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G1 – SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 
 
 
I.   Project Description 
 

a. Location 
 
The DuPage River Flood Risk Management study resulted in two types of flood control measures, a levee 
and a series of non-structural measures for up to 42 structures in multiple municipalities. The levee is 
located on the east Branch of the DuPage River between I-88 and Burlington Avenue in Lisle, Illinois.   
 

 
Map of Lisle Levee.  The light pink polygons represent the location of the levee where construction will 
be implemented.  Red outlines are individual plots of private residences.   



b. Authority and Purpose 
 
This study is authorized by Section 206 of the Flood Control Act of 1958: 
 

“SEC. 206. The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to cause surveys for flood 
control and allied purposes, including channel and major drainage improvements, and floods 
aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects, to be made under the direction of the Chief of 
Engineers, in drainage areas of the United States and its Territorial possessions, which include 
the following-named localities: Provided, that after the regular or formal reports made on any 
survey are submitted to Congress, no supplemental or additional report or estimate shall be 
made unless authorized by law except that the Secretary of the Army may cause a review of any 
examination or survey to be made and a report thereon submitted to Congress if such review is 
required by the national defense or by changed physical or economic conditions: Provided 
further, that the Government shall not be deemed to have entered upon any project for the 
improvement of any waterway or harbor mentioned in this title until the project for the proposed 
work shall have been adopted by law: 
 
Watersheds of the Illinois River, at and in the vicinity of Chicago, Illinois, the Chicago River, 
Illinois, the Calumet River; Illinois and Indiana, and their tributaries, and any areas in northeast 
Illinois and northwest Indiana which drain directly into Lake Michigan with respect to flood 
control and major drainage problems.” 

 
This study investigated overbank and backwater flooding along the DuPage River and its major 
tributaries, prioritizing high risk areas and developing a range of possible structural and non-structural 
alternatives to address flood risks. The study area has experienced rapid development over the past 
several decades, and currently includes 40 communities and approximately 900,000 residents.  Major 
storm events resulting in overbank flooding in the basin occurred in 1996, 2008, 2010, and most recently 
in April 2013. The April 2013 flood impacted at least 20 communities and caused significant damage to 
residential and non-residential critical infrastructure. Overbank flooding has also caused the closure of a 
major interstate highway (I-55) in multiple locations, as well as the closure of multiple U.S., State, and 
County highways. 
  
In order to minimize any ecological effects, certain environmental structures to improve habitat are 
proposed in the feasibility study to ensure minimal to no impacts are observed while ensuring flood risk 
is diverted.   
 

c. General Description  
 
The tentatively selected plan (TSP) consists of raising the Lisle Levee.  The Lisle Levee is already 
degraded and will have the toe slightly extended to account for the increased height.  Stone will be 
placed at the toe for erosion control.  Trees will need to be removed from the levee, but minimal 
impacts are anticipated from this portion of the TSP.  General construction activities and sequencing 
would include: 
 
(1) Site Preparation: The first task would be to install safety fencing, signage and other safety features in 
order to keep the public out of the site during construction. Staging areas and access roads would be 
demarcated. Instructive signage for workers would be set up as well to signify off-limit work areas and 
locations with site restrictions. 



 
(2) Levee Repairs: The existing slopes will be repaired to 3H:1V, and the existing crest raised to 2 feet 
above the 100 year flood elevation. Numerous structures and woody brush that have been allowed on 
the levee will be cleared. Given the proximity of the existing levee to numerous existing homes, some 
waivers of the 15’ clearance rule will likely need to be reviewed. Along with slope repair, riprap for toe 
protection will be installed along the riverside banks where necessary. For the purpose of this analysis, it 
was assumed the entire riverside extent of the Lisle Levee would require the placement of erosion 
protection.  Site specific erosion protection which will be reassessed during detailed design. Native 
plantings will also be incorporated where feasible to support erosion protection. 

Levee slope repair and rehabilitation activities would include removal of existing levee encroachments 
such as trees, including placement of placing compacted fill into the root holes; filling in of animal 
burrows, and the removal of unmaintained concrete structures, or other encroachments that could 
compromised the structural integrity of the levee.  

(3) Best Management Practices (BMPs): Soil erosion and sediment control measures would be 
incorporated into the construction requirements to comply with state and federal requirements. BMPs 
and erosion prevention would be implemented by the contractor during construction and vegetation 
establishment. The BMP measures required at the project site may include: 
 
 Installation of silt fencing and other erosion control at runoff locations including stockpiles, low 

points and other disturbed areas as prescribed in the Illinois Urban Manual 
 Stabilizing construction site ingress/egress to limit soil erosion from the site as prescribed in the 

Illinois Urban Manual  
 Temporary and final site stabilization as required by ILR10  

 
(4) Recreational Features:  Specific components of recreation are not specified for this project.   
 

d. General Description of Fill Material 
 

1)  General Characteristics and Purpose of Material 
    
All materials used for levee construction would likely be clays free of foreign debris and contamination. 
Material from off-site sources will be tested to ensure the material is clean and suitable.  This material 
will primarily be inert and clean.  

2)  Quantity of Material 
 
 Erosion Protection: toe stone total= 10,000 CYD 
 Levee Rehab/Repair: Clay fill= 26,963 CYD 

 
Clay fill will be used to flatten the side slopes and raise the crest of the existing levee.  It is not 
anticipated that the toe of the levee would extend into the river channel.  Appropriately sized stone will 
be placed on the river side of the levee at the toe of the slope to minimize erosion.  Stone will be placed 
above and below the waterline to help prevent erosion through a range of river flow and water level 
conditions.    
 



3)  Source of Material 
 
All glacial, fluvial and dolomitic stone material would be purchased from a licensed vendor.  
 

4) Material Quality 
 
All stone material will be clean and inert materials.    
 

e. Description of Proposed Discharge Site 
 

1)  Location 
  
The toe stone will be discharged into the DuPage River along the toe of the Lisle Levee.   The discharge 
will facilitate the rehabilitation of the levee (flatten side slopes; raise the crest elevation) and protect the 
levee structure from erosion. 
  

2)  Size, Type, and Habitat 
 
Existing Condition 
 
The levee occupies approximately 5.4 acres and is with the predominately mowed lawns with occasional 
non-native/weedy tree species.  The lack of maintenance of the levee has allowed mature trees and 
smaller shrubs to grow.  The presence of deep-rooted woody vegetation can affect levee stability and 
integrity.  The growth would have occurred after the project was originally disturbed during initial 
construction of the levee.  The riverine riparian habitat at the base of the levee is of low quality with the 
majority the vegetation consisting of turf grass and weedy invasives growing along the banks.        
 
Future With-Project Condition 
 
Impacts to the riverine habitat adjacent to the Lisle Levee are anticipated with the placement of 
dolomitic riprap.  However, the placement of fluvial derived cobbles and water willow will be 
investigated during detailed design stage as a potential measure to offset any negative impacts.  
Rounded stone and vegetation more closely mimic naturally developed and deposited materials, and 
thus provide better habitat for macroinvertebrates, fishes and amphibians.  Additional nature based 
features which includes planting of native prairie grass will be used to stabilize the levee.  The 
combination of these two attribute may provide localize benefits to local flora and fauna.   
 
Net Gains/Losses 
 
There would be a minor net loss of riverine habitat due to the placement of inert stone at the toe of the 
levee into the DuPage River. However, net gains may be recognized through the use of nature based 
features. The use of rounded river cobble and water willow will be investigated for potential erosion 
control on the levee toe to minimize impacts to habitat and potentially improve instream conditions.  
 

3)  Timing and Duration of Discharge 
 
All work will be completed within the first year of project construction.   
 



f. Description of Placement Method 
 
Small bobcat/skid-steer/backhoe like vehicles and handwork would be the primary means of stone.  
Stones would be placed and not dropped from distance to minimize disturbance to the water column.  
Materials will be placed to elevations specified in the contract documents. 
 
II. Factual Determinations 
 

a. Physical Substrate Determinations 
 

1)  Substrate Elevation and Slope 
 
The levee side slopes are generally at least 3H:1V, although in some isolated areas, there are slightly 
steeper slopes of 2.5H:1V. The crest width varies, but is at least 10 feet wide in most areas at the top 
and is 15 to 20 feet wide at the base for most of the levee.  Stone will be placed along the riverside toe 
of the levee above and below the water line to address the potential for erosion under a range of water 
level and flow conditions.  The slope of the toe stone will be based on the slope of the levee, the slope 
of the river bank and the size and shape of the stone.  
 

2)  Sediment Type 
 
The sediment within the project area are consist of unconsolidated particles smaller than large stones 
are predominantly gravel, sand and to a lesser degree small cobbles, with different finer sediments 
intermixed. 

