
 
 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 
MTE LEVEE REPAIR PROJECT  
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

 
 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District (USACE) has conducted an 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended. The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) dated June 
2023, for the Mason Thorson Ells (MTE) Levee Repair Project addresses flood damage 
to the levee near the city of North Bend, Washington. 
 
The Final EA, incorporated herein by reference, evaluates various alternatives to 
restore flood protection to the damaged levee. The major Federal action requiring NEPA 
compliance and analysis in the Final EA is summarized below. The Federal action 
consists of two events, which include the signing of the Cooperation Agreement (CA) on 
May 18, 2023, and the proposed 2023 levee repairs. 
 
Proposed Action: The preferred alternative is the Repair In-Place alternative. This 
alternative will repair the MTE Levee within the pre-damage footprint as it was designed 
and as it existed prior to the flood event that caused the damage. All riverward repairs 
will remain within the pre-damage levee footprint, i.e., the levee will not encroach farther 
into the river. Repair activities for this alternative are summarized in section 2.4 of the 
Final EA and are hereby incorporated by reference. 
 
Alternatives: In addition to a “no action” plan, three alternatives were evaluated. While 
the No Action Alternative is not recommended, it is carried forward for further evaluation 
to serve as a base condition for evaluation of other alternatives. The other three 
alternatives included the Nonstructural, Levee Setback, and the Repair In-Place. The 
Nonstructural and Levee Setback alternatives were considered but were not carried 
forward for further evaluation as described in section 2 of the EA. The Repair In-Place 
alternative was identified as the preferred alternative compared to the other alternatives 
(Nonstructural and Setback) because it meets the purpose and need of the proposed 
project most efficiently, which is to restore the pre-damage level of flood protection of 
the MTE Levee.  
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The potential effects were evaluated for the No Action and the Repair In-Place 
alternatives. See section 2 of the Final EA for alternative formulation and selection. A 
summary assessment of the potential effects of the recommended plan appears in 
Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Summary of Potential Effects of the Proposed Action 
 Insignificant 

effects 
Insignificant effects 
as a result of 
mitigation* 

Resource 
unaffected by 
action 

Vegetation    
Navigation    
Water Resources    
Geology and Soils    
Wetlands    
Threatened and 
Endangered Species    

Fish and Wildlife    
Cultural Resources    
Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radiological Waste    

Air Quality and Noise    
Land Use, Utilities, and 
Infrastructure    

Recreation    
 
Impact Minimization: All practicable and appropriate means to avoid or minimize 
adverse environmental effects were analyzed and incorporated into the recommended 
plan. Best management practices (BMPs) and conservation measures, as detailed in 
section 2.6 of the Final EA, will be implemented to minimize impacts. Measures include 
water quality monitoring, restricting in-water work to July 15 to October 31 to minimize 
construction related impacts to fish habitat, and mitigate impacts to vegetation. 
 
Mitigation: The recommended plan will result in unavoidable adverse impacts to water 
quality and vegetation due to construction activities. To mitigate for these unavoidable 
adverse impacts, the USACE will install 10 willow bundles along the face of the repaired 
levee and 9 Douglas fir trees on an adjacent county-owned parcel. See section 2.6 in 
the Final EA for more mitigation details. 
 
Public Review: Public review and comment of the Notice of Preparation for the 
proposed MTE Levee Repair Project closed on April 26, 2023. Comments and 
responses appear in Appendix G of the Final EA. 
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Tribal Consultation and Coordination: The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, the Snoqualmie 
Indian Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, and the Yakama Nation were contacted 
regarding the levee repairs, and the USACE will continue to coordinate throughout the 
project to meet all USACE obligations to tribes. To date, no comments have been 
received from the contacted Tribes regarding their treaty or trust rights. 
 
Compliance: 
 

a. Endangered Species Act: 
USACE performed an evaluation of potential effects to threatened and endangered 
species to comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Due to the nature of the 
project and the surrounding developed area, the presence of natural barriers to fish 
passage, the type of habitat within and surrounding the river at the project location, and 
the adherence to in-water work windows and BMPs, USACE concluded there would be 
no effect to listed species. 
 

b. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act: 
USACE performed an evaluation of potential effects to essential fish habitat (EFH) 
within the project vicinity. According to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
the project area is designated as EFH for Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha), coho salmon (O. kisutch), and pink salmon (O. gorbuscha) (NOAA 2021). 
Although these salmonid species are not located upstream of Snoqualmie Falls, project 
activities were analyzed to ensure no loss of EFH will occur. Spawning substrate, 
sufficient river flow and velocity, and presence of prey species do occur within the 
Middle Fork Snoqualmie River adjacent to the project area. This habitat supports 
resources that could flow downstream (e.g., sediment transport, prey migration) into the 
river reach where the EFH species occur. Because the project consists of a levee repair 
with no expansion of footprint or new waterward construction outside of the original 
levee prism, no degradation of these key components of EFH will occur. Benthic 
macroinvertebrates and other prey species will not lose any habitat within the Middle 
Fork Snoqualmie River, as the levee will be repaired within the same footprint with no 
waterward expansion. Adjacent areas along the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River provide 
sufficient habitat for prey species to use if temporary effects from turbidity, siltation, 
noise, or vibrations are experienced. Project BMPs have been designed to limit these 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable. As such, USACE concluded the project will 
not adversely affect EFH within the project area. 
 

c. Clean Water Act: 
The USACE has determined that the proposed repairs are exempt from the Clean 
Water Act (CWA). The proposed project does not include fill regulated under Section 
404 CWA, because the repairs meet the parameters of the maintenance exemption 
under Section 404(f)(1)(B) (33 U.S.C. 1344(f)(1)(b), 33 CFR 323.4(a)(2)). Section 402 of 
the CWA is triggered when a construction site would have greater than 1 acre of ground 
disturbance. Proposed repairs at the levee do not exceed 1 acre of ground disturbance. 
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d. Coastal Zone Management Act: 
The USACE has determined the proposed repairs are consistent to the maximum extent 
practicable with the enforceable policies of the approved Washington Coastal Zone 
Management Program. The USACE sent a Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 
Consistency Determination to Ecology on May 1, 2023, requesting concurrence that the 
proposed repairs are consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable 
policies of the approved Coastal Zone Management Program. Ecology concurred with 
the USACE’s consistency determination on June 23, 2023. 
 

e. National Historic Preservation Act: 
The MTE Levee was previously surveyed in 2009, and a USACE archaeologist 
conducted a pedestrian survey of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) on February 10, 
2021, and May 3, 2023. Previous disturbances within the APE include construction of 
the MTE Levee and the 2009 levee repair work. The MTE Levee is over 50 years old 
and was recorded on a State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) historic property 
inventory form. USACE determined that the MTE Levee is not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. SHPO concurred with this determination and recorded their 
review and agreement in project files in the Washington Information System for 
Architectural and Archaeological Records Data. SHPO also concurred with USACE’s 
finding of no historic properties affected for this project on April 26, 2022, with the 
stipulation that a professional archaeological monitor be present during excavation of 
the levee toe and an archaeological monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan (MIDP) 
be developed. USACE developed an MIDP for this project and will implement it during 
construction. USACE consulted with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, the Snoqualmie 
Indian Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, and the Yakama Nation about the repair. 
An APE amendment including the updated access route was sent to the SHPO and the 
Tribes on May 17, 2023. SHPO concurred with the revised APE on May 17, 2023, and 
the determination of no historic properties affected on June 20, 2023, reasserting the 
stipulation that a professional archaeological monitor be present and an MIDP be 
followed.  To date, USACE has received no comments from these Tribes regarding the 
NHPA consultation. 
 

Determination: 
 

a. Summary of Impacts and Compliance:  
Impacts of the proposed work will be minor, short-term, and temporary. No effects to 
ESA-listed fish, their prey, or essential fish habitat will occur as a result of this project. 
Impacts will be further minimized by limiting construction to the in-water work window of 
July 15 to October 31. CZMA coordination with Ecology is ongoing. This project does 
not require a Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation or a Water Quality Certification under the 
Clean Water Act since the repair does not include the discharge of regulated fill into the 
waters of the U.S.. The project complies with the National Historic Preservation Act and 
USACE has coordinated the work with the Washington SHPO and affected Indian 
Tribes. 
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District Engineer’s Conclusion: All applicable laws, executive orders, regulations, and 
local government plans were considered in evaluation of alternatives. Based on the 
analysis presented in the Final EA, which has incorporated or referenced the best 
information available; the reviews by other Federal, State, and local agencies, Tribes; 
input of the public; and the review by my staff, it is my determination that the 
recommended plan will not cause significant effects on the quality of the human 
environment and does not require preparation of an environmental impact statement. 
 
 
 
 
______________ ___________________________ 
Date Alexander “Xander” L. Bullock  
 Colonel, Corps of Engineers  
 District Commander 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
An EA is NEPA compliance document prepared for a proposed action that is not likely to have 
significant effects. 40 CFR Part 1501.5(a). An EA must “briefly provide sufficient evidence and 
analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of 
no significant impact” on actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the Federal Government. 
40 CFR Part 1501.5(c)(1).  Pursuant to Section 102(C) of NEPA, this assessment evaluates 
environmental consequences of the proposed rehabilitation action to be implemented by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) at the Mason Thorson Ells (MTE) Levee located in the city 
of North Bend, Washington. This EA includes analysis of four alternatives including: (1) the No 
Action Alternative; (2) the Nonstructural Alternative; (3) the Levee Setback Alternative; and (4) 
the Repair In-Place Alternative. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
The MTE Levee was constructed by local interests to protect public infrastructure and is owned 
and maintained by King County, Washington (Figure 1). Levee construction was complete by 
1969. The MTE Levee is on the left bank of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River and is a complete 
system approximately 2,060 feet long. The upstream end of the levee ties into high ground and 
the downstream end terminates at higher ground upstream of a private residence (Photograph 
1, Appendix A). The levee height ranges from 2 to 17 feet above the landward toe. It is 
predominantly composed of silty sand with gravel riverbed material and a rock armor blanket 
on the riverward slope. The riverward and the landward slopes are generally 1.5 to 2 horizontal 
to 1 vertical (1.5-2H:1V) (Appendix B) with the riverward slope being armored by Class V riprap. 
The levee crest is approximately 20 feet wide and surfaced with gravel and crushed rock for a 
drivable surface. The riverside of the levee is heavily vegetated with invasive Himalayan 
blackberry, patches of native willow and conifers, and other deciduous shrub species. The 
riverside of the levee also holds cottonwood trees ranging from 4 to 6 inches in diameter. A 
memorial bench is located at the edge of the levee and will be replaced following repairs. In its 
undamaged state, the levee provides a 10-year level of flood protection, and the National Levee 
Database (NLD) estimates that the levee protects approximately 1,068 people, 394 buildings, 
and $158 million worth of property value (NLD 2023). A 1 percent annual exceedance 
probability (AEP) flood has a 1 in 100 chance of being met or exceeded in any 1 year and has an 
average recurrence interval of 100 years (USGS 2018). In the damaged state, the MTE Levee’s 
level of protection (LOP) is diminished from 10 percent to a 99 percent AEP (USACE 2020). A 99 
percent AEP flood has a 99 in 100 chance of being exceeded in any 1 year. A vicinity map of the 
levee repair site is shown in Figure 1. The non-federal Sponsor for the levee repair is the King 
County Flood Control District. 
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Figure 1. MTE Levee site vicinity left bank of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River in North Bend, 
Washington. 
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Flood Event 

Heavy rainfall and warm temperatures led to high river flows and flooding over the region in 
western Washington during February 2020. On February 1, 2020, the Middle Fork Snoqualmie 
River had a peak flow of 19,600 cubic feet per second (Figure 2) with a stage height of 12.35 
feet (USGS Gage 12141300). Based on a flow analysis at the gage, this event corresponded to 
approximately a 36 percent AEP.  

