a consideration if not for the aquatic
habitat enhancement opportunity requested by Ramsey County. Further, the Corps is paying the going estimate
rate for permanent placement (approximately 3.5 million for this quantity of material) in addition to the
approximately $9 million from the CAP 204 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material authority in order to accomplish
the construction of island utilized from the dredge material.

We are now told that wind, not pollution, is the problem and filling the lake is the solution.

RESPONSE: Again, this is referencing the 1973 EIS of which turbidity is mentioned as a potential cause of the
problem. There is nearly 50 years of experience since then as well as modern hydrologic and environmental
modelling that backs up the fact that wind wave action causes turbidity and inhibits plant growth in a shallow
open water system such as Pigs Eye.

The EAW, which is a lower level environmental review than an EIS, states that the Corps and Ramsey County are
not aware of any evidence that would suggest contaminants are a cause of vegetation loss. After the City of
Saint Paul weighs in, it will go to the Ramsey County Parks Commission, Ramsey County Board, Metropolitan
Council Parks and Open Space Commission, Met Council Community Development Committee, and the full Met
Council. If approved, the Corps would start dumping dredge spoils in the lake in spring.

RESPONSE: Again, the Corps is not utilizing Pigs Eye Lake for the process of “dumping” material. The dredged
material utilized for the island building project was tested per MPCA requirements and was approved for
placement in public waters for the construction of islands. The Corps has a long history of successful island
building projects that has led to the creation of critical aquatic habitats in areas that were void prior. The term
‘dumping’ is clearly meant to slander the otherwise celebrated and successful mechanism of island construction
and habitat enhancement for the improvement aquatic ecosystem habitats in the upper Mississippi river.

Now is the time to submit comments into the public record. Talk to your City Councilmembers and County
Commissioners.

This beautiful resource is worth fighting for. Anything you can do to help protect it is greatly appreciated.
Thank you,

September 29, 2020 comments (received by email): (response is in red italic text)

Tom Dimond
2119 Skyway Drive
Saint Paul, MN 55119
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Clean up pollution in Pig’s Eye Lake - Don’t add to the problem

Cleaning up pollution in Pig’s Eye Lake, by removing polluted lake sediment, is the most essential habitat
restoration. Without cleanup of the pollution, efforts to restore aquatic vegetation, fish populations, bird
populations, and recreational opportunities are doomed. The U S Army Corps of Engineers, Metropolitan
Council, and Minnesota DNR have raised concerns about pollutant impact on habitat and wildlife. We all know
cleanup of pollution is essential to a healthy environment, wildlife and recreation opportunities. Adding more
than 400,000 cubic yards of pollutant will only exacerbate the problem and make cleanup more difficult. It
would add 400,000 cubic yards of pollutant removal to the already high cost of cleanup. Failure to clean up
pollution will limit park potential as a safe habitat for wildlife and recreational use.

RESPONSE: Your concerns raised in your question is relating back to the 1973 EIS study. Pollution was addressed
as well as turbidity in that EIS document. Nearly 50 years have passed, and a level of improvements have already
been implemented such as closing of the landfill and improvements to waste-water treatment at the nearby
Metro Waste-Water Treatment Plant. There has been a significant reduction in pollution in Pigs Eye Lake, but
wind fetch has not been addressed and has greatly increased the reduction of aquatic and vegetation habitat on
Pigs Eye Lake. Construction of the islands within Pigs Eye lake results in approximately 400,000 cubic yards of
material, but the utilization of dredged material allows for free construction material rather than having to
purchase it. Having to purchase material would have led to a much smaller and less environmentally beneficially
project. Additionally, as identified in the completed Pigs Eye Lake feasibility study, the highest levels of pollution
are on the northern end of the lake, which is out of the island building construction zone. The Pigs Eye master
plan has been developed to address sequencing of projects for habitat restoration within Pigs Eye Lake. Island
building is the first step, but the plan calls out for a higher level of planning to address public safety and long-
term environmental cleanup. The addition of islands to Pigs Eye Lake will directly reduce the water turbulence
and wind fetch and will not inhibit any future pollution removal project.

The Corps of Engineers would have you believe wind is causing an unhealthy park environment and not
pollution. This narrative attempts to justify the use of our lake as a dump site for dredge spoils. A previous
Corps report puts pollution at the heart of the problem not wind. Critical Area protections call on us to stop
filling wetlands.

RESPONSE: Again, the report referenced is from 1973 and for reasons discussed above this is not accurate, nor is
it accurate that we want to or have the necessity to utilize Pigs Eye as a permanent placement site for dredged
material. Utilizing dredged material for the construction of this project maximizes the benefits received for the
aquatic enhancement project.

We've seen this before. The Pig’s Eye Lake coal terminal was promoted as an environmental benefit. It was
approved by the DNR and PCA. Residents actions protected the park and pushed for the SNA, State Critical Area
and National Park. Now we have to protect it again.

