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Chapter One – Background 
Introduction 

Redfield Municipal Airport (1D8) is located on approximately 180 acres on the southwest 
edge of the City of Redfield (City) in Spink County, South Dakota (SD).  It is bordered 
by U.S. Highway 281 on the east. The airport was constructed in 1965 with a north-south 
runway paralleling U.S. Highway 281 which was located east of the current Runway 
13/31.  Some of the original hangar buildings from the original layout of the airport 
remain in the northeast corner of the property. The airport serves the City and the 
surrounding area.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of the airport as well as the existing 
configuration. 
 

The Purpose of this Environmental Assessment 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1E "Policies and Procedures for 
Considering Environmental Impacts", as revised May 20, 2006 and FAA Order 5050.4B, 
“National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport 
Projects”, as revised April 28, 2006 discuss various proposed actions (airport 
improvement projects) which require environmental review and approval before 
implementation. Proposed actions can fall within one of three categories, which are: 
 

 Those actions normally requiring an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (such 
as a new commercial service airport or a new runway to handle air carrier 
aircraft). 

 
 Those actions requiring an Environmental Assessment (EA) (such as a runway 

extension project). 
 
 Those actions that are normally Categorically Excluded (CE) (such as installation 

or upgrading of airfield lighting systems other than an approach lighting system 
serving an instrument landing system). 

 
This EA is being undertaken by Redfield Municipal Airport to fulfill the requirements 
necessary for compliance with FAA Orders and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 for a proposed land acquisition and new runway alignment.   
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Airport Activity 

The Redfield Municipal Airport serves as General Aviation (GA) facility.  There are no 
scheduled commercial flights at the Airport. Table 1-1 lists the current based aircraft at 
the Redfield Municipal Airport.   
 

Table 1-1  Redfield Municipal Airport Based Aircraft 
Piston 

Ultralight Total 
Single Engine Multi Engine 

10 1 1 12 
 
The Airport Master Record Form 5010 lists the annual operations as 3,200 local GA and 
200 itinerant GA operations for a total of 3,400 annual operations at Redfield Municipal 
Airport as reported in 2013.  The most recent Airport Master Record Form 5010 can be 
found in Appendix C. 
 

Purpose and Need Statement 

The identification of the proposed action’s purpose and need is the primary foundation 
for the identification of reasonable alternatives to the action and the evaluation of the 
environmental effects of the alternatives in an EA. 
 
The purpose of the proposed federal action analyzed in this EA is that the Redfield 
Municipal Airport currently does not meet FAA recommendations and standards for wind 
coverage and runway length.  The purpose also is that wildlife attractants such as 
wetlands exist on the airport very near runways, taxiways and other areas of aircraft 
operations.   
 
The need is to enhance airport safety by taking actions that will: 

a) Meet FAA Standards and protect the people and property on the ground.    
b) Eliminate the possibility of future incompatible land uses in the RPZs and 

Departure Surfaces to the end of the RPZ limits.   
c) Reduce and/or eliminate wildlife attractants from airport property.  

 
Comply with FAA Wind Coverage and Runway Length Standards: FAA AC 150/5300-
13 "Airport Design" requires an airport to have a minimum wind coverage of 95 percent.  
See Table 1-2 from FAA AC 150/5300-13A for the allowable crosswind components.  
At the Redfield Municipal Airport, the crosswind runway, Runway 1/19, was closed due 
to penetrations to the airports airspace, which leaves Runway 13/31 as the only existing 
runway at Redfield Municipal Airport.  Runway 13/31 has a Runway Design Code 
(RDC) of A/B-I and has an existing wind coverage of 84.81 percent at 10.5 knots, which 
is below the FAA minimum requirement of 95 percent.  
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Table 1-2  Allowable crosswind component per Runway Design Code (RDC) 
RDC Allowable Crosswind Component 

A-I and B-I 10.5 knots 
A-II and B-II 13 knots 
A-III, B-III,  
C-I through D-III,  
D-I through D-III 

16 knots 

A-IV and B-IV,  
C-IV through C-VI,  
D-IV through D-IV 

20 knots 

E-I through E-VI 20 knots 
 
The FAA AC 150/5325-4 "Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design" requires 
that an airport intending to serve low-activity location, small and medium population 
communities, and remote recreational areas be able to accommodate 95 percent of small 
aircraft. The required runway length to accommodate 95 percent of all small aircraft is 
3,500 feet. Runway 13/31 has an existing length of approximately 3,300 feet, which is 
less than the minimum. Lengthening Runway 13/31 has potential issues since this would 
require the relocation/realignment of 174th Street/County Road 18 and/or U.S. Highway 
281.  It is also desirable to allow for future extension of the runway to accommodate 100 
percent of small aircraft as traffic at the airport increases in the future. 
 
Comply with FAA Land Ownership Requirements: The FAA AC 150/5300-13, "Airport 
Design" defines the RPZ as “an area at ground level prior to the threshold or beyond the 
runway end to enhance the safety and protection of people and property on the ground”, 
and 
 
“off-airport development will have a negative impact on current and future airport 
operations when it creates obstacles to the safe and efficient use of the airspace 
surrounding the airport”, and  
 
“Land acquisition to protect all possible airspace intrusions is generally not feasible, and 
is usually supplemented by local zoning, easements, or other means to mitigate potential 
incompatible land uses and potential obstacle conflicts”, and  
 
“at a minimum for new runways, land acquisition should include Object Free Areas 
(OFAs) and Runway Protection Zones (RPZs). To the extent practicable, land acquisition 
should include adequate areas surrounding the runway(s) to protect the runway approach 
and departure surfaces identified by paragraph 303, and for existing and planned runways 
OFAs and RPZs”, and 
 
“where practical, airport owners should own the property under the runway approach and 
departure areas to at least the limits of the RPZ. It is desirable to clear the entire RPZ of 
all above-ground objects. Where this is impractical, airport owners, as a minimum, 
should maintain the RPZ clear of all facilities supporting incompatible activities”.  
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Per the interim guidance for RPZ land, “the following land uses are permissible without 
further evaluation:  
(1) Farming that meets the minimum buffers as shown in the AC Table 3-10.  
(2) Irrigation channels as long as they do not attract birds.  
(3) Airport service roads, as long as they are not public roads and are directly controlled 
by the airport operator.  
(4) Underground facilities, as long as they meet other design criteria, such as RSA 
requirements, as applicable.  
(5) Unstaffed NAVAIDs and facilities, such as equipment for airport facilities that are 
considered fixed-by-function in regard to the RPZ”.  
 
The FAA Office of Airports must evaluate and approve any proposed land use located 
within the limits of land controlled by the airport owner of an existing or future RPZ that 
is not specifically allowed in AC 150/5300-13 paragraph 310.d, such as the public road in 
the Runway 13 and 31 ends; however, FAA Memorandum, Interim Guidance on Land 
Uses Within a Runway Protection Zone” dated September 27, 2012 permits the current 
use of the roads because an airfield project, the critical design aircraft, the addition or 
revision to an instrument approach procedure that increased the RPZ dimensions, or a 
local development proposal in the RPZ have yet to occur.    
 
Discussion of need is complicated as is discussed in the interim guidance stating “RPZ 
land use compatibility also is often complicated by ownership considerations. Airport 
owner control over the RPZ land is emphasized to achieve the desired protection of 
people and property on the ground. Although the FAA recognizes that in certain 
situations the airport sponsor may not fully control land within the RPZ, the FAA expects 
airport sponsors to take all possible measures to protect against and remove or mitigate 
incompatible land uses”. 
 
Reduction of Wildlife Hazards: Reducing wildlife hazards enhances safety at the airport 
by reducing the potential for wildlife-aircraft strikes.  A wildlife hazard assessment 
(WHA) was completed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2011 at 
Redfield Municipal Airport and is included in Appendix D.  The report identified several 
wildlife hazards present at the airport as follows: 
 

 Wetlands on and around the airport attract birds. 
 Vegetation (alfalfa) grown on the airport attracts wildlife. 
 Trees on and around the airport provide attractive perches for large birds. 
 No fence exists for preventing large terrestrial wildlife (such as deer) from 

entering airport property. 
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The WHA made the following recommendations: 
 

 Fill/Modify wetlands located on and adjacent to the airfield. 
 Grow warm season grasses which produce little seed instead of alfalfa and other 

non-grass vegetation.  
 Work with neighboring landowners to reduce or eliminate corn and small grain 

production on land adjacent to the airport property especially the land to the south 
of the airport. 

 Remove all trees on the airport property. 
 Work with adjacent landowners to remove all dead trees on lands south and 

southwest of the airfield, especially those associated with the large wetland to the 
south. 

 Install ten-foot high wildlife fence to prevent deer and other large terrestrial 
wildlife from entering airport property. 

 
As recommended in the WHA, the critical attractants, which include the large wetlands 
located south of the airport and low areas on northeast portion of airport property, should 
be addressed.  Based on these recommendations, critical wetlands should be filled, trees 
should be removed, and a ten-foot high wildlife fence should be constructed to reduce 
wildlife attractants on and around airport property. 

Proposed Action 

The City of Redfield, South Dakota is proposing to purchase approximately 99 acres of 
land for airport protection of the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ), Departure Surfaces, 
and  runway realignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport. The runway realignment will 
involve the abandonment/removal of Runway 13/31, construction of a new runway, 
turnarounds, and exit taxiway. The existing primary runway (Runway 13/31) does not 
meet the FAA design standard for length or minimum wind coverage requirements.  A 
new primary runway, (Runway 17/35) constructed at a new alignment and based on a 
Runway Design Code (RDC) of A/B-II, will allow the airport to best meet the wind 
coverage requirements and lengthen the runway while not having to move highways and 
allowing for future expansion of the runway, if needed.  The Redfield Municipal Airport 
currently does not own adequate land to construct a new runway at the alignment 
required to meet the minimum FAA wind coverage criteria.  The project also involves 
removing wildlife hazards from the airport property, which includes filling in wetlands 
on airport property, installing ten-foot high wildlife fencing, removing trees, and 
managing the airport as a grass hay crop.   
 