 

 
Figure 2. Flow hydrograph at the Middle Fork Snoqualmie gage during flood events in February 2020.  

During the flood event, riprap forming the riverward toe and slope armor was scoured from 
approximately 60 linear feet (LF) of the levee, resulting in significant loss of embankment 
material in the crest, slope, and toe beginning at Station 0+00 and continuing to approximately 
Station -0+57 (Negative stationing is used due to a discrepancy in the total length of the levee 
between an inspection in 2006 and a subsequent inspection in 2020.) (Appendix B). Armor rock 
on the levee was scoured and no longer provides coverage of the embankment or associated 
erosion protection. Within the failure area, a tree undermined by the floodwater fell, exposing 
additional embankment material. In the damaged state, the level of protection is diminished 
from 10 percent to 99 percent AEP.  

1.2 AUTHORITY 
Public Law 84-99 provides the USACE with the authority for “the repair or restoration of any 
flood control work threatened or destroyed by flood, including the strengthening, raising, 
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extending, realigning, or other modification thereof as may be necessary in the discretion of the 
Chief of Engineers for the adequate functioning of the work for flood control and subject to the 
condition that the Chief of Engineers may include modifications to the structure or project, or in 
implementation of nonstructural alternatives” (33 U.S.C. § 701n(a)(1)).  

The USACE’s repair work under this authority is limited to the repair of flood control works 
damaged or destroyed by floods. The statute authorizes rehabilitation to the LOP exhibited by 
the flood control work prior to the damaging event. 

This authority is delegated to Seattle District through 33 CFR, Part 203 and Engineering 
Regulation (ER) 500-1-1. From ER 500-1-1: “Improvements to design and equipment (e.g., 
geomembranes) that are a result of state-of-the-art technology, and are commonly 
incorporated into current designs in accordance with sound engineering principles, are 
permissible, and are not considered betterments." 

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION 
The MTE Levee is located near North Bend, King County, Washington (Section 10 of Township 
23 North, Range 8 East; 47° 29’ 53.49” N, 121° 45’45.86” W; Figure 3). It is on the left bank of 
the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River. Access to the project and the staging area, which is located 
on the levee crest, are shown in the design drawings (Appendix B). The mitigation area for 
native tree planting activities will occur on county-owned parcels adjacent to the project area 
(Appendix B). 
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Figure 3. Project Location map for the MTE Levee repair project on the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River 
near North Bend, WA. 

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED 
In the damaged condition, the levee presently provides an approximate 1-year LOP. If the levee 
were to fail, there would be an increased risk to life safety, improved property, and public 
infrastructure. The purpose of the permanent repair is to restore the pre-damage LOP exhibited 
prior to the 2020 flood event to protect lives and property from subsequent flooding. The 
proposed levee repairs addressed in this EA are the result of King County Flood Control 
District’s request for assistance. This EA further addresses the need for implementing a 
permanent repair in 2023 in section 1.1.   
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2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
The USACE has conducted a preliminary evaluation on the alternatives for fulfilling the purpose 
of permanently restoring the LOP, as discussed below. A reasonable alternative must restore 
reliable flood protection to the LOP prior to the next damaging event, must be environmentally 
acceptable, and should address the identified flood risk by being capable of being constructed 
prior to the next flood season. The preferred alternative will be the least cost alternative that 
restores the LOP while fulfilling all legal, technical, and environmental requirements. Below are 
four alternatives including the No Action Alternative and the preferred alternative.  

Under Public Law 84-99, the USACE has limited discretion over repair alternatives. USACE may 
deviate from the original design of the non-federal levee (e.g., setback levee) with the 
participation of the non-federal sponsor who must agree to meet various obligations, including 
land acquisition and additional cost-share funding, to execute any alternative.  

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1:  NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No Action Alternative, the levee would remain in its damaged condition. This 
alternative would not meet the project purpose because the levee would likely be further 
damaged in future flood events and could fail, which would endanger residences, improved 
property, and public infrastructure. During any flood event that threatens the integrity of the 
levee system, the USACE or other Federal and non-federal agencies may act under emergency 
authorities to preserve the levee system and, to the extent possible, maintain protection of life 
and property behind the levee. Any response to damages during a flood event would be 
temporary, less certain of success, potentially more expensive, and could be less protective of 
environmental and cultural resources. A response would also take time to activate and execute, 
so there is risk that it would not prevent levee failure, such as overtopping or breaching. 

The No Action Alternative is not recommended because it would maintain the current status of 
the levee, which is increasingly susceptible to damage or breaching. The current state of the 
levee presents a risk to life and property. It does not meet the project purpose and need, nor is 
it acceptable to the non-federal Sponsor. While the No Action Alternative is not recommended, 
it is carried forward for further evaluation to serve as a base condition for evaluation of other 
alternatives. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  NONSTRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVE 
This alternative consists of floodplain management strategies generally involving changes in 
land use offered by other Federal and State programs. These strategies would include zoning, 
easements, flood warning, floodplain evacuation, and flood insurance. Nonstructural strategies 
involve acquiring, relocating, elevating, and flood proofing existing structures. The costs and 
timeframe for implementing this alternative make it impractical. Furthermore, the participation 
of the non-federal Sponsor would be required to implement a non-structural alternative, and 
the non-federal Sponsor has not agreed to meet its obligations in executing a non-structural 
alternative. Therefore, this alternative is not recommended and not carried forward for further 
evaluation.  
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2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3:  LEVEE SETBACK ALTERNATIVE 
The Levee Setback alternative would shift the alignment of the levee embankment landward by 
the distance necessary to avoid or minimize direct contact with the river current. A setback 
levee would provide benefits to environmental and natural resources within the floodplain. But 
a setback levee would not likely be completed before the next flood season and would be more 
costly than the other alternatives because it requires much more embankment material. Such 
an approach would also encroach on structures and privately owned land used for recreational, 
residential, and business purposes. The costs and timeframe for implementing this alternative 
make it impractical. Furthermore, the participation of the non-federal Sponsor would be 
required to implement a levee setback alternative, and the non-federal Sponsor has not agreed 
to meet its obligations in executing a levee setback alternative. Therefore, this alternative is not 
recommended and not carried forward for further evaluation. 

2.4 ALTERNATIVE 4: REPAIR IN-PLACE ALTERNATIVE (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 
The Repair In-Place alternative would repair the MTE Levee within the pre-damaged footprint 
as designed and built. Repairing the levee in place is recommended to restore it to the pre-
damaged LOP. Design plans for the repairs under this alternative are included in Appendix B 
and described in detail below. This alternative is preferred above the other alternatives (No 
Action, Nonstructural, and Levee Setback) because it meets the purpose and need of the 
proposed project most efficiently. 

2.4.1 Detailed MTE Levee Repair Description (Preferred Alternative) 
The proposed action includes repair of 60 LF of levee, including the damaged levee section 
beginning at the upstream end near Station 0+00 and continuing approximately 40 feet 
downstream along the original alignment, the transition to the undamaged upstream sections 
of the levee, and the downstream cap. The downstream cap consists of approximately 20 feet 
of curved levee design to address the strong hydraulic eddies at this location. This total project 
length of 60 feet reflects the decision not to tie the levee repair into the adjacent private 
property. The repair would return the levee to the pre-flood LOP by constructing a buried toe 
and restoring a blanket of riprap backed by quarry spalls at 2H:1V. The damaged levee would be 
deconstructed by removing, salvaging, and stockpiling remnant riprap and other existing 
materials as practicable. These materials would be stockpiled in approved areas for reuse in the 
repair or disposed of off-site. The slope would be reconstructed and re-armored with a 4.5-
foot-thick layer of Class IV riprap backed by a 12-inch-thick layer of 4- to 8-inch quarry spalls 
(Appendix B). Riprap would be placed at a 2H:1V slope to achieve good compaction and tight 
interlocking. A 6-inch layer of gravel would be placed on top of the levee to restore the levee 
crest (Appendix B). Work would require removal of a giant sequoia (Sequoiadendron 
giganteum) tree on the crest of the levee and two small deciduous trees on the landward side 
of the levee. A memorial bench would be temporarily removed at the edge of the levee and 
replaced following levee repairs. Native willow bundles and Douglas fir tree plantings would be 
included as mitigative measures for this alternative. 

Equipment to be used include hydraulic excavator and dump trucks. Large rock would be placed 
and manipulated using the thumb attachment on the excavator. Small rock that is impracticable 
to manipulate with the thumb attachment, such as quarry spalls, would be transferred from the 
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bucket to the levee slope using a pouring motion. To achieve good compaction and tight 
interlocking, an excavator would “plate” the slope. Plating works by mechanically working the 
rock by applying pressure from the excavator bucket to the rock and moving the bucket back 
and forth until the rock locks up. This action occurs after all the riprap has been placed on the 
slope. 

Table 1. Estimated materials and quantities for the preferred alternative. 
Material Quantity Location Use 

Class VI riprap 436 cubic yards (CY) Levee slope Armoring 

Filter spalls 87 CY Levee slope between riprap 
and embankment material 

Bedding course 

1 ¼ inch rock 5 CY Levee crown Access road 

Topsoil 50 CY Around willow bundles and 
above backfill of buried 
levee at downstream end 

Soil medium for 
willows and 
hydroseed 

Willow bundles 10 bundles of six 
willow stakes 

Along the ordinary high-
water mark (OHWM) 

Riparian habitat for 
mitigation 

Native Douglas fir 
plantings 

9 1-gallon plants Within county-owned land 
adjacent to the levee 

Mitigation for tree 
removal 

Hydroseed 134 square yards On topsoil and disturbed 
areas, above OHWM 

Erosion prevention 
and mitigation 

 

The MTE Levee is a non-federal project for which no as-builts or drawings from the original 
construction (initial fill design) are available. Project documentation and best professional 
engineering judgment indicate the preferred design will reinforce the rest of the levee 
structure, protect against future scour, and minimize erosion on the landward toe behind the 
levee. Additionally, existing riprap size along the MTE levee is estimated as predominantly Class 
V rock. Class V riprap ranges in size between 13-34 inches diameter, weight between 188-3,000 
lbs. Data on file and consultation with the local Sponsor were used in estimating the pre-
damage levee conditions. Data include past inspection reports, site visits, historical maps, and 
review of project documentation from other levee repairs in the project vicinity. Post-flood field 
conditions upstream and downstream of the damaged site were also analyzed. The hydraulic 
calculations indicate that Class VI riprap is the minimum acceptable size under current USACE 
sizing guidelines after considering the hydraulic analysis (Sheet C-301, Appendix B). Based on 
the information available and best professional engineering judgement, the proposed repair is 
not expected to increase the rock size of the levee.  

Due to the emergency need to construct the repair, construction is scheduled to start in the 
summer of 2023. From start to completion, the repair is expected to take from 3 to 4 weeks. 
Any in-water work for the repairs would occur within the in-water work window between July 
15 and October 31 (USACE 2023). Although listed salmonid species are not present due to the 
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impassable natural barrier presented by Snoqualmie Falls at 5.6 miles downstream of the 
project area, USACE would construct during this timeframe as an avoidance and minimization 
measure and best management practice (BMP). A typical work week includes 6 days of 
construction, 8 to 10 hours a day depending on available daylight.  

Shoreline and river areas impacted by construction activities would be restricted to the access 
routes, staging area, damaged levee section, transitions to undamaged upstream section of the 
levee, the curved design on the downstream section of the levee, and mitigation areas. Work 
would require removing vegetation, i.e., approximately 2 small deciduous trees on the 
landward side of the levee and 1 large giant sequoia located on the crest of the levee 
(Photograph 2, Appendix A). No additional fill material volume would be added on the 
riverward levee slope below the OHWM or beyond the pre-flood levee footprint.  