3)  Fill Material Movement 
 
Stone materials would be sized appropriately to remain where placed in the channel.  The substrates will 
achieve equilibrium within the reach and then stop moving.   
 

4)  Physical Effects on Benthos 
 
The use of dolomitic stone for toe protection may have slight temporary impacts on benthic organisms 
during the placement of the stone as it will likely smother any species within the area.  The use of 
dolomitic stone also have minor long term impacts since it minimizes interstitial spacing which is habitat 
for many macroinvertebrates.  Freshwater mussels in the area may be slightly impacted from toe stone 
placement, however the likelihood of impacts are low.  The substrates throughout the area are heavily 
saturated with dead Asiatic clams (Corbicula sp.) and not ideal habitat for mussel species.  Overall the 
impacts to benthic organisms within the project area from toe stone placement are likely to be minor 
and localized to the area where stone is placed.  
 

5)  Other Effects 
 
No other effects are expected.   
 
   



6)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts  
 
Special measures will be taken to minimize the temporary impacts on physical substrates associated 
with the proposed stone placement.  These include the timing of particular restoration measures, silt 
control, and native plants.  Location of toe stone and clay fill placement will be carefully placed to 
reduce the impacts to the aquatic organisms by minimizing the amount of fill placed on the riverside of 
the levee where possible.    
 

b. Water Circulation, Fluctuation, and Salinity Determinations  
 

1)  Water 
 
(a) Salinity 
 
Not applicable, although the waterway ecosystems within the study area are adversely affected by 
unnatural salinity inputs. 
 
(b) Water Chemistry 
 
Since inert substrates indicative of the ecoregion are being used, no adverse water chemistry changes 
are expected.  
 
(c) Clarity 
 
No effects are expected due to the small nature of the project.  
 
(d) Color 
 
No impacts on the color of water are anticipated from the project.  
 
(e) Odor 
 
No impacts to odor are anticipated from the project.  
 
(f) Taste 
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(g) Dissolved Gas Levels 
 
No impacts to dissolved gas levels are anticipated from the project.  
 
(h) Nutrients 
 
No impacts or benefits are anticipated from this project. 
 
(i) Eutrophication 
 



No impacts or benefits are anticipated.   
 
(j) Other 
 
No other impacts or benefits are anticipated. 
 
 

2)  Current Patterns and Circulation 
 
See Section 2.1.3 of the Detailed Project Report for description of the Site Hydrology. 
 
(a) Current Patterns and Flow 
 
No changed are anticipated at Lisle Levee.   
 
(b) Velocity 
 
No changes are anticipated at Lisle Levee.    
 
(c) Stratification 
 
There are no expected affects to limnic or lotic stratification due the project area occurring within a 
shallow waterway. 
 
(d) Hydrologic Regime 
 
No changed are anticipated at Lisle Levee.   
  

3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations 
 
Water levels in the project areas are primarily driven by precipitation.  While levels will increase 
naturally from precipitation, the project itself would have no effect on normal water levels. 
 

4)  Salinity Gradients 
 
Not applicable to freshwater environments, although the system is adversely affected via the use of 
road salts. 
 

5)  Actions that will be Taken to Minimize Impacts 
 
Best management practices will be used to minimize the temporary impacts on water circulation and 
fluctuation in accordance with the Illinois Urban Manual and IRL10.  
 
 
 
 
 



c. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
 

1)  Expected Changes in Suspended Particulates and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of Fill Site 
 
There would be negligible to minor increases in suspended particulates and turbidity levels in the 
immediate area of the proposed fill activity during construction. 
 

2)  Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column 
 
(a) Light Penetration 
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(b) Dissolved Oxygen 
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(c) Toxic Metals and Organics 
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(d) Pathogens 
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(e) Aesthetics  
 
No effects are expected. 
 
(f) Other 
 
No effects are expected. 
 

3)  Effects on Biota 
 
(a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis 
 
No effects are expected to primary production.   
 
(b) Suspension/Filter Feeders 
 
No effects are expected to primary production 
 
(c) Sight Feeders 
 
No effects are expected to primary production 
 



4)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
 
Timing and methods of stone placement, silt fencing and native plantings would be implemented to 
minimize the temporary turbidity impacts associated with the proposed activity. All proposed activities 
would be well under the turbidity threshold caused by a moderate rain storm.  
 

d. Contaminant Determinations 
 
The proposed fill material would not introduce contaminants to the DuPage River.   
 

e. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
 

1) Effects on Plankton 
 
No effects are expected to primary production 
 

2)  Effects on Benthos 
 
The use of dolomitic stone for toe protection may have slight temporary impacts on benthic organisms 
during the placement of the stone as it will smother any species within the area.  The use of dolomitic 
stone also have minor long term impacts since it minimizes interstitial spacing which is important 
habitat for many macroinvertebrates.  Freshwater mussels in the area may be slightly impacted from toe 
stone placement, however the impact is not considered significant.  The substrates throughout the area 
are heavily saturated with dead Asiatic clams (Corbicula sp.) and not ideal habitat for mussel species.  
Overall the impacts to benthic organisms within the project area from toe stone placement are likely to 
be minor and temporary.   
 

3)  Effects on Nekton 
 
Fish eggs and larvae would not be smothered by the proposed fill activity since the anticipated 
construction activities will occur during non-reproductive or rearing seasons. 
 

4)  Effects on Aquatic Food Web 
 
No effects are expected. 
 

5)  Effects on Special Aquatic Sites 
 
 a)  Sanctuaries and Refuges – NA 
 b)  Wetlands – no impacts are expected 
 c)  Mud Flats – none present; no significant impact 
 d)  Vegetated Shallows – Vegetation is limited and impacts are not expected 
 e)  Freshwater Reefs – None present, no significant impact 
  f)  Riffle and Pool Complexes – no impacts are expected 
 
 
 



6)  Threatened and Endangered Species 
 

Federal T&E Species 
 
Federally-listed Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species were reviewed for the 
project area by the Chicago District (http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/index.html). 
The following federally listed species, status and their critical habitats are identified by the USFWS as 
occurring within DuPage County: 

• Leafy-prairie clover (Dalea foliosa) – Endangered  – Prairie remnants on thin soil over 
limestone 

• Prairie bush-clover (Lespedeza leptostchya) –Threatened – Dry to mesic prairies with 
gravelly soil   

• Mead’s milkweed (Asclepias meadii) – Threatened – Late successional tallgrass prairie, 
tallgrass prairie converted to hay meadow, and glades or barrens with thin soil 

• Eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) – Threatened – Moderate to high 
quality wetlands, sedge meadow, marsh, and mesic to wet prairie 

• Hine’s emerald dragonfly (Somatochlora hineana) – Endangered – Spring fed wetlands, wet 
meadows, and marshes 

• Eastern massasauga (Sistrurus catenatus) – Candidate – Graminoid dominated plant 
communities (fens, sedge meadows, peatlands, wet prairies, and shrublands) 

• Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) – Threatened – Hibernates in caves and 
mines - swarming in surrounding wooded areas in autumn. Roosts and forages in upland 
forests and woods 

• Rusty Patched Bumble Bee (Bombis affinis) – Endangered – Occupies grasslands and 
tallgrass prairies.  Nest in abandoned underground rodent cavities or clumps of grass.  
Hibernates in undisturbed soils.   

 
Based on the information listed above and site assessments, federally endangered and threatened 
species or their critical habitats do not occur within the study area.  However, due to the general habitat 
use by Northern Long-Eared Bats, a 4(D) streamlined consultation form was filled out to account for tree 
cutting that will occur at the Lisle Levee.  The form resulted in a may impact, but will unlikely impact the 
Northern Long-Eared Bat.  In order to minimize any potential impacts, all tree clearing for the Lisle Levee 
will be completed in the winter and avoid the period  between April 1 and October 31 when bats are 
most active which includes the period  between June 1 and July 31, when the bats are roosting.      
 

State T&E Species 
 
The Illinois Natural Heritage Database was queried on February 13th, 2018 for important resource areas 
and State Listed Species. An ILDNR EcoCAT #1807390 report was submitted and processed for the study 
area under investigation.  The EcoCAT report can be found in Section I-3 of this document, however a 
determination that adverse effects are unlikely was concluded.  Impacts to state listed mussel species 
are not anticipated within the project area.  The benthic habitat is saturated with dead Asiatic clams 
(Corbicula sp.) which is low quality habitat for mussel species.         
 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/index.html


7)  Other Wildlife 
 
No other wildlife would be adversely impacted by the proposed activity.  
 