The potential of our Regional Park would be put at risk to create artificial islands that prohibit pelicans and other
migratory birds and it fails to address the real problem “pollution”. The United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) and the Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) opposed the Corps plan. To get their support, the
Corps agreed to plant woody brush to prevent migratory birds like the pelican from using the area, chase birds
away by harassing them, monitor to ensure birds stay away, and MAC wants lethal means used if harassment
does not keep birds away. In conclusion, $15.6 million of taxpayer money would be spent to dump more than
400,000 cubic yards of pollutant into the lake, so birds like the pelican can be harassed.
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RESPONSE: The phrasing of, “to prevent migratory birds like the pelican from using the area” in your statement
makes it sounds as though we are attempting to keep migratory birds away. This is not the case. The MAC is
concerned about “large water birds such as Canada geese and American white pelicans.” The project is aimed at
benefiting other waterfowl! such as dabbling ducks and water-birds like herons. As you state, the first means of
reducing the chances of bird encounters is planting woody brush and reducing exposed sand. This design is
intended to minimize nesting ground for more common species like Canada goose, and instead encouraging
desirable species that have fewer nesting resources. In short, the suggestions obtained from coordination with
the airport have resulted in a project that will create a more desirable habitat for other waterfowl.

The references to bird harassment or lethal control appear to be taken out of context from a letter sent to the
USACE in March 2017 by the Metropolitan Airports Commission. The letter requests that "stakeholders of the
project work to establish protocols and identify the responsible parties to develop and carry out a management
plan to mitigate identified wildlife hazards that may include but is not limited to habitat modification, exclusion,
harassment, nest and egg destruction, and lethal control."

There is no "agreement to prohibit and harass pelicans" as the comment suggests. The Corps has agreed to
monitor bird use and share the data with MAC. Then, "If a potential issue is identified within the interagency
team, the Corps will consider modifications or management actions that might be appropriate.”

In spite of this agreement to harass the pelicans, Ramsey County’s request for Lessard-Sams Outdoor Heritage
Funding claimed it provided habitat for the American White Pelican. Members later said they had not been told
of the agreement to prohibit and harass pelicans. In spite of the agreement, pelican photos are still used to sell
the proposal.

RESPONSE: Again, there is no "agreement to prohibit and harass pelicans" as the comment suggests. The
outdoor heritage council remains heavily supportive of this project. See above response regarding your
statement on harassing pelicans.

In the EAW, Metropolitan Council staff expressed concern that the eroding shoreline may be a result of water
fluctuation and plants dying due to toxic water quality and thus the proposal would not improve the habitat
conditions of the lake. A previous Corps EIS supports Met Council staff concerns. The Ramsey County EAW,
states they are not aware of any evidence that would suggest contaminants are a cause of vegetation loss in
Pig’s Eye Lake. The Corps environmental evaluation of Pig’s Eye Lake concluded pollution is a primary cause of
aquatic vegetation loss in Pig’s Eye Lake, not wind.

RESPONSE: Again, this is referencing the EIS from 1973. The comment referring to MET Council staff was
responded to appropriately prior to the EAW Record of Decision (ROD). The detailed analysis, modern modeling
and extensive examples of similar cases up and down the river has shown that wind wave action has increased
turbidity and has a negative effect on habitat health. The testing, sampling and extensive coordination with
expert staff from numerous federal and state agencies lead us to the conclusion that this project will be enhance
the habitat on Pigs Eye.

The Corps environmental review of Pig’s Eye Lake concluded: Water quality in the lake has been severely
degraded. Regarding sparseness of vegetation in the lake the logical conclusion is that the problems of Pig’s Eye
Lake are essentially due to domestic pollution and encroachment by dump landfill and industrial

development. The other two factors (rough fish and fluctuations in water level) undoubtedly aggregate the
situation although they certainly should not be considered of primary importance. In any case, these factors
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have severely damaged the natural characteristics of the lake and limited its usefulness to waterfowl, furbearers,
and fish.

The Corps describes the habitat for waterfowl as poor due to a lack of emergent vegetation, and the existence of
pollution and large fluctuation in water levels. The Corps lists three factors involved in the lack of emergent
vegetation: (1) the muck bottom is not a good substrate for plant growth, (2) chemical concentrations in the
water are so high as to be limiting, (3) turbidity, caused at least in part by algal blooms, causes severe
competition for rooted aquatic plants.

RESPONSE: As previously stated, this comment references an EIS from 1973. Please refer to the above comment
on details of site conditions during that time. High turbidity, mentioned in the exact report you cite, is the direct
effect of wind/wave action. This project will develop a good substate for plant growth and improve the success
of aquatic plant growth by reducing wind/wave action and improving turbidity.

The Corps environmental review cited: The muck in Pig’s Eye Lake has a foul odor when disturbed, indicating
high concentrations of some chemicals and possible anerobic decomposition, neither of which are conducive to
root growth, the sulphate ion concentration is much higher than would normally be expected, and sulfur
compounds are generally harmful to vegetation.