Equipment would be similar to those employed during previous levee repair projects and 
includes a hydraulic excavator and dump trucks. Construction is planned to occur the summer 
of 2023 between July 15 and October 31 (the in-water work window) and is expected to take 
approximately 3 to 4 weeks. Construction vehicles would access the site via an easement on 
private land to the north of the project and the levee crown, which are accessible from public 
rights-of-way. Excavated materials would be staged within the levee footprint and the 
designated staging area (Appendix B). BMPs would be employed to minimize project impacts 
(section 2.6.3). 

Materials would be purchased from local, privately owned companies. However, any borrow 
site, quarry, or gravel mine would be fully permitted by the State. Armor rock pieces would be 
inspected upon delivery and prior to placement for quality, integrity, and absence of excessive 
imported sediments. During the designated work window, in-water work would include the 
salvage and replacement of riprap on the toe and riverward face of the levee. Some excavation 
and placement of repair materials would take place below the OHWM elevation at the repair 
site. BMPSs would be employed to minimize impacts associated with the work below the 
OHWM (section 2.6.3). Salvaged riprap would be temporarily stockpiled on the levee crown or 
staging area to enable sorting for reuse. Material that is not suitable for reuse would be 
disposed of offsite at an approved upland site. 

2.4.2 Construction Sequence 
Construction would occur in a single construction period within the approved construction 
window and would consist of the major components described below. Construction refers only 
to those activities associated with the deconstruction and reconstruction of the levee prism. 
Mitigation plantings are not considered part of the levee construction and would be installed as 
described in section 2.6. Specific existing conditions for the location where the fill material 
would be purchased are unknown, as the materials would be purchased from local, privately 
owned companies. A State-permitted site would be chosen through a contract bidding process 
prior to construction.  

Site Preparation: The first component of construction includes the preparation of access routes 
and the existing levee prisms for material removal. A pre-construction meeting would be held. 
The project limits would be clearly marked using stakes and flagging, and the repair area 
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cleared and grubbed as necessary. Invasive vegetation, including Japanese knotweed and 
Himalayan blackberry, would be disposed of off-site in a manner to prevent the spread of 
invasive vegetation. Staging activities would consist of temporarily stockpiling rock, supplies, 
equipment, and vehicles. Staging, storage, and work activities would be limited to the areas 
shown in the design plans (Appendix B). 

Deconstruct Damaged Levee: The damaged portion of the levee would be deconstructed by 
removing, salvaging, and stockpiling remnant riprap and other existing material as practicable. 
As necessary, sloughed embankment material would be excavated from the scoured riverward 
slope. Salvaged and stockpiled materials would be stored in approved areas for reuse in the 
repair or disposed of at a permitted disposal site. All deconstruction of the damaged levee 
would follow design plans (Appendix B). 

Construct Levee Repair: Construction would commence at the toe, starting upstream and 
working downstream, to deflect flows and minimize turbidity in the construction area. The 
construction would adhere to the design plans (Appendix B). The weighted toe, levee prism, 
and slope would be constructed per design requirements. The repair would smoothly transition 
at the upstream and downstream limits of construction into the adjacent slopes. 

Complete Construction: Upon completion of all construction activities, areas disturbed by levee 
construction, staging activities, and road access would be restored to pre-construction 
condition as necessary. The non-federal Sponsor and the USACE would complete mitigation as 
described below. 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 
All environmental mitigation discussed in this section applies to execution of the preferred 
alternative. 

At the repair site, the USACE estimates that there are 2 small deciduous trees on the landward 
side of the levee and 1 large giant sequoia located on the crest of the levee (Photograph 2, 
Appendix A). To offset impacts to fish habitat associated with the MTE Levee repair, the USACE 
would mitigate for the removal of the 3 trees at a 3:1 ratio, which accounts for temporal habitat 
loss due to the time lag for the trees to reach maturity and assumes that not all plantings would 
survive. The 9 plantings would consist of 1-gallon Douglas fir trees. Mitigation planting site 
selection was limited due to real estate requirements and proximity to the levee repair. 
Although vegetation removal is known to affect water temperatures due to reduced shading in 
many locations, river temperatures are not expected to discernibly change due to this project; 
thus, the mitigation planting provides other habitat values in addition to shading. 

Monitoring and adaptive management, including replacement and maintenance of plantings, 
after the first year will be conducted by USACE. If after the first year less than 80 percent of the 
plantings survive, all the dead plantings will be replaced. In preparation for any required 
adaptive management in the form of replanting, USACE will evaluate why the plantings failed 
and plan the best path forward for successful replacement consistent with its authority and 
available funding. Subsequent monitoring, maintenance, and any necessary replanting will be 
the responsibility of the King County Flood Control District. 
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2.6 CONSERVATION, BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, AND MITIGATION 

2.6.1 Mitigation 
Mitigation for effects of proposed actions is evaluated as part of the NEPA process. Mitigation 
can take any of the following forms per 40 CFR § 1508.1(s):  

• Avoiding effects altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.  

• Minimizing effects by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation.  

• Rectifying effects by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.  

• Reducing or eliminating effects over time by preservation and maintenance actions 
during the life of the action.  

• Compensating for effects by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments.  

The preferred alternative is planned and designed to avoid and minimize project impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. All access would be over existing roads and trails, and all staging 
would be in previously developed or disturbed uplands. All in-water activity would be timed to 
use construction timing windows established to protect fish (July 15 through October 31), 
although no ESA-listed salmonid species are present in the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River 
upstream of Snoqualmie Falls. The project area is located approximately 5.6 miles upstream of 
Snoqualmie Falls. Conservation measures and BMPs listed below include measures to protect 
the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River from sediment and turbidity originating from construction at 
the site. All mitigation measures developed in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) and affected Tribes would be implemented to protect cultural resources. 

2.6.2 Conservation Measures 
Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs Federal agencies to use their 
authorities to further aid the purpose of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the 
benefit of threatened and endangered species. Although no ESA-listed salmonid species are 
located upstream of Snoqualmie Falls, USACE developed a list of conservation measures and 
incorporated these into the project design to reduce environmental impacts of the project to 
endangered and threatened listed species and designated critical habitat that exists 
downstream of the project area. For the preferred alternative, the measures are the following:  

a. The erosion control seed mix specified in the BMPs (section 2.6.3) and mulch will be 
used. This will reduce runoff from the site and speed up revegetation by providing 
an organic base and retaining a soil layer in disturbed areas. 

b. Willow bundles will be incorporated into the levee repair and native trees will be 
planted adjacent to the levee location. Monitoring and adaptive management, 
including replacement and maintenance, will be conducted after 1 year. Subsequent 
monitoring will be the responsibility of King County.  

c. USACE will inspect the repair site after the repair is completed. If conservation 
measures and repairs require modification from those described here, or what is 
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depicted in the plans, they will be recorded and described. The USACE biologist will 
assess whether changes are needed, such as change in type or location of plantings. 

2.6.3 Best Management Practices  
The USACE developed a list of BMPs and would incorporate these into the action to reduce 
environmental impacts. Some are integrated into the repair, while others are guides to 
operation and care of equipment. These measures are as follows: 

a) Work will be conducted during daylight hours. 
b) Work area is restricted to the authorized project footprint as shown in the design plans 

in Appendix B, sheet CS103. 
c) Temporary erosion control measures will be installed for all phases of work. As 

construction advances, installation of silt fencing will occur along the full length of the 
disturbed area of the project site. Additional erosion control measures will be used as 
needed to prevent the discharge or accumulation of sediment into the river, and offsite. 
Accumulation of sediment in adjacent swales or storm drains will be monitored daily 
and cleaned to ensure continued service throughout construction. 

d) In-water work will be limited to low flow periods and minimized to the extent possible. 
All in-water work will occur during the established work window of July 15 to October 
31 as an avoidance and minimization measure.  

e) The repair uses the steepest allowable slope to reduce riverward impacts. 
f) Rock placement will occur only within locations specified in the design plans and within 

the authorized project footprint. 
g) Material placed into the water (riprap, spall rock) shall be placed individually or in small 

bucket loads in a controlled manner to reduce turbidity and in-water noise generation. 
No end dumping of rock into the water will occur. 

h) Rock placement will occur from the upstream end of the project to the downstream end 
so that the placed rock will act as a localized flow deflector and help manage flows in 
the installation areas to reduce turbidity. 

i) Water quality monitoring for turbidity will be conducted a minimum of 1 day at the start 
of each new sediment-generating activity. See the attached Water Quality Monitoring 
Plan in Appendix C for protocols. If significant sediment enters the river and high levels 
of turbidity occur, work will be halted until the situation can be assessed and corrected. 

j) Vegetation removal will be limited to the authorized project footprint and location of 
mitigation plantings. 

k) Noxious weeds will be disposed of separately from other organic materials at an 
approved off-site location. Himalayan blackberry, including the root system, will be 
removed, and disposed of appropriately. Removed Himalayan blackberry will not be 
placed in a compost pile or left to root onsite. 

l) USACE will replace any removed trees at a 3:1 replacement ratio in a mitigation planting 
location adjacent to the levee. A minimum of 9 Douglas fir trees will be planted during 
the normal planting season to ensure successful plant establishment. Trees will be 
obtained in 1-gallon pots from a local nursery. 
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m) USACE will conduct monitoring of the mitigation plantings and plant replacement trees 
during the first year after planting, as warranted. After 1-year, subsequent vegetation 
maintenance will become the responsibility of the sponsor.  

n) Woody material generated during construction, such as removed trees, logs, and root 
wads, will be placed at the toe of the repaired levee to improve aquatic habitat 
complexity. Root wads will remain attached to the tree, to the extent feasible, and will 
be oriented to face upstream.  

o) The Construction Supervisor or USACE biologist will oversee the mitigation plantings.  
p) To reduce runoff from the site and speed up revegetation, all disturbed soils above the 

OHWM not covered by armor rock will be covered with topsoil and hydroseeded with 
the Meadow Seed Mix specified in the Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington, BMP C120, Table II-3.4: Temporary and Permanent Seed Mixes which 
includes Agrostis alba or A. oregonensis 20% by weight, Festuca rubra 70% by weight, 
and Trifolium repens 10% by weight.  

q) Refueling will occur on the back side of the levee or in staging areas away from the river. 
Biodegradable hydraulic fluids will be used in any portion of the equipment that will 
work in the water. 

r) Construction equipment will be cleaned prior to site delivery. 
s) Construction equipment shall be regularly checked for drips or leaks. Any leak will be 

fixed promptly, or the equipment will be removed from the project site. 
t) At least one fuel spill kit with absorbent pads will always remain onsite. 
u) Drive trains of equipment will not operate in moving water and work will occur from the 

top of the bank. Only the excavator bucket with thumb attachment will extend into the 
water. When in-water, equipment will be operated slowly to allow fish to escape from 
the area of active construction. 

v) A pre-construction meeting will be conducted to look at existing conditions and any 
possible fine-tuning that can be done to best accomplish these BMPs and other 
environmental requirements. The pre-construction meeting may include outside 
resource agencies and/or the project sponsor. 

w) At least one USACE biologist and geotechnical engineer will be available via phone 
during construction and on-site during initial construction activities. The USACE biologist 
and geotechnical engineer may also visit the construction site. All visits will be 
coordinated with the project manager, and Emergency Management Construction Lead.  

x) All trash and unauthorized fill will be removed from the project and staging area, 
including concrete blocks or pieces, bricks, asphalt, metal, treated wood, glass, floating 
debris, and paper. All trash will be disposed of properly after work is complete. 

3 ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON  
This section provides information on the existing conditions of resources within the project area 
and issues relevant to the decision process for selecting the preferred alternative. Existing 
conditions are the physical, chemical, biological, and socioeconomic characteristics of the 
project area. Factors for selecting the preferred alternative include considering which of the 
alternatives would be the least costly, environmentally acceptable, consistent with engineering 



 

14 
 

practices, and meet the purpose and need of the project. Table 2 identifies the resources 
evaluated for detailed analysis with a rationale for inclusion or exclusion. Resources were 
excluded from detailed analysis if they are not potentially affected by the alternatives or have 
no material bearing on the decision-making process. 