8)  Actions to Minimize Impacts 
 
General construction scheduling and sequencing would minimize impacts to reproducing 
macroinvertebrates and fishes. Silt fencing/curtains and native plantings would be implemented to 
minimize the temporary turbidity impacts associated with the proposed activity.  
 

f. Proposed Disposal/Discharge Site Determinations 
 

1)  Mixing Zone Determination 
 
A mixing zone is not applicable to this project as no violation of applicable water quality standards is 
expected during construction.  
 

2)  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 
The proposed activity would not cause significant or long-term degradation of water quality. 
 

3)  Potential Effects on Human use Characteristics 
 
(a) Municipal and Private Water Supply 
 
No effects expected. 
 
(b) Recreational and Commercial Fisheries 
 
No effects expected. 
 
(c) Water Related Recreation 
 
No effects expected. 
 
(d) Aesthetics 
 
No effects expected. 
 
(e) Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, 
and Similar Preserves 
 
All protected historical and cultural resources would not be affected by this project since there are none 
within the affected study area. 
 
 
 



g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem 
 
Overall, there are no significant long-term adverse effects expected to the aquatic ecosystem.  The project 
area is already degraded by human disturbance.  
 

h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem 
 
No adverse significant secondary impacts to the ecosystem are expected as a result of the proposed 
activities. 
 
III. Findings of Compliance or Non-Compliance with Restrictions on Discharge 
 
a. No adaptation of the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines was made for this evaluation.    
 
b. No practical alternatives are available that produce fewer adverse aquatic impacts than the proposed 
plan. 
 
c. The proposed project would comply with applicable water quality standards. 
     
d. The project is in compliance with applicable Toxic Effluent Standards under Section 307 of the Clean 
Water Act; with the Endangered Species Act of 1973; with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; 
and with the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972.  
     
e. The proposed fill activity would have no significant adverse impact on human health or welfare, 
including municipal and private water supplies, recreational and commercial fisheries, plankton, fish, 
shellfish, or wildlife communities (including community diversity, productivity, and stability), special 
aquatic sites, or recreational, aesthetic, and economic values. 
 
f. Typical erosion control measures would be taken to minimize construction impacts other than selection 
of the least environmentally damaging construction alternative. 
 
a. Conclusions 
 
Based on all of the above, the proposed action is determined to be in compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, subject to appropriate and reasonable conditions, to be determined on a case-by-case basis, to 
protect the public interest.  
 



G2 – Agency Coordination 
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Kenneth Westlake, Chief   
Environmental Review Branch  
U.S. EPA      ME-19J                   
77 West Jackson                        
Chicago, IL 60604 
 
Louise Clemency 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chicago Illinois Field Office 
1250 South Grove, Suite 103 
Barrington, Illinois 60010 
 
Andrew Velasquez III 
Federal Emergency Management Agency Region 5 
536 South Clark Street, 6th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60605 
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1035 Outer Park Drive 
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Illinois DNR 
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Springfield, IL 62702-1271 
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Springfield, IL 62702-1271 
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Water Pollution Division               
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http://www.fema.gov/andrew-velasquez-iii
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President, Board of Commissioners 
Forest Preserve District of Will County 
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Forest Preserve District of DuPage County 
P.O.Box 5000 
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DuPage County Airport 
2700 International Dr #200,  
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Stephen McCracken 
DuPage River Salt Creek Workgroup 
10S404 Knoch Knolls Rd # B,  
Naperville, IL 60565 
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Brook McDonald, Executive Director 
The Conservation Foundation 
10S404 Knoch Knolls Rd # B,  
Naperville, IL 60565 
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Village President Al Larsen 
Village of Schaumburg 
Robert O. Atcher Municipal Center  
101 Schaumburg Court  
Schaumburg, IL 60193-1899  
 
Village President Kevin Wallace 
Village of Bartlett 
228 S. Main Street 
Bartlett, IL 60103 
 
Village President Rodney S. Craig 
Village of Hanover Park 
2121 West Lake Street 
Hanover Park, IL 60133 
 
Mayor Gayle A. Smolinski 
Village of Roselle 
31 S. Prospect Street 
Roselle, IL  60172 
 
Village President Eileen Phipps 
Village of Wayne 
5N430 Railroad Street 
P.O. Box 532 
Wayne, IL 60184 
 
Village President Franco Coladipietro  
Village of Bloomingdale 
201 S. Bloomingdale road 
Bloomingdale, IL  60108 
 
Mayor Frank Saverino 
Village of Carol Stream 
500 N. Gary Avenue 
Carol Stream, IL  60188 
 
Village President Linda Jackson 
Village of Glendale Heights 
300 Civic Center Plaza 
Glendale Heights, IL  60139 
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Mayor Ruben Pineda 
City of West Chicago 
475 Main Street 
West Chicago, IL 60185 
 
Village President Eric Spanke 
Village of Winfield 
27West 265 Jewell Road 
Winfield, IL  60190 
 
Mayor Michael J. Gresk 
City of Wheaton 
303 West Wesley Street 
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Village President Alexander W. Demos 
Village of Glen Ellyn 
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Glen Ellyn, IL  60137 
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255 East Wilson Avenue 
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City of Warrenville 
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Warrenville, IL  60555 
 
Mayor Joseph Broda 
Village of Lisle 
925 Burlington Avenue 
Lisle, IL 60532 
 
Mayor Martin T. Tully 
Village of Downers Grove 
801 Burlington Avenue 
Downers Grove, IL  60515 
 
Mayor Ron Gunter 
Village of Westmont 
31 West Quincy Street 
Westmont, IL  60559 
 
Mayor George Pradel 
City of Naperville 
400 S. Eagle Street 
Naperville, IL  60540 
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Mayor Gina Cunningham-Picek 
Village of Woodridge 
5 Plaza Drive 
Woodridge, IL 60517 
 
Mayor Roger A. Claar 
Village of Bolingbrook 
375 West Briarcliff Road 
Bolingbrook, IL  60440 
 
Village President Michael P. Collins 
Village of Plainfield 
24401 Lockport Street 
Plainfield, IL  60544 
 
Mayor John D. Noak 
Village of Romeoville 
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Romeoville, IL 60446 
 
Mayor Ray Soliman 
City of Crest Hill 
1610 Plainfield Road 
Crest Hill, IL  60403 
 
Mayor Bob O’Dekirk 
City of Joliet 
150 West Jefferson Street 
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Mayor Richard Chapman 
Village of Shorewood 
One Towne Center Blvd 
Shorewood, IL  60404 
 
Village President  Kimberly Zuelsdorf 
Village of Rockdale 
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 Rockdale, IL 60436-2626 
 
Village President Pat Brennan 
Village of Minooka 
121 East McEvilly Road 
Minooka, IL 60447 
 
Mayor Missey Moorman Schumacker 
Village of Channahon 
244555  S. Navajo Drive 
Channahon, IL 60410 
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Libraries 

Schaumberg Township District Library 
130 S Roselle Rd  
Schaumburg, IL 60193 
 
Bartlett Public Library 
800 S Bartlett Rd  
Bartlett, IL 60103 
 
Hanover Park Branch Library 
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 Hanover Park, IL 60133 
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Glenside Public Library 
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West Chicago Public Library 
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 West Chicago, IL 60185 
 
Winfield Public Library 
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Wheaton Public Library 
225 N Cross St 
 Wheaton, IL 60187 
 
Glen Ellyn Public Library 
400 Duane St 
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137 
 
Helen Plum Memorial Library 
110 W Maple St 
 Lombard, IL 60148 
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Warrenville Public Library 
28W751 Stafford Place  
Warrenville, IL 60555 
 
Lisle Library 
777 Front St  
Lisle, IL 60532 
 
Downers Grove Library 
1050 Curtiss St. 
 Downers Grove, IL 60515 
 
Westmont Public Library 
428 N Cass Ave. 
Westmont, IL 60559 
 
Naperville Public Library 
2035 S Naper Blvd  
Naperville, IL 60565 
 
Woodridge Public Library 
3 Plaza Dr. 
 Woodridge, IL 60517 
 
Fountaindale Public Library 
300 W Briarcliff Rd. 
 Bolingbrook, IL 60440 
 
Plainfield Public Library 
15025 S Illinois St, 
 Plainfield, IL 60544 
 
White Oak Library-Romeoville Branch 
201 Normantown Rd. 
Romeoville, IL 60446 
 
Crest Hill Branch Library 
20670 Len Kubinski Dr.  
Crest Hill, IL 60403 
 
Joliet Public Library 
150 N Ottawa St.  
Joliet, IL 60432 
 
Shorewood-Troy Public Library 
650 Deerwood Dr 
 Shorewood, IL 60404 
 
Minooka-Three Rivers Public library 
109 N Wabena Ave. 
 Minooka, IL 60447 



8 
 

 
Three Rivers Library-Channahon Branch 
25207 W Channon Dr.  
Channahon, IL 60410 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



