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This Federal Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) has been prepared for land
acquisition of approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection of the Runway
Protection Zone (RPZ), Departure Surfaces, and runway realignment at the Redfield
Municipal Airport (1D8). The City of Redfield (City) is the owner and operator of 1D8.

The City prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the potential
impacts of implementing the land acquisition and runway realignment at 1D8
consistent with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) orders and design standards.

Based on the evaluation in the attached EA, no significant impacts associated with
the development actions and associated mitigation requirements were identified in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures. Therefore, no environmental impact statement will be prepared and a
FONSI is being issued.

The purpose of the proposed action is 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-Il, 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
wetlands on airport property and installing ten-foot high wildlife fencing.

The need for the proposed action is to meet FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13,
Airport Design, standards for RPZs. In addition, the need for the proposed action is to
meet FAA AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports,



standards for mitigation of the potential for a damaging aircraft collision with wildlife
(deer) on the airport.

Acquisition of land ensures that the City has control of the right of flight, including the
right to make noise from such activity and the prohibition against erection of
structures, obstructions, or other actions that would interfere with the flight of aircraft
over the land, including non- compatible land use. Non-compatible land uses include
uses or activities (including certain crops) that create a potential for attracting birds
and other wildlife that may pose a hazard to aircraft in accordance with current FAA
Advisory Circulars 150/5200-33, Wildlife Hazard Attractants On or Near Airports.

The proposed action (and further described in the attached EA) includes:
¢ Acquisition (approximately) of 99 acres for runway realignment
¢ Construct new Runway in accordance with FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design,
with turnarounds and an exit taxiway.
¢ Follow the recommendations in the 2011 Wildlife Hazard Assessment to reduce
the potential for wildlife on the Airport, such as:
o Fill existing wetlands located on existing and future airport property.
o Remove trees on existing and future airport property.
o Construct 10-foot wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport.
o Manage the property as a grass hay crop with dense warm season
grasses.

Acquisition of property shall follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4601 et. seq.).

A finding of "no effect" to endangered species is determined by FAA.
Consultation with the South Dakota (SD) State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) was conducted and a finding of "no historic properties affected" is
determined.

Consultation with the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Tribe, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO), was conducted as the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate Tribe considers the
project area as ancestral land. As a condition of approval of the project the City shall:

o If requested, provide for Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate approved tribal monitors for
construction activities that involve ground disturbance.

e Provide timely notification to the FAA, appropriate SD historic preservation
personnel, and the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate THPO if an inadvertent discovery
is found during the construction activities.

o Ensure that if during the course of any ground disturbance related to this
project, any bones, artifacts, foundation, or other indication of past human
occupation or cultural resources are uncovered, the project must be
temporarily stopped and protected. The City shall provide timely notice to the
FAA, the SD SHPO (and/or the SD Archeological Research Center as
appropriate), and the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate THPO prior to further ground
disturbance at the site. The City shall protect the area until cultural resource
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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:

e 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).

e Those actions requiring an Environmental Assessment (EA) (such as a runway
extension project).

e 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

3 . - - 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.
¢) 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-111,
C-I through D-III, 16 knots
D-I through D-III
A-IV and B-1V,
C-1V through C-VI, 20 knots
D-1V through D-IV
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 174" Street/County Road 18 and/or U.S. Highway
281. It 1is 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.

e Grow warm season grasses which produce little seed instead of alfalfa and other
non-grass vegetation.

e  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.

e Remove all trees on the airport property.

e 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.

e 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

e Purchase approximately 99 acres of land for a runway realignment.

e 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:

Fill in existing wetlands located on existing and future airport property.

Remove trees on existing and future airport property.

Install a ten-foot high wildlife fence on future airport property.

Manage the property as a grass hay crop with dense warm season grasses.

0 O O O
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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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EXISTING :
A & B RUNWAY 13/31 - 60" WIDE X 3397' LONG, SMALL AIRCRAFT LESS THAN 12,500 POUNDS
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FUTURE :
A & B RUNWAY 13/31 - TO BE ABANDONED/REMOVED

Bll RUNWAY 17/35 -75' WIDE X 3500' LONG, SMALL AIRCRAFT LESS THAN 12,500 POUNDS
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RUNWAY END 17 AND 35
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ALTERNATIVE 2

221 Brown County

elm
P.0. Box 111,

ASSOCIA ‘Aberdeen, S.D. 57401

Phone: 605.225.1212,

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS ~ Fax: 605.225.3189

Email: terryh@helmsengineering.com




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-1 (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-1I 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-1I
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:
e Complete an ALP Update.
e Purchase approximately 99 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ, Departure
Surface to the end of the RPZ limit, and the runway realignment.
e 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-1 (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:
e Complete an alternative analysis as per FAA Interim Guidance on Land Uses
within a Runway Protection Zone
e Purchase approximately 172 acres of land for airport protection of RPZ,
Departure Surfaces, and a runway realignment.
e 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:
e 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
e 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
e 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 12" grade. The City has a median household income of
$37,995 based on the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010.
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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

.. No. of
Employer Description 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.

Redfield Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment Page 18 of 49 June, 2014



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:

e Construction vehicles and related equipment would increase exhaust emissions.
e 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:

e Equipment would not be concentrated at locations near any sensitive receptor
sites. (i.e. hospitals, nursing homes, etc.)

e No single piece of equipment would result in significant pollution concentrations.

e Construction contractors would be required to comply with the statutory
regulations for SD for air pollution control and to receive permits, as needed.

e Construction contracts would stipulate adherence to requirements regarding open
burning of grub material, fugitive dust, visible emissions, and permits.

e 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 661-667¢) 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.

Redfield Municipal Airport
Environmental Assessment Page 33 of 49 June, 2014



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:

e Wetlands on and around the airport attract birds.
e Vegetation (alfalfa) grown on the airport attracts wildlife.
e Trees on and around the airport provide attractive perches for large birds.
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e 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.

e Grow warm season grasses which produce little seed instead of alfalfa and other
non-grass vegetation.

e  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.

e Remove all trees on the airport property.

e 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.

e 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
ALP UPDATE
DESIGN FOR RUNWAY REALIGNMENT AND WETLAND
2014 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

No Impact - Not located in the
Coastal Barrier Resource System

Coastal Barrier N/A
Resource System
Coastal Zone No Impact - Not No Impact - Not located in
Management located in Coastal  |Coastal Zone Management
N/A
Zone Management |System
System
Igompatible Land |No Impact No Significant Impact - Meets
se FAA standards on airport. Only a | Monitor zoning and development
small portion of the land currently | around airport to ensure compatible
farmed will be converted to land use.
airport use for Runway 17/35.
Construction No Impact No Slgnlﬁca.mt Impapt - Include BMPs to minimize
Impacts Temporary impacts including L
large equipment with the construction impacts. Prepare a '
associated noise and possible air SWPPP for construction and submit
. . P a Notice of Intent to the DENR.
pollution, soil erosion, dust, and . .
. . Obtain a Storm Water Permit for
the closing of portion of the . o
airport to comply with the FAA Construction Activities from 1-800-
P Ly SDSTORM (if applicable).
safety plan requirements
Section 4(f) and  [No Impact No Impact
N/A
6(f) Resources
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Alternative 2 — Purchase
Approximately 99 Acres,

chmmnet, | el | Conrut Raumway 17551 | Commitent and Complane
Wetlands, Remove Trees and
Construct Wildlife Fence
Fish, Wildlife, and [No Impact May Affect - Not Likely to If Whooping Cranes, Topeka
Plants Adversely Affect the Whooping | Shiners, or Bald Eagles are spotted
Crane and Topeka Shiner 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, [No Impact No Significant Impact - An
[Natural Resources, increase in energy will occur but .
Sustainable is not expected to exceed the The reuse of salvageq materials
. . L would be incorporated in the plans.
Design capacity of the existing power
system.
EnV.lronmental No Impact No Impact N/A
Justice
Farmlands No Impact No Impact N/A
Floodplains No Impact No Impact N/A
Hazardous No Impact No Impact Report all spills to the SD DENR
Materials 605-773-3296 and the National
Response Center 800-424-8802 if a
spill were to reach waters.
Historical and No Impact No Significant Impact If bones, artifacts, foundations or
Archaeological other indications of past human
Resources 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 No Impacts Minimal Impact - No relocation
Socioeconomic of people or infrastructure are
Impacts expected however the conversion N/A
of future land use will occur with
the construction of the Runway
17/35.
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Alternative 2 — Purchase
Approximately 99 Acres,

FAA wind coverage
and runway length
standards.

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.

chmmnet, | el | Conrut Ramway 17551 | Comitent and Complane
Wetlands, Remove Trees and
Construct Wildlife Fence
Light Emissions [No Impact Minimal Impact - Minimal light
and Visual impacts to the surrounding area N/A
Impacts will occur with the installation of
MIRL on Runway 17/35.
INoise 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 Mitigate wetlands off-site and
wetlands. outside the separation from the
Airport as described in FAA AC
150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports.
Wild and Scenic  [No Impact No Impact
. N/A
Rivers
[ndirect and No Significant No Significant Impact - Indirect
Cumulative Impact - Would impacts for the duration of
Impacts impact airport’s five-|construction by limiting service at
year plan, and hinder |the airport and therefore
growth at the airport. |potentially to patrons of the City
Also leaves the and the associated merchants.
airport out of The cumulative impact would
compliance with include all of the impact 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
(NOIJ) 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.
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL STATUTES, REGULATIONS, EXECUTIVE ORDERS, AND GUIDANCE,
INCLUDING FAA ADVISORY CIRCULARS



Statute
Air Quality

¢ Clean Air Act [CAA), a5 amended, 42 .5.C. §§ 7401-7671
1940

Coastal Resources

*  Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982, as amended by the
Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1950, 16 U1.5.C. §§
3501-3510 (1890).

s (oastal Zone Management Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 8%
1451-1454 (1999},

»  Coral Reef Protection, Exec, Or. 13089 and 63 Fed, Reg.
31701 {June 11,1998).

Compatible Land Use

s Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, as
amendled, 49 U,5,C, §§ 47501-47507 (2000).

Department of Transportation Act

«  Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4{f},
recodified at 49 U,S,C. 303 {c) {1083),

Farmiands

¢ Farmland Protection Policy Act, 7 U.5.C, §§ 4201- 4209, as
amended by section 1255 of the Food Security Act of 1985,
100 Stat, 45,

Fish, Wildlife and Plants

¢ Endangered Species Act of 1973,16 U.5,C, §§ 1531-1544
{1973).

+  Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, 16 US.C, §§
1361-1421(h) (1972).

¢ Related Essential Fish Habitat Requirements of the
Magnusor-Stevens Act, as amended by the Sustainable
Fisheries Act, 16 U.5.C. § 1855(b){2) (1996}.

*  Sikes Act Amendments of 1974,16 U5.C. §§ 670- 670(f)
{1997},

»  Fish and Wildlifa Coordination Act of 1958,16 U.S.C. §§
661-666¢ {1958),

Implementing Regulations and Other Guidance

40 C.F.R. Parts 9, 50 - 53, 60, 61, 66, 67, 81, 82, and 93 {2004},

.S, Department of Interior {001) Coastal Barrier Act Advisony Guidelines, 57
Fed. Reg. 52730 {November 5, 1992).

15 C.F.R. Parts 930, Subparts C and 0 {2005).

15 C.F.R. Part 923 {2005).

14 C.F.R. Part 150 {2005)

7 C,F.R. Part 658 {2005},

7 C.F.R. Part 657 {2005).

The President's Council on Environmental Quality {CEQ) Memorandum on
Analysis of lmpacts on Prime and Unique Agricultural Lands in Implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act, 45 Fed, Reg. 59189 (September &, 1980).

50 C.F.R. Part 402 (2004),

S0 C.F.R, Parts 450 - 453 {2004).

50 C.F.R. §600.920 (2004},

Memorandum of Understanding {MOL) amaong 14 Federal agencies on
Implementation of the Endangered Species Act,

hitp://environment fhwa.dot.gov/guideboak/vol 1/ docda.pdf, November 8,
1994,

"Memorandum of Understanding to Foster the Ecosystem Approach”,
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/voll/doel7b pdf, December 15,
1995,

CEQ Guidance on Incorporating Biodiversity Considerations into Environmental
Impact Analysis, http://www.eh.doe.gov/nepa/tools/guidance/Guidance-
PDFs/iii- 9,pdf {January 1993},

Al Federal Statutes, Regulations, Executive Orders, and Guidance, including Faderal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory
Circulars {AC) are referenced in FAA Order 1050, 1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, effective June 8, 2004, and

all citations are accurate as of July 19, 2005,



Statute

»  Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980, 16 U.S.C. §§
2901-2912 (1980).