Table 2. List of resources considered for detailed effects analysis and rationale for inclusion or exclusion.  

Resource 

Included in 
Detailed 
Analysis 
(Y/N) Rationale for inclusion or exclusion 

Hydraulics and 
Geomorphology N 

Repairs would be within the footprint and consistent with the 
character of the historic levee. This resource does not require 
further analysis. 

Groundwater 
N 

Repairs would be within the existing levee footprint. 
Groundwater will not be affected. This resource does not require 
further analysis. 

Water and 
Sediment Quality  Y 

Repairs may affect water and sediment quality. Analysis is 
required to investigate what conditions are present and the 
extent of any potential effects. 

Wetlands N Repairs would have no effect on wetlands. This resource does 
not require further analysis. 

Vegetation 

Y 

Aquatic vegetation is not located in or immediately adjacent to 
the project area, but shoreline vegetation is present. Analysis is 
required to investigate what vegetation exists and to determine 
the extent of any potential effects. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Y 

Animals in proximity to the project area could be affected. 
Analysis is required to determine what species are present and 
the extent of potential effects. 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

N 
An analysis of potential effects on threatened and endangered 
species has been performed. USACE made a determination of no 
effect. This resource does not require further analysis.  

Cultural Resources Y An analysis of potential effects on cultural resources is required. 
See Appendix D for documentation. 

Tribal Treaty 
Rights Y 

An analysis of the potential effect to federally recognized Tribes 
and Tribal resources is required. Consultation with Tribes is 
described in Section 8.11.  

Air Quality and 
Noise Y 

Repairs involve construction equipment that generate exhaust 
and noise. Analysis is required to understand the potential for 
effects. 
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Resource 

Included in 
Detailed 
Analysis 
(Y/N) Rationale for inclusion or exclusion 

Hazardous, Toxic, 
and Radiological 
Waste 

N 
The repair area does not have contaminants. The closest 
superfund site is approximately 14 miles away in Maple Valley, 
WA. This resource does not require further analysis. 

Aesthetics 
Y 

Repairs include removal of vegetation that would alter the 
aesthetics of the project area. Analysis is required to understand 
the potential for effects. 

Recreation 
Resources Y 

Repairs may affect recreational uses on the levee during 
construction. Analysis is required to investigate what recreation 
is present, and to determine the extent of any potential effects. 

Public Services 
and Utilities N Repairs will have no effect on public services and utilities. This 

resource does not require further analysis. 

Socioeconomics & 
Environmental 
Justice 

Y 
Repairs may affect socioeconomics and environmental justice. 
Analysis is required to understand the potential for effects. 

Transportation 
and Traffic Y 

Repairs involve construction equipment that must be 
transported to the site. Analysis is required to understand the 
potential for effects. 

 

3.1 WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has designated this portion of the Middle 
Fork Snoqualmie River as core summer salmonid habitat (although no anadromous fish can 
reach the area) and primary contact for recreation (WAC 173-201A-602). Water quality 
standards are established according to this aquatic life use designation.  

According to the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Water Quality Atlas (Ecology 
2023c), the subject reach of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River is listed as a Category 4A water 
for temperature. Category 4A waters are those waterbodies that already have an EPA-approved 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plan in place and implemented. In this case, two approved 
water quality improvement plans cover the project area: the Snoqualmie River Watershed 
Temperature TMDL and the Snoqualmie River Watershed Multiparameter TMDL. The 
impairment for temperature was noted in 2006 when the 7-day mean of daily maximum values 
criterion of 16°C was exceeded 11 times. The maximum exceedance was 21.8°C. A TMDL set a 
load allocation for a segment downstream that requires the entire area to produce measured 
reductions in temperature such that the downstream segment may meet water quality 
standards (Ecology 2011).  
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Substrate in the area is dominated by cobble to large boulder-sized rocks due to the quantity 
and velocity of water in the area. Portions of the river, particularly the opposite side of the river 
from the project area, are lined by bare bedrock as the river moves most smaller particles 
downstream. 

3.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, the damaged levee could sustain further damage, which may lead to 
flood fighting measures and fill placement during future high-water events. This would increase 
sediment and turbidity in the river, which may be a minor concern during a flood event. Levee 
failure, if flood fighting efforts were unsuccessful, could allow floodwater to transport debris 
and sediment into the river from adjacent properties with substantial impacts to water quality. 
Adjacent areas include recreational, agricultural, and residential properties. 

3.1.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
Under the preferred alternative, Repair In-Place, the MTE Levee would be repaired to its pre-
damage condition with slightly larger armor rock as appropriate given the hydrologic 
conditions. Doing so would require work in the active channel with some work below the 
OHWM. Construction would be expected to cause minor, temporary, and localized increases in 
turbidity. BMPs, including restrictions on fueling and prevention of fluid leaks from construction 
equipment, would be employed to minimize and prevent discharge of pollutants into the river. 
Materials used for the repair would be contaminant free and purchased through a contract 
bidding process from vendors fully permitted by the state. Turbidity would be monitored 
upstream and downstream of the project site during construction (Appendix C). If turbidity 
exceeds state water quality standards, particulate-generating activities would be halted until 
standards are met and construction methods changed to avoid future exceedances. All 
construction materials would be clean and contaminant-free, including free from oils and 
excessive sediment. 

This alternative would remove shoreline vegetation at the repair location and replace it with 
rock armor. The vegetation removal is expected to have negligible effects to shading and 
localized water temperatures along the shoreline as the majority of the vegetation to be 
removed is low in stature with the exception of the one giant sequoia tree. The giant sequoia 
tree provides only very localized shade at the edge of the wide river channel in this location. To 
mitigate for the vegetation removal, hydroseeding would be incorporated into the repair and 
off-site mitigation plantings would be installed as described in section 2.6 to compensate for 
tree removal. In addition, willow bundles have been incorporated into the levee repair which 
will provide shade, insect habitat, and edge diversity, and as they mature the stems create 
refugia for fish during high-water events. This alternative would not have measurable effects to 
pH, bacteria, and dissolved oxygen levels in the river. Only clean, uncontaminated materials 
would be used, and no pollutants are expected to be introduced to the river. Effects to water 
quality from this alternative would be temporary and localized. 

3.2 VEGETATION 
The reach of river around the project site has a vegetated riparian corridor consisting of shrubs, 
willows (Salix spp.), and small black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) trees spanning the width 
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of the levee. Within the project area, a giant sequoia tree is located on the crest of the levee 
while the levee riverward face is dominated by invasive Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
armeniacus). The margins of the levee crown are covered with grasses and forbs while the 
center is packed gravel. Where the levee terminates at the downstream end, there is a small, 
open grassy area. Landward of the levee is a patchy forest of Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga 
menziesii), western red cedar (Thuja plicata), and big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum). Some 
native undergrowth shrubs such as ocean spray (Holodiscus discolor) and osoberry (Oemleria 
cerasiformis) occur, but the undergrowth is dominated by the invasive Himalayan blackberry. 

3.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Subsequent flood events would exacerbate damages to the levee and likely cause soil erosion 
and mortality to select vegetation in the area. Particularly, the root structure of the giant 
sequoia on the levee crown is likely to be undermined, resulting in an eventual fall. Other 
vegetation could be washed away by flood waters or succumb to stress of inundation if 
sensitive to excess water. Over time, a vegetation community able to withstand periodic 
flooding and inundation would likely establish on the damaged levee and surrounding areas.  

3.2.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
The preferred alternative would require the removal of three trees, the mature giant sequoia 
near the crown of the levee and two smaller, deciduous trees on the landward side. The trees 
obstruct access to the repair site for the equipment needed to move and place Class VI riprap. 
Removed trees would be placed on the newly repaired levee slope just below the planted 
willow bundles. A minor reduction in habitat function is expected due to tree removal and 
construction activities. Establishment of willows at the repair site would replace some of the 
impacted habitat functions lost by the tree removal. Natural recruitment of woody species is 
expected to occur slowly. Establishment of herbaceous vegetation would limit rock exposure to 
the sun (to limit associated water temperature impacts) and would provide some nutrient input 
to the river. Mitigation activities, including hydroseeding and planting of conifers on landward 
side of levee, would provide some of the impacted riparian functions to include shoreline 
complexity, woody debris recruitment, and nutrient input. Willow bundles have been 
incorporated into the levee repair which will provide shade, insect habitat, and edge diversity, 
and as they mature the stems create refugia for fish during high-water events. Overall, the 
effect of the Repair In-Place Alternative on vegetation would be minor given the limited 
vegetation present and the mitigation plantings proposed. 

3.3 FISH AND WILDLIFE 
The subject reach of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River supports cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus 
clarkii lewisi), rainbow trout (O. mykiss), trout hybrids (O. mykiss x O. clarkii) and mountain 
whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni) (WDFW 2022) but is inaccessible for anadromous and 
federally listed salmonid species due to the presence of Snoqualmie Falls. Other fish species 
found in this reach include largescale sucker (Catostomus macrocheilus), longnose dace 
(Rhinichthys cataractae), and sculpin species (Cottus spp.). Western brook lamprey (Lampetra 
richardsoni) may also be present as they are present downstream of the proposed levee repair. 
Primary impacts to aquatic species would include vibration and noise disturbance because of 
the heavy equipment, as well as turbidity during active excavation and/or placement of rock. 
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Species would likely be displaced from the project area during in-water work; however, species 
are expected to return to the area once construction is complete. Most individuals are expected 
to avoid the area during construction, however, some individuals of bottom dwelling species, 
such as sculpins, could be killed during active excavation and rock placement. 

Terrestrial areas around North Bend are home to numerous species including larger mammals 
such as black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus canadensis 
nelsoni), coyote (Canis latrans), cougar (Puma concolor), and bobcats (Lynx rufus). Bird 
observations nearby include a variety of mostly common birds adapted to coniferous forests 
(Little Si, ebird 2022). The project area and its immediate vicinity likely support fewer species 
consisting of those more habituated to humans. Primary impacts to local mammals would 
include noise and human disturbance during construction. Individuals may temporarily avoid 
the project area during construction but would be expected to return when construction is 
complete. 

3.3.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative could result in continued erosion of the bank, especially in a flood 
event, and could leave the levee vulnerable to continued damage and breaching. A breach 
would result in inundation behind the levee with associated severe turbidity and potential 
pollution impacts to the river. A flood fight would likely be undertaken to prevent a breach. 
Such activities would likely cause fish and wildlife to leave the area. Emergency actions would 
entail more in-water work and vegetation clearing that would have greater impact on fish and 
wildlife than a scheduled repair action. The exact effect to fish and wildlife associated with 
emergency flood actions is difficult to quantify or predict but does have the potential to be 
considerable if the flood event warrants repairs at a damaged site. 

3.3.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
Repairs under this alternative would cause short-term impacts to fish and wildlife. The primary 
impacts would be a temporary increase in turbidity and noise, vibration, and human activity 
caused by heavy equipment use. These impacts may temporarily displace fish and wildlife 
during the 3 to 4 weeks of construction, but fish would be expected to return as soon as 
construction is complete. Effects to fish and wildlife due to this alternative would be temporary 
and localized. 