RESPONSE: Given the time period of the referenced analysis, we cannot speak to the exact conditions at the
location where “muck” was sampled. As mentioned in the report there are many potential causes for an odor.
Given past pollution from the dump and effluent from the wastewater treatment plant, its logical to assume that
this influenced the sparse vegetation that was observed. As previously mentioned, the closing of the dump 50
years ago, rerouting of the WWTP effluent and the inception of the clean water act in 1972, water quality
conditions have improved in this location as well as around the country.

Generally, Pig’s Eye Lake is a hardwater lake of high fertility. It's high levels of sulphate and chloride ions
indicate a high degree of domestic pollution. Levels of phosphorus and nitrogen are also high, probably due to
the same cause. The coliform bacteria exceed the PCA maximum for recreation of all kinds. Pig’s Eye landfill
appears to be the primary contributor of sulfate ion and

foul odor.

RESPONSE: This is a direct reference from the 1973 EIS. Again, conditions were very dismal at the time.

The Minnesota DNR Pig’s Eye Lake Heron Rookery SNA provides additional information. Pig’s Eye Island Heron
egg tests found PFC levels were the highest measured in bird eggs worldwide. The 1987 nest count was 1,300
and 2,600 adult birds. The 2015 count was 554 nests and 1,108 adult birds. Studies in 1993 and 2010-2011
found PFC concentrations in Heron eggs. In some eggs the PFC levels were the highest measured in bird eggs
worldwide.

In addition to the DNR information, the PCA states that PFC — Per fluorinated chemicals refer to the group of
toxic chemicals that include PFOA, PFOS and others. They persist in the environment for long periods.

RESPONSE: PFAS are a persistent pollutant in our environment, and especially throughout the Minneapolis-St.
Paul Metro. Multiple studies referenced within the EA showed that birds nesting near Pig’s Eye would be exposed
to similar levels of contaminants compared to those nesting in the surrounding Mississippi or St. Croix Rivers.
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The reference to the PFC levels as the “highest measured in bird eggs worldwide” is incorrect, as these are
documented as “among” the highest worldwide (at the time of the study). The eggs referred to were outliers
within the study, and newer studies have recorded values over 18 times as high as the eggs at Pigs Eye. It is
important to remember that PFAS are a very newly recognized group of contaminants, and therefore relatively
few studies are available. Most importantly, in 2010 and 2011, heron eggs from Pigs Eye Lake were re-tested and
compared to the 1993 numbers and were shown to be significantly lower.

Met Council staff requested the Corps collect water samples prior to progressing on the project as a means of
certifying that improved habitat conditions could be realized. The Corps response was — Improving water quality
is not an objective of the project and is not an objective of the CAP authority.

The public record shows pollution as the problem. The EAW states that improving water quality is not an
objective of the project. This supports the Met Council staff concern that the proposal would not improve
habitat conditions of the lake. The public deserves an answer to this question before $15.6 million is spent
dumping pollutant into the lake. The Corps previous environmental review and studies for the SNA provide
evidence that pollution is the underlying problem, not wind. Another indicator, the lake is dominated by two
groups of aquatic invertebrates that are normally considered tolerant of pollution and or organic

enrichment. MN DNR found most heavily polluted waters had rough fish like carp and were least inhabited by
game fish. This is Pig’s Eye Lake. All of the indicators are flashing pollution.

MN DNR staff questioned how the setting of the proposed project compares with other island building
projects and whether additional risks and uncertainties were identified for the proposed project. The Corps
did not address additional risks and uncertainties. Risks include: 2 superfund sites, urban storm water runoff, a
toxic unconsolidated muck lake bottom, largest waste treatment plant on the Mississippi, industrial run off, and
an airport combined to create significant additional risks and uncertainties and a different setting than areas
with limited pollution and or conflicts with development. The location is in the heart of the Minneapolis-Saint
Paul metro area with 4 million people. The Corps should answer MN DNR’s question.

RESPONSE: The risks and uncertainties were most certainly considered and addressed to a great extent during
the feasibility study process. The potential contamination and risks associated with the superfund site was
studied, discussed and coordinated with the DNR, MPCA, FWS and NPS. The project team sampled, analyzed and
discussed results with all these agencies and came to an agreed, and documented, conclusion that moving
forward with such a project was advised. Under this authority we cannot construct a project on hazardous
material, and we had to prove through testing and data that this was the case.

A thorough hydrologic analysis was also completed showing that the project would not increase flood stage and
the flows were adequate for the success of such a project. A thorough geologic assessment was also conducted
to determine the feasibility of the project. We would not propose to build something if we did not think that it
was feasible. Please refer to the completed and approved Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility Study with Integrated
Environmental Assessment May 2018 for further detail.

The previous Corps EIS concluded Pig’s Eye lake is a natural lake, not a backwater created by a dam, ordinary
water level before dam construction was 688 and current level is 688, area of the lake in 1895 and 1967 are
about the same, and 1895 average depth 6.5 feet.

RESPONSE: In the 1973 EIS report it says that the average depth of the channel between the river and the lake
was measured at 6.5 feet, not the entire area of Pigs Eye Lake. Additionally, as mentioned in the report but left
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out of your comment was that the 1985 Mississippi River Commission shows the lake 2/3rds of the way covered
in wetland vegetation with a deeper channel running through the middle, which is flow from battle creek. As
documented in the feasibility study French Explorers called the Pigs Eye Lake area the Grand Marais, meaning
“great marsh”.