9 
 

Tribes 
 
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 70 
McCloud, OK 74851 
 
Kickapoo Of Kansas 
1107 Goldfinch Rd. 
Horton, KS 66434 
 
Kickapoo Tribe of Texas 
Box HC 1 9700 
Eagle Pass, TX 78853 
 
Miami Nation in Indiana 
P.O. Box 41 
Peru, IN 46970 
 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1326 
Miami, OK 74355 
Attn: Mr. George Strack 
 
Citizen Potawatomi Nation 
1901 S. Gordon Cooper Dr. 
Shawnee, OK 74801 
 
Forest County Potawatomi Exec. Council 
P. O. Box 340 
Crandon, WI 54520 
 
Nottawaseppi Huron Potawatomi Tribal Office 
2221 One-and-a-half Mile Rd. 
Fulton, MI 49052 
 
Hannahville Potawatomi Comm., Council 
N 14911 Hannahville Road 
Wilson, MI 49896-9728 
              
Prairie Band Potawatomi Tribal Council 
16281 Q RD 
Mayetta, KS  66509 
 
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians   
P.O. Box 180    
Dowagiac, MI 49047    
 
 
 



United States Department of the Interior 
 

US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE REGION 3 
Chicago Ecological Services Field Office 

230 South Dearborn Street, Suite 2938 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Phone: (312) 216-4722    
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
FWS/AES-CIFO/2016-CPA-0051 
 

June 27, 2016 
 
Col. Christopher T. Drew 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Chicago District 
231 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1500 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
 
Attention:  Sara Brodzinsky 
 
Dear Colonel Drew: 
 
This constitutes our Planning Aid Letter (PAL) on your DuPage River Feasibility Study. It was 
prepared under the authority of, and in accordance with, the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), but does not constitute the 
final report required by Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. Your scoping 
letter was submitted to our office in November 2015.   
 

Introduction 
 
This PAL transmits the results of our preliminary evaluation of alternatives for the DuPage River 
Feasibility Study by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). This PAL is based on 
documentation provided by the Corps, which included the project fact sheet, project maps, a 
scoping letter, a report synopsis that describes the project, and summary of sites identified for 
initial array of alternatives. Information was also provided by the Corps during your planning 
charrette on November 9-10, 2015. The non-Federal sponsors for the study are the DuPage 
County, Illinois, Stormwater Management Planning Committee and the Will County, Illinois, 
Executive Office. The DuPage River Feasibility Study is a new study investigating flood risk 
management alternatives along the DuPage River and its major tributaries. The study is currently 
in the Scoping Phase, focused on the major tasks of identifying problems and opportunities, 
inventorying and forecasting conditions, and formulating alternative plans. The DuPage River 
Feasibility Study will investigate overbank and backwater flooding along the DuPage River and 
its major tributaries, prioritizing high risk areas and developing a range of possible structural and 
non-structural alternatives to address flood risks. The study area has experienced rapid 
development over the past several decades, and currently includes 40 communities and 
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approximately 900,000 residents. This is a single-purpose study investigating flood risk 
management opportunities in the DuPage River watershed. Recreation opportunities may also be 
investigated where compatible with flood risk management alternatives. 
 
Alternatives Considered     
The Corps has not yet finalized the alternatives to be devised for evaluation in environmental 
studies.   
 

Description of the Study Area 
 
The study area includes the DuPage River and its tributaries which drain approximately 353 
square miles, primarily in DuPage and Will Counties in Illinois. The East and West Branches of 
the DuPage River lie primarily in DuPage County and flow south towards Will County where 
they meet to form the DuPage River mainstem. The mainstem flows south through Will County 
to its confluence with the Des Plaines River in Channahon, Illinois. 

 
Description of Fish and Wildlife Resource Conditions 

 
Existing Conditions  
The Corps report synopsis indicates that several areas along the DuPage River experience 
extensive damages from overbank flooding, as do isolated structures and infrastructure in the 
floodplain of the DuPage River and its tributaries. As the Upper DuPage River Watershed Plan 
(2007) notes, the Upper DuPage River Watershed supports a range of habitats from river to oak 
woodland and wetland to dry prairie.  
 
Most of the open space/natural areas in the DuPage River Watershed are in public ownership, 
either owned by the Forest Preserve District of DuPage County the Forest Preserve District of 
Will County, local park districts, or private ownership. The Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources’ (IDNR) The DuPage River Basin – An Inventory of the Region’s Resources (2001) 
provides a detailed summary of natural resources in the DuPage River Watershed. 
 
The watershed is located in an urbanized and developed landscape; however, the remaining open 
space/natural areas provide habitat for terrestrial and aquatic resources within the watershed. For 
example, The Lower DuPage River Watershed Plan (2011) notes that pre-settlement data shows 
that the vegetation within the watershed was forested in pockets along the main stem of the river, 
but otherwise was comprised mostly of prairie. The Lower DuPage River Watershed Plan 
indicates that based on CMAP 2005 data, agriculture and residential land uses were nearly 
equally dominant in the lower part of the watershed, 26.72% and 32.44%, respectively. In 
contrast, open space and water accounted for 8.14% and 3.39%, respectively. Only 6.28% were 
considered protected land for conservation or recreation purposes. It should also be noted that 
there are several nature preserves and Illinois Natural Area Inventory (INAI) sites within the 
watershed, which are high quality natural areas that often serve as habitat for threatened and 
endangered species. These sites are assessed and designated by the IDNR and can be located on 
private or public land.  
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The IDNR’s Status of Fish Communities and Stream Quality in the Des Plaines and DuPage 
Rivers: 2003 Basin Survey summarized the findings of the fish surveys conducted in the DuPage 
River. The report noted that stream quality based on fish Indices of Biotic Integrity on the 
DuPage mainstem ranged from moderate to limited and dams appear to be one of the limiting 
factors. For example, site GB-01, in that report, is below the Channahon Dam and is directly 
connected with the lower Des Plaines River, near the confluence with the Illinois and Kankakee 
Rivers. The report noted that the location of the survey site accounted for the site being the most 
species diverse location in the entire DuPage River Basin (including the East and West Branches 
in the upper DuPage River watershed). Although additional species were collected in that study, 
it was noted that the dam prevents further migration of fish upstream, regardless of whether or 
not the habitat would support the fish. 
 
These open space/natural areas provide suitable habitat for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
trust resources (migratory birds and Federally listed species). It has been noted that, while we 
had farsighted conservation leaders that established our preserve systems and open space, as the 
Chicago metropolitan area expands our natural areas continue to decline (Chicago Wilderness 
Biodiversity Recovery Plan, 1999). The Chicago Wilderness consortium’s The State of Our 
Chicago Wilderness: A Report Card on the Ecological Health of the Region (2006) identified 
that urban expansion and the loss of natural processes are two of the major stressors to our 
natural communities and these stressors contribute to the Chicago Wilderness Report Card 
determination that overall, the region’s natural communities and animal assemblages remain in a 
declining or threatened state of health. For example, The State of Our Chicago Wilderness: A 
Report Card on the Ecological Health of the Region (2006) shows that the principal threat to the 
remaining floodplain forests in our forest preserves is altered hydrology—more frequent floods 
of longer duration. 
 
Natural areas serve as the last remaining stopover, breeding, and resident areas for migratory 
birds within the watershed. For example, grassland birds are one of the most imperiled groups of 
birds in the world and they utilize some of the natural areas within the watershed. The State of 
the Birds 2011 Report on Public Lands and Waters lists grassland birds among our fastest 
declining species and notes that the percentage of grassland birds on public lands is low because 
such a small amount of United States grassland (less than 2%) is both publicly owned and 
managed for conservation. Forest preserves and other natural areas provide terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat for various groups of organisms that remain in the Chicago metropolitan area. This 
includes aquatic organisms (e.g., fish, aquatic macroinvertebrates, etc.) that utilize the DuPage 
River and its tributaries as habitat.  
 
For example, based on information provided by the Forest Preserve District of DuPage County 
(FPDDC), the FPDDC possesses:  
 

• 15,262 acres of land  
o 2,365 wetland acres 

• 391 vertebrate wildlife species recorded since 2005 
o 31 endangered or threatened 

• 1,219 invertebrate species recorded since 2005 
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o 3 endangered or threatened 

• 1,457 native plant species (959 vascular + 498 non-vascular) 
o 27 endangered or threatened 

 
within the DuPage River watershed. 
 