+  [nvasive Species, Exec, Or. 13112, 64 Fad. Reg, 6183
{February 8, 1999),

»  Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1981, 16 U.5.C. §§ 703-712.

¢ Responsihilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory
Birds, Exec. Or. 13186, 66 Fed. Reg. 3853 (lanuary 10,
2001).

¢ Presidential Memorandum on Environmentally and
Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices on Federally
Landscaped Grounds, April 26, 1994; Greening the
Government Through Leadership in Environmental
Management, Exec. Or. 13148 (April 21, 2000,

¢ The Animal Damage Controf Act of 1931, as amended, 7
U.S.C. 426--426¢ {2000), 46 Stat. 1468.

Floodplains
¢  Floodpkain Management, Exec. Or. 11988, 42 Fed. Reg.

26951 {May 24,1977),
*  Appropriate State and Local construction statutes.

Implementing Regulations and Other Guidance

50 C.F.R. Part 83 (2004).

Department of Transportation {DOT) Policy on Invasive Alien Species,
http:/{www fhwa.dot gov/environment/rdsduse/rdus3 11 htm, April 22, 1999,
50 C.F.R. Part 10 {2004).

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of the Federal Environmental
Executive, Guidance for Presidential Memorandum on Environmantally and
Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices on Federal Landscaped Grounds, 60
Fed. Reg. 40837 {August 10, 1995).

DOT Order 5610.1 C, Paragraph 3f of attachment 2.

DOT Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection.

Federal Emergency Management Agency "Protecting Floodplain Resources: A
Guidebook for Communities”,
http://www.fema.gov/hazards!floods/lib268.shtm, June 1996,

Hazardous Materials, POLLUTION PREVENTION, and Solid Waste

+  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
and the Community Environmental Response Facilitation
Act of 1992, 42 U.S.C. §§95601-9675.

»  Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. §§ 13101-
13108.

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, as amended, 15
U.S.C. 66 2601-2692 (1976).

+  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA),
42 .5.C, § 6972 as amended by the Solid Waste Dispasal
Act of 1980 (SWDA), 42 U.5.C. § 6901{197¢), the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, and the
Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992, (FFCA}, 42 US.C.
§6 6901-6992¢k) (1992).

+  Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards Exec.
Or. 12088, 43 Fed. Reg. 47707 {October 13, 1978)
amendad by Exec. Or, 12580, 52 Fed. Reg. {January
23,1587).

¢ Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution
Prevention Requirements, Exec. Or. 12856, 58 Fed. Reg,
41981 {August 3, 1993).

40 C.F.R. Parts 300, 31%, 355, and 370{2004).

CEQ Memorandum to Heads of Federal Departments and Agencies Regarding
Pollution Prevention and the National Environmental Policy Act, 58 Fed. Reg.
6478 {January 12,1933).

40 C.FR, Parts 761 - 763 (2004),

40 C.F.R. Parts 240 - 280 {2004).



Statute Implementing Regulations and Other Guidance

»  Superfund Implementation, Exec. Or. 12580, 52 Fed. Reg.
2923 {January 23,1987). Amended Exec. Or, 12777, 56 Fed
Reg. 54757 (1991).
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cuftural Resources
Laws Governing National Historic Preservation Programs, National Natural Landmarks,
and National Historic Landmarks
+  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 36 C.F.R, Parts 60,61,63,65,68,73,78,79, and 800, and §6 62.1 and 65.1, as
Exec. Or. 11593, 36 Fed. Rep. 8921(May 13,1571). revised [2004); 65 Fed. Reg. 77695 { December 12, 2000).
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment,
16 US.C. §470(1992).
Laws Governlng the Federal Archeoloay Proaram
Antiquities Act of 1906,16 U.S.C. §§ 431- 433 {1996). + 36 C.F.R Part 68 (2004).

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as DOI Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation: Standards and
amended, 16 U.5.C. §§ 469-469¢ (1974). Guidelines, 48 Fed. Reg. 44716 {September 29, 1983).
¢ 36 C.F.R Part 68 {2004},

43 C.F.R. Parts 3 and 7 (2004).

36 C.F.R. Part 79 {2004}

25 C.F.R. Part 262 (2005).

National Strategy for Federal Archeology,
http:/{www.cr.nps.gov/aad/TOOLS/Natlstrg.htm
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 43 C.F.R. Part 10 {2004},

1990, 25 U.5.C. § 3001 (1990). +  25CF.R.5262.8(2005).

Other Major Federal Historic and Cultural Resource Preservation Laws and Executive Orders

*  American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, 42 U.S.C. v+ 43 CF.R.§67.32 and 7.77 (2004).
§1996 (1978]. « 259CF.R. §§262.7{2005),

»  Department of Transportation Act, 4% U.5.C. § 303 {1983)
{recodification of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966, Section 4{f}).

*  Public Building Cooperative Use Act of 1976, 40 U.5.C, §% * 41 CGF.R §% 101-117, 101-117.002(1), {m), and (n), 102.17.002{)){2), and 101-19
601 (a), 601(a)(1), 606, 611(c) and 512(a)i4) {2002). (2004),

¢ Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as
amended, 16 U.S.C. §§ 470aa-470mm (1979).

L3 -* -» -

¢ |ocating Federal Facilities on Historic Properties in Our
Nation's Central Cities, Bxec. Or. 13006, 61 Fed. Reg. 26071
{May 21, 1996).

¢ Indian Sacred Sites, Exec. Or, 13007, 61 Fed. Reg. 26771
{May 24, 1996).

+  Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, Exec, Or, 13175, 65 Fed, Reg. 67249
(November b, 2000), and the Presidential Memorandum
for Government-ta-government Relations with Native
Amarican Tribal Governments, 59 Fed. Rag. 2295 {April 29,
1994},

«  Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment,
Exec. Or, 11593, 36 Fed. Reg. 8921, (May 13, 1971), 16
U.S.C. § 470 (1580),



Statute

Noise

Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, as
amended, 49 U.S.C, §§ 47501-47507 {1594},

Federal Aviation Act of 1958, et seq., as amended, 49
U.5.C. § 40101 {2005).

Control and Abatement of Aircraft Noise and Sonic Boom
Act of 1968, 49 U.S.C. § 44709 {2003).

Airport and Airway Improvement Act, 49 US.C. §§ 47101 -
47142 (2000),

Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, 49 U.S.C. §6 2101,
et seq,

Noise Control Act of 1972, 49 U.5.C. § 44715,

Implementing Regulations and Other Guidance

o 14 CF.R. Part 150 {2005),
¢ FAAAC150/5020-1, Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports,
* 14 CFR. Part 161 {2005).

Socioeconomic impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Heolth and Safety Risks

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low=income Populations Exec.
Or. 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (February 11,1994}
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks
and $afety Risks, Exec. Or, 13045, 62 Fed. Reg. 19885 [April
21,1997).

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Pub, L. 31-646, January 2,
1971, 84 Stat. 1894. [January 4, 2005)

Water Quality

Federal Water Pollution Cantrol Act, as amended {also
known as the Clean Water Act), 33 U.5.C. §§ 1251- 1387
(1987).

Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended, 42 U.5.C. § 300f to
300j-26 (1996).

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1980, 16 US.C. §§
661-666¢ (1980).

Wetlands

Clean Water Act, section 404, 33 U.S.C. 5 1344 (1987).
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899,43 U.S.C.
§401, et seq., Section 10.

Protection of Wetlands, Exec. Or. 11990, 42 Fed. Reg.
26961 (May 24, 1977).

DOT Order 5610.2, Environmental Justice in Minority an¢ Low-Income
Populations, April 15, 1997.

CEQ Environmental justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy

Act,
ceq1 97.pdf, December 10, 1997
Final Guidance for Consideration of Environmental Justice in Clean Air Act 309
Reviews, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepafenviro
justice 309revie w.pdf, July 1999,

42 US.C. 4601 et seq.; 49 CFR 1.48(cc).

40 CF.R. § 1508.27 (2004).

49 CF.R, Part 24 [2004).

FAA Order 5100.37A, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport
Projects.

FAA AC 150/5100-17, Land Acquisitions and Relocation Assistance for Airport
Improvement Program Assisted Protects.

«  40CFR. Parts 110-112, 116, 117, 122, 125, 129, 130, 131, 136, and 403 {2004)

¢ 33CFR. Parts 320- 330 (2004).
s DOT Order 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nation's Wetlands.



Federal Statutes, Regulations, Executive Orders, and Guidance,

Including FAA Advisory Circulars’

Statute

Implementing Regulations and Other Guidance

Wild and Scenic Rivers

«  Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, 16 U.5.C. §§ 1271-1287 J
{1968) .

36 C.F.R. Part 297 {2004),

DOT and the U.S5. Department of Agriculture, Wild and Scenic River Guidelines
for Eligibility, Classification and Management of River Areas, 47 Fed. Reg. 39454
(September 7, 1982).

CEQ Memorandum an Interagency Consultation to Avoid or Mitigate Adverse
Effects on Rivers in the Nationwide Inventory, 45 Fed. Reg. 59190 September
8,1980).

Additional FAA Advisory Circulars and Regulations

»  FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Dasign.

*  14CFR. Part 77 (2011},

»  FAA AC 150/5020-1, Moise Control and Compatibility Planning for Airports.
o FAA AC 150/5200-338, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports.

*  FAA AC150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design.
»  FAA AC 150/5370-10F, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT

SOUTHDAKOTA REGULATORY QFFICE
28563 POWERHOUSE ROAD, ROOM 118
PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA 57501-6174 —

December 27, 2012

South Dakota Regulatory Office
28563 Powerhouse Road, Room 118
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

City of Redfield HEC E g VED

Attn: Adam Hansen

626 Main Street DEC 2 8 2012

Redfield, South Dakota 57469
HELMS & ASSOCIATES

Dear Mr. Hansen:

Reference is made to the information received October 18, 2012, concerning Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act permit requirements. We have reviewed your request for a determination of
Section 404 CWA jurisdiction. The project site is located in Section 15, Township 116 North,
Range 64 West, Spink County, South Dakota.

Based on the information provided and a site visit conducted, we have determined that there
are nowaters of the United States (j.e. jurisdictional waters) located within the area you identified
for a jurisdictional determination. Therefore, the proposed activity within this project area is not
subject to Department of the Army regulatory authorities and no permit pursuant to Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act is required from the Corps of Engineers.

An approved jurisdictional determination (JD) has been completed for your project. This
ID is valid for 5 years from the date of this letter. The JD is enclosed and also may be viewed at
our website. The link to the website is shown below.  The JD will be available on the website
within 30 days. If you are not in agreement with the JD, you may request an administrative
appeal under Corps of Engineers regulations found at 33 C.F.R. 331. Enclosed you will find a
Notification of Administrative Appeal Options and Process and Request for Appeal form (RFA).
Should you decide to submit an RFA form, it must be received by the Corps of Engineers
Northwestern Division Office within 60 days from the date of this correspondence (by February
24, 2013). Itis not necessary to submit a RFA if you do not object to the JD.

The Omaha District, Regulatory Branch is committed to providing quality and timely
service to our customers. In an effort to improve customer service, please take a moment to
complete our Customer  Service Survey found on  our  website  at
hitp://per2 nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html. If you do not have Internet access, you may call and
request a paper copy of the survey that you can complete and return to us by mail or fax.

You can obtain additional information about the Regulatory Program from our website:
http://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/Missions/RegulatoryProgram/SouthDakota.aspx



If you have any questions or need any assistance, please feel free to contact this office at the
above Regulatory Office address or telephone Carolyn Kutz at (605) 224-8531 and reference action
ID NWO-2012-2472.

Sincerely,

%:;/ 7~ %.f-
4 Steven E, Naylor
Regulatory Program Manager,
South Dakota
CF: Edgar; Helms and Associates



APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers

This form should be completed by following the instructions provided in Section IV of the JD Forin Instructional Guidebook.

SECTION I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A. REPORT COMPLETION DPATE FOR APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (JD): December 17, 2012

B. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Omaha District, Redfield Airport, NW0-2012-2472-PIE

C. PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION:Isolated wetlands
State:SDx County/parish/borough:SpinkCity:Redfield
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format): Lat.44.85426N; Long.-98.52763W
Universal Transverse Mercator: 14
Name of nearest waterbody: Isolated Wetlands
Name of nearest Traditional Navigablc Water (TNW) into which the aquatic resource flows:N/A

me of Unit Code (H
Che ew area and/o al areas is/are available upon request.
Che ite mitigation ¢...) arc associated with this action and are recorded on a
different JD form.
D, (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):

SECTION II: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
A. RHA SECTION 10 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION,

There “navigable waters of the U/.5.” within Rivers and Harbors Act {RHA) jurisdiction {(as defined by 33 CFR part 329) in the
revic  ca. [Required|
Waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide,
Waters are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to transport interstate or foreign commerce,
Explain:

B. CWA SECTION 404 DETERMINATION OF JURISDICTION
There “waters of the U8 within Clean Water Act (CWA) jurisdiction (as defined by 33 CFR part 328) in the review arca. [Required]

1. Waters of the U.S.
a. Indicate presence of waters of U.S. in review area (check all that apply): !

TNWs, including territorial seas
Wetlands adjacent to TNWs
Relatively permanent waters’ (RPWs) that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands directly abutting RPWs that flow dircetly or indircetly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to but not directly abutting RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Wetlands adjacent to non-RPWs that flow directly or indirectly into TNWs
Impoundments of jurisdictional waters
Isolated (interstate or intrastate) waters, including isolated wetlands

b. Identlfy (estimate) size of waters of the U.S. in the review area:
Non-wetland waters; lincar feet; width (ft) and/or acres.
Wetlands: acres.