Pig’s Eye Lake is 628 acres with an average depth of 3 feet. 400,000 cubic yards of fill is enough to fill 82.6 acres
or 13 percent of the lake. This is an area larger than Como Lake. \When dredge spoils are dumped in the lake it
will create mud waves that spread out in the lake. The net effect is you will not see all of the fill but the area
impacted, by reduced depth, will exceed 83 acres. The environment will be negatively impacted by the
resuspension of pollutants and recreational boat use will be restricted by all of the fill. The public deserves maps
showing areas impacted and the depth differences it will make. The Great River Passage Plan calls for expanded
boat access to the lake. Priorities of the National Park and Regional Parks include expanding recreational
opportunities and cleaning up the environment.

None of the Counties 2017 project goals are met by this proposal. The County said the goals of the proposal
were: 1. To improve aquatic habitat 2. Increase available nesting and resting habitat 3. Maintain and or
enhance the quality of shoreline habitat. The proposal does not remove polluted sediment and restore greater
depth, it prohibits resting and nesting on the islands, it does not address pollution that the Corps concluded is a
primary cause of vegetation loss and poor habitat. Habitat and wildlife health are dependent on cleanup that
this proposal is not intended to do.

RESPONSE: Again, referencing a report from nearly 50 years ago. Sediment removal was not found to be
feasible. Depth diversity is achieved through this project. It should be noted, the project delivery team and
partner agencies involved in the coordination of the project consisted of highly experienced civil engineers, cost
engineers, geotechnical engineers, hydrologic engineers, biologists and water quality and contamination experts.
The analysis and report was reviewed by an additional set of civil engineers, cost engineers, geotechnical
engineers, hydrologic engineers, and biologists internal to the St. Paul District and then reviewed again by a set
of civil engineers, cost engineers, geotechnical engineers, hydrologic engineers, and biologists external to the St.
Paul District. The acceptance of the outcomes of this report is extensive.

The DNR studies of the rookery are cautionary. The record shows pollution impacts and declining numbers of
birds. The Corps previous environmental review tells us the loss of vegetation, poor wildlife habitat, foul odors,
blue green algae blooms, high levels of sulfate and chloride ions and loss of species is primarily the result of
pollution. The Proposal specifically states that Improving water quality is not an objective of the project, and is
not an objective of the CAP authority.

The first priority should be pollution cleanup. Proposals to attract wildlife to polluted habitat is
counterproductive and irresponsible.

RESPONSE: As explained in great detail in the feasibility study, the process to develop a feasible solution for
improvement of the aquatic ecosystem in Pigs Eye Lake is systematic and tedious. The project delivery team
analyzed all available measures and screen out measures and alternatives that will not be feasible and or not
meet the goals of the project. Please refer to the feasibility study, which was previously provided to you, for
further detail on the planning process.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CLA) establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged material

into waters of the United States. The basic premise is that no discharge of dredged or fill material may be
permitted if: (1) a practical alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or (2) the nation’s
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waters would be significantly degraded. The Corps previous EIS, DNR studies, and other evidence of record
clearly demonstrate that pollution cleanup is the principal problem and a practical alternative. Filling Pig’s Eye
Lake is not in keeping with Federal and State policies to prevent filling and encourage pollutant cleanup.

RESPONSE: Again, citing an EIS from 50 years ago. The project delivery team consists of experienced and trained
professional engineers and biologists from numerous agencies. The team utilized past project experience of
which the Corps and partner agencies have constructed numerous similar projects in the Upper Mississippi River.
The team and stakeholders identified the problem and developed a solution using modern modeling, sampling
testing, and analysis of exiting data to develop this project.

February 5, 2003, the City and County submitted a joint request to the Corps for removal of pollutant from the
lake. The Corps EIS had previously concluded the toxic muck lake bottom is not a good substrate for plant
growth, chemical concentrations in the water are so high as to be limiting, heavy algae bloom probably due to
pollution, and poor waterfow!l habitat due to pollution killing vegetation. The City-County joint request looked to
remove 6 to 8 feet of polluted muck from Pig’s Eye Lake. Removal would reduce pollution levels, reduce
turbidity, and provide greater depth diversity. Depth diversity and pollutant reduction would reduce turbidity,
enhance vegetation, and fish species, and enhance water recreation opportunities including, fishing,
canoe/kayaking, and birding, and reduce winter fish kill. The Corps EIS helped inform the joint City/County
Section 206 request for aquatic restoration. The 206 program is for aquatic restoration and not a dredge spoils
program. The Corps took no action on City-County request submitted by the Mayor and Commissioner Jim
McDonough.

RESPONSE: The request to remove material from Pigs Eye was mentioned in the letter as a possibility. The
mention of sediment removal did not include an analysis of its merit as a feasible solution. As stated above, the
team assessed this as a measure and found it to not be feasible. Regardless of feasibility, we would not have
been able to complete that type of an effort under this or any other authority available to the Corps. The original
request from Jim McDonough was received but the Corps did not receive funding to complete it.