Federally listed species such as the threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid are located within 
the watershed. The threatened northern long-eared bat has been captured within the Des Plaines 
watershed, and just outside of the DuPage watershed boundary, and is very likely to occur within 
the DuPage watershed 
 
Based on information provided by the Corps and data from literature we consulted, we 
determined resource categories for the study area.  Resource category determinations are made in 
order to help determine mitigation needs for fish and wildlife habitats directly and indirectly 
affected by Federal water resources projects. Resource category classifications (Table 1) are 
made in accordance with the Service’s Mitigation Policy (501 FW 2), which was established 
pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742(a)-754), the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-667(e)), the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (16 U.S.C. 1001-1009), and the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
4321-4347).   
 
Fish and Wildlife Resources Without the Project   
The natural areas within the study area are all providing suitable habitat for fish and wildlife 
resources in a developed landscape. Without implementation of any of the project alternatives, 
fish and wildlife resources would utilize the same natural areas that are currently providing 
habitat and the habitat condition would likely remain the same.  
 
Fish and Wildlife Resources With the Project   
Based on the documentation provided by the Corps, the Corps has not yet finalized the 
alternatives to be devised for the study. The study would result in a range of possible structural 
and non-structural alternatives to address flood risks. However, the Corps does provide the five 
following general categories/plans, with associated measures, as part of the Corps site screening 
process. 
 

1) Levee - Levees/Floodwalls 
2) Storage - New storage or modifications to existing storage 
3) Other Structural Alternatives - Bridge Modifications, Channel Improvements, 

Diversions, Dam Modifications, or Below grade cut-off walls  
4) Non-structural Alternatives - Physical Measures or Non-physical Measures 
5) Nature-based Alternatives- Restore hydrology on open lands or Integration with 

other measures 
 
Based on the potential alternatives that are currently being screened by the Corps, there is the 
possibility that habitat used by fish and wildlife resources could be impacted (i.e., habitat could 
be lost) by the incorporation of certain alternatives. The nature of the impacts on habitat cannot 
be determined until site specific alternatives have been chosen from the site screening process.  
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Evaluation and Comparisons of Alternatives 

 
Value of Individual Alternatives 
The Corps has not yet finalized the alternatives for the study. We will instead evaluate the 
potential benefits or impacts of the five general flood risk management categories that are being 
considered by the Corps.  
 
1) Levee. Construction of levees/floodwalls can adversely impact fish and wildlife resources in 
areas where there are existing natural areas/open space. Impacts could range from the loss of 
habitat (from flooding and increased water depths) to degradation of habitat (due to poor water 
quality from contaminants and sedimentation). Benefits from levee construction could result 
from the acquisition of land prone to flooding that was in private ownership, but is now being 
converted to public open space. Most fish and wildlife resources could benefit from newly 
acquired open space when the open space is not flooded and wildlife can naturally utilize the 
area.  
 
2) Storage. Construction of new storage areas can adversely impact fish and wildlife resources in 
areas where there are existing natural areas/open space. Impacts would primarily occur from the 
loss of habitat. Modifications to existing storage areas would likely have negligible impacts to 
fish and wildlife resources unless the storage area is increased in size, which would result in the 
loss of habitat, or unless modifications are made that would result in poor water quality. Benefits 
that would result from the construction of new storage areas would likely be limited to fish and 
resources that can survive in a lacustrine environment.  
 
3) Other Structural Alternatives. Construction or modification of the other structural alternatives 
being considered can result in a range of impacts to fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. 
For example, bridge construction, modifications, or bridge alternatives (i.e., culverts) could 
cause flow constrictions at the bridge/culvert which can impact the hydrology of both upstream 
and downstream wetlands.  Channel improvements could result in hydrologic impacts and 
habitat loss due to the straightening of creeks within the watershed. Dam modifications would 
continue to keep the existing dams in place which has been documented to fragment habitat, 
degrade habitat, and limit fish recruitment within the watershed. Benefits in this category could 
include bridges/culverts that are properly constructed and maintained to eliminate flow 
constrictions, channel improvements that would not result in hydrologic impacts or the loss of 
habitat, and fish passage for dams that cannot be removed.  
 
4) Non-structural Alternatives. Construction or the incorporation of non-structural alternatives  
also can adversely impact fish and wildlife resources in areas where these features replace 
existing natural areas/open space. Benefits to fish and wildlife resources could result from the 
construction or incorporation of non-structural alternatives. For example, the Corps could 
incorporate non-traditional flood control alternatives, such as infiltration best management 
practices (BMPs), in buyout areas that are in high risk/flood prone areas. Incorporation of 
infiltration BMPs could help offset increased stormwater runoff from development in the 
watershed.  
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Early in the process, the Corps identified that: The non-Federal sponsors for the project, DuPage 
and Will Counties, should explore options to minimize development in high risk flood areas. 
During the charrette, the Corps identified that flooding in the watershed is due to: 1) landuse 
changes (resulting in increased imperviousness due to development), 2) population increases 
(resulting in increased development), and 3) climate change (i.e., increases in average 
precipitation and “heavy” precipitation). This assessment is supported by numerous studies 
(Schuler 1987; Wright et al. 2006) that have shown that construction of developments and roads, 
with the associated high amounts of impervious cover, results in onsite and offsite hydrologic 
changes to wetlands including: increases in stormwater runoff volumes, decreased groundwater 
recharge, and flow constrictions. Wetlands within the watershed provide habitat for numerous 
fish and wildlife resources. The results of the increased volume of runoff include increased 
ponding and water level fluctuations (“bounce”) in wetlands located downstream. Increased 
ponding and water level fluctuations reduce biodiversity and favor the spread of invasive plant 
and animal species (Wright et al. 2006). Urban runoff associated with developments often 
contains contaminants (such as oil and grease, sediments, metals, nutrients, and chlorides) which 
also reduce biodiversity and favor the spread of invasive plant and animal species (Wright et al. 
2006). 
 
5) Nature-based Alternatives. Restoring the hydrology on open lands, including wetlands, would 
result in overall benefits to fish and wildlife resources. This alternative would increase the 
amount of fish and wildlife habitat within the watershed. 
 
Mitigation    
Mitigation and mitigation area ratios for federal projects affecting water resources are based on 
direct and indirect impacts to the water resources (Table 1). Until the proposed alternatives are 
identified we cannot determine if the proposed alternatives may serve as mitigation for prior 
alterations within the watershed or if additional mitigation is needed.   
 
TABLE 1.  Criteria for resource category classifications and mitigation goals established by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s Mitigation Policy (501 FW 2). 
Classification Description Mitigation Goals 

Resource Category 
1* 

Habitat to be impacted is of high value for 
evaluation species and is unique and 
irreplaceable on a national basis or in the 
ecoregion section.  

No loss of existing 
habitat value. 

Resource Category 
2 

Habitat to be impacted is of high quality for 
evaluation species and is relatively scarce or 
becoming scarce on a national basis or in the 
ecoregion section. 

No net loss of in-kind 
habitat value. 

Resource Category 
3 

Habitat to be impacted is of high to medium 
value for evaluation species. 

No net loss of habitat 
value while minimizing 
loss of habitat value. 

Resource Category 
4 

Habitat to be impacted is of medium to low 
value for evaluation species. 

Minimize loss of habitat 
value. 

*This classification requires concurrence from USFWS Regional Director.   
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The study area currently includes habitat that we classify as Resource Category 2, Resource 
Category 3, and Resource Category 4 status. Due to the range of Resource Categories, there is a 
range of Service recommended mitigation goals (i.e., no net loss of in-kind habitat value, no net 
loss of habitat value while minimizing loss of habitat value and to minimize loss of habitat 
values). 
 
 

Recommendations 
 
1) We recommend that the Corps develop a National Environmental Policy Act document that 
provides an array of alternatives that follows the Service’s Mitigation Policy (e.g., avoids, 
minimizes, and mitigates for impacts to fish and wildlife resources within the watershed).   
 
2) We recommend that priority be placed on buyout alternatives, where infiltration BMPs can be 
incorporated, to offset the increased runoff from imperviousness (due to development) in the 
watershed. Secondary emphasis should be placed on nature-based alternatives that restore 
hydrology on open lands (e.g., wetland restoration that could serve to offset flooding and serve 
as habitat for fish and wildlife resources).  
 
3) If nature based alternatives are used, the Corps or local sponsors should incorporate 
monitoring plans.  These monitoring activities would help to determine use of the study site by 
migratory birds and fish species before and after an alternative is implemented in order to 
determine if the project is successful.  The monitoring activities should also determine extent of 
use by, and or project effects on fish and wildlife resources for a period of seven years after 
project completion. Results of the monitoring should be shared with this office on an annual 
basis. 
 