¢, Limits (boundaries) of jurisdiction based on:
Elevation of established OHWM (if known):

2. Non-regulated watersiwetlands (check if applicable):?
Potentially jurisdictional waters and/or wetlands were assessed within the review area and determined to be not jurisdictional.
Explain:The four wetland have no surface water connection to a surface tributary to a TNW, The wetlands do not have and
are not anficipated to have a nexus to interstate and/or foreign commerce .

! Boxes checked below shall be supported by completing the appropriate sections in Section 1T below.

% For purposes of this form, an RPW is defined as a tibutary that is not a TNW and that typically flows year-round or has continuous flow at least “seasonally”
{¢.g., typically 3 months).

* Supporting documentation is presented in Section IILF.



F NON-JURISDICTIONAL WATERS, INCLUDING WETLANDS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):

If potential wetlands were assessed within the review area, these areas did not meet the criteria in the 1987 Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual and/or appropriate Regional Supplements.

Review area included isolated waters with no substantial nexus to interstate (or foreign) commerce.
B Prior to the Jan 2001 Supreme Court decision in “SWANCC,” the review area would have been regulated based solely on the

“Migratory Bird Rule” (MBR).
[J Waters do not meet the “Significant Nexus™ standard, where such a finding is required for jurisdiction. Explain:
[0 Other (explain, if not covered above);

Provide acreage cstimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area, where the sole potential basis of jurisdiction is the MBR
factors (i.e., presence of migratory birds, presence of endangered species, use of water for irrigated agriculture), using best professional

width (fi).
ouree:
Site 2 - 21.28 acres
Site 3 - 2.0 acres
Site 4/5 - 3.5 acres,

Provide acreage estimates for non-jurisdictional waters in the review area that do not meet the “Significant Nexus™ standard, where such

a 1s required for jurisdiction {cheek all that apply)
Non-wetland waters (i.e., rivers, streams): linear feet, width (ft).
Lakes/ponds: acres.
Other non-wetland waters; acres. List type of aquatic resource:
Wetlands: acres.

SECTIONIV: DATA SOURCES.

A. SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for JD (check all that apply - checked items shall be included in ease file and, where checked
and requested, appropriately reference sources below):
Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant: Maps have been provided by the Agaent, Helms and
Associates.
" Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.
[ Office concurs with data shects/delineation report.
[] Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.
Data sheets prepared by the Corps:
Corps navigable waters’ study: .
1].5. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:
(] USGS NHD data.
USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps. Turtle/ 10160009
U.8. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Redfield South 1:24K,
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:
Natienal wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:Redhield South
State/Local wetland inventory map(s):
FEM A/FIRM maps: .
100-year Floodplain Elevation is: {National Geodectic Vertical Datum of 1929)
Photographs: (] Aerial Name & Date):
or [J Other (Name & Date):
Previous determinationd(s). File no. and date of response letter:
Applicable/supporting case law:
Applicable/supporting scientific literature:
Other information (please specify):

0 1 > R W

B. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO SUPPORT JD: The four wetlands are isolated pothole wetlands. Wetland [ is on the east side of
Highway 281 and is connected to Welland 2 via a culvert under the highway. A swale on the west end of Wetland Mo, 2 prohibits water from
Wetlands 1 and 2 to flow to the west to Turtle Creek. The surrounding area of the Redfield airport is flat. Wedands 3 and 4/5 are isolated
pothole wetlands that have developed through time from standing water in low areas. There are ne outflows from these wetlands. All four






H ; e]ms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
- - PO BOX 111

O -3'3;-;;_.{ ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS S i : S i?H_ONE (605) 225-]2]2

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3139

October 17, 2012

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Pierre Regulatory Office

Attention: CENWO-OD-R-SD/Naylot
28563 Powerhouse Road, Room 120
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

To Whom It May Concern,

As part of the Environmental Assessment that the City of Redfield is completing for
improvements (o the Redfield Municipal Airport for the FAA we are requesting a Jurisdictional
Determination be made for the wetlands that wonld be impacted with each of the alternatives.
Attached is Figure 4-3 with the wetlands that would be impacted hatched in red and numbered.
This area is in Sections 15 and 16 of T116N, R64W.

Please keep in mind that any wetlands impacted by the selected alternative must be mitigated
whether they are Corps Jurisdictional or not.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Assoclates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.I.T.
Enclosure

Cc:  City of Redficld



Brooke Edgar

From: Macy, Marc [Marc.Macy@state.sd.us)

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 5:00 PM

To: Brooke Edgar

Subject: RE: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Brooke,

After review of the FEMA flood insurance rate map {FIRM) panel, the Redfield Municipal Airport addition and expansion
in Spink County does not impact any FEMA designated Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The SFHA includes Zones A,
AO, AH, A1-30, AE, A99, AR, AR/A1-30, AR/AE, AR/AD, AR/AH, AR/A, VO, V1-30, VE, and V. The addition area is located
outside of the A Zone or 1 Percent Annual Chance Flood Hazard area {commonly referred to as the 100-year floodplain)
and is situated in a Zone X {area of minimal fleod risk); thus, a local floodplain development permit would not be
required. Thank you for ensuring the proposed preject would be in compliance with the Code of Federal Regulations 44,
Part 60 “Floodplain Management” Section. Please contact me with any questions.

Marc A, Macy

State NFIP Coordinator

SD Office of Emergency Management

118 West Capitol Avenue Pierre, SD 57501-5070
Phone: 605.773.2199  Fax: 605.773.3580

Web: Oem.sd.gov Follow OEM on Twitter ¥ or Facebook n

Confidentiality Note: The information contained in this email is confidential or privileged material and is intended only for use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed. Use or distribution of information contained in this email by any other individual or entity not intended to receive this
is strictly prohibited.

From: Brooke Edgar [mailto:brookee@helmsengineering.com]
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 2:34 PM

To: Macy, Marc

Subject: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment

tMr. Macy,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the Redfield Municipal Airport in
the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99 acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for
clearance in the wildiife fence construction and approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway 13/31,
construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10' wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport and the
filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

Upan our correspondence with the Department of the Army Corps of Engineers, it was recommended that we
coordinate with your office regarding compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program. We are requesting your
comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates. Attached is a vicinity map showing the location
of the airport respective to the City of Redfield and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased
(labeled Future Land Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

1



If you have any guestions, comments, or need any additional information regarding this matter, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience.

Thank you,

Brooke B. Edgar

Helms

ASSOCIATES

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS
221 Brown County Highway 19
PO Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 57401
Phone: (605)225-1212
Fax: (605)225-3189
Mobile: (605)380-4863

Email: brogke¢@helmsengineering.com



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
1616 CAPITOL AVENUE
OMAHA NE 68102-4901

REFLY TO

ATTENTION OF January 27, 2014

Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division

Ms. Brooke Edgar, Engineer in Training
Helms & Associates

221 Brown County Highway #19

P.O. Box 111

Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402

Dear Ms. Edgar:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District (Corps) has reviewed your letter
dated January 8, 2014 (received January 10, 2014) regarding the City of Redfield's
proposal to purchase approximately 99 acres of land for the construction of new
Runway 17/ 35 and a 10’ wildlife protection fence, and the abandonment/removal of
Runway 13/31 in Spink County, South Dakota. The Corps recommends you complete
the following actions:

Your plans should be coordinated with the state water quality office in which the
project is located to ensure compliance with federal and state water quality standards
and regulations mandated by the Clean Water Act and administered by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. Please coordinate with the South Dakota
Department of Environment & Natural Resources concerning state water quality
programs.

If you have not aiready done so, it is recommended you consult with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks regarding
fish and wildlife resources. In addition, the South Dakota State Historic Preservation
Office should be contacted for information and recommendations on potential cuftural
resources in the project area.

Furthermore, your plans should be coordinated with the local floodplain
administrators in which the project is located to ensure compliance with National Flood
Insurance Program. Please coordinate with the South Dakota Division of Emergency

Management located at:

South Dakota Division of Emergency Management
Attention: Mr. Marc Macy

118 W. Capitol Avenue

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Telephone: 605-773-3238

Fax: 605-773-3580 FEB 10
Email: marc.macv@state.sd.us 2014



Any proposed placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States
(including jurisdictional wetlands) requires Department of the Army authorization under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. You can visit the Omaha District’'s Regulatory
website for permit applications and related information. Please review the information
on the provided website (http://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/Missions/RegulatoryProgram.aspx)
to determine if this project requires a 404 permit. For a detailed review of permit
requirements, preliminary and final project plans should be sent to:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Pierre Regulatory Office

Attention: CENWO-0OD-R-SD/Naylor
28563 Powerhouse Road, Room 120
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Amanda Ciurej of my staff at
(402) 995-2897.

Sincerely,
Eric A. Laux

Acting Chief, Environmental Resources and Missouri
River Recovery Program Plan Formulation Section



e]ms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
- PO BOX 111
':ff' WASSOC IATES | ~ ABERDEEN, SD57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225 1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 8, 2014

Brad Thompson

U.S Army Corps of Engineers
Planning Division

Attention: CENWO-PM-AE
1616 Capital Avenue

Omaha, NE 68102-4901

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Thompson,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments conceming environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brocke B. Edgar, E.LT.

Enclosures
Cc: City of Redfield



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
1616 CAP(TOL AVENUE
OMAHA NE 681024901

JANUARY 23, 2009

PR st Y F e
L R Y IRV i '-"

Planning, Programs, and Project Management Division

. . FEB 0 4 2009
Michael Schmit
Helms & Associates SIS 2 ARen gee
221 Brown Co Hwy #19 HELMS & ABSOCIATES
P.O. Box 111

Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402-0111
Dear Mr. Schmit:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District (Corps) has reviewed your letter dated
January 8, 2009 regarding the Redfield Municipal Airport EA (A-4441). The Corps offers the
following comments:

The City of Redfield, South Dakota participates in the National Flood Insurance Program.
According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the proposed location for the project is located
outside of the 100-year flood plain, The FIRM is community-panel number 460081 0005B, dated
November 15, 1985. The possibility may exist, however, for a flood hazard that could result from
heavy rainfall in the immediate area, which would produce runoff in excess of storm sewer and
local drainage way capacities. Flooding which results from this phenomenon is usually quite
localized and shallow. Detailed definitions of this hazard would require a site-specific investigation,

Your plans should be coordinated with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, which is
currently involved in a program to protect groundwater resources. If you have not already done
s0, it is recommended you consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the South Dakota
Department of Game, Fish and Parks, regarding fish and wildlife resources. In addition, the
South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office should be contacted for information and
recommendations on potential cultural resources in the project area.

If construction activities involve any work in waters of the United States, a Section 404
permit may be required. For a detailed review of permit requirements, preliminary and final
project plans should be sent to:

U.S, Army Corps of Engineers

Pierre Regulatory Office

Attention: CENWO-0OD-R-SI)/Naylor
28563 Powerhouse Road, Room 120
Pierre, South Dakota 57501



In addition, please update your records with our current mailing address:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District
Planning Division

Attention; CENWO-PM-AE

1616 Capitol Ave.

Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4201

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Cindy Upah of my staff at (402) 995-2672.
Sincerely,
Brad Thompson, Chief
Environmental, Economics, and

Cultural Resources Section
Planning Branch



e 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

_ PO BOX 111
ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 9251212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
January 12, 2008 FAX (605) 225-3189
Brad Thompson

U.S. Amay Corps of Engineers, Omaha District =
Planning Division Fﬁ E‘ E ﬁ Eg P ?
215 North 17th Street

Omaha, NE 681024978

Re: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Thompson,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, umarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the ninway
realignment project:
“Construct a new primary runway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jeet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 as the cross wind runway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it usefidl life make a determination as to what surface is most economical, Fill
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

Thave enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments concerming environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated,

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E.I.T.
Enclosure

Cc: City of Redficld



RECEIVED

elms JAN 09 2044 271 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
AIR QUALITY PO BOX 111

ASSOCIATES PROGRAM ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CY;IL E}QGIN'EERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 2251212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378.4394
January 8, 2014 FAX (605) 225-3189
Brad Schultz
SD DENR
Air Quality Program
Joe Foss Building
523 East Capitol Avenue /
Pierre, SD 57501 REG E!\. ED
. 014
Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment AN 2012
Redfield, South Dakota , -
A-4441 HELMS & ASSOCIATES

Dear Mr. Schuliz,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10' wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B, Edgar, E.IT.