Section 206 is aquatic restoration — Section 204 is dredge spoils disposal

The Section 206 aquatic restoration request (lake pollution removal) is very different than Section 204 which is a
dredge spoils (pollutant) disposal program. The Section 204 proposal actually increases the volume of pollutants
in Pig’s Eye Lake.

RESPONSE: This is incorrect. “Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992 provides authority for
the Corps of Engineers to plan, design and build projects to protect, restore and create aquatic and ecologically
related habitats in connection with dredging of authorized Federal navigation projects. Typically, these projects
involve the beneficial use of dredged material from navigation channels to improve or create wetlands or water
bird nesting habitats.”

This is about finding a place to dump dredge spoils. In the Corps Summer 2020 publication there is a picture of a
mountain of dredge spoils. It says they are going to dispose of excess dredge spoils at Pig’s Eye Lake. It also
points out the Corps is having trouble keeping up with a 10 to 20 percent increase of dredge spoils.

RESPONSE: As mentioned in previous responses to you as well as detailed above, it would not make any sense to
utilize Pigs Eye for a dredged material placement site. It would not be permitted, and it would never be
approved. As previously mentioned, the Corps recently completed a Dredged Material Management Plan for
Pool 2 and has identified permanent material placement opportunities that will satisfy material management for
the next 80 years plus. Utilizing Pigs Eye strictly as dredged material storage site is certainly not feasible. The
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sole reason for utilizing dredged material at Pigs Eye is for the benefit of the aquatic ecosystem through the
construction of the island habitat. The Corps is not benefitting financially for utilizing material on the lake but
rather paying the going estimate rate for permanent place (approximately $3.5 million for this quantity of
material) in addition to the approximately 59 million from the CAP 204 Beneficial Use of Dredged Material
authority.

The EAW states that there are other viable alternatives. The catch is, when weighing advantages, those options
do not provide the same financial advantage to the Corps of disposing dredge spoils. It is the ugly truth behind
the proposal to dump pollutants into our lake, to create habitat for pelicans, who will be harassed until they
leave or are killed. The inconvenient truth is pollution is the primary problem not wind. We can do better with
a proposal that actually addresses pollution. We must protect the Heron Rookery SNA from pollutants. The
$14.3 million of State funding should be redirected to protect wildlife and park visitors.

RESPONSE: State funding is 4.3 million and for the sole purpose of aquatic habitat enhancement on Pigs Eye
Lake. The federal or state funding cannot be used to enhance recreational opportunities. The Pigs Eye master
plan is setting up protocol for additional planning to correct public safety for long-term cleanup.

If you have additional questions for Ramsey County Parks and Recreation, please contact me at 651-266-0370 or
by email at scott.yonke@ramseycounty.us. Additionally, if you have any additional questions for the Army
Corps of Engineers please contact Project Manager Nate Campbell at 651-290-5544 or by email at
nathan.j.campbell@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Lol

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County

Parks and Recreation Department

2015 North Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us
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Yonke, Scott

From: Scott Walz (TO) <scott.walz@shakopeedakota.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 12:53 PM

To: Yonke, Scott

Cc: RVingMary Drive

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye plan

Thank you for the information. At the direction of the Tribal Administrator this will be forwarded to the SMSC Cultural
Director, Leonard Wabasha.

SCOTT WALz

Natural Resources Manager e Land
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community
d: 952.496.6123 | c: 612.387.8841
SMSCLand.org
scott.walz@shakopeedakota.org

The Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community is a federally recognized,
sovereign Indian tribe located southwest of Minneapolis/St. Paul. With a
focus on being a good neighbor, good steward of the earth, and good
employer, the SMSC is committed to charitable donations, community
partnerships, a healthy environment, and a strong economy.

From: Yonke, Scott <scott.yonke@co.ramsey.mn.us>
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 11:34 AM

To: Scott Walz (TO) <scott.walz@shakopeedakota.org>
Cc: RVingMary Drive <cermak26@gmail.com>

Subject: RE: Pigs Eye plan

This message came from outside the organization. Do Not click on links, open attachments or respond unless you know the
content is safe.

Hi Scott,

I had a chance to touch base with Maria Cermak last week to learn some history regarding Pigs Eye Lake, and to also
share information relating to three active projects for Battle Creek Regional Park. | have provided three project links
below for planning work that is currently being completed in Battle Creek Regional Park. For reference, | am directly
managing the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment and Pigs Eye Island Building project for the Parks department. One of
my co-workers is managing the overall Battle Creek Master Plan update.

There was a 45-day public feedback period that was just completed for the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment project
and I am in the process of obtaining supporting letters or resolutions for this project. However, | would still like to get
your feedback if possible. Below you will find information related to these projects and links to additional information.
Just so you are aware, the timing for completion of the Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment is anticipated for later this
year, so any input, comment, or support is greatly appreciated as soon as possible.