4) The Corps should work with the local sponsors to incorporate policy in their landuse planning 
to ensure that the post-development infiltration volumes are equal to or as close to the pre-
development infiltration volumes as possible (e.g., that the post-development infiltration volume 
be at least 90% of the pre-development infiltration volume). We recommend that no exceptions 
be allowed to this policy to ensure that new development (i.e., residential, commercial, or 
industrial) does not contribute to the existing flooding problems within the watershed. 

 
 

Summary of Findings and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Position 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service cannot provide recommendations on any proposed 
alternatives until the alternatives have been identified. We recommend that the Corps choose an 
array of alternatives and identify the potential benefits and impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 
We recommend that non-structural alternatives, such as infiltration BMPs in buyout areas, be 
prioritized in the alternative selection process.  
 
Based on the information provided by the Corps, there is the possibility that Federally listed 
species could be affected by alternatives chosen within the watershed. Information about 
Federally listed species can be found on the Service’s Region 3 Section 7 webpage, 
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(http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/) and can assist the Corps in determining if the 
proposed alternatives could impact listed species in the watershed. The Corps should ensure that 
effect determinations are made for the species listed in DuPage County. 
 
This letter provides comment under the authority of, and in accordance with, the provisions of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 852, as amended P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1956 (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), 
and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (54 Stat. 250, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 668-668d).   
 
If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Shawn Cirton at (312) 216-4728. 
 
      Sincerely, 

    
               Louise Clemency 

          Field Supervisor 
 
cc: USEPA, Liz Pelloso 
 IDNR, Nathan Grider 
 FPDWC, Dave Robson 
 FPDWC, Scott Miester 
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United States Department of the Interior 
 

US FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE REGION 3 
Chicago Ecological Services Field Office 

1250 S. Grove Suite103 
Barrington, IL 60010-5010 

Phone: (847) 381-2253   Fax: (847) 381-2285 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
FWS/AES-CIFO 
 

December 2, 2015 
 
Col. Christopher T. Drew 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Chicago District 
231 S. LaSalle Street, Suite 1500 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
 
Attention: Peter Bullock 
 
Dear Col. Drew: 
 
This letter responds to your request for scoping comments on the DuPage River, Illinois 
Feasibility Study in DuPage and Will Counties, Illinois. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) is preparing a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document to evaluate the 
potential effects of a range of alternatives to manage risks associated with flooding within the 
DuPage River watershed.  
 
We provide general comments as they relate to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) trust 
resources (e.g., Federally listed species and migratory birds) that may be affected by the project. 
We recommend that the NEPA document fully address the concerns identified in this letter. 
 
General comments 
 
The draft NEPA document should fully disclose potential impacts to Service trust resources and 
aquatic resources found in the project vicinity. The potential range of alternatives that could be 
used to manage risks associated with flooding in the DuPage River watershed include actions 
which could adversely impact Service trust resources and the habitats that they depend on. There 
is the possibility that habitat for Federally listed species could be found within the proposed 
action area(s). For example, habitat for the Federally threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid 
(Platanthera leucophaea) or northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) could be present 
within the action area(s) for the possible range of alternatives. Other aquatic resources (e.g., 
wetlands) could be impacted by the range of alternatives as well.  
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The Corps has identified that it would prioritize high risk areas and develop a range of possible 
structural and non-structural alternatives to reduce flood risks. The list of possible alternatives 
should include incorporating infiltration best management practices (BMPs) in suitable areas to 
assist in reducing flood risks.     

The non-Federal sponsors for the project, DuPage and Will Counties, should explore options to 
minimize development in high risk flood areas. During the two day charrette, held on November 
9 and 10, 2005, the Corps identified that flooding in the watershed is due to: 1) landuse changes 
(resulting in increased imperviousness due to development), 2) population increases (resulting in 
increased development), and 3) climate change (i.e., increases in average precipitation and 
“heavy” precipitation). This assessment is supported by numerous studies (Schuler 1987; Wright 
et al. 2006) that have shown that construction of developments and roads, with the associated 
high amounts of impervious cover, results in onsite and offsite hydrologic changes including an 
increase in the volume of stormwater runoff. The results of the increased volume of runoff 
include increased ponding and water level fluctuations (“bounce”) in wetlands located 
downstream. Increased ponding and water level fluctuations reduce biodiversity and favor the 
spread of invasive plant and animal species (Wright et al. 2006). Urban runoff associated with 
commercial developments often contains contaminants (such as oil and grease, sediments, 
metals, nutrients, and chlorides) which also reduce biodiversity and favor the spread of invasive 
plant and animal species (Wright et al. 2006).  
 
Wetlands and uplands located on forest preserves and other open space areas (e.g., Illinois 
Natural Area Inventory sites, critical wetlands, Federal mitigation banks, Audubon designated 
Important Bird Areas, etc.) throughout the study area provide home to Service trust resources 
and we recommend that the Corps consider alternatives that do not adversely impact habitat for 
Service trust resources (e.g., conversion of grassland and sedge meadow habitats to storage 
reservoirs). We also recommend that the Corps consider non-traditional flood control 
alternatives, including infiltration BMPs in high risk/flood prone areas and areas upstream of the 
West Branch, East Branch, and mainstem of the DuPage River. In these areas applicable buyout 
areas could be retrofitted with infiltration BMPs.  
 
The Service will also coordinate with the Corps to address impacts to wildlife resources and their 
habitats in accordance with the Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act. Additionally, we recommend 
that the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (Impact Assessment Section) and the Forest 
Preserve Districts of DuPage County and Will County be involved as stakeholders in this 
feasibility study, as these state and local agencies are the most knowledgeable about the 
resources on their land. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. This letter provides comment under the 
authority of, and in accordance with, the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (83 Stat. 852, as amended P.L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1956 (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (54 Stat. 250, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 668-668d). 
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If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Shawn Cirton at 847/381-2253, ext. 19. 
 
      Sincerely,  

     
      Louise Clemency 
      Field Supervisor 
 
cc: USEPA, Pelloso 
 IDNR, Grider 
 FPDDC, Meister 
 FPDWC, Robson 
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Black-Crowned Night Heron (Nycticorax nycticorax)

An IDNR staff member will evaluate this information and contact you to request additional information 
or to terminate consultation if adverse effects are unlikely.

Location
The applicant is responsible for the 
accuracy of the location submitted 
for the project.

County: DuPage

Township, Range, Section:
38N, 10E, 3
38N, 10E, 10

Government Jurisdiction
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

 

IL Department of Natural Resources 
Contact
Adam Rawe
217-785-5500
Division of Ecosystems & Environment

Disclaimer

The Illinois Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or 
condition of natural resources in Illinois. This review reflects the information existing in the Database at the time 
of this inquiry, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being considered, nor should it be a 
substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for environmental assessments. If additional 
protected resources are encountered during the project’s implementation, compliance with applicable statutes 
and regulations is required.

Terms of Use

By using this website, you acknowledge that you have read and agree to these terms. These terms may be 
revised by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcoCAT application after we post changes to these 
terms, it will mean that you accept such changes. If at any time you do not accept the Terms of Use, you may not 
continue to use the website.
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1. The IDNR EcoCAT website was developed so that units of local government, state agencies and the public 
could request information or begin natural resource consultations on-line for the Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act, Illinois Natural Areas Preservation Act, and Illinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act. EcoCAT uses 
databases, Geographic Information System mapping, and a set of programmed decision rules to determine if 
proposed actions are in the vicinity of protected natural resources. By indicating your agreement to the Terms of 
Use for this application, you warrant that you will not use this web site for any other purpose.

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this website are strictly prohibited and 
may be punishable under the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National Information 
Infrastructure Protection Act.

3. IDNR reserves the right to enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website at any time without notice, or to 
terminate or restrict access.

Security

EcoCAT operates on a state of Illinois computer system. We may use software to monitor traffic and to identify 
unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm or otherwise to damage this 
site. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this server is strictly prohibited by law. 

Unauthorized use, tampering with or modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may 
subject the violator to criminal and civil penalties. In the event of unauthorized intrusion, all relevant information 
regarding possible violation of law may be provided to law enforcement officials.

Privacy

EcoCAT generates a public record subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Otherwise, IDNR 
uses the information submitted to EcoCAT solely for internal tracking purposes.
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Suite 1500
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: DuPage River Flood Risk Managment
       Project Number(s): 1807390  
       County: DuPage 

Dear Applicant:

Adam Rawe
Division of Ecosystems and Environment
217-785-5500

March 22, 2018

Nicholas Barkowski
US Army Corps of Engineers
231 S. Lasalle St.

This letter is in reference to the project you recently submitted for consultation. The natural resource 
review provided by EcoCAT identified protected resources that may be in the vicinity of the proposed 
action. The Department has evaluated this information and concluded that adverse effects are unlikely. 
Therefore, consultation under 17 Ill. Adm. Code Part 1075 is terminated.