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The MTE Levee was constructed by 1969 by local entities. A literature review and records 
search found no archaeological sites located within or adjacent to the area of potential effects 
(APE). The MTE Levee was previously surveyed in 2009, and a USACE archaeologist conducted a 
pedestrian survey of the APE on February 10, 2021, and May 3, 2023. Previous disturbances 
within the APE include construction of the MTE Levee and the 2009 levee repair work. The MTE 
Levee is over 50 years old and was recorded on a SHPO historic property inventory form. USACE 
determined that the MTE Levee is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). SHPO concurred with this determination and recorded their review and agreement in 
project files in the Washington Information System for Architectural and Archaeological 
Records Data (WISAARD). SHPO also concurred with USACE’s finding of no historic properties 
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affected for this project on April 26, 2022, with the stipulation that a professional 
archaeological monitor be present during excavation of the levee toe and an archaeological 
monitoring and inadvertent discovery plan (MIDP) be developed. USACE developed an MIDP for 
this project and will be implementing it during construction. USACE consulted with the 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, the Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, and 
the Yakama Nation about the repair. An APE amendment including the updated access route 
was sent to the SHPO and the Tribes on May 17, 2023. SHPO concurred with the revised APE on 
May 17, 2023, and the determination of no historic properties affected on June 20, 2023, 
reasserting the stipulation that a professional archaeological monitor be present and an MIDP 
be followed. To date, USACE has received no comments from these Tribes regarding the NHPA 
consultation. 

3.4.1 No Action Alternative 
The No-Action Alternative would have no impact on cultural resources within the APE. Under 
this alternative, the USACE would not repair the levee, and the threat of future levee failures 
would increase. As the no action would not be considered an undertaking, as defined in 36 CFR 
800, this alternative would be considered to have no potential to effect cultural resources. The 
This alternative would result in continued degradation of the levees through natural processes. 
It is likely that at an unknown time the levees would fail causing irreparable damage to the 
structure potentially causing an adverse effect to historic structures behind the levee that are 
potentially eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. 

3.4.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
The preferred alternative is a repair within the pre-damage levee footprint. Under this 
alternative, the MTE levee would be repaired and would result in no historic properties 
affected, as there are no historic properties within the project APE (Appendix D). 

3.5 AIR QUALITY AND NOISE 
Air quality in King County and at the site is regulated by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 
(PSCAA 2022). The main sources of outdoor air pollution are motor vehicles, outdoor burning, 
and wood smoke. 

Under the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets standards for air 
quality to regulate harmful pollutants. National ambient air quality standards are set for six 
common air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (solid and 
liquid particles suspended in the air), sulfur dioxide, and lead. Areas that do not meet the 
national ambient air quality standards are designated non-attainment areas. The EPA sets de 
minimis thresholds for pollutants in non-attainment areas. National ambient air quality 
standards are met across Washington State, but Ecology and other clean air agencies continue 
to monitor air quality at 55 locations (Ecology 2023b). 

The EPA established the Air Quality Index (AQI) as a simplified tool for communicating daily air 
quality forecasts and near real-time information to people for planning their daily activities. The 
AQI indicates how clean or polluted air is and what associated health effects might be a 
concern. It focuses on health effects that may be experienced within a few hours or days after 
breathing polluted air. An AQI value of 100 generally corresponds to the air quality standard for 
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the pollutant set to protect public health. A higher AQI indicates higher levels of air pollution 
and greater health concern.  

The site is in Attainment Areas for all pollutants of concern (Ecology 2023a). National ambient 
air quality standards are monitored by Ecology and other clean air agencies at 55 locations 
throughout the state. One of these sites, North Bend Way, is in North Bend and is owned by 
Ecology (Ecology 2023b). Table 3 shows the AQI rating for 2021 by county in the region of the 
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA 2022). Most days in 2021 were rated as having a good air 
quality. Two days were rated as unhealthy and one day was rated as very unhealthy due to 
wildfires. 

 

Table 3. AQI ratings for 2021 (PSCAA 2022).  
 AQI Rating (percent of year)  

County 
Good 

(0-50 AQI) 

Moderate 

(51-100 AQI) 

Unhealthy for 
Sensitive Groups 

(101-150 AQI) 

Unhealthy 

(151-200 AQI) 

Very 
Unhealthy 
(201-300) 

Highest 
AQI 

King 84.1 14.8 0.3 0.5 0.3 246 

Kitsap 98.4 1.4 0.3 0 0 113 

Pierce 83.6 15.6 0.8 0 0 139 

Snohomish 82.5 16.7 0.8 0 0 137 

 

The project site and its surroundings have been developed, with a wide variety of human 
activities contributing to ambient noise levels. Human-related existing noise sources at the 
project site include traffic, construction, internal combustion engines, and agricultural activities. 

3.5.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no direct effect on air quality or noise. Emergency 
actions may be required to protect lives and property in the event of a flood. These actions 
would likely have similar air emissions and noise effects as the preferred alternative but could 
differ depending on timing and scope of the emergency action. Effects to air quality and noise 
would be temporary and within the range of intensity of noise produced by on-going activities 
in the area. Effects on air quality and noise would be negligible. 

3.5.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
Construction vehicles and heavy equipment used in construction would temporarily and locally 
generate increased gasoline and diesel exhaust fumes. The small area of construction and the 
short duration of the activities would limit the impact to air quality. The proposed project 
would constitute routine repair of an existing facility, generating an increase in direct emissions 
of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that would be de minimis, and would therefore be 
exempt by 40 CFR Section 93.153(c)(2)(iv) from the conformity determination requirements. 
Emissions generated by the construction activity are expected to be minor, short-term, and 
would not affect the implementation of Washington’s Clean Air Act implementation plan. 
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Unquantifiable but negligible exacerbation of effects of CO2 emissions on global climate change 
would be anticipated. 

During construction activities, there would be a localized increase in ambient noise levels from 
equipment operation. Proposed repairs would be conducted during daylight hours from 7 AM 
to 7 PM to limit noise impacts on surrounding properties. Construction-related traffic may 
cause temporary increases to local traffic, which is expected to cause a minor increase vehicle 
emissions. Effects on air quality and noise would be negligible. 

3.6 AESTHETICS 
The project area and its surroundings are typical of mid-elevation western Washington rivers. 
Water tolerant species such as willow, cottonwood, and native shrubs line the river with a 
mixed conifer deciduous forest on the landward side of the levee (predominantly Douglas fir 
and big-leaf maple with Himalayan blackberry dominating the undergrowth). The downstream 
end of the levee (within the proposed repair footprint) has two unique features, a memorial 
bench, and a large giant sequoia.  

3.6.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would likely result in further damage to the levee, potentially 
undermining the root system of the giant sequoia. Unmitigated damage to the levee could 
eventually lead to loss of the sequoia and the memorial bench on the crown of the levee. 

3.6.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
Repairs to the levee would require the removal of the giant sequoia and two small, deciduous 
trees on the landward side of the levee. Following repairs, the removed trees would be placed 
just below the newly planted willow bundles. This will provide shading, organic input, cover, 
and some complexity to the shoreline. Mitigation for the removal of the trees would consist of 
planting nine conifers on the landward side of the levee. 

The memorial bench would be temporarily moved prior to repair work commencing. Following 
completion of the repairs, the bench would be replaced in a similar manner and location on the 
crown of the levee as it was originally. 

3.7 RECREATION RESOURCES 
Because of the dangers associated with drowning at this site, King County discourages public 
access. Nonetheless, the area is unofficially used for river access to a popular swimming area. 
The levee crown is used by bicyclists and pedestrians; however, private property between the 
project area and the access point likely precludes most recreation from the project area.  

3.7.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not alter public access to the area; however, the area may 
become more dangerous as erosion destabilizes the face of the levee. 

3.7.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
The public will be temporarily barred from accessing the area during construction activities. 
Few individuals are likely to be affected by the closure and impacts would be limited to the 
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period of construction (anticipated to be a maximum of approximately 3-4 weeks). No long-
term impacts to recreation resources will occur. 

3.8 SOCIOECONOMICS & ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations and Executive Order 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis; EO 13985 & 14091, 
Advancing Racial Equity and Support for Underserved Communities Through the Federal 
Government; EO 14096, Revitalizing our Nation’s Commitment to Environmental Justice for 
All 
“Environmental Justice” is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income regarding the development, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies, with no 
group bearing a disproportionate burden of environmental harms and risks. Environmental 
justice and disproportionate impacts to disadvantaged communities shall be considered 
throughout the civil works programs and in all phases of project planning and decision-making, 
consistent with the goals and objectives of various Administration policies. 

EO 12898 directs Federal agencies to take the appropriate steps to identify and address any 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of Federal 
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. Minority 
populations are those persons who identify themselves as Black, Hispanic, Asian American, 
American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Pacific Islander. A minority population exists where the 
percentage of minorities in an affected area either exceeds 50 percent or is meaningfully 
greater than in the general population. EO 14008 updates EO 12898 and has expanded Federal 
agencies’ responsibilities for assessing environmental justice consequences of their actions. EO 
13985, EO 14091, and EO 14096 charge the Federal Government with advancing equity for all, 
including communities that have long been underserved, and addressing systemic racism in our 
Nation's policies and programs. 

Existing Conditions Pre-flood 

An analysis of demographic data was conducted to derive information on the approximate 
locations of low-income and minority populations in the community of concern. Since the 
analysis considers disproportionate impacts, three areas were defined to compare the area 
affected by the project and a larger regional area that serves as a basis for comparison and 
includes the area affected. The larger regional area is defined as the smallest political unit that 
includes the affected area and is called the community of comparison. For purposes of the 
analysis, the affected area is approximately a 5-mile radius around the project area, and the city 
of North Bend, Washington, is the community of comparison. Demographic information was 
also compared against the State of Washington for reference. The EPA’s Environmental Justice 
(EJ) Screening and Mapping tool, also known as the EJScreen tool, was used to obtain the study 
area demographics (EPA 2023a). 

As shown in Table 4, the aggregate minority population is estimated at 19 percent in the 
affected area, 30 percent in the city of North Bend, and 33 percent in the State of Washington 
(EPA 2023a, Appendix E). The aggregate population percentage in the affected area does not 
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exceed 50 percent and is less than the state average. The EO does not provide criteria to 
determine if an affected area consists of a low-income population. For purposes of the 
assessment, the CEQ criterion for defining low-income population was adapted to identify 
whether the population in an affected area constitutes a low-income population. An affected 
geographic area is considered to consist of a low-income population (i.e., below the poverty 
level, for purposes of this analysis) where the percentage of low-income persons: 1) is greater 
than 50 percent, or 2) is meaningfully greater than the low-income population percentage in 
the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. The U.S. Census Bureau 
poverty assessment weighs income before taxes and excludes capital gains and non-cash 
benefits (such as public housing, Medicaid, and food stamps). Table 4 provides a summary of 
the income and poverty status for the study area. As shown in the table, 13 percent of the 
individuals in the affected area are considered low-income. This percentage in the affected area 
does not exceed 50 percent. In addition, the affected area low-income population percentage is 
smaller than the low-income population in the city (18 percent) and the percentage of the State 
(24 percent). Therefore, the affected area is not considered to have a high concentration of 
low-income population. 

Table 4. Environmental Justice Demographic and Income Statistics. 
Demographic Affected Affected Area City of North Bend Washington State 

Minority Population 19% 30% 33% 

Low-Income Population 13% 18% 24% 

 

The EPA’s EJScreen tool also provides an index on environmental indicators (EPA 2023a, 
Appendix E). The EJ index is a combination of environmental and demographic information. 
There are 12 EJ Indexes in EJSCREEN reflecting the 12 environmental indicators. The EJ Index 
uses the concept of "excess risk" by looking at how far above the national average the block 
group's demographics are. EPA considers a project to be in an area of potential EJ concern 
when an EJScreen analysis for the impacted area shows one or more of the 12 EJ Indexes at or 
above the 80th percentile in the nation and/or state. None of the 12 EJ Indexes are at or above 
the 80th percentile in the nation and state (EPA 2023a, Appendix E). 