Enclosures ‘%w“
Ce: City of Redfield Dt LT [ 2O



%elms

W ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #1%
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS
Januyary 8, 2014

Brad Schultz

SD DENR

Air Quality Program

Joe Foss Building

523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Schultz,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10' wildlife fence around the

perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed

actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, EIT.

Enclosures
Cc: City of Redfield



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

PO BOX 111
OCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
January 12, 2009 H E FAX (605) 225-3189
John Miller
Department of Environment and Natural Resources JAN 13 2003
Surface Water Program SURFACE
Joe Foss Building WATER PROGRAM
523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, tumarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:
“Construct a new primary runway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jeet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use rumway 13/31 as the cross wind runway and when the current
pavemeni reaches the end of it useful life make a determination as to what surface is most economical. Fill
in the portion af the wetland that is necessary 1o construct the 35 end of the runway. "

T have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments coneerning environmental impaets.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely, AIR QUALITY DETERMINATION

Helms and Associates

Approved

Ce: City of Redfield



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
and NATURAL RESOURCES
JOE FOSS BUILDING

523 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA $7501-3182

denr.sd.gov

January 16, 2014

Brooke Edgar

Helms and Associates
221 Brown Co. Hwy 19
P.O.Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 57402

Dear Brooke

The South Dakota Department of Eavironment and Natural Resources (DENR) reviewed the
project proposed by City of Redfield concerning the municipal airport. The DENR finds that this
construction, using conventional construction techniques, should not canse vielation of any
statutes or regulations administered by the DENR based on the following recommendations:

1. Ata mmimum and regardless of project size, appropriate crosion and sediment control
measures must be installed to control the discharge of pollutants from the construction site.
Any construction activity that disturbs an area of one or more acres of land must have
authorization under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities. Contact the Department of Environment and Natural Resources for
additional information or gudance at 1-800-SDSTORM (737-8676) or

2. A Surfacc Water Discharge (SWD) pernt may be required if any constraction dewatering
should occur as a result of this project. Please contact this office for more information.

3. The discharge of pollutants from any source, including indiscniminate use of fill matenal,
may not cause destruction or impairment of wetlands and other surface water bodies except
where authorized under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Please
contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concerning this permit.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (605) 773-3351

Sincerely,

| RECE!
S g IO A ~VED
John Miller JAN 2 0 2014
Environmental Scientist .
Surface Water Quality Program HELMS & ASCUCIATES



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

PO BOX 111
(& bS()CI ATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189
January 8, 2014

John Miller

SD DENR

Surface Water Program
Joe Foss Building

523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr, Millez,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandomment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concemning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates
Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.

Enclosures
Cc: City of Redfield
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DEPARTMENT of ENVIRONMENT

and NATURAL RESOURCES
PMB 2020
JOE FOSS BUILDING
523 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA 57501-3182
FACES CheaT Puaces, i TR wwwstalesdusidenr
February 4, 2009
FEB 0% 2009
Michael Schmit
Helms and Associates 8 LG EE
221 Brown Co. Hwy 19
P.O.Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 57402

Dear Mr. Schmit:

The South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural. Resources (DENR) reviewed the
project proposed by City of Redfield concerning the airport project. The DENR finds that this
construction, using conventional construciion techniques, should not cause violation of any
statutes or regulations administered by the DENR based on the following recommendations:

1 Best Management Practices (BMP) for sediment and erosion control should be
incorporated into the planning, design, and construction of this project.

2 A General Storm Water Permit for Consiruction Activities may be required. If you have
any questions, please contact Al Spangler at 1-800-SDSTORM (1-800-737-8676).

3 The discharge of pollutants from any source, including indiscriminate use of fill material,
may not cause destruction or impairment of wetlands and other surface water bodies
except where authorized under Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
Please contaet the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concerning this permit.

[f you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (605) 773-3351.

Sincerely,
o o S
John Miller
Environmental Program Scientist. .- ... -

Surface Water Quality Program
Tt e et g

N care s om L
b . P -



elms 221 BROWN CO., HWY, #10
PO BOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
January 12, 2009 FAX (605) 225-318%
John Miller

Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Surface Water Program FBLE ﬁﬁp%’
Joe Foss Building "

523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project: '
“Construct a new primary ruxway 17/35; 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
feet. Abandon cross wind rurway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 ds the cross wind runway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it usefil life make a determination as to what surface is most economical. Fill
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

I have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments conceming environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions,

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, ELT.
Enclosure

Ce: City of Redfield
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~ Wildlife Division

Doepartment of Gome, Fish and Parks

U Foss Building
FAMZEET= | 93 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3182

February 3, 2014

Brooke Edgar

Helms & Associates

P.O. Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 57402-0111

RE: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Dear Brooke Edgar:

| have conducted a brief review of the modifications that are being proposed at the Redfield
Municipal Airport.

Here are some general guidelines that we recommend for this project:

Wildlife Fence:

+ Place gates at corners: an animal that inadvertently finds itself trapped inside is
more likely to find escape through an open corner gate than through a side gate.

» Assuming this is a woven-wire fence that will be constructed, ensure that the bottom
wire is brought tight to the ground and closely inspect areas where gullies or other
topographic features could cause gaps.

Recommend 12.5 gauge woven wire with maximum & inch squares.

Make the top highly visible by using a top rail, high visibility wire, or flagging.
Make a complete search inside the enclosure to ensure all wildlife species are
chased out before the final exclusion fence is completed.

Wetland Impacts:
» Runway construction near wetlands may pose risks to aircraft from flying waterfowl.

» Game, Fish and Parks will be providing comments within the Section 404 application
regarding the filling of wetlands.

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to
contact me at 605-773-7595.

Sincerely,
L=y
Lt e HECEIVED
Keith Fisk FEB 05 7944

Wildlife Damage Program Administrator

HELMS & ASSOCMTES

Phone: (605) 773-4193 FAX: (605) 773-6245



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

PO BOX 111

P A quCI ATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
, .

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394

January 8, 2014 FAX (605) 225-3189

Tom Kirschenmann

SD Dept. of Game, Fish and Parks
Division of Wildlife

523 E. Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-3181

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Kirschenmann,

The City of Redficld, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
petimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, ELT.

Enclosures
Ce: City of Redfield



DEPARTMENT OF GAME, FISH AND PARKS
Foss Building

523 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3182

l)("i

iy
-

FACES AT PACES

January 20, 2009

Mr. Michael A. Schmit, EI'T
Helms & Associates

221 Brown County Hwy 19
PO Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 57402-0111

RE: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Schmit;

South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks, Wildlife Division staff have reviewed the
proposed Redfield Municipal Airport project for potential adverse effects to fish, wildlife and
habitat resources. We provide the following comments to assist your agency and the project
sponsor in any further planning and environmental permitting required to build the project.

As indicated in your project proposal, an undetermined acreage of wetlands in the project area
would be filled as part of the land purchase for the Runway Protection Zones, Approach and
Transitional Surfaces, and future runway realignments. Pursuant to federal Clean Water Act
(Section 404) statute and accompanying regulations, filling of such jurisdictional waters should
be avoided, minimized and/or mitigated concurrently with project construction. Since it is your
intention to fill in the undetermined acres of wetlands, this office will be requiring compensatory
mitigation to adequately replace lost acres and their functions and values.

If you have not already done so, we suggest that you contact the US Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory office in Pierre at (605) 224-853 | regarding permitting necessary for the project.
During the 404 permit review process we may provide the Corps with additional
comments/recommendations regarding how adverse effects to wetland habitat can be minimized
or mitigated.

If you have any questions regarding the above, or would like additional recommendations
regarding mitigation strategies, please call me at (605) 773-6208.

Sincerely,

Vs Dt

Leslie Petersen
Aquatic Resource Coordinator

Wildtife Division: 605/773-3381 Parks and Recreation Division: 605/773-3391 FAX: GO5773-6245 TTY: GOB773-3381



e 221 BROWN CO. HWY, #10

POBOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605} 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394

January 12, 2008 FAX (605) 225-3189

N FILE Cgpy

South Dakota Dept. of Game, Fish and Parks
Division of Wildlife

523 E. Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-3181

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Kirschenmann,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future nmway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the ranway
realignment project:
“Construct a new primary runway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jeer. Abandon cross wind rumway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 as the cross wind rumway andwhen the eurrent
pavement reaches the end of it useful life make a determination as to what surface is most economical. Fill
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary fo construct thé 35 end of the runway.”

Thave enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts,

Your comments will be evaluated and included in ap Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions,

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schrtiit, ELT.
Enclosure

Ce: City of Redficld



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Janvary 8, 2014

EFPA Region VIII
ATTN: Larry Svoboda
Code # EPR-N

1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Svoboda,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.IT.

Enclosures
Ce: City of Redfield



SV STy UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY

REGION 8
1595 Wynkoop Streat
DENVER, CQ 80202-1129
Phone 800-227-8917

hitp:/fwww.epa.goviregion08 RECERNEU
JAN 2 6 7009
Ref: 8EPR-N
MEMORANDUM HELMS & ASS0GIATES
DATE: January 21, 2009

SUBJECT: Scoping for Environmental Reviews for airports in South Dakota at Faulkton, Aberdeen,

FROM

TO:

S

Dana A S8EPR-N
(303) 312-6870, (300) 227-8917 X 6870, Allen.Dana(@EPA .gov

Michael Schmidt, Helms and Associates

We have reviewed your request to identify issues that should be addressed in the environmental review of
the proposed project. The information was requested to comply with the NEPA regulations for FHWA,
FAA or Homeland Security.

[m]

K

x

Based on the information submitted, our review did not ideritify any specific issues that skould
be addressed in your environmental review.

From the information submitted we are unable to discern whether there are environmental issues,
We recommend that the proposed plans the proposed project plans be underlain by areal

photography, quad maps, etc. is instead of line d National Wetlands Inventory
map is online at; In the Dakotas, the NWI maps
are still useful in n and Redfield

Based on the Aberdeen information submitted, our review identified ___wetlands impacts,
increased noise impacts to surrounding homes, aie the subdivisions near the airport
environmental jnstice communities? asthe issue(s) that should be addressed in your
environmental review.

Because the information on the proposed project is prelim inary and limited in scope, we've listed below
some of EPA’s typical issues of cancern:

Avoid wetlands and riparian areas. The Army Corps of Engineers has the lead in identifying any
wetlands/waters of the US that may be impacted. I
Storm water controls during construction. Construction activities that disturb more than I acre
require a storm water permit, The maih requirement is to prepare a storm water pollution
prevention plan. The permits are issued either by the state or by EPA. Tn EPA Region 8, we
issue storm water permits for Indian country and for Federal facilities in Colorado. EPA’s
permits can be obtained electronically, For more information and to file for coverage under the

general storm water permits please see http:/f'www epa.goviregion08/water/stormwater/

construction.himl.



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

PO BOX 111
CIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605] 225.1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 12, 2009

EPA Region VIII

Attn; Larry Svoboda
Caode# EPR-N

1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129

Re Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Agsessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Svoboda,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Trangitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:
“Consiruct a new primary runway 17/33, 3,500 feet long with witimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jeet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 as the cross wind rumway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it useful life make a determination as to what surface is most economical. Fiil
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway. ”

1 have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

3037~

Michael A. Schmit, ELT,

Enclosure

Olgg

2324

Cc: City of Redfield

8o



ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

e]ms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111

January 12, 2009

EPA Region VIII

Cotch TR FILE COPY

1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Svoboda,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and & future unway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new nunway, turnarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield

Muaicipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:
“Construct a new primary riway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jeet. Abandon cross wind rurway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 as the cross wind rurmway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it usefil life make a determination as to what surface is most economical, Fill
In the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the rumway.

I'have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. 'We are requesting your comments conceming environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E.L.T.
Enclosure

Ce: City of Redfield



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

POBOX 111
A%SOC IATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111
CIV[L ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225‘ 1512

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (603) 225-3189
January 16, 2014

Deanna M. Peterson

U.S. Department of Agriculture
NRCS

200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203
Huron, SD 57350

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Ms. Peterson,

Attached is the completed AD-1006 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating) form for the above
referenced project.