Pigs Eye Master Plan Amendment — This project is intended to make amendments the 1981 Battle Creek Master Plan for
natural resource projects at Pigs Eye Lake.
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/pigs-eye-lake-master-plan
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Pigs Eye Island Building Project — This project is highlighted within the master plan, but it is a natural resource
enhancement project for taking steps to provide greater aquatic and wildlife habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake by
construction islands within the lake.
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/pigs-eye-lake-island-building-project

Overall Battle Creek Master Plan Update — This master plan project is intended to provide a current update to the
original 1981 Battle Creek Regional Park, which includes both the Battle Creek and Pigs Eye Lake section of regional park
for long-term recreational improvements, natural resource, and boundary expansion. The Pigs Eye master plan
amendment will ultimately get absorbed into this plan since it will be completed prior to this plan.
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/parks-recreation/parks-planning-projects/battle-creek-regional-park-master-

plan

I would be happy to talk with you further to obtain feedback for the projects above. Please let me know if you have any
questions.

Scott Yonke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-266-0370

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us

From: RVingMary Drive <cermak26@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 11:05 AM

To: Yonke, Scott <scott.yonke@co.ramsey.mn.us>; Scott Walz (TO) <scott.walz@shakopeedakota.org>
Subject: Pigs Eye plan

External message alert:

Hello Scott and Scott
I'm linking the two of you in this email
So, Scott Y can send Scott W the Pigs Eye plans

- Maria Cermak

The information contained in this message is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, dissemination or copying of this information is
prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender and delete the message from your system. Thank you!

[NTNTNYNYNYNINYNINPNYNPNYNINFNINPNYNPNFNIN]
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LEVEL 2 - SOME IMPACT TO AQUATIC VEGETATION (SQT 2)
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EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

MASTER PLAN DATE: 1981
LOCATION AND SIZE

Battle Creek Regional Park is located in the southeast corner of Ramsey County in the cities of Saint
Paul and Maplewood. The park is comprised of four segments: Indian Mounds (97 acres) ; Fish Hatchery
(105 acres); Pigs Eye (610 acres); and Battle Creek (846 acres). In accordance with the 1981 joint master
plan, the city of Saint Paul owns and operates the Indian Mounds and Fish Hatchery segments of the
park. Ramsey County owns and operates the Battle Creek and Pigs Eye segments, consisting of 1,456
acres.

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The park derives its name from Battle Creek, which flows from east to west through the length of

the park on its way to the Mississippi River. Although the creek has been degraded and altered

to accommodate extraordinary storm water run-off from surrounding development, it remains a
positive asset to the park. Improvements to the creek and upstream watershed area by the Ramsey-
Washington Metro Watershed District have corrected erosion problems and restored the creek within
the park.

The most prominent visual characteristic of the park are the steep wooded slopes paralleling the
Mississippi River and Battle Creek. The park includes approximately two miles of bluff land along
the east side of the Mississippi River Corridor. Battle Creek flows through a steep wooded valley,
which varies in depth from 25 feet to over 150 feet. The bluffs are significant in the development of
the park as they provide a corridor and barriers, as well as panoramic views of the river valley. The
entire Pigs Eye Lake segment of the park lies within the floodplain of the Mississippi River. The lake
is approximately 500 acres in size and very shallow (less than 10 feet). The segment includes 610
acres surrounding the lake, which is entirely floodplain. The Pigs Eye Lake segment includes a 40-
acre former landfill area at the north end of Pigs Eye Lake, which is an environmental concern that
has been addressed by the city of Saint Paul and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. Pigs Eye
Lake is also a scientific and natural area for a Heron Rookery. Ramsey County and the Army Corps Of
Engineers have collaborated for potential island building within Pigs Eye Lake and have developed
a feasibility study for the development of islands within the lake. Most of the remaining areas of the
park consist of oak woods, prairie, and scattered ponds. At the lower end of Battle Creek, sandstone
bluffs are exposed on both sides of the valley.
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK

LAND COVER AND HABITAT

Battle Creek Regional Park is the ninth largest regional park in the twin cities metro area and contains
the largest tract of undeveloped natural parkland within the twin cities 1-694-494 ring, making it the
closest and largest natural park to the cities of Saint Paul and Minneapolis. The western portion

of Battle Creek Regional Park, including the entire Pig's Eye section, is within the Mississippi River
Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA), which shares the boundary with the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area. This section of park is subject to MRCCA regulations (State statute under Minnesota
Rule 6106) which is in place to protect the unique natural and cultural resources and values within this
corridor. The Pig's Eye section of Battle Creek Regional Park also contains one of the largest heron
rookeries in the State of Minnesota and is designated as a State Scientific and Natural Area by the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Battle Creek Regional Park provides wildlife habitat
and urban users a "natural” experience in a major urban environment and all preservation of natural,
undeveloped parkland should take priority over any future park development.