According to the EPA, air toxics are defined as airborne substances that cause or may cause 
serious health, environmental, or ecological effects (EPA 2023b). EPA has identified 188 
pollutants as air toxics in Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (EPA 2023b). The EPA’s AirToxicScreen 
Mapper was used to identify cancer risk by air toxic and source type in the city of North Bend, 
King County, Washington (EPA 2023c, Appendix E). 

Additionally, as part of the environmental justice analysis, the CEQ’s Climate and Economic 
Justice Screening Tool was examined for disadvantaged communities. Communities are 
considered disadvantaged if they are in a census tract that meets the threshold for at least one 
of the tool’s categories of burden and corresponding economic indicator or are on the lands of 
a federally recognized Tribe. The project area is located within census tract number 
53033032704, which has a population of 7,326. This tract is not considered disadvantaged and 
does not meet any burden thresholds or at least one socioeconomic threshold (CEQ 2023). 
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3.8.1 No Action Alternative 
The NLD estimates that MTE levee protects 1,068 people, 394 buildings, and $158 million worth 
of property value (NLD 2023). In the damaged condition, the levee presently provides an 
approximate 1-year LOP. The levee would likely be further damaged in future flood events and 
could fail, which would endanger homes, businesses, the wastewater treatment facility, and 
other public infrastructure.  

3.8.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
The preferred alternative of repair of the existing levee does not involve a facility siting decision 
involving the siting of hazardous waste storage or emission generating activities and will not 
disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations nor have any adverse human 
health impacts. The area is not at or above the 80th percentile in the nation and/or State for all 
12 EJ indexes. The project would not cause long-term increases to any of the 12 EJ indexes. 
Only minor and temporary increases related to construction equipment emissions are 
anticipated. Other EJ Indexes unrelated to emissions would remain unaffected (e.g., Superfund 
proximity, wastewater discharge indicator, etc.). The project maintains flood protection for the 
affected area. If the preferred alternative is not implemented, communities would experience 
greater flood risk. No interaction with other projects would result in any such disproportionate 
impacts. No cumulative impact to environmental justice is expected from interaction of the 
proposed levee repairs with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. Further, 
Tribal governments that are also environmental justice communities in the project area have 
been engaged and informed about the proposed action. The proposed action would not directly 
or through contractual or other arrangements, use criteria, methods, or practices that 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national origin, nor would it have a disproportionate 
effect on minority or low-income communities. 

Because the levee protects the area from flooding of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River, the 
area of analysis for environmental justice purposes also includes the floodplain for this river. 
The preferred alternative, which repairs the MTE Levee to its pre-damage LOP, would provide a 
universal benefit to persons, including disadvantaged minority, low-income, and Tribal 
communities, residing in the floodplain. Thus, there are no disproportionate adverse impacts 
imposed on those communities, as compared with the larger reference population, through 
repair of the levee. 

3.9 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Access to the MTE Levee is via public roadways through the city of North Bend. Public 
transportation and regular traffic patterns, including stop lights and round abouts, exist within 
North Bend. 

3.9.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative could affect transportation and traffic in North Bend. If no action was 
taken and the levee were to breach, damage to public roadways could occur from flooding 
requiring additional repairs, traffic delays, and temporary detouring of public transportation.  
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3.9.2 Repair In-Place Alternative 
The repair in-place alternative will require construction equipment to access the site via public 
roadways in the city of North Bend. Equipment to be used for this alternative would include a 
hydraulic excavator, dump truck, and bulldozer. The dump truck can be driven to the site while 
the excavator and bulldozer would need to be transported using a trailer. Temporary traffic 
delays are possible, as this equipment is mobilized to the site; however, these delays would be 
short in duration. No impact to public transportation will result from the construction of the 
proposed alternative.  

4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 
Unavoidable adverse effects associated with the preferred alternative at each site would be the 
following: (1) temporary and localized increases in noise, activity, and emissions that may affect 
fish and wildlife in the area; (2) temporary and localized disruption of local traffic by 
construction activity and vehicles; (3) irretrievable commitment of fuels and other materials for 
repairs; (4) temporary and localized increase in turbidity levels during in-water construction, 
which may affect aquatic organisms in the area; and (5) removal of vegetation from within the 
proposed construction areas in the riparian zone. The vegetation removal has the longest 
duration of impact due to the length of time needed for vegetation to regrow to a similar size. 
Vegetation loss would be mitigated by the proposed plantings. 

5 COMPENSATORY MITIGATION 
As mitigation for loss of vegetation within the repair site due to construction activities, the 
USACE would complete the mitigation described in section 2.6. The plantings would provide a 
source of organic input to the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River and would offset project impacts 
to aquatic and terrestrial species. 

The USACE would inform the non-federal Sponsor that the mitigation is part of the repair and 
should only be trimmed to the minimal amount necessary to retain adequate visual fields for 
inspection. The USACE would maintain and monitor the plantings for 1 year after construction 
to ensure 80 percent survival. If less than 80 percent survival is recorded after 1 year, the 
USACE would replace all the dead plants (via mechanical installation or hand installation) and 
would monitor for an additional growing season.  

6 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA defines cumulative effects as the “effects on the 
environment that result from the incremental effects of the action when added to the effects of 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 
§1508.1(g)(3)). 
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The Snoqualmie River Basin has been substantially modified in the last 150 years. Dams, levees, 
irrigation projects and other water extraction and control projects have confined the river, 
impacted water quality, and altered flows. Riparian habitat has been lost, side channel and 
other floodplain features have been cut-off, salmonid populations have steeply declined. The 
proposed repairs contribute to these impacts by maintaining the negative effects of a stabilized 
riverbank, disallowing river meandering, and cutting off connection to the floodplain. 

As the local non-federal Sponsor, the King County Flood Control District continues to maintain 
the levee system and conducts periodic repairs and vegetation maintenance to the levees it 
oversees. These actions by the local Sponsor maintain the status quo of degraded riverine 
habitat. Future flooding on the Snoqualmie River and its tributaries is likely to damage non-
federal structures. Non-federal entities would likely undertake at least some repair actions 
under those circumstances and may seek Federal assistance with repairs or emergency 
responses. In February 2020, the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River experienced record flooding. It 
is possible that additional damage sites were created by this event and the local Sponsor could 
request Federal assistance from the USACE for additional repairs. If the USACE determines that 
the damages are eligible for assistance under the Public Law 84-99 Levee Rehabilitation 
Program, then additional repairs would take place. The scope and effects of those actions 
would likely be similar to those of the present action. 

Historic modifications within the watershed have included commercial and residential 
development, farming, and extensive road development, which have substantially modified the 
river, watershed hydrology and water quality, and the habitat in the floodplain. Agricultural 
practices are expected to continue throughout the basin in the foreseeable future, consistent 
with current practices. Future development, including residential or commercial construction, 
road development, and expansion of water, sewer, and other utilities, is expected as the 
surrounding community and regional population grow, and these would add to the effects of 
past activities. 

Repairs to the MTE Levee, as addressed in this EA, would maintain but not appreciably add an 
increment of ecological losses in the active floodplain at the repair in-place site. When 
evaluated in the context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, the 
proposed project would not result in significant incremental detrimental effects when 
considered in conjunction with other past and present actions, and future proposals. 

7 COORDINATION 
The following agencies and entities have been or will be involved with the environmental 
coordination of the proposed project: 

• Washington Department of Ecology 
• Washington State Historic Preservation Officer 
• Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
• Snoqualmie Indian Tribe 
• Tulalip Tribes of Washington 
• Yakama Nation 
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A Notice of Preparation of an EA for the proposed project was made available for public review 
and comment on March 27, 2023, for a 30-day public review and comment period. One public 
comment was received (Appendix G). 

8 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE 
This EA is being prepared pursuant to Sec. 102(C) of the NEPA, and includes compliance with 
other laws, regulations, and EOs as discussed below. 

8.1 BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION ACT 
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 668-668d) prohibits the taking, 
possession or commerce of bald and golden eagles, except under certain circumstances. 
Amendments in 1972 added to penalties for violations of the act or related regulations.  

A USACE biologist attended a site visit during the alternatives formulation phase and did not 
observe any eagle nests at the project sites (USACE 2020). Additionally, as recommended by the 
USFWS, the biologist examined iNaturalist, which did not show any eagle nests within the 
project vicinity (iNaturalist 2023). No take of either bald or golden eagles is likely through any of 
the proposed actions, since there are no known nests near any of the work locations. 

8.2 CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1972 
The Clean Air Act as Amended (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.) prohibits Federal agencies from 
approving any action that does not conform to an approved State or Federal implementation 
plan. The operation of heavy equipment, removal and placement of rock, and the operation of 
vehicles during construction would result in increased vehicle emissions and a slight increase in 
fugitive dust. These effects would be localized and temporary. The project area is not part of a 
non-attainment area (Ecology 2023a). USACE has determined that the proposed repair 
constitutes a routine facility repair generating an increase in emissions that is clearly de 
minimis, and thus a conformity determination is not required, pursuant to 40 CFR 93.153 
(c)(2)(iv). 

8.3 CLEAN WATER ACT 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) is more commonly referred 
to as the Clean Water Act (CWA). This act is the primary legislative vehicle for Federal water 
pollution control programs and the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into 
waters of the U.S. The CWA was established to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical, 
and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” The CWA sets goals to eliminate discharges of 
pollutants into navigable waters, protect fish and wildlife, and prohibit the discharge of toxic 
pollutants in quantities that could adversely affect the environment. 

This EA evaluates possible impacts to water quality, primarily with respect to suspended solids, 
turbidity, and temperature. The proposed permanent repair action would require work in the 
active channel with some work below OHWM for a portion of the repair 40 feet downstream 
along the original alignment including the transition to the undamaged upstream sections of 
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the levee. The downstream cap, which is approximately 20 feet long, curves away from the 
OHWM and back around the end point to address the strong hydraulic eddies at this location. 
Construction could cause minor, temporary, localized increases in turbidity. BMPs, including 
restrictions on fueling and prevention of fluid leaks from construction equipment, would be 
employed to minimize and avoid discharge of pollutants into the river. 

Three sections of the CWA are pertinent to the proposed actions: Section 401 covers water 
quality standards and evaluation of the effects discharges would have on those standards; 
Section 402 addresses non-point discharges including, but not limited to, stormwater runoff 
from construction sites; and Section 404 addresses discharge of fill into Waters of the U.S. 
Requirements of those three CWA sections are briefly discussed below. 

Section 404 and 401: The USACE does not issue Section 404 permits to itself for its own civil 
works activities, but the USACE accepts responsibility for the compliance of its civil works 
projects with Sections 401 and 404 under the CWA. Pursuant to 404(f)(1)(B), “[T]he discharge of 
dredged or fill material . . . for the purpose of maintenance, including emergency 
reconstruction of recently damaged parts, of currently serviceable structures such as dikes, 
dams, levees, groins, riprap, breakwaters, causeways, and bridge abutments or approaches, 
and transportation structures…is not prohibited by or otherwise subject to regulation under 
this section…” Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 323.4(a)(2), the implementing definition of “maintenance” 
is: “Maintenance, including emergency reconstruction of recently damaged parts, of currently 
serviceable structures such as dikes, dams, levees, groins, riprap, breakwaters, causeways, 
bridge abutments or approaches, and transportation structures. Maintenance does not include 
any modification that changes the character, scope, or size of the original fill design. Emergency 
reconstruction must occur within a reasonable period of time after damage occurs in order to 
qualify for this exemption.” This project remains within the same footprint of the original 
project with a curved downstream terminus and is replacing a rock armor layer with another 
rock armor layer. Although the total repair length is 60 feet, the design is curved and overlaps 
approximately 40 feet of the original levee length. Approximately 20 feet of the downstream 
end of the repair curves away from the river and into the upland, effectively providing a “cap” 
at the downstream end of the levee. A portion (approximately 20 feet) of the original levee will 
not be repaired, so there will be a net decrease in fill below and waterward of OHW within the 
original footprint. As such, it does not present a change in the character, scope, or size of the 
original fill design. Therefore, Section 404 of the CWA is not applicable. The proposed project 
does not include fill requiring consideration under Section 404. Since the project does not result 
in any discharge into waters of the U.S., Section 401 Water Quality Certification is not required. 