The total points in Part VIT is 117. Therefore, per the correspondence dated January 15, 2014, if
the total points are less than 160 points, the proposed activity will have no significant impact on
the prime or land of statewide importance in Spink County.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.I.T.
Enclosure

Cc. City of Redfield



PART | {To be completed by Federal Agency)
Name Of Project 2 odifield Municipal Airport

U.S. Department of Agricuture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

Proposed Land Use b \ohase 6f 99 acres of land

PART Il {To be compieied by NRCS)

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 2/8/14
Federal Agency involved FAA

County And State  gpink County, South Dakota
Date By N 095108

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes Acres Imigated  Average Famm Size
(i no, the FPFA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form). |

Farmabla Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Farmland As Defined

Major Crop{s)

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used
Cropland Productivity

% 88 Acres: 587,891 %61

Name Of Local Site Assessment Sysiem Date Land Evaluation Retumed By NRCS

None

PART Il (To be completed by Federal Agency) Site A Site B Site C D

A, Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 98.0

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Ind 0.0

C. Total Acres In Site 8%.0 0.0 0.0 00
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Information

A, Total Acres Prime And Farmland 15.7

B. Acres Statewide And Local | Farmland 388

C. Of Farmland n Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted Palall

D. Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or H Relalive Value 73.0

PART V {To be complated by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 58 0 0 0
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted of 0 to 100

PART VI {To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum
Sile Assessment Criteria (Thess criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) Points
1. Area In Nonurban Use ~
. Perimeter In Nonurban Use
. Percent Of Site Farmed
. Protection Provided  State And Local Government
. Distance From Urban Builtup Area
. Distance Te Urban Services
. Size Of Present Farm Unit red To
. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
9 Of Farm Services
10. On-Farm Investments
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Services
12. Com With Existing Agriculturai Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 180 ¥
PART VIl {To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Fart v} 106 58 0 0 0
Site Assessment above or a focal 160 '5()‘ 0 0 o

W=~ h WK

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 - 0 0 0

. . Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Site Selected Date Of Selection Yes ] No

Reason For Selection

{See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 {10-83)
This form: was elecorically produced by Mational Praduclion Services Staff



United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service

200 Fourth Street SW Phone: (605) 352-1200
Huron, South Dakota 57350 Fax: (855) 2562565
)
January 15, 2013 2 (:%2"
4 Y NS

X Ty il
Brooke B. Edgar, E.IT. Ay &, < D
Helms & Associates d')..g& K772
221 Brown Co. Hwy. #19 ) ,
P.O. Box 111 %),
Aberdeen, SD 57402-0111 <

RE: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Ms. Edgar:
Attached is the completed AD-1006 form for the subject proposal.

The project does impact prime farmland and land of statewide importance. Enclosed is a
Farmiand Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) for this project. We have completed Parts
I through V. Please complete parts VI, and Vi If the TOTAL POINTS in part VIl is less than 160
points, the proposed activity will have no significant impact on the prime or land of statewide
importance in Spink County, and no further alternatives need be considered.

Please return a copy of the forms, upon completion, to this office. If you have any questions,
please contact Barb Hall, GIS Specialist, at {(605) 352-1256.

Sincerely,

Oona VI FI——

DEANNA M. PETERSON
State Soil Scientist

Helping People Help the Land
An Equal Opporlunity Provider and Employer



221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
POBOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, $D 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-373-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 8, 2014

Janet Oertly

State Conservationist

U.S. Department of Agriculture
NRCS

200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203
Huron, SD 57350

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-444]

Dear Ms. Oertly,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the
Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts of the proposed updates.
Attached is a vicinity map showing the location of the airport respective to the City of Redfield
and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (Izbeled Future Land
Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration. Your comments will be evaluated and
included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed
actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates
Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.

Enclosures
Cc: City of Redfield



ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
PAX (605) 225-3189

elm S 221 BROWN CO. HWY, #19
PO BOX 111

February 20, 2009

bi FILE COPY
United States Department of Agriculture

National Resource Conservation Service
200 4% Street SW
Huron, SD 57350

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-444]

Dear Ms. Oertly,

Enclosed is the Fanmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) that you sent our office
with a letter dated February 3. We have completed parts VI and VII per your request and the
Total Points for Part VILis 101. Therefore, it is our belief that the project will not have a
significant impact on the prime and important farmland in Spink County.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at any time.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E.LT.
Wienclosure

Ce:  City of Redfield



U.5. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART I (To be completed by Fedsral Agency) Date  Land Request 45009
Mame Of Project Redfield Municipal Airport Federal Agancy Involved EHA
Proposed Land Use Ajrport property expansion Caunly And State Spink South Dakota
PART Il be complsted by NRCS) Date Request Received By 9I75/08
Does larmlang? Yes Actes Average Farm
{if no, of this form). 2,018 ac
o n Amaunt As n
Corn, E‘foyfbeans, Wheat % o Acras: %76
HNama Of System Used Local Site Assessment System Date Land By NRCS
Seuth Dakola Dept..of Revenue Nong 213109
PART Nl {To he completed by Feders! Agancy) Ste o
A. Total Be Converted 171.8
B. Tolal Acres To Be Converted 0.0
C. Tolal Acres In Site 1 8 0.0 0.0 00
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A, Farmland 0.0
B. Total E.oeal Farmtand 81.4
C. of In Or Unit To Be 0.0
D of Jurisdicion ~ Same Or Relalive Value 0@
PART V (To be by NRCS) ' Land Evaluation Criterion 30
Relative Of Farmland To Be Converted of 0 (o 100 0 0 0
PART VI (To ba compieled by Federal Agancy) Maximum
Site Assassment Criteria (These crterfa are explained in 7 CFR 658.5() Paints
1. Arsa In Nonurban Use ‘g i
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use O ¥
3. Percent Of Site - o
4. Proleclion Provided  Slate And Local Government ] 0
5. Distance From Urban B Area o 5
8. Distance To Urban Services 7
7. Size  Present Farm Unit To ]
8. Craation Of Nonfarmable Fasrmland o
8, Of Farm Services N 2
10. On-Farm Invastmenis Z {
11. Efigcts Of Conversion On Farm Services 2 /
12. With Use '
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 o
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Refalive Value OF Farmland {From Part V) 100 0 0 0
Part  above ora 180 % ? 0 0
TOTAL PQINTS {Total of above 2 lines) 260 f¢l a 0 0
. A Local Sita A:
Site Selected: Dale Of Selection e O
Reascon For Saleclion;
{See Instruciions on reverse sida} Form AD-1006 (10-83)

This korm was electronically prodused by Nalianai Froduckon Secvices Staff



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

Step |- Federal agencies involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection
Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts [ and Il of the form.

Step 2 - Orig copies A, B and C together with maps i site(s), to the Natural Resources
Conservation 8 local field office and retain copy D for ¢ has 2 field office in most counties
in the U.8. Th s usually located in the county seat. A li ons are available from the NRCS
Stale Conserva state).

Step 3 — NRCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the pro-
posed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmband,

Step ‘4 — In cages where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converied by the proposed project, NRCS field offices will com-
plete Parts 1L, IV and V of the form.

Step 5 - NRCS will retum copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency invalved in the project. {Copy C will be retained for
NRCS records),

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Paris I and VI of the form.

Step 7 — The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conver-
sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency’s intemnal policies.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

PartI:  In completing the "County And State” questions list all the local governments that are responsible
for local land controls where site(s) are to be evaluated.

Part IIL: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following:

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conver-
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them.

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project Jjustification
(e.g. highways, ufilities) that will cause a direct conversion.

Part VI: Do not complete Part V1 if a local site assessment is used.,

ent criterion as shown in § 6585 (b) of CFR. In cases of
erline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply
will be weighed a maximum of 25 points, and criterion

level, may assign relative weights among the 12 gite assessment
rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned relative adjust-
m total weight points at [60.

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowestscores.

or local site assessment is used
assessment points to a base of 160,
1te "A" js rated 180 points:

Maximum points possible 200



United States Department of Agriculture

GNRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Senvice
200 Fourlh Street SW Phone: (605) 352-1200
Huron, South Dakota 57350 Fax: (605) 352-1270

February 3, 2009

Mr. Michae! A. Schmit, E.L.T.
Helms and Associates

221 Brown County Hwy 19

P.O. Box 111

Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402

RE: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Dear Mr. Schmit:

We have reviewed the site map of the proposed land acquisitions for this airport in Spink
County.

The project does impact important farmland. Enclosed is a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating
Form (AD-1006) for this project. We have completed Parts | through V. Please complete Parts
VI and VII. If the Total Points in part V| is less than 160 points, the proposed activity will have
no significant impact on the prime and important farmland in Faulk County, and no further
alternatives need be considered.

Please return a copy of the form, upon completion, to this office. Please contact Dan Shurtliff at
(605) 352-1254, if you have any questions on completing this form.

Sincerely,

oo Y Veltze

DEANNA M. PETERSON
State Soil Scientist

Enclosure

cc: Shane Jordan, DC, NRCS, Redfield FO

Helping People Help the Land

An Equel Dpporlunily Provider and Employst



e 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 574020111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 20, 2008

Janet Oertl L

State Conserationist 4 ’fi {@'

U.S. Department of Agriculture g, ;ﬁj} ”
NRCS "y-ﬁ."_‘_,,;'-_;‘:.jérf
200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203 o

Huron, SD 57350

Re: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-444]1

Dear Ms. Oertly,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield

Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:

“Construct a new primary rurway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
JSeet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use rurway 13/31 as the cross wind runway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it useful life make a determination as to what surface is most economical, Fill
in the portion of the wetiand that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

[ have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions,

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
‘Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E.I.T.
Enclosure

Cc: City of Redfield



RECEIVED

e]ms JAN 09 7% 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
; PO BOX 111
‘& AS

SSOCIATES | US.Fiii S WILOLTE 65T | ABERDEEN, SD 574020111
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
concurs with your conclusion that the
described project will not E-ld‘."{?‘.'f’-?l'-'ﬂiy
January 8’ 22Uk ;.}-j-.—-;::t listed species. Contact this
office if changes are made or new
Scott Larson information becomes available.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service o /‘1’ [/ (7/
Ecological Services, South Dakota Field Office e S[_‘JTiélH'SuEervi_sbr_ =
ate
420 S. Garfield Avenue USFWS

Pierre, SD 57501-5408

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment

Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441 FEB 0 ¢ 2014
Dear Mr. Larson, HELMS & ASSOCIATES

Please find the enclosed information required for a Section 7 Consultation of the above
referenced project. In addition, please find enclosed a vicinity map showing the location of the
airport respective to the City of Redfield and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land
to be purchased (labeled Future Land Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration.

Project Description
The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the

Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximaiely 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

Description of Specific Areas Affected
Redfield Municipal Airport

Redfield, South Dakota
Spink County
Listed below are the legal descriptions of the location of the airport and land proposed to be
purchased:
E1/72 Section 16  TI116N R64W
NE 1/4 Section21  T116N R64W



Listed Species or Critical Habitat Potentially Affected

Group Name Status Habitat
Whooping Crane Croplands and palustrine
(Grus Americana) Endangered wetlands during migration
Bird
" Relow Broposed LR o and
(Calidris Canutus Rufa) Threatened . S
states during migration
Fishes Topeka Shiner Endangered Streams and Creeks within
eastern SD
M Is Northern Long-Eared Bat Proposed Caves and crevices of live
(Myotis Septentrionalis) Endangered and dead trees.

Description of Affect on Listed Species or Critical Habitat

The Whopping Crane (Grus Americana) is North America's tallest bird, with the males being up
to 5 feet tall standing, It is snowy white, except for black primaries, black or grayish specialized
feathers attached to the upper leading end of the wing, sparse black bristly feather on the side of
the head from the bill to the angle of the jaw, and a dark gray-black wedge-shaped patch on the
nape. The Whopping Crane is known to migrate through central South Dakota. Their habitats
during migration include croplands and large palustrine wetlands.

The Red Knot (Calidris Canutus Rufa) is approximately 25-28 cm in length and the adults vary
in colors from the spring to the winter. These birds may fly more than 9,300 miles from south to
north and repeat the trip in reverse every autumn. For much of the year, red knots eat small
clams, mussels, snails and other invertebrates. They may stopover during migration in the
northern plains primarily in the spring.

The Topeka Shiner is listed as an “endangered” species. It is a small minnow with dark lateral
and back stripes. They are known to occupy numerous small prairie streams and creeks within
eastern SD and are most concentrated within the Big Sioux, Vermillion, and James River
watersheds.

The Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis Septentrionalis) is a medium-sized bat about 3-3.7 inches
with a wingspan of 9-10 inches with long ears. They spend their winters hibernating in caves
and summers roosting underneath bark, in cavities or in crevices of both live and dead trees.

The proposed parcels of land to be purchased are curreatly used for agricultural purposes and do
not contain any streams or high quality, native, tallgrass prairies. There have been no critical
habitats identified in the project area. None of the above mentioned species are likely to be
found in the project area. Therefore, we do not anticipate any affect on the listed species.