The native vegetation of Battle Creek Regional Park was a mixture of prairies, oak savanna, oak
woods, and wetlands. Current habitat and land cover includes native habitat, including established
prairies, some of the highest quality oak, floodplain, and mesic woods in the area, plus old field,
cultivated conifers, and mixed woods. There are also several smaller unique remnant habitats,
including wetland seep swamps with skunk cabbage and marsh marigolds, mesic hardwoods with
yellow birch and white pine, and native bluff land prairies and savannas, which include a variety of
rare plants, particularly the state listed Kittentails (Besseya bulli). Invasive species have become
widespread in most habitats. The most troublesome species include buckthorn, black locust, garlic
mustard, and purple loosestrife. More recent invasive species include Japanese knotweed, Japanese
hedge parsley, and narrowleaf bittercress.

WILDLIFE
The wildlife diversity of the park is very high and includes a variety of nesting songbirds, waterfowl,
raptors, and wild turkeys. Larger mammals include white-tailed deer, coyotes, red fox, and raccoons.
The Pig's Eye section of the park is especially unique and contains a heron rookery, nesting area for
bald eagles, and habitat for countless amphibian, reptiles, migratory waterfowl, and shorebirds
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Deer populations in the area are surveyed annually to determine the need and location for deer
management. Deer management has been occurring in the park since 2000, through special archery
hunts under the Ramsey County Cooperative Deer Management Plan in partnership with the cities of
Saint Paul and Maplewood. Nest boxes are provided for wood ducks and eastern bluebirds.

SURFACE WATER RESOURCES

The surface waters in Battle Creek Regional Park include numerous wetland complexes, most of Pig's
Eye Lake, and Battle Creek. Battle Creek is a perennial, urban stream that originates at the outlet
from Battle Creek Lake and flows west, mostly through Battle Creek Regional Park, and discharging
into Pig's Eye Lake and the Mississippi River. Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District
(RWMWD), in cooperation with the Metropolitan Council, monitors the flow and water quality of
Battle Creek. Historically, Battle Creek frequently flooded and in the early 1980s the
Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District implemented an erosion and flood control project to
capture flash flood overflows. This project included the installation of storm sewer piping under the
above ground stream located in the lower section of the creek corridor within the park. In addition,
storm ponds and an overflow structure were created for flood control within the creek corridor
located in the park, north of Upper Afton road. Pigs’ Eye Lake is an open water shallow lake with a
sediment laden bottom. The lake is prime habitat for waterfowl, shoreline birds, raptors, amphibians,
and reptiles. The lake has the longest section of natural shoreline in the park system, which warrants
additional preservation.

ENVIRONMENTAL NATURAL AREAS

Battle Creek Regional Park’s designated Environmental Natural Areas (ENA) include the entire Pig's
Eye Lake section and the bluff area along the western portion of the main park, south of Upper Afton
Road and west of Battle Creek Road. The Pig’s Eye lake ENA consists of extensive flood plain forest
and a peninsula that contains a large heron colony and important eagle nesting and roosting habitat.
The heron rookery is designated as a State Scientific and Natural Area by the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources. The bluff lands are a unique ecosystem that contain remnants of bluff prairies
and savannas which include a variety of rare plants, including the State listed Kittentails (Besseya
bulli).
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK
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BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT TABLE

MANAGEMENT UNIT 9 - BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK

FUTURE bt 52
Acres  CURRENT UIURE  RESTORATION ~ ACTIVITY  PRIOR- MAINTE-  NANCE
LAND COVER ACTIVITY COST ITY NANCE  COST/3
COVER
YEARS
REMOVE TREES RX BURN,
OAK REMOVE TREES, FOLIAR
WOODS HERBICIDE, RX $2,880.00 3 SPRAY OF $648.00
1.44 ACRES BURN, PLANT BUCK-
6.06 CULTIVATED OAKS THORN
’ CONIFERS RX BURN
REMOVE TREES, FOLIAR !
PRAIRIE 4.61 HERBICIDE, RX
ACRES BURN, DRILL $13,830.00 3 SPRAY OF $4,840.50
SEED HERBA-
CEOUS
10.94 WETLAND WETLAND MONITOR N/A N/A N/A N/A
RX BURN,
FOLIAR
20.30 PRAIRIE PRAIRIE N/A N/A 2 SPRAY OF $10,150.11
HERBA-
CEOUS
REMOVE TREES, R?gl}ljigl,
MIXED HERBICIDE, RX
25.49 WOODS PRAIRIE BURN. DRILL $76,455.27 3 SPRAY OF $12,742.54
SEED HERBA-
CEOUS

MANAGEMENT UNIT 2 TOTAL

62.79 $93,165.27 $28,381.15
MANAGEMENT UNIT 10 - BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK
FUTURE MAINTE-
CURRENT LAND RESTORATION ACTIVITY PRIOR- | MAINTE- NANCE
LAND COVER ACTIVITY COST ITY NANCE COST/ 3
COVER
YEARS
124.65 WETLAND WETLAND MONITOR N/A N/A N/A N/A
INVASIVE
MIXED FLOOD- WOODY RE-
377.92 WOODS PLAIN MOVAL, CUT, $377,916.41 N/A N/A $94,479.10