Section 402: Section 402 of the CWA is triggered when a construction site would have greater 
than 1 acre of ground disturbance. The preferred alternative would not exceed 1 acre of ground 
disturbance. 

8.4 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1972 
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 as amended (16 U.S.C. §1451-1464) 
requires Federal agencies to conduct activities in a manner that is consistent to the maximum 
extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the approved State Coastal Zone 
Management Program. USACE is substantively consistent with the enforceable polices of the 
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King County Shoreline Master Program. The USACE sent a CZMA Consistency Determination to 
Ecology requesting concurrence with the finding that the proposed repairs are consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the approved Coastal Zone 
Management Program on May 1, 2023. Ecology concurred with the USACE’s consistency 
determination on June 23, 2023 (Appendix F).  

8.5 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 
In accordance with Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA of 1973, as amended, federally funded, 
constructed, permitted, or licensed projects must take into consideration impacts to federally 
listed or proposed threatened or endangered species and their critical habitats. 

USACE performed an evaluation of potential effects to threatened and endangered species. 
Due to the nature of the project and the surrounding developed area, the presence of natural 
barriers to fish passage, the type of habitat within and surrounding the river at the project 
location, and the adherence to in-water work windows and BMPs, it was concluded there 
would be no effect to listed species.  

8.6 MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, (16 U.S.C. § 1801 et. seq.), 
as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (PL 104-267) requires Federal agencies to 
consult with the NMFS regarding actions that may adversely affect EFH for Pacific coast 
groundfish, coastal pelagic species, and Pacific salmon. The Act defined EFH as “those waters 
and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” EFH is 
the habitat (waters and substrate) required to support a sustainable fishery and a managed 
species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem. Waters include aquatic areas and their associated 
physical, chemical, and biological properties used by fish. Substrate includes sediment, hard 
bottom, structures underlying the waters, and associated biological communities. 

USACE performed an evaluation of potential effects to EFH within the project vicinity. According 
to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the project area has been identified as 
essential fish habitat (EFH) for chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha), coho salmon (O. kisutch), and 
pink salmon (O. gorbuscha) (NOAA 2021). Although these salmonid species are not located 
upstream of Snoqualmie Falls, project activities were analyzed to ensure no loss of EFH would 
occur. Spawning substrate, sufficient river flow and velocity, and presence of prey species do 
occur within the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River adjacent to the project area. This habitat 
supports resources that could flow downstream (e.g., sediment transport, prey migration) into 
the river reach where the EFH species occur. However, because the project consists of a levee 
repair with no expansion of footprint or new waterward construction outside of the original 
levee prism, no degradation of these key components of EFH will occur. Benthic 
macroinvertebrates and other prey species will not be losing any habitat within the Middle Fork 
Snoqualmie River, as the levee is being repaired within the same footprint with no waterward 
expansion. Adjacent areas along the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River provide sufficient habitat for 
prey species to use if temporary effects from turbidity, siltation, noise, or vibrations are 
experienced. Project BMPs have been designed to limit these impacts to the maximum extent 



 

30 
 

practicable. As such, it was concluded the project would not adversely affect EFH within the 
project area. 

8.7 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT OF 1918 AND EXECUTIVE ORDER 13186, RESPONSIBILITIES 
OF FEDERAL AGENCIES TO PROTECT MIGRATORY BIRDS 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. § 703-712) as amended protects over 800 bird species 
and their habitat and commits that the U.S. will take measures to protect identified ecosystems 
of special importance to migratory birds against pollution, detrimental alterations, and other 
environmental degradations. EO 13186 directs Federal agencies to evaluate the effects of their 
actions on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern, and inform the USFWS of 
potential negative effects to migratory birds. 

Work is proposed after the prime nesting season (April to mid-June) to comply with the in-
water work window (July 15 to October 31). Trees that may provide nesting to migratory birds 
would be removed. Mitigation to offset tree removal would provide good nesting habitat as the 
plantings mature. Implementation of the preferred alternative would not have any direct, 
affirmative, and purposeful negative effect to migratory birds. There would be no adverse 
effect on habitat and the project would only have minimal and temporary incidental effects to a 
small number of individual birds that may be present in the project area. No permit application 
for “take” of migratory birds is required. 

8.8 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
The NEPA (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) commits Federal agencies to considering, documenting, and 
publicly disclosing the environmental effects of their actions. It requires that an EIS be included 
in every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation and other major Federal actions 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. The EIS must provide detailed 
information regarding the proposed action and alternatives, the environmental effects of the 
alternatives, appropriate mitigation measures, and any adverse environmental effects that 
cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented. Agencies are required to demonstrate that 
decision makers have considered these factors prior to undertaking actions. Major Federal 
actions determined not to have a significant adverse effect on the quality of the human 
environment may be evaluated through an EA. 

The Corps entered into a Cooperation Agreement with each of the Non-Federal Sponsor, the 
King County Flood Control District, on May 18, 2023.  At that time, the Corps had initiated but 
not yet concluded full NEPA compliance for the levee repair project.  The timing of signature of 
the Cooperation Agreement was critical because it was the triggering event in a subsequent 
series of critical-path steps leading to repair project execution.  The Determination of 
Practicability for NEPA Compliance dated May 16, 2023, articulated the minimum time intervals 
required for each step in the procurement and execution processes leading up to the deadline 
for completion of in-water construction, some of which are necessarily sequential, and also 
took into account the resourcing and sequencing of milestones associated with conducting 
eight levee repair projects during the summer of 2023 in addition to the MTE Levee repair.  If 
the Corps had failed to timely execute the Cooperation Agreement and initiate a sequence of 
meeting the subsequent critical-path milestones, the MTE Levee repairs would have been in 
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jeopardy of delay, leaving the levee in its current damaged condition into a fourth flood season.  
Completion of the NEPA documentation prior to executing the Cooperation Agreement, while 
still fulfilling the agency’s emergency levee rehabilitation authorities and responsibilities under 
P.L. 84-99, was determined to be not practicable.  At the time of execution of the Cooperation 
Agreement the Corps complied with NEPA “to the fullest extent possible” under the 
circumstances, considering what was practicable given the exigency of the need of reducing the 
urgent risk presented by these damaged flood control structures before the next flood season 

8.8.1 NEPA / Proposed Action 
The prospective Federal action is the proposed repair of the MTE Levee as discussed in the 
body of this EA. The proposed action would include both the levee repair and mitigation. This 
EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA. Effects on the quality of the human environment as a 
result of the proposed levee repair are anticipated to be less than significant. The EA has 
incorporated any necessary and applicable modifications to the scope and/or nature of the 
project, any effects to the human environment resulting from these modifications, the 
procedures and practices used to implement the project, and/or the type and extent of 
compensatory mitigation associated with the project. 

8.8.2 NEPA Summary 
A Notice of Preparation of an EA for the proposed project was made available for public review 
and comment on March 27, 2023. The comment period ended on April 26, 2023. One public 
comment was received. The public comment and response are provided in Appendix G. 

8.9 NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966 
Section 106 (54 U.S.C. § 306108) of the NHPA (54 U.S.C. § 300101) requires that Federal 
agencies evaluate the effects of a Federal undertaking on historical, archeological, and cultural 
resources and afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation opportunities to comment 
on the proposed undertaking if there is an adverse effect to an eligible historic property. The 
lead agency must examine whether feasible alternatives exist that avoid cultural resources 
eligible for the NRHP. If an effect cannot reasonably be avoided, measures must be taken to 
minimize or mitigate adverse effects. 

A USACE archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey of the APE on February 10, 2021, and 
May 3, 2023. Previous disturbances within the APE include construction of the MTE Levee and 
the 2009 levee repair work. The MTE Levee is over 50 years old and was recorded on a SHPO 
historic property inventory form. USACE determined that the MTE Levee is not eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). SHPO concurred with this determination and 
recorded their review and agreement in project files in the WISAARD. SHPO also concurred with 
USACE’s finding of no historic properties affected for this project on April 26, 2022, with the 
stipulation that a professional archaeological monitor be present during excavation of the levee 
toe and an archaeological MIDP be developed. USACE developed an MIDP for this project and 
will be implementing it during construction. USACE consulted with the Muckleshoot Indian 
Tribe, the Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, and the Yakama Nation 
about the repair. An APE amendment including the updated access route was sent to the SHPO 
and the Tribes on May 17, 2023. SHPO concurred with the revised APE on May 17, 2023, and 
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the determination of no historic properties affected on June 20, 2023, reasserting the 
stipulation that a professional archaeological monitor be present and an MIDP be followed. To 
date, USACE has received no comments from these Tribes regarding the NHPA consultation. 

8.10 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT OF 1968  
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1278) requires Federal agencies to protect the 
free-flowing condition and other values of designated rivers and consult with the Federal 
agency charged with administering the Act, the U.S. Geological Survey.  

The project area is not located within a portion of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River that is 
designated as a Wild and Scenic River. The designated portion of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie 
River is the 27.4-mile segment from the headwaters of the Middle Fork Snoqualmie River near 
La Bohn Gap in Section 20, Township 24 North, Range 13 East, to the northern boundary of 
Section 11, Township 23 North, Range 9 East. The repair site is located near river mile 46, while 
the Wild and Scenic designated river reach is approximately 13 miles away beginning near river 
mile 59 and extending upstream for 27.4 miles. Due to the location of the designation upstream 
from the project area, no impact to this wild and scenic river segment will result from the 
construction of the MTE Levee repair project.  

8.11 NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL TREATY RIGHTS & TRIBAL CONSULTATION UNDER EO 13175, 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS 

The United States has a unique, legally affirmed Nation-to-Nation relationship with American 
Indians and Alaska Native Tribal Nations, which is recognized under the Constitution of the 
United States, treaties, statutes, EOs, and court decisions. The United States recognizes the 
right of Tribal Governments to self-govern and supports Tribal sovereignty and self-
determination. The United States also has a unique trust relationship with and responsibility to 
protect and support Tribal Nations. 
 
Between 1778 and 1871, the United States entered into about 400 treaties with various Indian 
nations on a government-to-government basis. Under the United States Constitution, treaties 
are accorded precedence equal to federal law. Treaty rights are binding on all federal and state 
agencies, and take precedence over State constitutions, laws, and judicial decisions. Treaty 
terms, and the rights arising from them, cannot be rescinded, or cancelled without explicit and 
specific evidence of Congressional intent – indicating that Congress was aware of the conflict 
between its intended action on the one hand and Indian treaty rights on the other, and chose 
to resolve the conflict by abrogating the treaty. A right enumerated in a treaty ratified by the 
Senate may only be superseded by a subsequent act of Congress. 
 
The Corps has a trust policy to consult with, and consider views of, federally recognized 
American Indian Tribes when proposing an action that may have the potential to significantly 
affect tribal rights, resources, and lands. See Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 
4710.02, Section 3, Subject: DOD Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes (24 September 
2018). The Corps discharges that duty by notifying, consulting with, and meaningfully 
considering tribal concerns that are raised through this consultation process.  
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In the 1850s, in exchange for the cession of their ancestral lands, numerous tribes in the Pacific 
Northwest entered into treaties with the United States to secure for themselves, amongst other 
considerations, the preservation of fishing rights in the ceded areas. These treaties were 
negotiated and signed by the then-Governor of the Washington Territory, Isaac I. Stevens, and 
are collectively known as the “Stevens Treaties.” 
 