The revision of the ALP is necessary to satisfy the Redfield Municipal Airport's 
obligation to meet FAA standards and requirements for runway length and wind 
coverage.  The proposed action requires mixed approval of updated ALP. 
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Objectives of the Proposed Action 

 Purchase approximately 99 acres of land for a runway realignment. 
 Construct new runway in accordance with FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design, 

with turnarounds and an exit taxiway. 
 Follow recommendations made in the 2011 WHA and FAA AC 150/3200-33 to 

reduce the potential for bird or other wildlife strikes with aircraft by 
accomplishing the following: 

o Fill in existing wetlands located on existing and future airport property. 
o Remove trees on existing and future airport property. 
o Install a ten-foot high wildlife fence on future airport property. 
o Manage the property as a grass hay crop with dense warm season grasses.  
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Chapter Two – Alternatives 
 

Major Alternatives 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations includes specific directions on 
the consideration of the alternatives.  Alternatives evaluated should be feasible and 
prudent and meet the proposed project objectives presented in Chapter 1, Purpose and 
Need. The alternatives developed during the environmental review should go through a 
test of reasonableness and practicability. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Projects, FAA Order 5050.4B, requires that the 
alternatives section contains “a brief discussion of alternatives that contain information 
sufficient for the official to choose an alternative meeting the proposal’s need and shows 
reasoned decision making.” 
 
Alternative 1.  “No Action” Alternative.  The Redfield Municipal Airport would 
continue with its 3,300-foot runway (13/31) and no crosswind runway.  The existing 
wetland habitat on the airport will not be altered.  The safety enhancements identified by 
the sponsor will not be made.   
 
The No Action Alternative represents the “status quo” of the airport and its environment. 
Airport maintenance, including crack sealing and pavement overlays, would continue as 
necessary into the future. Therefore, the purpose and need will not be met by this 
alternative.  However, this alternative will be carried forward as the foundation against 
which to measure other alternatives and the purpose and need. 
 
Alternative 2. Purchase Approximately 99 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 17/35, 
Remove/Abandon Runway 13/31, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct a 
Wildlife Fence, and convert non-grass vegetation to a grass hay crop.  The Redfield 
Municipal Airport will purchase approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection of 
the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ), Departure Surfaces to the end of the RPZ limit, and 
a runway realignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport. This alternative involves the 
abandonment/removal of Runway 13/31, construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and 
exit taxiway. The existing primary runway (Runway 13/31) does not meet the FAA 
design standard for length or minimum wind coverage requirements.  A new primary 
runway, (Runway 17/35) constructed at a new alignment and based on a Runway Design 
Code (RDC) of A/B-II, will allow the airport to best meet the wind coverage 
requirements and lengthen the runway while not having to move highways and allowing 
for future expansion of the runway, if needed.  This alternative also involves removing 
wildlife hazards from the airport property, which includes filling in critical wetlands, 
installing ten-foot high wildlife fencing to prevent large wildlife, such as deer, from 
entering airport property, removing trees, and converting the property to a grass hay crop.  
See Figure 2-1 for an illustration.   
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Alternative 3. Purchase Approximately 172 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 
17/35, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees and Construct a Wildlife Fence.  This alternative 
includes the purchase of approximately 172 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ, 
Departure Surfaces, and runway realignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.  This 
alternative includes the construction of a new runway (Runway 17/35) at a new 
alignment and based on a Runway Design Code (RDC) of A/B-I (60' x 3,500').  As 
Runway 1/19 is already abandoned, it will stay abandoned and Runway 13/31 would be 
utilized as the crosswind runway.  This will allow the airport to meet the wind coverage 
requirements and runway length requirements for the primary runway and allowing for 
future expansion of the runway, if needed.  Also included is the filling of wetlands and 
removing trees on existing and future airport property to reduce bird attractants on the 
airport.  A ten-foot high wildlife fence will be constructed around the perimeter of the 
airport to prevent large wildlife, such as deer, from entering airport property.   
 
Alternative 4.  Rebuild Airport in a Different Location.  The Redfield Municipal 
Airport would purchase the land to rebuild the Airport to FAA Standards.  Three 
potential sites have been evaluated in the Redfield area.  This alternative will allow for 
the Redfield Municipal Airport to be constructed according to FAA Advisory Circular 
(AC) 150/5300-13, "Airport Design" and FAA AC 150/5325-4B "Runway Length 
Requirements for Airport Design".   
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Discussion of Alternatives 

This section evaluates each alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need as defined 
in Chapter 1 and the relative cost of each alternative. The consideration of the 
environmental impacts and their severity will be discussed further in Chapter 4.  As 
stated in the FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, the 
alternatives must meet the need and purpose, be reasonable, and feasible.  While cost can 
be considered, no alternative will be eliminated based on cost alone.  
 
Alternative 1.  “No Action” Alternative.  This alternative consists of no purchase of 
land in the existing runway RPZs or for the planned new runway.  The measures to 
reduce and/or eliminate the wildlife hazards at the Redfield Municipal Airport will not be 
taken.  Although, this alternative would have a negligible impact on the environment due 
to routine airport maintenance, including crack sealing and pavement overlays, it does not 
give the airport control over development within the RPZs as required by the FAA, it 
does not allow for the airport to meet the minimum FAA requirements for wind coverage 
and runway length, nor does it reduce the wildlife hazards.  Therefore, this alternative 
does not meet the project’s purpose and need for the federal action. However, this 
alternative will be carried forward as the foundation against which to measure other 
alternatives and the purpose and need. 
 
Alternative 2. Purchase Approximately 99 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 17/35, 
Remove/Abandon Runway 13/31, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct a 
Wildlife Fence, and convert non-grass vegetation to a grass hay crop.  This 
alternative includes the purchase of approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection 
of RPZ, Departure Surfaces to the end of the RPZ limits, and runway realignment at the 
Redfield Municipal Airport.  This alternative includes the purchase of approximately 2.8 
acres of land for wildlife fence clearance and another approximate 96.8 acres on the south 
side of the airport for the new runway.  
 
According to FAA AC 150/5325-4, Federally funded projects require that the critical 
design airplanes have at least 500 or more annual itinerant operations at the airport for a 
family grouping of airplanes.  Sanford AirMed and Avera Careflight Emergency Air 
Transportation are critical care air ambulance services that provide fixed-wing transports.  
The Redfield Municipal Airport has been a destination for these services frequently.  
However for the aircraft they use, the preferred runway length is 3,500 feet and the 
current runway length only allows them to land in ideal weather conditions.  These 
services account for up to 130 operations per year.  Several agricultural sprayers use the 
Redfield Municipal Airport for aerial spraying operations.  In the past three years, seven 
different spray operations have used the airport.  The largest three agricultural sprayers 
comprise a total of 1,550 B-II operations annually.  Each of these users have aircraft with 
wingspans greater than 49 feet, therefore the annual B-II operations is over 1,600.  This 
allows for the Redfield Municipal airport to meet the minimum operations required for a 
B-II (75 feet wide) runway and for a runway alignment designed to meet the allowable 
crosswind component percentages for 13 knots.   
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This alternative includes the construction of Runway 17/35 at a width of 75 feet, length 
of 3,500 feet, turnarounds at both runway ends, and a connecting taxiway from the 
runway to the apron. As Runway 1/19 is already abandoned, it will stay abandoned and 
Runway 13/31 would also be removed and abandoned.  Runway 17/35 will be a B-II 
runway and will have a wind coverage of 95.58 percent at 13 knots, which exceeds the 
FAA minimum requirement of 95 percent wind coverage and no cross wind runway will 
be required. Runway 17/35 would be constructed with a length of 3,500 feet which can 
accommodate 95 percent of small aircraft, meeting the FAA requirement for runway 
length. In addition, this alternative allows the airport flexibility in future development 
including a future runway extension to accommodate 100 percent of small aircraft, apron 
and taxiway expansions. 
 
This alternative includes filling of wetlands located on airport property. One large 
wetland lies south of the airport and three wetlands lie in low areas located on the 
northeast portion of the airport. These wetlands total approximately 14 acres.  This 
alternative also includes removing all trees from airport property.  Finally, this alternative 
includes constructing a ten-foot high wildlife fence and converting airport property to a 
grass hay crop.   
 
The following is a list of the major items of work to be completed as part of Alternative 
2: 

 Complete an ALP Update. 
 Purchase approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ, Departure 

Surface to the end of the RPZ limit, and the runway realignment. 
 Construct a new runway (Runway 17/35) 3,500 feet long by 75 feet wide which 

includes: 
o Turnarounds at both ends 
o A connecting taxiway to the apron 

 Develop new lighting/approach aids for Runway 17/35. 
 Remove and Abandon Runway 13/31. 
 Abandon Runway 1/19. 
 Drain/Fill approximately 14  acres of wetland on the airport property.   
 Mitigate wetland impacts offsite. 
 Construct 10-foot high wildlife fence. 
 Convert airport property to a grass hay crop. 

 
Alternative 3. Purchase Approximately 172 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 
17/35, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct a Wildlife Fence, and converting 
non-grass vegetation to a grass hay crop.  This alternative includes the purchase of 
approximately 172 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ, Departure Surfaces to the 
end of the RPZ limits, and runway realignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.   
 
The Redfield Municipal Airport would purchase the land to protect the RPZ, Departure 
Surfaces, and provide adequate land for the existing runway and a new runway 
realignment.  This alternative includes the construction of a new runway (Runway 17/35) 
at a new alignment and based on a Runway Design Code (RDC) of A/B-I (60' x 3,500').  
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As Runway 1/19 is already abandoned, it will stay abandoned and Runway 13/31 would 
be utilized as the crosswind runway.  This will allow the airport to meet the wind 
coverage requirements with a combined wind coverage of 96.22 percent and lengthen the 
runway.   Also included is the filling of wetlands and removing trees on existing and 
future airport property to reduce bird attractants on the airport.  A ten-foot high wildlife 
fence will be constructed around the perimeter of the airport to prevent large wildlife, 
such as deer, from entering airport property.  Figure 2-2 illustrates Alternative 3.   
 