FOREST STUMP TREAT,
STACK & BURN

OPEN
WATER MONITOR N/A N/A N/A N/A

629.12 | OPEN WATER

MANAGEMENT UNIT 10 TOTAL

steol | 3791641 | | §94479.10

BATTLE CREEK REGIONAL PARK TOTAL

1,829.57 $2,179,782.67 $556,667.14
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Appendix : Pigs Eye Feasibility Study Executive Summary

Pigs Eye Lake Section 204 Feasibility Report and
Ramsey County, MN Environmental Assessment May 2018
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Feasibility Study Report with Integrated Environmental Assessment investigates the feasibility of
alternative measures to address problems and opportunities associated with the Pigs Eye Lake
Continuing Authorities Program Section 204 beneficial use of dredged material project. Pigs Eye Lake is
a 628-acre, shallow backwater lake, situated southeast of St. Paul, Minnesota, within Pool 2 of the
Mississippi River.

The project lies within the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, established by Congress to
protect, preserve, and enhance the nationally significant resources of this reach of the Mississippi River.
The project area is directly adjacent to one of the largest nesting sites for colonial water birds within the
state. Several species of herons, egrets, and cormorants nest in the rookery. In addition, the project
area is located within the Pigs Eye Lake section of Battle Creek Regional Park, and Battle Creek flows into
the north end of Pigs Eye Lake.

The habitat concerns within the project area primarily include high levels of turbidity, wind-induced
shoreline erosion, lack of depth diversity, and lack of shoreline habitat for birds and aquatic plants.

The objectives of the project are to:

1. Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase acreage
of aquatic vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote fisheries.

2. Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable habitat
for migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.

3. Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest and
marsh habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.

The study team identified a variety of measures that could be taken to achieve project objectives,
including full and split island designs, sand benches, and creation of wetland (marsh) habitat. The
measures were combined in various logical combinations to form alternative project plans.

The Tentatively Selected Plan, shown in Executive Figure 1, would restore backwater habitat by creating
seven islands with sand benches. Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would establish
a sheltered area in the center, allowing for the inclusion of approximately 17.6 acres of marsh plantings.
The recommended plan addresses all project objectives. The plan would cost approximately $12.4
million and result in a net gain of 171.1 average annual habitat units at a cost of $2,700 per average
annual habitat unit.

Executive Summary - i
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of Engineers =
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Pigs Eye Lake Ramsey
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Feasibility Study Report with Integrated
Environmental Assessment

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District
Ramsey County, Local Sponsor
May 2018
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Pigs Eye Lake Section 204 Feasibility Report and
Ramsey County, MN Environmental Assessment May 2018
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Appendix : Pigs Eye Lake Feasibility Study Report with Integrated Environmental Assessment

Pigs Eye Lake Section 204 Feasibility Report and
Ramsey County, MN Environmental Assessment May 2018
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Feasibility Study Report with Integrated Environmental Assessment investigates the feasibility of
alternative measures to address problems and opportunities associated with the Pigs Eye Lake
Continuing Authorities Program Section 204 beneficial use of dredged material project. Pigs Eye Lake is
a 628-acre, shallow backwater lake, situated southeast of St. Paul, Minnesota, within Pool 2 of the
Mississippi River.

The project lies within the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, established by Congress to
protect, preserve, and enhance the nationally significant resources of this reach of the Mississippi River.
The project area is directly adjacent to one of the largest nesting sites for colonial water birds within the
state. Several species of herons, egrets, and cormorants nest in the rookery. In addition, the project
area is located within the Pigs Eye Lake section of Battle Creek Regional Park, and Battle Creek flows into
the north end of Pigs Eye Lake.

The habitat concerns within the project area primarily include high levels of turbidity, wind-induced
shoreline erosion, lack of depth diversity, and lack of shoreline habitat for birds and aquatic plants.

The objectives of the project are to:

1. Improve aquatic habitat — Create depth and habitat diversity in Pigs Eye Lake. Increase acreage
of aquatic vegetation. Incorporate structural habitat features to promote fisheries.

2. Improve the quantity and quality of habitat for migratory bird species — Create suitable habitat
for migratory birds such as dabbling ducks within Pigs Eye Lake.

3. Maintain or enhance the quantity of shoreline habitat — Protect existing floodplain forest and
marsh habitat along the shoreline of Pigs Eye Lake from wind and wave erosion.

The study team identified a variety of measures that could be taken to achieve project objectives,
including full and split island designs, sand benches, and creation of wetland (marsh) habitat. The
measures were combined in various logical combinations to form alternative project plans.

The Tentatively Selected Plan, shown in Executive Figure 1, would restore backwater habitat by creating
seven islands with sand benches. Three of the islands would utilize a “split” design that would establish
a sheltered area in the center, allowing for the inclusion of approximately 17.6 acres of marsh plantings.
The recommended plan addresses all project objectives. The plan would cost approximately $12.4
million and result in a net gain of 171.1 average annual habitat units at a cost of $2,700 per average
annual habitat unit.
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Pigs Eye Lake Section 204 Feasibility Report and
Ramsey County, MN Environmental Assessment May 2018
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Executive Figure 1: Pigs Eye Lake Tentatively Selected Plan
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