In 1974, many (but not all) of the Stevens Treaties signatory tribes’ “usual and accustomed 
grounds” (U&A) within Puget Sound were delineated in a federal court adjudication, U.S. V. 
Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312 (W.D. Wash. 1974). The Stevens treaties reserved the signatory 
tribes’ right to “take fish at usual and accustomed grounds and stations . . . in common with all 
citizens of the territory” U.S. v. Washington, 384 F. Supp. at 332. Federal case law has 
recognized that the signatory Tribes also reserved the right to take up to 50 percent of the 
harvestable anadromous fish runs passing through those grounds (Fair Share). Over the years, 
the courts have held that this right also comprehends certain subsidiary rights, such as access to 
their “usual and accustomed” fishing grounds. See Northwest Sea Farms v. USACE, 931 F. Supp 
1515 (W.D. Wash.1996).  
 
For this proposed project, the Corps has notified the following tribes: Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 
Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes of Washington, and the Yakama Nation, and 
evaluated impacts to fish and wildlife in this project and sent letters to the above listed Tribes 
requesting comments on the proposed project and providing the opportunity to initiate 
Government-to-Government consultation on March 2, 2023, and March 29, 2023. To date the 
Corps has received no comments from the contacted Tribes regarding treaty rights. 

8.12 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT 
EO 11988 requires Federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long and short-term 
adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains and to avoid 
direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative. The purpose of the levee repair is to restore the level of flood protection provided 
prior to the flood event. No expansion of the levee will occur and no additional development or 
new impact to the floodplain will result from the construction of the project. 

8.13 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 PROTECTION OF WETLANDS 
EO 11990 encourages Federal agencies to take actions to minimize the destruction, loss, or 
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of 
wetlands when undertaking Federal activities and programs. Wetlands are not located in or 
immediately adjacent to the project area. The preferred alternative would have no effect on 
wetlands. 

8.14 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13007 NATIVE AMERICAN SACRED SITES 
EO 13007, Native American Sacred Sites, directs Federal agencies to accommodate access to 
and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners. Agencies are to avoid 
adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites and to maintain the confidentiality 
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of sacred sites when appropriate. The Act encourages government-to-government consultation 
with Tribes concerning sacred sites. Some sacred sites may qualify as historic properties under 
the NHPA. 

USACE sent letters to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, and the Yakama 
Nation requesting comments on the proposed project and providing the opportunity to initiate 
government-to-government consultation on March 2, 2023. USACE sent an additional letter to 
the Tulalip Tribes of Washington on March 29, 2023. To date, USACE has received no comments 
from the contacted Tribes regarding sacred sites. 

8.15 EXECUTIVE ORDER 13175 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH INDIAN TRIBAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

EO 13175 reaffirmed the Federal Government’s commitment to a government-to-government 
relationship with Indian tribes and directed Federal agencies to establish procedures to consult 
and collaborate with Tribal governments when new agency regulations would have Tribal 
implications. USACE has a government-to-government consultation policy to facilitate the 
interchange between decision makers to obtain mutually acceptable decisions. In accordance 
with this EO, USACE has engaged in regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration with 
the federally recognized tribes surrounding the project area as described above. 

9 SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT 
The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) does not meet the project's purpose and need. The 
Repair In-Place Alternative (Alternative 4) fulfills the project’s purpose and need by repairing 
the MTE Levee within the pre-damage levee footprint and restoring the 10-year level of flood 
protection provided by the MTE Levee prior to the damaging event. Based on the above 
analysis, the proposed MTE Levee Repair Project would not constitute a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment, and therefore does not require 
preparation of an EIS. 
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Appendix A – Photographs 
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Photo 1. Crown of the levee looking downstream. A red arrow indicates the damaged portion of 
the levee. The adjacent private residence can be seen on the right of the photo. 
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Photo 2. Damaged MTE Levee looking upstream from near the King County property line. 
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Photo 3. Alternate view of the damage to the MTE levee looking across the Middle Fork 
Snoqualmie River.  
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Photo 4. Crown of the MTE levee looking upstream. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix B – Design Plans 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 

Appendix C – Water Quality Monitoring Plan 
 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

WATER QUALITY MONITORING PLAN 

Water quality monitoring will occur during in-water sediment-generating activities. Each new 
type of sediment generating activity will be monitored. 

Sediment-Generating Activities Triggering Monitoring Efforts 

Activities that trigger monitoring efforts include but are not limited to the following: 

• In-water toe or bank excavation, 
• Rock placement for toe rock, and 
• Rock placement for bank construction. 

 

Monitoring Frequency/Duration 

• Point of Compliance monitoring will occur once per hour for the first 3 hours after the 
start of each new sediment-generating activity and then once every 3 hours, if no 
exceedance is noted, until the end of the workday. 

• The following will be taken at the same frequency as the Point of Compliance samples: 
a. Early Warning sample 
b. Background sample 

• If, after a minimum of one full day, the monitoring results verify that turbidity levels 
from a certain sediment-generating activity are remaining consistently below the stated 
water quality standards, physical monitoring (measurement of parameters using an 
instrument), may be reduced or stopped for that activity. Physical monitoring will be 
resumed during new sediment-generating activities or if precipitation events or any 
other changes will result in higher or lower project-related turbidity. Sampling will 
resume if visual monitoring indicates possible exceedance at the Early Warning or Point 
of Compliance sample locations. BMPs will be evaluated to see if additional steps can be 
taken to reduce and control turbidity. 

• Visual monitoring will be done continuously for all in-water work. 
• Maximum turbidity levels will meet standards in WAC 173-201A-200. Turbidity must not 

exceed 5 NTU over background when the background is 50 NTU or less; or a 10 percent 
increase in turbidity when the background turbidity is more than 50 NTU. 

 

Sampling Locations 

Sampling locations are shown in Attachment A and are located at the following points: 

• Background – 300 feet upstream of the repair site or the closest safe accessible location. 
• Early Warning – 150 feet downstream of the project site. 
• Point of Compliance – 300 feet downstream of the project site. 

 

Sampling Procedures 

All water quality monitoring results (visual and physical) will be recorded on the monitoring 
form (Attachment B). USACE will keep all project monitoring forms on file. Water samples will 



 

 

be collected and analyzed for the appropriate parameters, per the monitoring frequency 
described above, following the equipment and sampling guidelines below: 

• Continuous visual monitoring will occur to identify the presence of oil or grease on the 
water’s surface. 

• Turbidity will be monitored using a Hach turbidimeter or equivalent. 
• The onsite USACE Biologist or Quality Construction Assurance Personnel will conduct the 

water quality monitoring. 
• A portable turbidity meter will be used in the field. A representative sample should 

accurately reflect the true condition of the water source from which the sample was 
taken. The following protocol will be used to ensure a representative sample is 
analyzed: 

o Use a clean container to obtain a sample from the source. 
o Collect the sample with care to avoid disturbance of sediments and collecting 

surface contaminants.  
o Gently but thoroughly mix the sample before pouring it into the small vial used 

to read the sample in the turbidimeter. 
o Without allowing the sample to settle, take turbidity reading according to 

turbidimeter manufacturer’s instructions. 
o Several measurements can be taken, with the average used as the data for 

comparison. 
A calibration check of the turbidimeter using secondary standards will be carried out regularly 
(at least once per week). The instrument will be recalibrated using primary standards at least 
once every 3 months, or more frequently when a calibration check indicates there is a problem. 
The manufacturer’s calibration procedures will be followed. 

 

Turbidity Exceedances and Exceedance Protocol 

If measurements taken at the Point of Compliance show one of the following, the sample shall 
be recorded as an exceedance: 

• turbidity sample exceeds 5 NTU over background when the background turbidity is 50 
NTU or less. 

• turbidity sample shows a 10 percent increase in turbidity over background when the 
background turbidity is more than 50 NTU. 
 

USACE will take the following steps after an exceedance is detected: 

Step 1: Verification 

• If monitoring indicates an exceedance, USACE shall collect, within 10 minutes of the 
initial reading, another reading in the same location. 

• If the exceedance still exists, USACE shall photograph conditions at the POC and then 
collect another series of readings at the Background sample location to determine if 
the exceedance is caused by the project or by a change in background conditions 
(for example due to a heavy rainfall event). 



 

 

• USACE will modify sediment-generating activities to reduce turbidity and increase 
monitoring (see Step 2). 

Step 2: Increased Monitoring 

• USACE shall collect another reading no more than 1 hour after the exceedance is 
recorded to verify the construction activity or material placement operation has 
been modified to eliminate the exceedance and return conditions to levels within 
the acceptable limits. 

• If this second reading, taken 1 hour later, still shows an exceedance, USACE will 
implement additional BMPs and evaluate additional alterations to the project to 
minimize turbidity. 

• USACE shall collect a third reading taken no more than 2 hours after the first 
exceedance is recorded. 

Step 3: Stop Sediment-Generating Activities 

• If the third reading, taken 2 hours after the initial exceedance, still shows an 
exceedance, USACE will stop sediment-generating activities. 

• USACE will provide monitoring data to the Washington State Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) and notify it that there was an exceedance within 24 hours of stopping 
work. 

Step 4: Continued Sampling Until Compliance is Achieved 

• After work is stopped, USACE shall collect additional samples at hourly intervals until 
water quality levels return to background. 

• Once compliance has again been achieved, USACE will resume work and follow the 
Sampling Procedures outlined above. 
 

Oil/Grease Exceedances and Exceedance Protocol 

USACE will take the following steps if visual monitoring identifies the presence of oil or grease 
on the water’s surface.  

Step 1: Stop and Contain 

• USACE will stop work and initiate containment and cleanup efforts. 
• Equipment will be inspected to determine the source of the oil or grease. 
• Equipment that is the source of the spill or leak will immediately be removed from 

the site. 

Step 2: Report 

The following entities will be contacted immediately in the event of an oil or grease spill. 

• Ecology 
o Washington Emergency Management Division, 1-800-258-5990 
o Additional details available online: https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-

involved/Report-an-environmental-issue/Report-a-spill 

tel:1-800-258-5990


 

 

Ecology’s Regional Spill Response Office  
Rob Walls, Spills Manager, 425-649-7130, rob.walls@ecy.wa.gov 

o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 National Response Center, 1-800-424-8802 

o Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 Oil and Spill Prevention Response, 1-800-258-5990 

Step 3: Resume Work 

• Once the spill or leak has been responded to, USACE will resume work and 
continuous visual monitoring. 

• Equipment that caused the spill or leak will be removed from the project site to be 
repaired. The equipment must be repaired and cleaned before allowed back to the 
project site. 

 

  



 

 

Attachment A - Sampling Locations 

Sample locations for the MTE Levee repairs are indicated with yellow pins. Approximate project 
location shown in red.  

 

 
 



 

 

Attachment B - Sample Monitor Results Reporting Form 

 

Notes: 

Date: Weather: Site Designation/Location: 

Time of 
Day Construction Activity Background 

Sample (NTU) 
Early Warning 
Sample (NTU) 

Point of 
Compliance 

Sample 
(NTU) 

Background & 
Compliance 

Change (NTU) 

Description of visible plume 

(Length downstream, width as 
% of channel) 

Description of visible sheen 
(length downstream, width 

as % of channel) 

Example: 
0700 Excavation and toe rock placement 20.2 22 21.1 +0.9 Visible plume 50 ft long, <10% 

of channel width 
Visible sheen 12ft long, 1 to 

5% of channel width 

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        



 

 

 

 

Appendix D – Cultural Resources Correspondence 
 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E – Environmental Justice Reports 
 

 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 

  



 

 

 

 

Appendix F – Coastal Zone Management Act Correspondence 

 
 

 

  



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix G – Public Comments 

 
 

 

  



 

 

Comment 1: 

 
 

Response 1: 

Thank you for your comment. The removed trees will be placed at the toe of the repaired levee 
to improve aquatic habitat complexity as specified in BMP n. (Section 2.6.3).  
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