This alternative includes the construction of Runway 17/35 to a total length of 3,500 feet.  
However, the Runway 17 end RPZ will cross County Road 18/174th Street.  As per the 
FAA Interim Guidance on Land Uses within a Runway Protection Zone, transportation 
facilities introduced into an RPZ because of an airfield project would require an 
alternative analysis would need to be completed.  Runway 13/31 will be left where it is 
and utilized as the crosswind runway.  Also included with this alternative is the filling of 
wetlands located on airport property. Wetlands impacted total approximately 30 acres.  
This alternative also includes removing trees surrounding the large wetland south of 
Runway 31.  Finally, this alternative includes constructing a ten-foot high wildlife fence 
around the airport property and converting airport property to a grass hay crop. 
 
The following is a list of the major items of work to be completed as part of Alternative 
3: 

 Complete an alternative analysis as per FAA Interim Guidance on Land Uses 
within a Runway Protection Zone 

 Purchase approximately 172 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ, 
Departure Surfaces, and a runway realignment. 

 Construct a new runway (Runway 17/35) 3,500 feet long by 60 feet wide which 
includes: 

o Turnarounds at both ends 
o A connecting taxiway to the apron 

 Develop new lighting/approach aids for Runway 17/35. 
 Abandon Runway 1/19. 
 Drain/Fill approximately 30  acres of wetlands on the airport property.   
 Mitigate wetland impacts offsite. 
 Construct 10-foot high wildlife fence. 
 Convert airport property to a grass hay crop. 

 
Although this alternative meets the purpose and need, there are still several other issues. 
(1) As per the interim guidance for RPZ land, an alternative analysis would be required.   
(2) The proposed runway configuration would result in the runways converging closely at 
the 13 and 17 ends.  This configuration has the potential to cause pilot confusion.   
(3) Runway 13/31 will only continue to be 3,300 feet, which is still below the FAA 
Standard to accommodate 95 percent of small aircraft. 
(4) U.S. Highway 281 would continue to penetrate the Runway 31 approach.  
(5) This alternative does not leave flexibility for future change to allow for Runway 13/31 
to meet the length to accommodate 95 percent of small aircraft.  
For these reasons, this alternative was not carried forward. 
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Alternative 4. Rebuild Airport in a Different Location.  The Redfield Municipal 
Airport would purchase the land to rebuild the Airport to FAA Standards.  Three 
potential sites have been evaluated in the Redfield area.   The sites were identified as the 
West Site, South Site and East Site designating each of their locations from the City of 
Redfield.  The Cursory Review of the Potential Wildlife Hazards of the potential airport 
sites by United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Wildlife Service and location 
maps of the potential sites are included in Appendix F.  The USDA made the following 
conclusions when comparing the proposed locations to the current airport location: 

 West Site  
o Contains fewer wetlands attractants that may be easier to mitigate  
o Also has agricultural land that should be converted to grass habitat 
o Also has agricultural land adjacent to the property that should be reduced 
o Further from bodies of water, therefore gull activity may be less 

 South Site 
o Contains minimal issues on the airport site itself 
o Contains dugout stock pond and low spots that may be easier to mitigate 
o Contains acceptable agricultural land that may be acceptable for a new 

airport if maintained properly 
o Is still in close proximity of Redfield Lake, but not as close as the existing 

airport 
 Ease Site 

o Contains wetlands that must be mitigated 
o Also has agricultural land that should be converted to grass habitat 
o It is near the James River, a golf course and state park which may have 

greater influences on potential hazardous birds near the airfield rather than 
the current airport with influences from Turtle River and the City of 
Redfield.   

 
Although this alternative meets the purpose and need, there are still several other issues.  
(1) The City of Redfield would need to purchase the approximately 320 acres to construct 
a new airport.   
(2) Each of the proposed locations will require the removal and mitigation of wetlands 
prior to constructing the new airport.   
(3) A new ALP would need to be developed.  
(4) A new airport must be designed and constructed.   
(5) The existing buildings will have to be relocated or rebuilt.   
(6) This would be the most costly alternative.  For these reasons, this alternative was not 
carried forward. 
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Alternatives Selected for Further Discussion 

Alternative 1.  “No Action” Alternative.  Although this alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need, the "No Action" alternative will be carried forward as the foundation 
against which to measure other alternatives and the purpose and need.   
 
Alternative 2. Purchase Approximately 99 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 17/35, 
Remove/Abandon Runway 13/31, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct a 
Wildlife Fence, and converting non-grass vegetation to a grass hay crop. This 
alternative includes the purchase of approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection 
of RPZ, Departure Surfaces to the end of the RPZ limit, and runway realignment at the 
Redfield Municipal Airport.  In addition, this alternative includes the construction of a 
new 3,500-foot long Runway 17/35, turnarounds at both runway ends, and a connecting 
taxiway from the runway to the apron.  Runway 1/19 is already abandoned and Runway 
13/31 will be removed and abandoned.  This alternative includes filling of wetlands 
located on current and future airport property, the removal of trees and the construction 
of a ten-foot high wildlife fence. 
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Chapter Three – Local Information 
 

Location and Setting 

The City is located at the intersection of U.S. Highway 281 and U.S. Highway 212, 
which is in the central portion of Spink County in northeast SD.  The City is the County 
Seat, is located 68 miles to the west of Watertown, SD, and 40 miles south of Aberdeen, 
SD. 
 
The Redfield Municipal Airport is publicly owned and operated by the City.  It is located 
approximately one-half mile southwest of the City as indicated in Figure 3-1.  The 
airport occupies approximately 180 acres that is situated amongst primarily farm ground.  
 

Climate 

The climate in the Redfield region can be described, much like all of SD, as one of 
extremes.  The average winter temperature is around 20 degrees Fahrenheit (F) and the 
average summer temperature is 75F.  However, temperatures in the summer can reach 
well above 100F and in the winter, temperatures below -20F are not uncommon. 
 
Severe weather is not unusual.  In the summer, thunderstorms move across the prairie 
sometimes giving rise to very destructive tornadoes.  In the winter, seasonal snowfalls 
can reach 20 inches and with the gently rolling prairie and lack of trees, strong northerly 
winds can result in blinding blizzards. 
 

Population 

Redfield’s population trends can be seen in the following table from 1960 to 2010.  The 
2010 census indicated a population of 2,333.  Table 3-1 shows the population 
fluctuations. 

Table 3-1  Redfield Population Trends 1960 to 2010 
Year 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Population 2,952 2,943 3,027 2,770 2,897 2,333 
 
The Redfield School District has an approximate enrollment of 623 students in grades 
Pre-kindergarten through 12th grade.  The City has a median household income of 
$37,995 based on the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010. 



 

City of Redfield, SD 
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FIGURE 3-1 
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Commerce and Industry 

The economic base of the Redfield area is primarily agricultural.  However, the 
government, trade, and services are the major employment sectors for the City.  Redfield 
is well known as the “Pheasant Capital of the World” and therefore, has a large 
recreational industry, i.e. hunting and fishing, which can best be described as a 
sportsman's paradise.  Table 3-2 provides a list of the major employers in the City with a 
short description and number of employees.  
 

Table 3-2  Major Employers in Redfield 

Employer Description No. of 
Employees 

SD Developmental Center Human Services 425 
Redfield Public School Education Services 110 
Community Memorial Hospital Medical Services 110 
Beverly Health Care Health Care Services 100 
Spink County Government 60 
Synergy Telemarketing 60 
Eastern Star Nursing Home Health Care Services 47 
City of Redfield Government 20 
Community First National Bank Financial Services 18 

 

Land Use 

The majority of the land around Redfield Municipal Airport is agricultural with the 
exception of the City.  The airport is owned and operated by the City.  The City works 
with Spink County to prevent any development in the area of the airport that would be 
incompatible with airport operations.   
 
Land uses are controlled by the airport to gain the most economic benefit while providing 
for the safe operation of the airport.  As such, the grass areas around the runways are 
mowed.  The remainder of the airport is hayed except those areas that are too wet. 
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Chapter Four – Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

 
This chapter evaluates potential environmental impact categories in accordance with 
FAA Orders 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and 5050.4B, 
Airport Environmental Handbook, for the following alternatives: 
 
Alternative 1.  “No Action” Alternative. This consists of leaving things the way they 
are and not making any changes. 
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative consists of purchasing approximately 99 acres of land for 
airport protection and constructing new Runway 17/35.  Reducing wildlife attractants by 
filling approximately 14 acres of wetlands, removing trees, constructing a wildlife fence, 
and converting non-grass vegetation to a grass hay crop at the Redfield Municipal 
Airport.   
 
The following review comments are associated with all alternatives unless specifically 
noted to pertain to one alternative or the other. 
 
Appendix A contains a complete list of all applicable federal statutes, regulations, 
Executive Orders (EO) and guidance including FAA ACs.  The references in the 
following sections are of a general nature and the reader is referred to Appendix A for 
the complete list of specific references. 
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1) Air Quality 

The primary law relating to air quality is the Clean Air Act.  This act established National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six common pollutants, which were named 
“criteria pollutants”.  States and/or the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
established plans to meet these standards.  SD is in attainment for all “criteria pollutants”. 
 
The FAA Order 5050.4B, Airport Environmental Handbook and the “Air Quality 
Procedures For Civilian Airports & Air Force Bases” (Air Quality Handbook) give 
threshold criteria to use when evaluating the possible impacts to air quality.  A flow chart 
for determination of the level of assessment required is on page AD-34 and 35 of the 
September 2004 addendum to the Air Quality Handbook.  A copy of the flow chart is 
included in Appendix C. 
 
Following the flow chart, since the State of SD does not require indirect source review, 
no indirect source permit is required.  Additionally, since Redfield Municipal Airport is 
not located in a non-attainment or maintenance area, no NAAQS assessment is required. 
 