This consultation is valid for two years unless new information becomes available that was not 
previously considered; the proposed action is modified; or additional species, essential habitat, or 
Natural Areas are identified in the vicinity. If the project has not been implemented within two years of 
the date of this letter, or any of the above listed conditions develop, a new consultation is necessary.

The natural resource review reflects the information existing in the Illinois Natural Heritage Database 
at the time of the project submittal, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being 
considered, nor should it be a substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for 
environmental assessments. If additional protected resources are encountered during the project’s 
implementation, you must comply with the applicable statutes and regulations. Also, note that 
termination does not imply IDNR's authorization or endorsement of the proposed action.

Please contact me if you have questions regarding this review.

Bruce Rauner, Governor

Wayne Rosenthal, Director
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Species Common Name Type Status DuPage Will 
Hemidactylium scutatum Four-toed Salamander Amphibian LT   X 
Necturus maculosus Mudpuppy Amphibian LT   X 
Simpsonaias ambigua Salamander Mussel Amphibian LE   X 
Asio flammeus Short-eared Owl Bird LE X   
Astragalus tennesseensis Tennesee Milk Vetch Bird LE X   
Bartramia longicauda Upland Sandpiper Bird LE X X 
Botaurus lentiginosus American Bittern Bird LE X   
Chlidonia niger Black Tern Bird LE X   
Circus cyaneus Northern Harrier Bird LE X X 
Coccyzus erythropthalmus Black-billed Cuckoo Bird LT X   
Egretta caerulea Little Blue Heron Bird LE X   
Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon Bird LT X   
Gallinula chloropus Common Moorhen Bird LE X X 
Ixobrychus exilis Least Bittern Bird LT X X 
Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike Bird LE X X 
Laterallus jamaicensis Black Rail Bird LE X   
Lathyrus ochroleucus Pale Vetchling Bird LT X   
Nyctanassa violacea Yellow-crowned Night-Heron Bird LE X   
Nyticorax nyticorax Black-crowned Night-Heron Bird LE X X 
Pandion Haliaetus Osprey Bird LE X   
Rallus elegans King Rail Bird LE X X 
Tyto alba Barn Owl Bird LE X X 
Xanthcephalus canthocephalus Yellow-headed Blackbird Bird LE X X 
Ammocrypta clarum Western Sand Darter Fish LE   X 
Erimystax x-punctatus Gravel Chub Fish LT   X 
Etheostoma exile Iowa Darter Fish LT   X 
Fundulus diaphanus Banded Killifish Fish LT X X 
Fundulus dispar Starhead Topminnow Fish LT   X 
Hybopsis amnis Pallid Shiner Fish LE   X 
Moxostoma carinatum River Redhorse Fish LT   X 
Notropis anogenus Pugnose Shiner Fish LE X   
Notropis Boops Bigeye Shiner Fish LE   X 
Notropis chalybaeus Ironcolor Shiner Fish LT   X 
Notropis heterodon Blackchin Shiner Fish LT X   
Notropis heterolepsis Blacknose Shiner Fish LE X X 
Notropis texanus Weed Shiner Fish LE   X 

Aflexia rubranura 
Redveined Prairie 
Leafhopper Insect LE   X 

Papaipema eryngii Eryngium Stem Borer Insect LE   X 
Somatochlora hineana Hine's Emerald Dragonfly Insect LE X X 
Spermophilus franklinii Franklin's Ground Squirrel Mammal LT X X 
Alasmidonta viridis Slippershell Mussel LT X X 
Cyclonaias tuberculata Purple Wartyback Mussel LT   X 
Elliptio dilatata Spike Mussel LT   X 
Ligumia recta Black Sandshell Mussel LT   X 
Plethobasus cyphyus Sheepnose Mussel LE   X 



Amelanchier interior Shadbush Plant LT X   
Asclepias meadii Mead's Milkweed Plant LE X X 
Aster furcatus Forked Aster Plant LT   X 
Beckmannia syzigachne American Slough Grass Plant LE   X 
Calopogon oklahomensis Oklahoma Grass  Plant LE   X 
Calopogon tuberosus Grass Pink Orchid Plant LT   X 
Carex bromoides Sedge Plant LT X   
Carex crptolepis Sedge Plant LE X   
Carex tuckermanii Tuckerman's Sedge Plant LE X   
Carex viridula Little Green Sedge Plant LT X X 
Carex woodii Pretty Sedge Plant LT X X 
Corallorhiza maculata Spotted Coral-root Orchid Plant LT X X 
Corydalis aurea Golden Corydalis Plant LE   X 
Cypripedium candidum White Lady's Slipper Plant LT X X 
Dalea foliosa Leafy Prairie Clover Plant LE X X 
Dichanthelium boreale Northern Panic Grass Plant LE   X 
Drosera intermedia Narrow-leaved Sundew Plant LT   X 
Eleocharis rostellata Beaked Spike Rush Plant LT   X 
Elymus trachycaulus Bearded Wheat Grass Plant LT X   
Gratioloa quartermaniae Hedge Hyssop Plant LE   X 
Hypericum adpressum Shore St. John's Wort Plant LE   X 
Iliamna remota Kanakakee Mallow Plant LE X   
Isoetes butleri Quillwort Plant LE X X 
Juncus alpinus Richardson's Rush Plant LE X   
Lespedeza leptostachya Prairie Bush Clover Plant LE X   
Liatris scariosa var. nieuwlandii Blazing Star Plant LT X   
Lycopodium clavatum Running Pine Plant LE X X 
Malvastrum hispidum False Mallow Plant LE   X 
Melanthium virginicum Bunchflower Plant LT X   
Minuartia patula Slender Sandwort Plant LT X X 
Oenothera perennis Small Sundrops Plant LT X X 
Penstemon tubaeflorus Tube Beard Tongue Plant LE X   
Plantago cordata Heart-leaved Plantain Plant LE X   
Platanthera flava var. herbiola Tubercled Orchid Plant LT   X 
Platanthera leucophaea Easter Prairie Fringed Orchid Plant LE X X 
Rubus odoratus Purple-flowering Raspberry Plant LE X   
Rubus pubescens Dwarf Raspberry Plant LT X   
Rubus schneideri Bristly Blackberry Plant LT   X 
Salvia azurea ssp. Pitcheri Blue Sage Plant LT   X 
Sanguisorba canadensis American Burnet Plant LE   X 
Scirpus hattorianus Bulrush Plant LE X   
Sisyrinchium montanum Mountain Blue-eyed Grass Plant LE X   
Sparganium emersum Green-fruited Burreed Plant LE X   
Spiranthes lucida Yellow-lipped Ladies' Tresses Plant LE   X 
Tetraneuris herbacea Lakeside Daisy Plant LE X X 
Tomanthera auriculata Ear-leafed Foxglove Plant LT X X 



Trifolium reflexum Buffalo Clover Plant LT X X 
Triglochin palustris  Slender Bog Arrow Grass Plant LT   X 
Vaccinium macrocarpon Large Cranberry Plant LE   X 
Valerianella chenopodifolia Corn Salad Plant LE   X 
Valerianella umbilicata Corn Salad Plant LE   X 
Veronica scutellata Marsh Speedwell Plant LT X X 
Viola canadensis Canada Violet Plant LE   X 
Viola conspersa Dog Violet Plant LT X X 
Viola primulifolia Primrose Violet Plant LE   X 
Blemmys guttata Spotted Turtle Reptile LE   X 
Clonophis kirtlandi Kirkland's Snake Reptile LT X X 
Emydoidea blandingii Blanding's Turtle Reptile LE X X 
Sistrurus catenatus catenatus Eastern Massasauga Reptile LE X   
Terrapene ornata Ornate Box Turtle Reptile LT   X 

List of State Threatened (LT) and State Endangered (LE) species found within DuPage and Will Counties.   
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1. Introduction 
 
This report provides a summary of the comments received during the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Public Scoping period for the DuPage River, Illinois Feasibility Study. The 
study is being conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chicago District (Corps) in 
partnership with the DuPage County Stormwater Management Planning Committee and the Will 
County Executive Office. The study is investigating structural and non-structural alternatives to 
address overbank flooding along the DuPage River and its major tributaries. The NEPA Scoping 
period began on October 30 and ended on December 4, 2015. 
 
1.1 Study Area 
 
The DuPage River and its tributaries, shown in Figure 1, drain approximately 353 square miles, 
primarily in DuPage and Will Counties in Illinois. The East and West Branches of the DuPage 
River lie primarily in DuPage County and flow south towards Will County where they meet the 
DuPage River mainstem. The mainstem flows south through Will County to its confluence with 
the Des Plaines River in Channahon, Illinois. 
 