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No direct, indirect or curmulativ the listed or proposed species for Spink County, SD
are anticipated as the land to be purchased is currently used for agricultural purposes and the
areas not developed will likely be converted to similar crops already found on airport property.




The proposed runway construction, wetland filling/mitigation and wildlife fence will not impact
any of the species' habitats.

Measures to Avoid/Reduce Impacts on Listed Species or Critical Habitat

The Sponsor, with the help of construction workers, would keep a vigilant watch for Whooping
Cranes and cease all work if they are sighted until the birds have moved away from the
construction area. Any sightings would be reported to the USFWS and the FAA Bismarck
Airport District Office.

Topeka Shiners are not known in the area and are generally not found in isolated wetlands or
drainages. The wetlands located on current and future airport property have been determined to
be isolated by the Department of the Army Corps of Engineers on December 17, 2012.

No other measures will be taken to reduce impacts, with the exception of standard BMPs, as
there will be no construction impacting high quality, native, tallgrass prairies.

Determination

Based on the information obtained from http.//ecos.fws.gov/ipac and

http://www . fws. gov/southdakotafieldoffice/endangered_species.htm and the fact that land will
not be significantly disturbed, we are submitting a determination that this proposed project will
MAY AFFECT, NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY AFFECT any federally listed species or
their habitats.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are
preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

g —

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Enclosure

Cc: City of Redfield



elms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 8, 2013

Scott Larson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services, South Dakota Field Office
420 S. Garfield Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-5408

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Larson,

Please find the enclosed information required for a Section 7 Consultation of the above
referenced project. In addition, please find enclosed a vicinity map showing the location of the
airport respective to the City of Redfield and a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land
to be purchased (labeled Future Land Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35 configuration.

Project Description
The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the

Redfield Municipal Airport in the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99
acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and
approximately 96.2 acres is for 2 new runway alignment at the Redfield Municipal Airport.
Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway
13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the
perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

Description of Specific Areas Affected
Redfield Municipal Airport
Redfield, South Dakota
Spink County
Listed below are the legal descriptions of the location of the airport and land proposed to be
purchased:
E /2 Section 16  T116N Ro4W
NE 1/4 Section21  T116N R64W




Listed Species or Critical Habitat Potentially Affected

Group Name Status Habitat

Whooping Crane Croplands and palustrine
(Grus Americana) Endangered wetlands during migration

B koo sy S, i
(Calidris Canutus Rufa) Threatened . >

states during migration
. . Streams and Creeks within

Fishes Topeka Shiner Endangered castern SD

M als Northern Long-Eared Bat Proposed Caves and crevices of live
(Myotis Septentrionalis) Endangered and dead trees,

Description of Affect on Listed Species or Critical Habitat
The Whopping Crane (Grus Americana) is North America's tallest bird, with the males being up

to 5 feet tall standing. It is snowy white, except for black primaries, black or grayish specialized
feathers attached to the upper leading end of the wing, sparse black bristly feather on the side of
the head from the bill to the angle of the jaw, and a dark gray-black wedge-shaped patch on the
nape. The Whopping Crane is known to migrate through central South Dakota. Their habitats
during migration include croplands and large palustrine wetlands.

The Red Knot (Calidris Canutus Rufa) is approximately 25-28 cm in length and the adults vary
in colors from the spring to the winter. These birds may fly more than 9,300 miles from south to
north and repeat the trip in reverse every autumn. For much of the year, red knots eat small
clams, mussels, snails and other invertebrates. They may stopover during migration in the
northern plains primarily in the spring.

The Topeka Shiner is listed as an “endangered” species. It is a small minnow with dark lateral
and back stripes. They are known to occupy numerous small prairie streams and creeks within
eastern SD and are most concentrated within the Big Sioux, Vermillion, and James River
watersheds.

The Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis Septentrionalis) is a medium-sized bat about 3-3.7 inches
with a2 wingspan of 9-10 inches with long ears. They spend their winters hibemnating in caves
and summers roosting underneath bark, in cavities or in crevices of both live and dead trees.

The proposed parcels of fand to be purchased are currently used for agricultural purposes and do
not contain any streams or high quality, native, tallgrass prairies. There have been no critical
habitats identified in the project area. None of the above mentioned species are likely to be
found in the project area. Therefore, we do not anticipate any affect on the listed species.

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No direct, indirect or cumulati the listed or propesed species for Spink County, SD
are anticipated as the land to be purchased is currently used for agricultural purposes and the
areas not developed will likely be converted to similar crops already found on airport property.



The proposed runway construction, wetland filling/mitigation and wildlife fence will not impact
any of the species' habitats.

Measures to Avoid/Reduce Impacts on Listed Species or Critical Habitat

The Sponsor, with the help of construction workers, would keep a vigilant watch for Whooping
Cranes and cease all work if they are sighted until the birds have moved away from the
construction area. Any sightings would be reported to the USFWS and the FAA Bismarck
Alirport District Office.

Topeka Shiners are not known in the area and are generally not found in isolated wetlands or
drainages. The wetlands located on current and future airport property have been determined to
be isolated by the Department of the Army Corps of Engineers on December 17, 2012.

No other measures will be taken to reduce impacts, with the exception of standard BMPs, as
there will be no construction impacting high quality, native, tallgrass prairies.

Determination

Based on the information obtained from hitp://ecos.fws.gov/ipac and

htip-/Awww . fws.pov/southdakotafieldoffice/endangered _species.him and the fact that land will
not be significantly disturbed, we are submitting a determination that this proposed project will
MAY AFFECT, NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY AFFECT any federally listed species or
their habitats.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are
preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.ILT.
Enclosure

Ce: City of Redfield
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Ms. Bessken,

We are preparing an Environmental Assessment {EA) for the City of Redfield. The Redfield Municipal
Airport is proposing to purchase approximately 172 acres of land and construct new Runway 17/35.
Also proposed is the filling/draining of approximately 24 acres of wetlands located on airport property
and construction of a wildlife fence for the Redfield Municipal Airport based on the original site visit by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Wildlife Service, see attached drawing and Site Visit.

From the original response from the US Fish and Wildlife Service to the proposed project in a letter
dated February 2, 2009 (attached), the wetland impacts were identified and incorporated into our EA.
Bald eagle impacts are identified as pratected hy the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and no construction will occur within 1/4 mile of any known active bald eagle
nest. Asincorporated into the EA, if any new nests are found, construction will cease and the nest will
be reported to the appropriate agencies. The caomments on the protection of wetlands are also
incorporated into to EA.

The Whooping Crane (Grus americana) and the Topeka Shiner {Notropis topeka) were identified as
endangered species that may occur in the project area. Neither Whooping Cranes or Topeka Shiners
are known in the area especially in the wetlands on current and future airport property. A yearlong
Phase Il Envirenmental Assessment Wildlife Study was concluded in June 2011 by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture Wildlife Service and did not identify any endangered species on or near the airport.

We, along with E. Lindsay Guttilla, Regional Environmental Specialist, of the FAA Great Lakes Region
Office, are submitting to your office for concurrence, a determination that the proposed project "may

affect - not likely to adversely affect” the Whooping Crane and Topeka Shiner,

If you have any questions, comments, or need any additional information regarding this matter, please
feel free to contact our office at your convenience.

Thank you for your assistance,

Brooke B. Edgar The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
concurs with your conclusion that the
described project will not adversely

e affect listed species. Contact this

office if changes are made or new

ASSOCIATES information becomes ayailable.
CIVIE NN RS S AR D SL R E Y s /0////?\ ,Oé%%
221 Brown County Highway 19 Date SD Field Supervisor
PO Box 111 USFWS




Aberdeen, SD 57401
Phone: (605)225-1212
Fax: (605)225-3189
Email: brookee@helmsengineering.com
FCF N | POF | B3 -
jk‘

FIGURE 2.2 - Future Land Purchase and New Rurway pdf USFN Heséonsepdf Redfield Site Visit pdf



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
420 South Garfield Avenue, Suite 400
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-5408 e
i
February 2, 2009 [ FEB 68 2008
HEL 5 -

Mr. Michael A. Schmit, ELT.

Helms and Associates

221 Brown County Highway 19
P.O.Box 111

Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402-0111

Re: Redfield Municipal Airport, # A-4441,
Spink County, South Dakota

Dear Mr. Schmit:

ated January 12, 2009, requesting environmental
project involving the purchase of approximately
at the Redfield Municipal Airport, Spink County,

unavoidable, then measures should be undertak

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and Ex
encourages the protection and conservation of
wetlands, the Service encourages; 1) avoi
impacts to wetlands if they cannot be avo
impacted by a project.

Generally, once all measures to avoid and minimize impacis to the maximum extent possible
have been taken, the Service recomm gation in the form of restoration of drained
wetlands at aratio of 1:1. If creation

wetland losses, a 2:1 ratio (restored:impacted) is

lower rate of establishment success, may result i

Or may no

thus, they

wetlands i

net loss” of wetlands as outlined in Executive Order 11990.



We recommend tha.
act locations of these
ay apply regarding these sites. You can contact
39650 Sand Lake Drive, Columbia, South
Dakota 57433, Telephone No. (605) 885-6320.

In ac dangered Species Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et
St;ch% ng federally listed species may occur in the project area
(this

Status

Endangered

Endangered Known Resident.

ng grounds and
pastures; wet
ck ponds; and
sites frequently
st. Additionally, should construction occur
isturbances to whooping cranes exists.
critical times of the year. We recommend that
e that can be done to reduce disturbance besides
been observed. The birds normally do not stay
ooping crane sightings should be reported to

this office.

Topeka shiners are known to occupy numerous small streams ' akota, and
most are concentrated within the Big Sioux, Vermillion, and J . Survey
efforts continue to reveal additional inhabited streams. If sma e affected

by your construction, please contact this office for best management practices to minimize
potential impacts specifically to Topeka shiners.

Bald eagles oc aring each year. The bald
eagle is no lon the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act should eccur within cne-

quarter mile of any known active bald eagle nest, The species’ nesting season is January to
August, Any nests found should be reported to this office.

If the Fed dre ect "may
adversely ta, i from this
office. If Iya project, it

should be submitted to this office for concurrence. If a "no effect" determination is made, further
consultation may not be necessary. However, a copy of the determination should be sent to this
office,

If changes are made in the project plans or operating criteria, or if additional information
becomes available, the Service should be informed so that the above determinations can be
reconsidered.



The Service appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this project and your
information regarding the City of Redfield’s intentions for development of this area. If you haw,
any questions on these comments, please contact Charlene Bessken of this office at (605) 224-
8693, Extension 231.

Sincerely,

A Creilm

Pete Gober
Field Supervisor
South Dakota Field Office

Enclosures

cc; Corps of Engineers/Regulatory; Pierre, SD
FW5/Sand Lake WMD; Columbia, SD
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e]ms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
: POBOX 111

ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225.1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394

FAX (605) 225-3189

January 12, 2008

Donald Gober, Field Supervisor F E E,. E E @ p
United States Department of Interior
Figh and Wiidlife Service

420 8. Garfield Avenue
Picrre, SD 57501-5408

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Mr. Gober

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:
“Construct a new primary runway 17/35, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potential to be extended to 4,100
Jfeet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use rurway 13/31 as the cross wind runway and when the current

pavement reaches the end of it usefil life make a determtination as to what surface is most economical, Fill
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

1 have enclosed a layout sheet :showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construetion. We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response wonld be greatly appresiated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E1.T.
Enclosure

Ce; City of Redfield
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p

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS  SEC TION 106 CONSULTATION PHONE (605) 225-1212
Concurrance of the State Historic Preservation Q8RR
Office doss not ralive the federal ageny 0 o= '( 680858) e

official from consuiting with other appropriate
January 13, 2014 parties, a0 doscribed in 38 CFR Port &o.z(c).
Pursuant o J06 SRR art S00,13, if historic

. properties are discoverad or unanticipated
Amy Rubingh . . effacts on historic properties found after the
Review and Compliance Archacologist agency officizl has completed the Section 108

: ; : process, the agsncy officlal shall avoid, minl-

Office of State Historic Preservation Officer neize or mitigate the advarse effects to such
900 Governors Drive properties and notify the SHPO/THFO, and
Pierre, SD 57501 Indian tribes thai miak attach religious and

cultural significsnce to the affacted property
within 45 hours of the discovery.

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment RE CF
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441 FEB 0 4 2014
Dear Ms. Rubingh, HELIMS & A%, .

Please find enclosed the updated information required for a Section 106 Review of the above
referenced project. Following new FAA standards, the proposed project at the Redfield
Municipal Airport has been revised. A reduced number of acres is proposed to be purchased
which can be seen in the revised APE map attached.