The South Dakota State Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SD DENR) 
was solicited for comments on the air quality impacts of this project.  A copy of this 
correspondence, along with their response, is included in Appendix B.  The SD DENR 
indicated in their response that the project would have “little or no impact” on air quality. 
 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  These alternatives will not impact air quality since Redfield 
Municipal Airport is not located within a non-attainment or maintenance area. 
 

2) Biotic Resources 

Biotic Resources refer to plants, fish, birds, reptiles, amphibians, marine mammals, etc.  
This also applies to rivers, lakes, wetlands, forests, and other habitat types supporting 
these species.   
 
The airport supports a variety of wildlife that is common to this area of South Dakota.  
There are larger mammals such as white-tailed deer, jackrabbits, striped skunks, fox, 
coyote, badger, raccoon, muskrat and house cats common at RMA.  Smaller mammals 
such as field mice, pocket gophers and ground squirrels are also common.  Garter snakes 
and turtles are occasionally seen on the airfield.  Many species of birds are commonly 
seen near the airfield.  
 
The land on the airport consists of grass, alfalfa hay and wetlands.  The airport works to 
control the wet areas during dry time by mowing.   
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The remainder of this section focuses on "State" protected species.    
 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the South Dakota Department 
of Game, Fish, and Parks (SD GF&P) were solicited for comments on the biotic 
resources impacts of this project.  A copy of the correspondence and their response is 
included in Appendix B.  The SD GF&P response letter included concerns over wetlands 
which are discussed in Section 20 – Wetlands.  The USFWS returned a letter describing 
possible impacts to “Federally” protected species which are discussed in Section 8 – 
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants of this EA.   
 
Alternative 1. This alternative would not impact biotic resources.  
 
Alternative 2. The SD GF&P indicated that compensatory mitigation for the filling of 
wetlands is required and is further discussed in Section 20 – Wetlands. The USFWS 
concurred with the determination that this alternative will not adversely affect the listed 
species.  Further discussion is in Section 8 – Fish, Wildlife, and Plants.  Therefore, this 
alternative will have no significant impact to biotic resources.   
 

3) Coastal Barriers 

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act prohibits federal funding of any development in the 
Coastal Barrier Resources System.  Redfield Municipal Airport is not in or near a Coastal 
Barrier Resource System since it is inland and over 1,000 miles from the nearest coast. 
 
Alternatives 1 and 2. These alternatives would not impact coastal barriers since Redfield 
Municipal Airport is not located within or near a Coastal Barrier Resource System. 
 

4) Coastal Zone Management 

The Coastal Zone Management Act requires the action’s proponent to certify the 
proposed activity would be consistent with the policies of the State’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program.  Redfield Municipal Airport is not in or near a Coastal Zone 
Management System since it is located inland and over 1,000 miles from the nearest 
coast. 
 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  These alternatives would not impact coastal zones since Redfield 
Municipal Airport is not located within or near a Coastal Zone Management System. 
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5) Compatible Land Use 

When considering compatible land uses, several factions are involved including the noise 
impacts of air traffic to the types of use of the area around the airport.  The noise impacts 
of this project will be discussed in Section 17 – Noise.  Appendix C includes 
information on compatible land use and noise.   
 
Land uses under control of the airport are the haying practices on the airport property.  
The only agriculture activity within the property is the harvesting of alfalfa on the areas 
outside of the safety areas.  The land uses surrounding the airport property are included in 
Figure 4-1.  As stated in the WHA, the wetlands and agricultural ground to the south of 
the airport is an attractant to wildlife.  By acquiring the land and draining/filling the 
wetlands, the attractiveness of the area to wildlife will be greatly reduced and thereby 
reduce the hazards to aircraft.   The replacement of wetlands offsite will be at a ratio to be 
determined by the appropriate agencies and is further discussed in Section 20 - 
Wetlands. 
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact compatible land uses since it does not 
involve the conversion of land use. 
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative meets the FAA standards, on airport, for compatible land 
uses since it allows the City of Redfield to have control over all RPZs, removes 
incompatible land uses within airport property, improves control and minimizes 
hazardous wildlife attractants, and meets the FAA recommendations and standards.   
 
Although this alternative includes the acquisition of approximately 99 acres, this land is 
currently farmed and the majority of it would likely be converted to mowed and 
maintained grass areas.  This alternative also includes filling/draining of approximately 
14 acres of wetlands on the airport which would likely be converted to mowed and 
maintained grass areas.  Clearing the RPZ of hazardous incompatible land uses to the 
airport such as trees will also occur.  Therefore, there should be no significant impact to 
compatible land use.   
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6) Construction Impacts 

The impacts of construction would be temporary as they would be limited to the period of 
construction.  Impacts during construction would be related to noise, air quality, visual 
resources, wetlands and other waters of the U.S., water quality and habitat, fish and 
wildlife. In addition, there would be temporary impacts on travel patterns and 
accessibility within the airport property.  Because detailed discussion of construction 
impacts is not feasible until final design has been completed for the preferred alternative, 
general impacts are discussed in this section.  However, all practical precautions would 
be taken to limit and minimize the temporary impacts of construction activities. 
Construction-related impacts for the project are not considered to be significant.  The 
general time frame for construction work in Redfield is limited to April to November due 
to winter weather.   
 
Noise: Temporary noise impacts on the Redfield Municipal Airport property would occur 
during construction of the project because construction activities would create new and 
additional noise sources.  Currently, this primarily consists of farmland with limited 
development.  In addition, the project is bordered by scattered business/residential 
properties, which may be impacted by construction noise and vibration. Such noise and 
vibration may be generated from the operation of large construction equipment or from 
construction activities such as excavating, filling, grading, paving, and other related 
activities. 
 
Because minor construction noise and vibration is predicted to occur as a result of this 
project, noise abatement measures are discussed below. Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), in accordance with South Dakota Department of Transportation (SD DOT) 
construction manuals, would be used to mitigate construction-related noise impacts. An 
example of one BMP would be to limit construction to daylight hours, typically 6 a.m. to 
6 p.m.  This would reduce noise levels in any neighboring residential areas during the 
evening and at night, which is the most sensitive timeframe for noise impacts. 
 
Air Quality:  Short-term air quality impacts during construction would occur for the 
following reasons:  
 

 Construction vehicles and related equipment would increase exhaust emissions. 
 
 Disruption of ground covers by grading and other activities would generate dust. 
 

Emissions caused by construction vehicles, related equipment, and activities generating 
dust would be minimized to the extent possible and are not expected to change the 
“attainment” air quality status of the area. 
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To minimize air quality impacts during construction, the following BMPs would be 
implemented: 

 
 Equipment would not be concentrated at locations near any sensitive receptor 

sites. (i.e. hospitals, nursing homes, etc.) 
 No single piece of equipment would result in significant pollution concentrations. 
 Construction contractors would be required to comply with the statutory 

regulations for SD for air pollution control and to receive permits, as needed. 
 Construction contracts would stipulate adherence to requirements regarding open 

burning of grub material, fugitive dust, visible emissions, and permits. 
 A schedule of water sprinkling would be developed and followed to suppress 

dust. 
 
Components of the proposed project, including heavy truck and construction equipment, 
would be required to meet SD air quality standards to reduce or eliminate any point 
source pollution. 
 
Water Quality:  During construction, storm water runoff from construction areas and 
potential erosion from precipitation events could cause temporary declines in surface 
water quality in drainage ways, creeks, and streams down gradient of construction 
activities. The contractor would be required to implement BMPs to minimize temporary 
impacts on water quality during construction.  
 
The SD DENR administers the Federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) program and issues general permits for storm water discharges from 
construction activities. The purpose of the program is to improve water quality by 
reducing or eliminating contaminants in storm water. The Federal NPDES program 
requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for 
construction sites of more than one acre, which would be applicable for this project.  The 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was solicited for their comments 
which can be found in Appendix B.  They indicated that a SWPPP will be required for 
construction.   
 
The specific sediment control, erosion control, and spill prevention measures would be 
developed during the detailed design phase and would be included in the plans and 
specifications. The SWPPP would address the requirements set forth by the FAA and the 
state of SD.  It is likely that the SWPPP would include installation of silt fences, buffer 
strips, or other features to be used in various combinations. As part of standard 
construction BMPs, water detention basins could also be constructed to minimize 
pollutant loading of surface waters. Another standard construction BMP is revegetation 
and stabilization of devegetated areas to provide opportunities for the runoff from the 
impermeable areas to infiltrate, reduce velocities, and minimize increases in 
sedimentation. 
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Construction Debris:  Construction debris would be required to be disposed of at an 
approved site and none of it would be allowed to be deposited in a wetland or other 
sensitive site.  Excavation would take place on the airport property and placement of 
earth would be on site.  Proper steps would be taken as discussed above to prevent any 
lasting impact from this work.  During the safety/phasing portion of the design process, 
the haul routes would be established and incorporated into the SWPPP. 
 
The SD DENR Surface Water Quality Program was solicited for comments.  Their 
response can be found in Appendix B. They indicated that BMPs for sediment and 
erosion control should be implemented.  A General Storm Water Permit for Construction 
Activities and a Section 404 permit may be required prior to construction if any work is 
done in waters of the United States.   
 
Alternative 1. This alternative would not cause construction impacts since it does not 
involve construction. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative consists of constructing a new Runway 17/35, filling 
wetlands, removing trees and constructing a 10-foot wildlife fence.  This would involve 
equipment working in the area such as scrapers, dozers, loaders, graders, trucks, 
excavators, pavers, etc.  The installation of the wildlife fence would include smaller 
equipment, such as a loader or skid steer with a drill for boring holes and concrete trucks 
for pouring post foundations. The haul routes on and off the airport would be addressed 
on the safety/phasing plan to minimize disruption of aircraft and surface vehicle traffic in 
the vicinity of the airport. This alternative would probably be phased over multiple 
construction seasons and would cause minimal and temporary impacts during the 
construct seasons.  A General Storm Water Permit for Construction Activities and a 
Section 404 permit may be required prior to construction if any work is done in waters of 
the United States, which is addressed in Section 20 - Wetlands.  As part of the 
construction, BMPs will be implemented. 

7) Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources 

Section 4(f) states, in part, that “It is the policy of the United States Government that 
special effort be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park 
and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites” (49 USC 303). 
Section 4(f) requires that United States Departments of Transportation determine whether 
a proposed highway project would adversely affect a Section 4(f) resource.  If a project 
would affect a Section 4(f) resource, all feasible and prudent ways of avoiding this 
impact must be evaluated. Section 4(f) resources are as follows: 
 

 Public recreation areas 
 Parks 
 Wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges 
 Significant historic properties, excluding those properties only eligible for listing 

on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion D (these same 
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resources are also considered under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 

  
The Spink County Fairgrounds are located northeast of the current runway and apron.  
However, none of the construction activity for any the alternatives would be located near 
this site.  No other significant historic properties, public recreation areas, parks, or 
wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges exist in or around the Redfield Municipal Airport 
property.  
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties since it 
does not involve construction or any modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative would not impact Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties since 
none exist in the areas where construction would take place. 
 

8) Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

Several federal and state regulations on fish and wildlife coordination for environmental 
review have implications for this project.  At the federal level, direction for coordination 
on fish and wildlife is provided under the policies of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act of 1934, as amended (16 USC 661-667e) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, 
as amended  (16 USC 703-712) for projects involving federal funding. Federal actions 
under both acts require USFWS review. At the state level, SD GF&P regulates and 
manages certain fish and wildlife species including game, non-game, and state 
Threatened and Endangered (T&E) species. Both federally and state-managed wildlife 
lands are found in SD including federal Waterfowl Production Areas (WPAs), Wildlife 
Refuges, and state game refuges and hunting areas.   
 
Wildlife species found on the airport property are common for the region. Wildlife 
habitat in the area includes cropland, pasture, roadside ditches, wetlands, and urban lands. 
No special wildlife habitats have been identified in the area. Because much of the land 
within the area has been disturbed by agricultural practices, agricultural land is one of the 
primary wildlife habitats. Wildlife species found on the agricultural land are those that 
feed on row crops. Examples are white-tailed deer, rabbits, mice, and avian species such 
as crows and pheasants. Agricultural land has a low carrying capacity for wildlife.  
 
The other main wildlife habitat types within the proposed project area are upland and 
wetlands. Wildlife species common to upland areas include squirrels, coyotes, badgers, 
rabbits, raccoons, several species of small mammals, and several avian species. Wildlife 
species found in the wetlands identified within the airport property are similar. However, 
the presence of wildlife species in wetlands varies due to changes in wetland hydrology 
(water) conditions seasonally and yearly. Typical wildlife species common to wetlands 
include avian species such as red-winged and yellow-headed blackbirds, shorebirds, and 
many game waterfowl and non-game bird species. Wildlife in the area would likely seek 
sanctuary in nearby habitat during grading operations.  
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A WHA was conducted and can be found in Appendix D.  This WHA includes an in 
depth discussion of the types and numbers of wildlife encountered on and around the 
Airport.   
 
Federally Listed T&E Species: In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (16 United States Code [USC] 1531 et seq.), early coordination with 
the USFWS SD Field Office and the SD GF&P was initiated for the project with a 
request for information concerning the presence of T&E species. State T&E species and 
species of management concern are regulated under SD Statues 34A-8 and 34A-8A, 
respectively. SD GF&P maintains a list of species determined to be threatened or 
endangered within the state. 
 
In general, this section examines the impact of the proposed alternatives on T&E species 
of fish, wildlife, and plants.  It also examines the reduction or elimination of habitat that 
is used by those species.  To examine those impacts, the USFWS and SD GF&P were 
consulted.  Copies of the correspondence are included in Appendix B.   
 
USFWS identified two endangered or threatened species that may be in the project 
vicinity.  Those species are the Whooping Crane (Grus Americana) and the Topeka 
Shiner (Notropis Topeka).  The SD GF&P did not address any threatened or endangered 
species.   
 
The Whooping Crane is listed as “endangered”.  The term “endangered” means that the 
species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  The 
Whooping Crane is the tallest bird in North America with males standing over 7 feet.  
One of only two migrating flocks passes through SD on their way from southern 
wintering grounds in Texas to northern nesting grounds in Canada.  They will use 
cropland and pastures especially with wetlands for feeding and resting.  Overnight 
roosting sites typically include areas of shallow water.  The greatest concern is the 
disturbance of the birds during their spring or fall migration.  The airport sponsors with 
the help of the construction workers will keep vigilant watch for Whooping Cranes and 
cease all work if they are sighted until the birds have moved on.  Any sightings will be 
reported to the USFWS and the FAA Bismarck ADO. 
 
The Topeka Shiner is listed as an “endangered” species. They are known to occupy 
numerous small streams within eastern SD and are most concentrated within the Big 
Sioux, Vermillion, and James River watersheds. None of the alternatives will impact 
small streams or creeks. 
 
As no impacts are anticipated, the USFWS concurred with the determination of "may 
affect - not likely to adversely affect" both the Whooping Crane and the Topeka Shiner.  
This correspondence can be found in Appendix B. 
 
Bald Eagle: Bald Eagles occur throughout SD and new nests appear each year. The 
species’ nesting season is January to August. The bald eagle is no longer on the 
endangered species list but is protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and 
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the Migratory Bird Act Treaty. No known nests are on or in the vicinity of Redfield 
Municipal Airport.  However, new nests are appearing over time.  No construction will 
be allowed within one-quarter mile of a nest and all nest sightings will be reported to 
USFWS and the FAA Bismarck ADO. None of the alternatives are anticipated to impact 
Bald Eagles. 
 
Alternative 1. This alternative would not impact fish, wildlife, or plants.   
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative "may affect - not likely to adversely affect" the Topeka 
Shiner and the Whooping Crane.  If any T& E species or Bald Eagle is sighted near the 
construction site, construction would be halted and the appropriate agencies would be 
contacted as listed in the Commitments and Compliance Section at the end of this 
chapter. Any fish, wildlife, or plant impacts would be mitigated by the creation of new 
wetlands to replace those lost as part of the construction of the alternative.   
 

9) Energy Supplies, Natural Resources, and Sustainable Design 

The two most common impacts to natural resources and energy supply are the resources 
used to construct the project (i.e. gravel, fill dirt, asphalt, fuel for equipment, etc.) and the 
increased use of energy for the newly built structures (i.e. building heating and cooling, 
airfield lighting and maintenance, etc.).  The resources used in construction, such as 
gravel base course, asphalt, fill dirt, etc. are all in adequate supply in the Redfield area 
and during the design every opportunity to reuse materials from on site would be 
explored. 
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact energy supplies, natural resources, or 
sustainable design since it does not involve construction or any modification to the 
airport. 
 
Alternative 2.  Since Runway 17/35 would be new construction, additional energy is 
needed to supply the runway lighting system on the new runway and taxiway.  The 
additional power demand of the runway lights is not expected to exceed the capacity of 
the existing power system.   
 
The resources to construct Runway 17/35 and taxiways, are all available in the Redfield 
area and during the design every opportunity to reuse materials from on site would be 
explored.  These may include the use of salvaged surfacing such as the use of soil 
removed to meet the runway grading standards to construct embankments and so forth.   
 
The resources for the construction of the wildlife fence, such as fill dirt etc., are all 
available in the Redfield area and during the design every opportunity to reuse materials 
from on site would be explored.  Therefore this alternative will cause no significant 
impact to energy supplies, natural resources, and sustainable design.   
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10) Environmental Justice 

To comply with the regulations of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 USC 2000d 
et seq.) and Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions To Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (59 Federal Register [FR] 
7629), the potential environmental impacts of the preferred alternative were studied with 
respect to the demographic and socioeconomic composition of the study area. U.S. 
Census Bureau 2010 census data, the most recent data available, were used for this 
analysis. To adequately evaluate any “significant” or “disproportionate” impacts of the 
preferred alternative on minority populations and low income populations was conducted. 
 
Data from the 2010 Census shows that in Spink County, where Redfield is located, there 
were 6,415 people with a median household income of $45,000. Of those 17.0 percent or 
1,090 people are listed as below the poverty level in Spink County. Total minorities in 
Spink County make up 2.0 percent of the population as compared to 12.2 percent for the 
State of South Dakota and 25.2 percent for the nation. 
 
Alternatives 1 and 2. These alternatives would not disproportionately impact 
Environmental Justice populations since they do not include displacement of or impacts 
to residences or businesses, nor do they impact existing infrastructure. 
 

11) Farmlands 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 CFR 658) requires that federal projects 
minimize the conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. To the extent practicable, 
state and local farmland policies are to be considered. Specially classified farmlands 
receive particularly close scrutiny under this act and are addressed in the remainder of 
this section. The USDA National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) was consulted 
on the effects of this project and their correspondence can be found in Appendix B.  
According to NRCS, no significant impact on prime or important farmland occurs if the 
score of the proposed project is less than a threshold of 160 points.  A Farmland Impact 
Rating Form is completed to determine the score of a proposed project and is below the 
160 point threshold.   
 
Prime Farmland: The USDA defines prime farmland as “land that has the best 
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, 
fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses (the land could be cropland, 
pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other land, but not urban built-up land or water)” 
(7 CFR 657).  Prime farmland produces the highest yields with the least amount of 
energy and economic inputs. The USDA NRCS classifies land as prime farmland if it fits 
specific precipitation, soil temperature, pH, sodium, erosion, and other physical criteria. 
These lands are considered of the highest quality for agricultural protection.  
 
Unique Farmland:  Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for 
the protection of specific high-value food and fiber crops. It has the special combination 
of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce 
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sustained high-quality and/or large yields of a specific crop when treated and managed 
according to modern farming methods.  