1.2 Study Purpose 
 
The DuPage River, Illinois Feasibility Study will investigate overbank and backwater flooding 
along the DuPage River and its major tributaries, prioritizing high risk areas and developing a 
range of possible structural and non-structural alternatives to address flood risks. The study area 
has experienced rapid development over the past several decades, and currently includes 40 
communities and approximately 900,000 residents.  Major storm events resulting in overbank 
flooding in the basin occurred in 1996, 2008, 2010, and most recently in April 2013. The April 
2013 flood impacted at least 20 communities and caused significant damage to residential and 
non-residential structures, critical infrastructure. Overbank flooding has also caused the closure 
of a major interstate highway (I-55) in multiple locations, as well as the closure of multiple U.S., 
State, and County highways. 
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Figure 1: Study Area 
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2. NEPA Scoping  
 
2.1 NEPA procedures and requirements 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires Federal agencies to consider  
environmental effects of a proposed project including, among others, impacts on social, cultural, 
and  economic resources, as well as natural resources. The Corps considers these effect during 
the Feasibility Study process to inform the selection of an alternative plan. 
 
Scoping, conducted before any decisions or recommendations have been identified, provides a 
way to for Federal, state, and local agencies as well as members of the public to identify issues 
and concerns that should be considered during the study and in the assessment of environmental 
impacts. Plan formulation and analysis is then conducted considering the issues and concerns 
raised during the scoping period. 
 
Once a preferred plan is identified, the environmental effects of the plan are reviewed to 
determine whether there would be any significant impacts. If no significant impacts are expected 
an Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared, documenting the findings. If significant impacts 
are identified, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared. Stakeholders and the public 
are provided an opportunity to review and comment on the draft recommendation and the 
agency’s assessment of its effects. The draft report is released for a minimum 30-day review 
period. 
 
2.2 DuPage River study Scoping notification and outreach process 
 
On October 30, 2015 scoping letters were mailed to: 19 representatives of Federal, state, and 
county agencies; mayors and managers of 28 watershed municipalities; and 26 local libraries. 
The letters notified stakeholders of the study and solicited comments and concerns about 
flooding in the watershed as well as the potential for impacts to natural, cultural, and social 
resources. The Corps issued a press release and posted to the District’s Facebook page on 
November 3 announcing the scoping period and providing the dates, times and locations of three 
public meetings to be held in the watershed. DuPage and Will Counties further promoted the 
study scoping and the opportunity to learn more about the study and provide comments during 
the public meetings through separate press releases and other outreach activities. 
 
Interested parties were provided with multiple ways to provide comments: through mail, email, 
orally at a public meeting, or provided directly to Corps staff at a public meeting. The public 
meetings were held at various locations across the watershed: November 16 at the Bolingbrook 
Golf Club, November 17 at the DuPage County JTK Administration Building in Wheaton, and 
November 18 at the Shorewood Village Hall. 
 
The scoping period lasted through December 4, although comments received after this deadline 
are also included in this summary. 
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3. Summary of Comments 
 
3.1 Distribution of Comments 
 
Comments were provided by resource agencies, affected municipalities, and members of the 
public. A summary of who commented is provided in the table below. The summary of members 
of the public includes individuals who provided oral and written comments. 
 
Table 1: Summary of Commenters 
Resource Agencies 

Illinois Historic Preservation Association 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources – Impact Assessment Section 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Affected Municipalities 
City of Warrenville 
City of Woodridge 
Members of the Public 

Zip Code Number of Comments 
60137 (Glen Ellyn) 32* 
60148 (Lombard) 1 
60190 (Winfield) 4* 
60404 (Shorewood) 4 
60410 (Channahon) 9 
60431 (Joliet) 1 
60440 (Bolingbrook) 1 
60447 (Minooka) 5 
60490 (Bolingbrook) 1 
60532 (Lisle) 1 
60544 (Plainfield) 14* 
60555 (Warrenville) 3* 
60585 (Plainfield) 1 
60586 (Plainfield) 1 
Not identified 2 

*Includes multiple comments by an individual commenter. 
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3.2 Areas of Concern 
 
Resource Agencies 
 
Resource agencies noted potential impacts to resources under their jurisdiction. The Illinois 
Historic Preservation Association will continue to coordinate with the Chicago District on the 
potential impact of any proposed projects on prehistoric and historic resources. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the Illinois Department of Natural Resources provided initial 
information about significant natural resources in the watershed, and will continue to coordinate 
with the Chicago District on the potential impact of any proposed projects on natural resources in 
the watershed. 
 
Affected Municipalities and Members of the Public 
 
The majority of the comments provided by members of the public identified locations where 
flooding has occurred and provided information about the frequency, duration, and depth of 
flooding. Commenters reported that flooding not only causes damage to properties, but also puts 
the lives of residents at risk when roadways are flooded, making evacuation and access by 
emergency responders difficult. Flooding further impacts the ability of homeowners to resell 
their properties and causes significant emotional distress. 
 
Several homeowners have experienced elevated groundwater levels associated with rising river 
levels. Subsurface flows through porous soils affects structures with basements in the vicinity of 
the river during flood events. Residents in multiple areas reported this type of flooding, including 
the Valley View neighborhood in unincorporated DuPage County, parts of Channahon and 
adjacent unincorporated areas in Will County, and parts of Minooka in Will County. Flooding 
associated with subsurface flows becomes more severe when there is a power outage and sump 
pumps stop working. 
 
Several commenters identified erosion of river banks and accumulation of debris in the 
floodplain and at bridges as a concern. Particularly in Will County, residents have documented 
bank erosion at their properties and large amounts of debris are carried to their properties during 
flood events. Several bridges that restrict flows or where debris accumulates were also identified. 
 
Commenters also expressed concern about the impacts of development on flooding in the 
watershed. Specific concerns included increases in the amount of impervious surfaces, fill in the 
floodway and the floodplain, and increases in river base flows due to discharges from wastewater 
treatment plants. Many commenters noted that they had observed an increased frequency of 
significant flooding. 
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Commenters identified the three major dams in the watershed as sources of flooding: Fawell 
Dam on the West Branch as well as Hammel Woods Dam and Channahon Dam on the 
mainstem. Residents reported increased groundwater level and river stages resulting from the 
increase in normal pool elevation at Fawell and Channahon Dams as well as increased flood 
stages at upstream properties for all dams. However, residents at downstream properties also 
expressed concerns about the potential impacts of dam modifications to their properties. 
 
Residents also expressed concerns about existing and proposed projects in the watershed 
including ecosystem restoration at Morton Arboretum, a berm constructed at the Lakelands 
subdivision, a boat launch installed along the DuPage River in Plainfield, plans to modify 
discharge flows from Lake Ellyn in Glen Ellyn, and proposed improvements to highways such as 
Interstate 355 and U.S. Route 53. 
 
3.3 Recommendations for further investigation 
 
A number of commenters provided suggestions for projects that could alleviate flooding in the 
watershed including potential locations for storage, diversions, levees, and channel 
modifications. General recommendations include: 
 

• Improve mapping and modeling of flood stages 
• Dredge the river to remove accumulated sediment 
• Clear debris or address constrictions at several bridges 
• Ensure appropriate retention times at existing detention ponds 
• Regulate allowed discharges from new development in the watershed 
• Modify existing dams to minimize flood impacts 

 
Several residents were concerned about the potential impacts of levees and floodwalls on 
structures outside of the protected area and noted that projects should not be built if they would 
induce flooding at other locations. 
 
Several commenters also requested that this study be coordinated with other agencies planning 
flood risk management and/or development projects in the watershed including the Illinois 
Department of Transportation, the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and local agencies. 
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3.4 Next steps 
 
The information provided during the scoping period will be used to inform the analyses 
completed for the Feasibility Study.  
 

• Identified damage areas, including areas where subsurface flows impact properties, will 
be incorporated into documentation of flood risks in the watershed used to identify study 
problems and areas of focus for further investigations.  

• Proposed projects and recommendations for further investigation will be considered as 
alternative plans are developed.  

• Impacts to identified resources will also be considered as plans are developed. The plans 
will seek to avoid impacts to these resources where possible. If they cannot be avoided, 
then the plans will minimize or mitigate any impacts. 

 
The draft Feasibility Report documenting the preferred plan and the analysis of its effects is 
scheduled to be released for public review in January 2017. Comments received during this 
review period will be addressed before the plan is finalized. The final steps in the study process 
includes refinement of the designs for the proposed plan and Washington level review of the 
Feasibility Report. These final steps are schedule to be completed in July 2018. 
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