Since we have found that there are no historic properties present in the Area of Potential Effect
for the proposed actions at the Redfield Municipal Airport, we are resubmitting the same
determination of NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED. The previously submitted "A
Short Format Report of a Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the Wetland Redfield Airport
Improvements Project in Spink County, South Dakota” by Jeff Buechler is attached as that survey
was comprised of a larger area of land than what is now proposed.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.
SECTION 106 DETERMINATION

Sincerely, _ Based upon the information provided tq the South Dakota
Helms and Associates State Historic Pressrvation Office on _\%E,G.}NL_

we concur with your agency's determination of “No Hlstuﬂc'
erties Afiectad” for this undartaking.
rau,. D Vout
ooke B. Edgar, E.L'T. Stdtp Histori Pré@ewwomcer (SHPO)
By: QJ,V\J 2 e

W/Enclosures azhd d OOV AT
Cc: City of Redfield Date SHPO Project #




e]ms 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
> PO BOX 111
QQ%;(A SSOCIATES ABERDEEN, $D 574020111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 13, 2014

Amy Rubingh

Review and Compliance Archaeologist
Office of State Historic Preservation Officer
900 Governors Drive

Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Ms. Rubingh,

Please find enclosed the updated information required for a Section 106 Review of the above
referenced project. Following new FAA standards, the proposed project at the Redfield
Municipal Airport has been revised. A reduced number of acres is proposed to be purchased
which can be seen it the revised APE map attached.

Since we have found that there are no historic properties present in the Area of Potential Effect
for the proposed actions at the Redfield Municipal Airport, we are resubmititing the same
determination of NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED. The previously submitted "A
Short Format Report of a Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the Wetland Redfield Airport
[mprovements Project in Spink County, South Dakota™ by Jeff Buechler is attached as that survey
was comprised of a larger area of land than what is now proposed.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates
Brooke B, Edgar, E.IT.

W/Enclosures
Cc: City of Redficld
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=Y 50UTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCHETY
SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
L . SECTION 108 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Submission of a compieted Section 108 Project Review Form with adaquate information and attachments constitutes
a request for review pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). Section
106 requires the South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office to review all projects that are federally funded,
licensed, or assisted. We reserve the right to request more information if needed. Typsd forms are preferred.
SUBMITTAL OF THIS FORM WITHOUT ALL REQUESTED INFORMATION WiLL CAUSE REVIEW DELAYS.

Section 106 regulations provide for a 30-day response time by the South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office
from the date of receipt of complete information.

For projects requiring a license from the Federal Communications Commission, piease use FCC Forms 620 or 621.
DO NOT USE THIS FORM.

I. PROJECT INFORMATION

[0 THIS IS A NEW SUBMITTAL
[ THIS IS MORE INFORMATION RELATING TO SHPO PROJECT #  120921006F

1. PROJECT NAME: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment

2. FEDERAL AGENCY FUNDING, LICENSING, OR ASSISTING THE PROJECT
A. AGENCY NAME; Federal Avlation Administration

B. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON: _Lindsay Guttita BUTLER.

C. MAILING ADDRESS: 2300 East Devon Avenue, Des Plaines, IL 60018

D. EMAIL ADDRESS: indsanGuitiifa@iaagow- LINDSAY BUTER @ Fid . GOV

E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: (847} 294 - 7723

3. STATE AGENCY FUNDING, LICENSING, OR ASSISTING THE PROJECT, IF APPLICABLE
A. AGENCY NAME: South Dakota Department of Transportation Office of Aeronautics

B. AGENCY CONTACT PERSCN: _Jennifer Boshm

€. MAILING ADDRESS: 700 East Broadway Avenus, Pierre, SD 57501

D. EMAIL ADDRESS: _jennifer.boehm@state.sd.us

E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: _(805) 773 - 4430

F.IF THIS IS A GRANT

PROGRAM, PLEASE INCLUDE

THE NAME OF THE PROGRAM
{FOR EXAMFLE, CDBG OR SRF). Airports Improvement Program

4, CONSULTANT CONTACT PERSON, IF APPLICABLE
A. COMPANY NAME: Helms & Associates

B. CONTACT PERSON: _Brooke B. Edgar, E.l.T.

C. MAILING ADDRESS: _P.0. Box 111, Aberdeen, SD 57402

D. EMAIL ADDRESS: _brookee@helmsengineering.com

E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: _{605) 225 - 1212




SOUTH DARDTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION GFFCE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

5. PROJECT LOCATION
A. ADDRESS: Sections 16, 21 T116N R84W
B. CITY: Redfield, SD
C. COUNTY: $pink County

D. TOWNSHIP: T116éN E.RANGE RG4W F. SECTION 16, 21

G. Provide a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map of the project area. If the project is in an urban area, show the
location(s) on a city map. Photocopies are acceptable, but poor quality maps or insufficient information will
cause review delays. Do not enlarge or reduce the map

Is a map showing the exact location of the project attached to this form?
YESDJorNO []

6. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Describe all anticipated work associatad with the project. Be specific. The description should include all ancillary
facilities such as access roads, placement of utilities, additionat outhuildings, fences, material borrow areas,
staging areas, etc. Use as much space and as many pages as needed to clearly describe the project.

The City of Redfleld, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the Redfield
Municipai Alrport in the past. The City is now to purchase approximately 99 acres of land.
Approximately 2.8 acres s for clearance in the wildlife fence construction and approximately 96.2 acres s
for a new runway alignment at the Redfielkd Municipal Airport. Along with the land purchases, the alrport is
proposing the removallabandoniment of Runway 13/31, construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction
of a 10' wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport and the filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

The current Alrport property Js located in the NE 1/4 of Section 16 T116N R84W. The area proposed to be
purchased for the runway realignment is located in the SE 1/4 of Section 18 and NE 1/4 of Section 21 T118N
RE64W. Areas proposed to be purchased for wildlife fence clearance s in the NW 1/4 of Section 16 T116N.

A Cultural Resources Invantoty Survey of the Redfield Municipal Airport was conducted and a report dated

September 21, 2012 has previously been submitted to SHPO. The areas of land to be purchased have been
_narrowed. The Survey covered airport property and all of the proposed land to be purchased with the

exception of the 2.8 acres now required for the 10 wildlife fence clsarance on the northwest corner of atrport

property.



SOUTH DAKDTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

7. PROJECT PLANS
Plans, drawings, engineering specifications etc. should be included to help explain the project, but these cannot
replace the above verbal description. If new construction is involved, elevation drawings and plans should be
included.

Are plans, drawings, engineering specifications, or similar documents attached to this fdrm?
YES [ or NOQIZI

8. PHOTOGRAPHS
Provide several clear, original photographs of the project location. Also, include photographs of every affected
buildings/structures, including an overall front view of each structure and other views necessary to describe fully
the structures and the project. Streetscape photographs of surrounding buildings and structures should also be
included. Photographs should be color and can be either printed or digital images submitted on a CD. Printed
digital photographs should have a high dpi and clear resolufion. Photographs shauld also either be labeled or
include a key.

NOTE: Projects submitted with insufficient photographs will cause review delays.

Are photographs that clearly show the project location attached fo this form?
YES [ or NO[J (Aerial photographs)

9. PROJECT AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE}
The APE consists of the gecgraphic area or areas within which a project may directly or indirectly, cause changes
in the character or use of historic properties. In most instances, the APE is not simply the project's physical
boundaries or right-of-way. The APE also includes all ancillary facilities such as access roads, placement of
utilities, additional outbuildings, fences, materiai borrow areas, staging areas, etc. The APE may include visual
and audible effects,
Highlight the APE on a localized map.

A. Is a map highlighting the APE attached to this form? YES B or NO [

B. Provide a written description of the APE. Describa the steps taken to identify the APE, and justify why the APE
boundaries were chasen. If the APE has been previously disturbed, include an explanation of the previous ground
disturbance.

The Area of Poteatial Effect (APE} for this proposed project has hesn determined to contaln only the
boundaries of land to be purchased and current alrport property. Since much of the alrport has previously
been disturbed and the land to be bpurchased has been previously disturbed by agricultural practices, there is
no justifiable reason to extend the APE beyond the boundaries of current and future airport property,

As mentioned previously, the current and pronosed future alrport proparty except the 2.8 acres required for
wildlife fence clearance has already been surveyved by Dakota Research Services,
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11 IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES
10. IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS (See 36 CFR 800.4)

ldentification of historic properties may include, but is not limited, any of the following identification methods. Check
which steps were taken to identify historic properties in the APE. Check all that apply and describe the results.

A. [X] RECORD SEARCH
Cenducted a record search through the Archaeological Research Center in Rapid City. Record searches are
available for a fee by calling 805.394.1936. This will include a search of all previously-surveyed
archaeclogical sites and structures within the APE and within one mile of the APE.

If a record search was conducted, is a copy of the resuits attached to this form? YES [X] or NO []

B. [ ON-THE-GROUND SURVEY
Survey by an archaeologist and/or an architectural historian of project area not previously surveyed. Survey
type will depend on the scope of the project. A list of professionals is available at
hitp:/history sd.gov/Preservation/TechAssist/ConsultantsContraclors.aspx. Guidelines for surveys and reports are

available at; htip.//history sd gov/Preservation/PresLaws/r&c quidelines. pdf and
hilp:/fhistory sd.qov/Preservalion/OtherServices/HSArchiteclural SurveyManual2006. pdf,

If a survey was conduclted, is a copy of the survey report and/or survey forms attached to this form?

YES [J or NO []

C. [X] SEARCHED THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES DATABASE
This database is available online at: http://nrhp focus. nps gov/, NOTE: This database only includes properties
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Properties that are eligible for the National Register must
also be taken into consideration.

If the National Register database was searched, is a printout of any resuits attached to this form?
YES [Jor NO [X

D. [J BACKGROUND RESEARCH
Please describe sources reviewed and findings of research. This could include such things as reviewing
county or city history books or conducting research at a local histarical society, research facility, or county
courthouse.

E. (] ORAL HISTORY INTERVIEWS
Please list who was interviewed and describe what was leamed through the interviews,

F. [[J CONSULTATION
Please describe who was consulted and the results of the consultation. Examples include tribes, historic
preservation commissions, the public, and local historical societies.

G. [JoTHER
Describe any other efforts undertaken to identify historic properties and the results of those efforts.
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11. HISTORIC PROPERTIES FINDING
Based on the efforts described above to identify historic properties, please choose one finding for the project.
There are (mark ons);

[ Historic Praperties Present in the APE

No Historic Properties Present in the APE

Hi. ASSESS EFFECTS

12. DETERMINATION OF EFFECT

The federal agency must submit a determination of effect for the SHPO to review this project. Based on the
information provided above, the responsible agency official should make a determination of effect on historic
propertias for this project. Please select and mark one of the following determinations, then explain the basis for your
decision

E No Historle Properties Affected [36 CFR 800.4(d){1)] - For a determination of no historic properties
affected, the agency official finds no historic properties present or that the undertaking will have no affect
upon historic properties as defined in Sec. 800,16(1). Please explain.

A determination of "No Historic Properties Affected™ was recommended for the proposed project by

Jeff Buechler, RPA of Dakota Research Services based on his findings from A Short Format Report

of a Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the Redfield Airport Improvement Projects in Spink

County, South Dakota.”

[] Adverse Effect [38 CFR Part 800.5(a)(1)] = For a determination of adverse effect, the undertaking may
alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion
in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design,
satting, matarials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects may includa reasonably foreseeable
effects that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. Please explain.

|:| No Adverse Effect [36 CRF Part 800.5(b)] - For a determination of no adverse effect, the undertaking is
modified or conditions are imposed to avoid adverse effects to a historic property. Please explain.

The responsible federal agency official must sign this form here prior to submitting it to the SHPO. Projects received
without an appropriate signature will cause review delays. This must be an original signature and not electronic.