 
Alternatives 1.  This alternative would not impact prime or unique farmland since it does 
not include construction or modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative would not impact prime or unique farmland.  A Farmland 
Rating Form was completed for this alternative with a score of 117, which is below the 
160 point impact threshold. The completed Farmland Rating Form is included in 
Appendix B. 
 

12) Floodplains 

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, directs federal agencies to take action to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare and 
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  It specifies 
that all improvements should if possible be kept outside of the 100-year floodplain.  
 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (US ACOE), Omaha District, was solicited 
for their comments on the floodplain impacts of this project.  The US ACOE indicated 
the proposed construction project is located outside the 100-year floodplain according to 
the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).  The response letter from US ACOE is included 
in Appendix B.   
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact floodplains since it does not include 
construction or modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative would not impact floodplains since all construction 
activities would take place outside the 100-year floodplain. 
 

13) Hazardous Materials 

This section examines the possibility of the production or use of hazardous materials on 
this project and whether hazardous materials would be disturbed by this project.  The  
main possibility for pollution and disturbance of hazardous materials would occur during 
construction.  A SWPPP would be prepared prior to construction and would address 
mitigation measures to prevent hazardous materials from entering water systems. 
 
If discovery of hazardous materials or contamination occurs, construction must be 
stopped and the incident must be reported to the National Response Center at 800-424-
8802 and SD DENR at 605-773-3351 or 605-773-3231 (after hours).  
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not produce hazardous materials since it does not 
include construction or modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
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Alternative 2. This alternative would not produce any hazardous materials during 
construction or after construction.  Hazardous materials may be utilized during 
construction, such as bituminous asphalt cement, depending on the type of pavement 
constructed.  These materials are regulated in the manner in which they are transported 
and the contractor would be required to follow all applicable laws relating to the type of 
materials used.   
 

14) Historic and Archaeological Resources 

To assess any possible impacts to the historical, architectural, archaeological and cultural 
resources the State Historical Preservation Office was consulted.  An archaeological 
records search was completed as part of the Section 106 Project Review.  According to 
the record search conducted by the South Dakota State Historical Society, no known sites 
are located within the project area for all alternatives. An on-site cultural resources 
survey was completed and submitted to SHPO as a section 106 review for concurrence on 
the determination of No Historic Properties Affected.  All related correspondence is 
included in Appendix B and the on-site cultural resources survey is included in 
Appendix E.  
 
If any bones, artifacts, foundations or other indications of past human occupation of the 
area are uncovered during the project, construction shall be temporarily stopped and the 
City shall take proper care to protect and preserve the item or items found.  The City shall 
take action to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, as appropriate, and notify the SHPO and the 
Bismarck ADO immediately.  Also, if any tribal cultural items or remains are discovered 
the affected tribe shall be notified and the proper care shall be taken to protect and 
preserve the artifacts and the affected tribe shall be notified.  This requirement is included 
in the FAA AC 150/5370-10F, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, Item 
P-152 Excavation and Embankment, which would be part of the project construction 
contract. 
 
Area Tribal Historic Preservation Officers have been contacted regarding the proposed 
project.  Representatives from the City of Redfield, Helms and Associates, FAA, and 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Tribal Historic Preservation Office (SWO-THPO) met on 
Thursday, June 5 in Redfield, SD to discuss the EA and to complete a site visit at the 
airport.   
 
According to oral history, Chief Drifting Goose was a leader of a band of Sioux that 
roamed up and down the James River.  The concern is regarding cultural resources, 
preservation of sacred places, and to prevent the destruction of places and things of 
cultural value.  A concern for the THPO is off-site borrow areas as they have a high 
probability of uncovering cultural resources.  If new project specific borrow sites are 
identified for the proposed project, they will need to be cleared with SHPO and THPO 
prior to use.  The site visit conducted by the group did not lead to the discovery of any 
areas of concern within the proposed project site.  However, it was discussed that the 
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SWO-THPO will be kept informed of the project progress and to continually discuss the 
need for tribal monitors during construction.    
 
Alternative 1. This alternative would not impact known historic and archeological 
resources since it does not include construction or modification to the airport and 
surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative would not impact known historic and archaeological 
resources since no known sites exist within the areas where construction would take 
place.  The SD SHPO concurred with the determination of No Historic Properties 
Affected.  The SWO-THPO did not find any areas of concern within the proposed project 
site. However, if new project specific borrow sites will be needed, those sites must be 
cleared by SHPO and THPO prior to use. Tribal monitors will be required if deemed 
warranted by the FAA.   
 

15) Induced Socioeconomic Impacts 

Examples of induced (secondary) socioeconomic impacts are shifts in population, public 
service demands, and changes in airport or residential development.   
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not cause induced socioeconomic impacts since it 
does not require the relocation of people, infrastructure, or future land use development 
nor would it cause an increase in air traffic at the airport. 
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative would cause induced socioeconomic impacts since it 
does require future land use development.  Although this alternative would not cause the 
relocation of people or infrastructure, a new runway will be constructed.  As the new 
runway is required to meet FAA wind coverage and runway length standards, there 
would be minimal impacts anticipated since the increase in utilization would be limited. 
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16) Light Emissions and Visual Effects 

Airport-related lighting facilities and activities could visually affect surrounding residents 
and other nearby light-sensitive areas such as homes, parks or recreational areas. Some 
airport projects have visual effects in which airport improvement projects contrast with 
the existing environment, architecture, history, or others find the proposed action 
objectionable. 
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not cause light emissions impacts since airport 
lighting would not be modified under this alternative. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative would cause minimal light emission impacts. This 
alternative includes installing MIRL along the new Runway 17/35 which are a higher 
intensity than the existing lighting on Runway 13/31. The MIRL (white lights) have 
lenses which lower the impact of the lights compared to other lighting from the 
surrounding area, such as street or security lighting.  
 

17) Noise 

FAA EO 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, states, that no noise 
analysis is needed for proposals involving airplanes with a wingspan less than 79 feet 
which have landing speeds less than 166 knots operating at airports whose forecast 
operations in the period covered by the EA do not exceed 90,000 annual propeller 
operations (247 average daily operations) or 700 jet operations (two average daily 
operations). Redfield Municipal Airport is currently limited to aircraft with wingspans 
less than 79 feet. The total annual operations as reported in 2013 were 3,400 annual 
operations.     
 
Alternative 1.   This alternative would not cause noise impacts since it would not 
increase airport operations above the threshold for noise analysis or modify the 
configuration of the airport.  
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative would not cause noise impacts. Although the number of 
air traffic operations would be expected to increase, the number of operations would still 
be expected to be well below the threshold to require a noise analysis. In addition, the 
airport configuration is modified with this alternative, however, the new configuration 
does not bring aircraft any closer to residences or other noise sensitive land uses than 
already exists at the airport. 
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18) Solid Waste 

This section examines the possibility of whether a project would produce more solid 
waste and if the facilities are available to handle the additional solid waste.  
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not create additional solid waste since garbage and 
sewage production would continue to remain the same. 
 
Alternative 2.  These alternatives would not create additional solid waste since garbage 
and sewage production would continue to remain similar before and after this alternative 
is implemented.   
 

19) Water Quality 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act gives the EPA the authority to establish water 
quality standards, control discharges, develop waste treatment management plans and 
practices, prevent or minimize the loss of wetlands, control location with regard to an 
aquifer or sensitive ecological area such as a wetlands area and regulate other issues 
concerning water quality.  The US ACOE and the USFWS also have oversight authority 
if the project would affect wetlands which will be discussed in the next section.   
 
Typically, construction has the highest potential for impacting water quality due to water 
runoff and erosion.  SWPPPs can be incorporated in the project specifications and BMPs 
can be implemented to minimize the impacts to water quality. 
 
The SD DENR was solicited for comments on the surface water quality impacts of this 
project.  A copy of this correspondence and their response is included in Appendix B.  
The return letter from the DENR indicated that the proposed project will have "little or no 
impact" on water quality. 
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact water quality since it does not include 
construction or modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2.  This alternative would not impact water quality since the design and 
maintenance would incorporate BMPs to prevent any construction impacts or longer-term 
impacts from continuing operation. Once Runway 17/35 and the taxiway are constructed 
the small increase in runoff from the increase impervious surface would be detained on 
Airport property to prevent any storm water impacts off the airport.   
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20) Wetlands 

Wetlands are identified in the Clean Water Act and the EO 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands, as important to the nation’s environmental health.  EO 11900 requires 
federally funded projects to take action to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation 
of wetlands and to avoid any impacts on wetlands when possible.  Wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S., including waterways, lakes, natural ponds, and impoundments, are 
regulated by US ACOE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. A permit from US 
ACOE is required to authorize the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
U.S. under US ACOE jurisdiction. The state also has regulatory jurisdiction over all 
waters within its boundaries. 
 
Wetlands are defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
groundwater at frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328). Wetlands within the proposed project area were 
determined in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual (Environmental Laboratory, January 1987). 
 
The US ACOE, USFWS and SD GF&P were solicited for comments on impacts to 
wetlands. Responses included steps to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetlands impacts. 
Their comments can be found in Appendix B.  A preliminary wetland delineation was 
conducted as part of the wildlife hazard review and the impacted wetland areas are 
included in Figure 4-2. 
 
Wetland impacts would be minimized and mitigated per local, state, and federal 
requirements. Mitigation of wetland impacts typically involves “in-kind” replacement or 
“restoration” of wetland areas destroyed due to development. Mitigation ratios vary 
depending on the type, quality, and location. According to the USFWS response letter, 
drained wetlands are recommended to be mitigated at a 1:1 (restored to impacted) ratio, 
and wetland losses are recommended to be mitigated up to a 2:1 (restored to impacted) 
ratio. Mitigation would be implemented off-site and outside the separation from the 
Airport as described in FAA AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near 
Airports. 
 
Reducing wildlife hazards enhances safety at the airport by reducing the potential for 
wildlife-aircraft strikes.  A wildlife hazard assessment (WHA) was completed by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 2011 at Redfield Municipal Airport and is 
included in Appendix D.  The report identified several wildlife hazards present at the 
airport as follows: 
 

 Wetlands on and around the airport attract birds. 
 Vegetation (alfalfa) grown on the airport attracts wildlife. 
 Trees on and around the airport provide attractive perches for large birds. 
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 No fence exists for preventing large terrestrial wildlife (such as deer) from 
entering airport property. 

 
The WHA made the following recommendations: 
 

 Fill/Modify wetlands located on and adjacent to the airfield. 
 Grow warm season grasses which produce little seed instead of alfalfa and other 

non-grass vegetation.  
 Work with neighboring landowners to reduce or eliminate corn and small grain 

production on land adjacent to the airport property especially the land to the south 
of the airport. 

 Remove all trees on the airport property. 
 Work with adjacent landowners to remove all dead trees on lands south and 

southwest of the airfield, especially those associated with the large wetland to the 
south. 

 Install ten-foot high wildlife fence to prevent deer and other large terrestrial 
wildlife from entering airport property. 

 
As recommended in the WHA, the critical attractants, which include the large wetlands 
located south of the airport and low areas on northeast portion of airport property, should 
be addressed.  Based on these recommendations, critical wetlands should be filled on and 
around airport property. 
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would not impact wetlands since it does not include 
construction or modification to the airport and surrounding land. 
 
Alternative 2. This alternative would impact approximately 14 acres of wetlands from 
filling in wetlands to accommodate the runway shifts and reduce the wildlife attractants.    
 
Regardless of whether the wetland is jurisdictional or not, any wetland to be filled must 
be mitigated.  A Section 404 Permit would be required to perform the work of filling in 
the jurisdictional wetlands, however according to the ACOE none of the wetlands on 
airport property are Jurisdictional wetlands.  Therefore, a Section 404 permit will not be 
required as a part of the wetland mitigation.   
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21) Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, along with the President’s 1979 Environmental 
Message Directive on Wild and Scenic Rivers designates and protects wild and scenic 
rivers.  The proposed project would have no impact on any wild and scenic rivers or 
national recreational rivers.  The only river in SD with either designation is the Missouri 
River with only limited sections along the border with Nebraska designated as a national 
recreational river.   
 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  These alternatives would not impact wild and scenic rivers since 
Redfield Municipal Airport is not located near a river designated as a wild or scenic river.  
 

22) Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

Indirect Impacts:  Indirect impacts are unintentional project impacts (positive or 
negative) that would affect the socioeconomic and/or natural environment beyond the 
project area and would occur later in time or be farther removed in distance from the 
proposed project (40 CFR 1508.8). Changes in future land use are often characterized as 
an indirect impact of a new transportation project.  
 
Other short-term indirect impacts could consist of increased traffic on adjacent roads as a 
result of construction. Users may choose to use alternate routes to avoid the increased 
truck traffic, thereby temporarily increasing traffic on those alternate routes.  
 
Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts are beneficial and/or adverse effects that are 
combined from different projects, CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA define cumulative impacts as follows: 

 
The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 
such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 

 
Where appropriate the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to the environment are 
discussed.  Table 4-1 includes Redfield Municipal Airport’s proposed five-year plan.  
The five-year plan is only a planning document and would likely change over time.  No 
assumptions about the environmental review or funding of these projects have been made 
and the airport would continuously work with the state and FAA to revise this plan and 
keep it current.   
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Table 4-1  Redfield Municipal Airport Proposed Five-Year Plan 
 

YEAR PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2014 

ALP UPDATE 
DESIGN FOR RUNWAY REALIGNMENT AND WETLAND 
MITIGAION/FILLING (PHASE I) 
LAND ACQUISITION 
SRE TRACTOR 

    

2015 PHASE I CONSTRUCTION - WETLAND MITAGATION/FILLING 

    

2016 PHASE II CONSTRUCTION - RUNWAY REALIGNMENT EARTHWORK 

    

2017 PHASE III CONSTRUCTION - RUNWAY CONSTRUCTION W/MIRL 

    

2018-2019 WILDLIFE FENCE 

    

2020-2024 APRON AND TAXIWAY REHABILITATION 
NPIAS PARALLEL TAXIWAY 

 
The cumulative effect could be further airport growth.  However, unless the City of 
Redfield and/or air travel in general grows immensely, the potential for longer runways 
and larger approaches is not likely.   
 
Alternative 1.  This alternative would cause indirect impacts since the airport has 
planned for the land acquisition and design for a new runway in 2014.  Other future 
development plans which complement or accompany the new runway at the airport 
would also be delayed or eliminated with this alternative.   
 
This alternative would cause indirect impacts since the airport does not currently meet 
FAA standards for runway length and wind coverage with Runway 13/31 and there 
would be no action to comply with FAA standards.   
 
Alternative 2.  An increase in aircraft operations and size of aircraft would be limited 
and would not be expected to cause any significant impacts to the surrounding area.   
 
This alternative would cause an indirect impact for duration of construction by limiting 
service at the airport and therefore potentially to patrons of the City and the associated 
merchants.   
 
This alternative would not cause indirect impacts to the airport's five-year plan for 
development.  Cumulative effects would be linked closely to City and airport growth and 
are not anticipated to be an issue for quite some time.     
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Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 1 – “No Action” 
 
 This alternative does not meet the purpose and need.  The Redfield 

Municipal Airport would continue to be out of compliance with FAA wind 
coverage standards, runway length standards and land ownership 
recommendations. 

 
 This alternative has no permanent significant impacts on air quality, biotic 

resources, costal barriers, coastal zone management, compatible land use, 
construction impacts, section 4(f) and 6(f) resources, fish, wildlife, plants, 
energy supplies, natural resources, sustainable design, environmental 
justice populations, farmlands, floodplains, hazardous materials, historic 
and archaeological resources, socioeconomics, light, noise, solid waste, 
water quality, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers. 

 
 This alternative would alter the airport’s five year plan and hinder growth 

at the airport.  It leaves the airport out of compliance with FAA wind 
coverage standards, runway length standards, and land ownership 
recommendations.   

 
 This alternative would prohibit the airport from constructing a new 

runway as included in their five-year plan. 
 

Alternative 2 – Purchase Approximately 99 Acres of Land, Construct Runway 
17/35, Fill Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct a Wildlife Fence, and maintain  
 
 This alternative meets the purpose and need.  The Redfield Municipal 

Airport would be in compliance with FAA land ownership regulations, 
wind coverage and runway length standards.  

 
 This alternative has no permanent significant impacts on air quality, biotic 

resources, costal barriers, coastal zone management, section 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources, environmental justice populations, farmlands, floodplains, 
hazardous materials, historic and archaeological resources, noise, solid 
waste, water quality, wild and scenic rivers. 

 
 This alternative would cause a minimal impact for compatible land use 

due to a small portion of the purchased land being converted to Runway 
17/35.   

 
 This alternative would only cause temporary impacts during construction 

that would be mitigated by implementing a SWPPP prior to construction 
and BMPs during the work.  A General Storm Water Permit for 
Construction will be obtained if required.   
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 This alternative may affect - and is not likely to adversely affect fish, 

wildlife, and plants.  In the event any of the species identified by the 
USFWS are sighted, construction will be halted.   

 
 This alternative would cause an increase in energy and materials use for 

the construction but these would be temporary and would not adversely 
affect the supplies in the Redfield area.  The increase in energy required to 
light the new runway is not expected to exceed the capacity of the existing 
power system.   

 
 This alternative would have a minimal socioeconomic impacts due to the 

conversion of land that will occur with the construction of Runway 17/35.  
 

 This alternative would cause minimal light emission impacts. This 
alternative includes installing MIRL along the new Runway 17/35 which 
are a higher intensity than the existing lighting on Runway 13/31. The 
MIRL (white lights) have lenses which lower the impact of the lights 
compared to other lighting from the surrounding area, such as street or 
security lighting.  

 
 This alternative would impact approximately 14 acres of wetlands. Permits 

and mitigation off site would be coordinated with US ACOE, USFWS, 
and SD GF&P.  

 
 This alternative would have indirect impacts for the duration of 

construction by limiting service at the airport and therefore potentially to 
patrons of the City and the associated merchants.  The cumulative impact 
would include all of the impact categories together.  In addition, the 
cumulative effect could be further airport growth.  However, unless air 
travel in general grows immensely, the potential for longer runways and 
larger approaches in not likely.   

 
 This alternative is included in the ALP for Redfield Municipal Airport. 

 
Alternative 2 is the preferred prudent and feasible alternative since it satisfies the 
purpose and need and it is included in the ALP for Redfield Municipal Airport. 
All impacts to the environment were considered in the determination of the 
preferred alternative and are summarized in Table 4-3.  
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Table 4-2  Summary of Alternatives* 

Purpose and Need Alternative 1 – "No Action" 

Alternative 2 – Purchase 
Approximately 99 Acres, 

Construct Runway 17/35, Fill 
Wetlands, Remove Trees and 

Construct Wildlife Fence 
Compliance with FAA Land Control 
Requirements, Wind Coverage 
Standards, Runway Length Standards, 
and Reduce Wildlife Attractants 

Airport would not meet FAA 
Land Control Requirements, 
Wind Coverage Standards, 
Runway Length Standards, and 
Reduce Wildlife Attractants 

Airport would be in compliance with 
FAA Land Control Requirements, 
Wind Coverage Standards, Runway 
Length Standards, and Reduce 
Wildlife Attractants 

 
 

Impact 
Categories 

Alternative 1 –  
"No Action" 

Alternative 2 – Purchase 
Approximately 99 Acres, 

Construct Runway 17/35, Fill 
Wetlands, Remove Trees and 

Construct Wildlife Fence 

Commitments and Compliance  
of Preferred Alternative (2) 

Air Quality No Impact - Not 
located in a non-
attainment area no 
NAAQS Assessment 
is required 

No Impact - Not located in a non-
attainment area, no NAAQS 
Assessment is required Include BMPs to minimize 

construction impacts 

Biotic Resources No Impact No Significant Impact Compensatory mitigation of wetland 
impacts is required.  

Coastal Resources No Impact - Not 
located in the 
Coastal Barrier 
Resource System 

No Impact - Not located in the 
Coastal Barrier Resource System N/A 

Coastal Zone 
Management 

No Impact - Not 
located in Coastal 
Zone Management 
System 

No Impact - Not located in 
Coastal Zone Management 
System N/A 

Compatible Land 
Use 

No Impact No Significant Impact - Meets 
FAA standards on airport. Only a 
small portion of the land currently 
farmed will be converted to 
airport use for Runway 17/35. 

Monitor zoning and development 
around airport to ensure compatible 

land use. 

Construction 
Impacts 

No Impact No Significant Impact - 
Temporary impacts including 
large equipment with the 
associated noise and possible air 
pollution, soil erosion, dust, and 
the closing of portion of the 
airport to comply with the FAA 
safety plan requirements 

Include BMPs to minimize 
construction impacts. Prepare a 

SWPPP for construction and submit 
a Notice of Intent to the DENR. 
Obtain a Storm Water Permit for 

Construction Activities from 1-800-
SDSTORM (if applicable). 

Section 4(f) and 
6(f) Resources 

No Impact No Impact N/A 
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Impact 
Categories 

Alternative 1 – 
"No Action" 

Alternative 2 – Purchase 
Approximately 99 Acres, 

Construct Runway 17/35, Fill 
Wetlands, Remove Trees and 

Construct Wildlife Fence 

Commitments and Compliance  
of Preferred Alternative (2) 

Fish, Wildlife, and 
Plants 

No Impact May Affect - Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect the Whooping 
Crane and Topeka Shiner 

If Whooping Cranes, Topeka 
Shiners, or Bald Eagles are spotted 

on or near the project site, 
construction shall halt and the 

USFWS and the Bismarck ADO 
contacted to provide further 

direction before construction is 
resumed. Other impacts to fish, 

wildlife, and plans would be 
mitigated by the creation of new 

wetlands to replace those lost as part 
of the construction of this alternative 

Energy Supplies, 
Natural Resources, 
Sustainable 
Design 

No Impact No Significant Impact - An 
increase in energy will occur but 
is not expected to exceed the 
capacity of the existing power 
system.   

The reuse of salvaged materials 
would be incorporated in the plans. 

Environmental 
Justice 

No Impact No Impact N/A 

Farmlands No Impact No Impact N/A 
Floodplains No Impact No Impact N/A 
Hazardous 
Materials 

No Impact No Impact Report all spills to the SD DENR 
605-773-3296 and the National 

Response Center 800-424-8802 if a 
spill were to reach waters. 

Historical and 
Archaeological 
Resources 

No Impact No Significant Impact 
 

If bones, artifacts, foundations or 
other indications of past human 

occupation of the area are 
discovered, the SHPO and the 

Bismarck ADO will be notified. In 
addition, if any tribal cultural items 

or remains are discovered the 
affected Tribe will be notified and 

the proper care will be taken to 
protect and preserve the artifacts.  
Any project specific borrow sites 

must be cleared with the SHPO and 
THPO prior to use.   

The SWO-THPO will be kept 
informed of the project progress.   

Induced 
Socioeconomic 
Impacts 

No Impacts Minimal Impact - No relocation 
of people or infrastructure are 
expected however the conversion 
of future land use will occur with 
the construction of the Runway 
17/35.   

N/A 
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Impact 
Categories 

Alternative 1 – 
"No Action" 

Alternative 2 – Purchase 
Approximately 99 Acres, 

Construct Runway 17/35, Fill 
Wetlands, Remove Trees and 

Construct Wildlife Fence 

Commitments and Compliance  
of Preferred Alternative (2) 

Light Emissions 
and Visual 
Impacts 

No Impact Minimal Impact - Minimal light 
impacts to the surrounding area 
will occur with the installation of 
MIRL on Runway 17/35.   

N/A 

Noise No Impact No Impact N/A 
Solid Waste No Impact No Impact N/A 
Water Quality No Impact No Impact Prepare a SWPP for construction 

and submit a Notice of Intent to the 
DENR. Include BMPs. Stop 
construction if any spills or 

discovery of contaminants occurs. 
Report to the National Response 

Center 800-424-8802 and SD 
DENR 605-773-3351 or 605-773-

3231 (after hours). 
Wetlands No Impact Fill approximately 14 acres of 

wetlands.   
Mitigate wetlands off-site and 
outside the separation from the 

Airport as described in FAA AC 
150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or Near Airports. 

Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

No Impact No Impact N/A 

Indirect and 
Cumulative 
Impacts 

No Significant 
Impact - Would 
impact airport’s five-
year plan, and hinder 
growth at the airport.  
Also leaves the 
airport out of 
compliance with 
FAA wind coverage 
and runway length 
standards.   

No Significant Impact - Indirect 
impacts for the duration of 
construction by limiting service at 
the airport and therefore 
potentially to patrons of the City 
and the associated merchants.  
The cumulative impact would 
include all of the impact 
categories together.  In addition, 
the cumulative effect could be 
further airport growth.  However, 
unless air travel in general grows 
immensely, the potential for 
longer runways and larger 
approaches in not likely.   

N/A 

*This table is only a summary of the impacts. For a full analysis and discussion please see the individual 
sections in Chapter 4. 
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Commitments and Compliance 

The following is a list of permits, plans and other approvals needed for the project as 
proposed in chapter one of this assessment. 
 
Air Quality:  Include BMPs to minimize construction impacts such as wind erosion and 
dust, and keep equipment maintained to reduce exhaust emissions, etc. 
 
Compatible Land Use:  The airport and City shall monitor zoning, development and work 
to coordinate with the county to restrict the use of land adjacent to and surrounding the 
airport to uses compatible with the operations of the airport and to protect the approach 
surfaces and protection zones. 
 
Construction Impacts:  Prepare a SWPPP for construction and submit a Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to the SD DENR.  Include BMPs for sediment and erosion control.  A General 
Storm Water Permit for General Construction will be obtained if required from 1-800-
SDSTORM.   
 
Fish, Wildlife and Plants:  No construction will be allowed within 1/4 mile of an active 
Bald Eagle nest and all Bald Eagle nest sightings will be reported to USFWS and the 
FAA Bismarck ADO.  The airport sponsors with the help of the construction workers will 
keep vigilant for Whooping Cranes and Topeka Shiners and cease all work if they are 
sighted.  Any Whooping Crane and Topeka Shiner sightings will be reported to the 
USFWS and the FAA Bismarck ADO. 
 
Hazardous Materials:  Prepare SWPPP and submit NOI as noted above.  Stop work if any 
spills or discovery of contaminants occurs.  Report to the National Response Center at 
800-424-8802 and SD DENR at 605-773-3351 or 605-773-3231 (after hours).  
 
Historical and Archaeological Resources:  If any bones, artifacts, foundations or other 
indications of past human occupation of the area are uncovered during the project, 
construction will be temporarily stopped until the SHPO and the Bismarck ADO have 
been notified and had a chance to comment.   
If any tribal cultural items or remains are discovered the affected Tribe will be notified 
and the proper care will be taken to protect and preserve the artifacts.   
Any project specific borrow sites must be cleared with the SHPO and THPO prior to use.   
The SWO-THPO will be kept informed of the project progress and Tribal Monitors will 
be required if deemed to be warranted by the FAA.   
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Water Quality:  Prepare SWPPP and submit NOI as noted above.  Stop work if any spills 
or discovery of contaminants occurs.  Report to the National Response Center at 800-
424-8802 and SD DENR at 605-773-3351 or 605-773-3231 (after hours).  
 
Wetlands: Wetland impacts will be minimized and mitigated per local, state, and federal 
requirements. Mitigation would be implemented off-site and outside the separation from 
the airport as described in FAA AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or 
Near Airports.  
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Chapter Five – Personnel, Agency and Public 
Involvement 

Permits, Licenses, and Other Approvals 

A Surface Water Discharge Permit will be obtained if dewatering is required.  A General 
Storm Water Permit for Construction Activities will be obtained if required (1-800-
SDSTORM).   

List of Preparers 

The prime preparers of the EA for Land Ownership Requirements, Wind Coverage and 
Runway Length Requirements, and the Wildlife Hazard Mitigation at the Redfield 
Municipal Airport are: 
 
 Terry D. Helms, Principal 
 Helms & Associates 
 
 Michael A. Schmit, Engineer 
 Helms & Associates 
 
 Brooke B. Edgar, Engineer 
 Helms & Associates 
 
In addition, expertise, project background, and other information was provided by the 
following individuals and reports: 
 
 Darrel Ronnfeldt, Airport Manager 
 Redfield Municipal 
 
 Adam Hansen, Finance Officer 
 City of Redfield, SD 
 
 Draft 2006 Airport Layout Plan 
 Prepared by Helms and Associates 
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Listing of Agencies, and Persons Consulted 

Various agencies were consulted in the process of preparing this EA document.  The 
consultations at a minimum consisted of a letter requesting comments on the proposed 
project and were often followed by responding correspondence with comments or 
requests for more information.  The following agencies were contacted: 
 

U. S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service 
 U. S. Department of the Interior, Fish, and Wildlife Service 
 U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District 
 U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII 
 South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources,  

Surface Water Program 
 South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources,  

Air Quality Program 
 South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks Division of Wildlife 
 South Dakota State Historical Society 
 Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 Yankton Sioux Tribe Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
 

Public Involvement 

A notice of public hearing and availability of draft environmental assessment for the 
Redfield Municipal Airport was published in the Redfield Press on April 30 and May 7, 
2014.  The public meeting was held at 7:00 pm on Monday June 2, 2014.  No public 
comments were received.    
 
 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