SIGNATURE _7 Lol B B e DATE 01[09 [2014

NAME Lindsay Guttfla RUTLER

TITLE Regional Environmental Specialist

AGENCY Federal Aviation Administration
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Please print and mail completed form to:

Review and Compliance Coordinator
South Dakota State Historical Society
900 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD 57501

Questions about Section 108 can be directed to:

Paige Olson OR Amy Rubingh

Review and Compliance Coordinator Review and Compliance Archaeologist
Amy.Rubingh@state.sd.us

605.773.6004 605.773.8370

Questions about Section 106 projects on existing buildings or structures can be directed to

Paul Porter

Restoration Specialist
Paul.Porter@state.sd.us
605.773.6296

Project information submitted cannot be returned. This documentation is kept on file at the South Dakota State
Historical Society. We review faxed and electronic submissions in the same manner as any other submission and
with the same considerations for clarity and completeness. However, original documents with original signature
must follow all faxed and electronic submissions. The submission of incomplete, unclear, or confusing information
may result in unnecessary delays in the review process until adequate information is obtained.
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Additional Resources

1. South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office http://history.sd.qov/Preservation/
a. Link to National and State Register Listed Properties:
http://history.sd.gov/Preservation/NatReg/NatReqg.aspx
b. Historic Contexts:
history.sd.gov/Preservation/OtherServices/SHPODocs.aspx
c. Guidelines for Cultural Resource Surveys and Survey Reports 2005:
http://history.sd.qov/Preservation/PresLaws/r&c _quidelines.pdf

2. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: www.achp.gov
a. Link to National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended
b. 36 CFR Part 800 — Protection of Historic Properties

3. National Park Service: www.nr.nps.gov/
a. National Register of Historic Places
b. Publications {National Register Bulletins, Preservation Briefs, etc.);
www.nps.gov/history/publications.htm

4. Archaeological Research Center: history.sd.gov/Archaeology/ or 605.394.1936
a. Record Search Information

5. State Archives: history.sd.gov/Archives/ or 605.773.3804
a. Historic photographs
b. Research material



Revised Redfield Municipal Airport Area of Potential Affect

Current Airport
Property

Proposed Land
Acguisition




Redfield Municipal Airport Location and Vicinity Maps

CAMPBELL | McPHERSON
T
( RARDING

PERMING

EPMUNDS

FRDLK
BUITE A
1 City of Redfleld, SD
WHEAD HYDE; HAND

BEADIE | yonsauRy | BRODWNGS
PENNINGTON _ -, = TERARID WINER | LAKE | MOODY
AURORA MINNEHAHA
CUSTER BOXSON _‘ﬂ Ml f McCOOK S;;m.,:aﬂg.

UE—————l| | MELLETTE T !

FALL RVER SHANNDN wre | DOUGLAS | yroninson TURNER
BENNETT 700D lm CHARLES ™. ]
BON
i HOMME ANKTON: LAY

i

2] — - it N e

Redfield | —"

";4 Municipal Airport “ ; :
g




VLMY FLIN0S 11403

I |

(I

Sty Bt el SEOATAMTS UMY T W GAIINIONT TAID

) =
%
ma W.ﬂ o
=5l Rz | b
g5 25| > ~
EE mw N
[=FE = g
qz |
8 I_Wrr 2 St
g = Na
WW i
= 4 .
£ 5 1g
HHEE
Tee|7 ¥
E ML
N! s
m

SALYIDOSSY

e L

ol rmgdug

-
. 1 QN itk
FOREN G T P - SN TR AR P HIEREEY Se IR A3 L1 ua
L@ AT
SRR ST L - L I T LU AL DDl 30T TS OE ik LTk Wk
K ¥ SR G A I WA 3 T LR T OHD OCLT ¥ S0WA AL FLT AT I
2 AYOV L0
s ERS ST L LTI
3 ¥ TN O LT
) CIIIA T DR NS T HA e WD Y TgE SEROES
” SEINOEA 75T HYH, S5 1 LSVR DRI TS DR AR ¢ 30U N5 i
n
n AU LT Py - TSP SRR G S L T AL o™
TR A = L R e L AN

o o
= o
R
e b o
OINWIHMINO Owwdy
TN i
s 1
- = b
..h. -
f i f . . S . .
7 BOWA ST TWNLA BT 5 AR - < 2 i
™, s EE Lo ] : 8 g
Wiy guiLar L . b
s wrpme = FHE ., , .
O NNV BT s YISV .
g NeJE 0 4 Havauddy JEy bﬂ
q.i.:!... W v/ LN — .
\ ’ { " -
fa- e | e £ 20V i
> B VNS NNV IS
- LML TN Jea T
2 ; E S - A - -y
L = e e T NN el bl 1 FROLA = k ¥ R




SOUTH DAKOTA (T

STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

=

DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM

October 10, 2012

OCT 17 201
Brooke B. Edgar HEL
Helms & Associates MS T
221 Brown Co. HWY #19 & ASS0CiATES
PO Box 111

Aberdeen SD 57402-0111

PROJECT CONSULTATION —IDENTIFICATION/EVALUATION
Project: 120921006F — Redfield Regional Airport — Land Purchase
Location: Spink County

(FAA)

Dear Ms. Edgar:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project. The South
Dakota Office of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurs with your
determination regarding the effect of the proposed undertaking on the non-renewable
cultural resources of South Dakota.

We have made this decision based on the information provided in your correspondence and
the report “A Short Format Report of a Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the Wetland
Redfield Airport Improvements Project in Spink County, South Dakota” by Jeff Buechler,
received on September 21, 2012. SHPO concurs with your determination that site 39SP276
should be considered not eligible for the National Register of Historic Properties. Therefore,
SHPQ concurs with your determination of No Historic Properties Affected for this
underiaking. Aclivities oceurring in areas not identified in your request will require the
submission of additional documentation pursuant to 36 CFR part 800 4.

If historic propertics are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties are
found after the agency official has completed the Section 106 process, the agency
official shall avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects to such properties and
notify the SHPO/ THPO and Indian tribes that might attach religious and cultural
significance to the affected property within 48 hours of the discovery, pursuant to 36
CFR part 800.13,

906 GOVERMNORS DR<PIERRE SD 57501 P {605 778 3458} rf605-773-6041) -HISTORY.SD.GOV
DEPARTMENT OF TQURISM { TOURISM,.Sh.cov]}

v 'i‘(_|



Concurrence of the SHPO does not relieve the federal agency official from
consulting with other appropriate parties, as described in 36 CFR part 800.2(c).

Should you require additional information, please contact Amy Rubingh, Review &
Compliance Archaeologist, at (605) 773-8370. Your concern for the non-renewable
cultural heritage of our state is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Jay D. Vogt
State Historic Preservation Officer

Amy Rubingh
Review & Compliance Archaeologist

CC: Patricia L. Dressler, Bismarck Airports District Office, 2301 University Drive,
Building 23B, Bismarck ND 58504
Jane Watts, Archaeological Research Center, Rapid City SD



SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Submission of a completed Section 106 Project Review Form with adequate information and attachments constitutes
a request for review pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). Section
106 requires the South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office to review all projects that are federally funded,
licensed, or assisted. We reserve the right to request more information if needed. Typed forms are preferred.
SUBMITTAL OF THIS FORM WITHOUT ALL REQUESTED INFORMATION WILL CAUSE REVIEW DELAYS.

Section 106 regulations provide for a 30-day response time by the South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office
from the date of receipt of complete information.

For projects requiring a license from the Federal Communications Commission, please use FCC Forms 620 or 621
DO NOT USE THIS FORM.

l. PROJECT INFORMATION

X THIS IS A NEW SUBMITTAL
[ THIS IS MORE INFORMATION RELATING TO SHPO PROJECT #

1. PRGJECT NAME: Radfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment

2. FEDERAL AGENCY FUNDING, LICENSING, OR ASSISTING THE PROJECT
A. AGENCY NAME: Federal Aviation Administration
B. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON: Lindsay Guttilla
C. MAILING ADDRESS: 2300 East Devon Avenua, Des Plaines, IL 80018
D. EMAIL ADDRESS: Lindsay.Guttilla@faa.gov
E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: (847) 294 - 7723

3. STATE AGENCY FUNDING, LICENSING, OR ASSISTING THE PROJECT, IF APPLICABLE
A, AGENCY NAME: South Dakota Department of Transportation Office of Aeronautics
B. AGENCY CONTACT PERSON: Jennifer Clements
C. MAILING ADDRESS: 700 East Broadway Avenue, Plerre, SD §7501
D. EMAIL ADDRESS: jennifer.clements@@state.sd.us

E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: (605) 773 - 4430
F.IF THIS IS A GRANT
PROGRAM, PLEASE INCLUDE
THE NAME OF THE PROGRAM
(FOR EXAMPLE, CDBG OR SRF) Alrports Improvement Program

4, CONSULTANT CONTACT PERSON, IF APPLICAELE
A COMPANY NAME: Hslms & Associlates
B. CONTACT PERSON: Brooke B. E.LT.
C. MAILING ADDRESS. P.Q. Box 111, Absrdeen, SD $7402
D. EMAIL ADDRESS:
E. TELEPHONE NUMBER: (606) 225- 1212




SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

5. PROJECT LOCATION
A ADDRESS: Sections 9, 15, 16, 21 T1866N R64W
B. CITY: Redfield, SD
C. COUNTY: Spink County

D. TOWNSHIP: T 166 N E.RANGE RbB64W F. SECTION 1T 1 21

G. Provide a USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map of the project area. If the project is in an urban area, show the
location(s) on a city map. Photocopies are acceptable, but poor quality maps or insufficient information will
cause review delays. Do not enlarge or reduce the map

Is a map showing the exact location of the project attached to this form?

YES [X] or NO

6. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Describe all anticipatad work associated with the project. Be specific. The description should include all ancillary
facilities such as access roads, placement of utilities, additional outbuildings, fences, material borrow areas,
staging areas, etc. Use as much space and as many pages as needed to clearly describe the project.

The City of Redfield, South Dakota is proposina to purchase approximately 172 acres of land for their airoort.
This purchase wlll allow the City to protect and control the Runway Protection Zones (RPZs) Aperoach and
Transitional Surfaces, and a future runwav reallnunment that will invelve the construction of a new runway,
turnarounds, and a taxiway at the Redfield Municipal Airport. The current cross wind runway 1/19 has been

ahandoned due to ns to the airport airspace. leaving the Redfield Munici  Airport out of
compllance with the FAA Wind Coverage and Runway Lenath Requirements according to the FAA AC
150/5300-13. "Alrport Des The runwav realianment oroiect will consist of a new orimary

runway 17/35, 3,600 feet with an ultimate potential to be extended to 4.100 fest. Runwav 13/31 would be
used as the cross wind runway. Also, the reduction of wildlife hazards as recommended by the wildlife study
will be implemented, such as the filling or modification of wetlands located on current and future airport
property and instaliation of a ten-foot hinh wildlifa fenca.

The current Airport pro is located in the NE 1/4 of Section 16 T166N R64W. The area pronosed to be
purchased for the runwav realianment is located in the SE 1/4 of Section 16 T166N R64W. Areas proposed to
be nurchased for RPZ and and Transitional Surfaces are located in the $ 1/2 of Section 9 T166N

R64W SW 1/4 of Section 15 T166N R64W and NE 1/4 of Section 21 T166N R64W.



SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

7. PROJECT PLANS
Plans, drawings, engineering specifications etc. should be included to help explain the project, but these cannot
replace the above verbal description. If new construction is involved, elavation drawings and plans should be

included.

Are plans, drawings, engineering specifications, or similar documents attached to this form?
YES (JorNO X

8. PHOTOGRAPHS
Provide several clear, original photographs of the project location. Also, include photographs of every affecied
buildings/structures, including an overall front view of each structure and other views necessary to describe fully
the structures and the project. Streetscape photographs of surrounding buildings and structures should also be
included. Photographs should be color and can be gither printed or digital images submitted on a CD. Printed
digitat photographs should have a high dpi and clear resclution. Photographs should also either be labeled or

include a key.
NOTE; Projects submitted with insufficient photographs will cause review delays.

Are photographs that clearly show the project location attached to this form?
YES X or NO []

8. FROJECT AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE)
The APE consists of the geographic area or areas within which a project may directly or indirectly, cause changes
in the character or use of historic properfies. In most instances, the APE is nol simply the project's physical
boundaries or right-of-way. The APE also includes all ancillary facilittes such as accass roads, placement of
utilities, additional outbuildings, fences, material borrow areas, staging areas, etc. The APE may include visual
and audible effects.
Highlight the APE on a localized map.

A. Is a map highlighting the APE attached to this form? YES [X] or NO []

B. Provide a written description of the APE. Describe the steps taken to identify the APE, and justify why the APE
boundaries were chosen. If the APE has been previously disturbed, include an explanation of the previous ground

disturbance.

The Area of Potential Effect (APE] for this proposed prolect has been determined to contain onlv the
boundaries of land to be purchased and current airport property. Since much of the land to be purchased is
for RPZ and Approach and Transitlonal Surface and the rest (s for the proposed actions of 2
runway realignment which is not intended to increase the capacity of the Redfield Municipal Airport, there Is
no justifiable reason to extend the APE beyond the boundaries of current and future alrport property



SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Il. IDENTIFY H C PROPERTIES

10. IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS (See 36 CFR 800.4)
Identification of historic properties may include, but is not limited, any of the following identification methods. Check
which steps were taken to identify historic properties in the APE. Check all that apply and describe the results.

A. X RECORD SEARCH
Conducted a record search through the Archaeological Research Center in Rapid City. Record searches are
available for a fee by calling 605.394.1936. This will include a search of all previously-surveyed
archaeological sites and sitructures within the APE and within one mile of the APE.

If a record search was conducted, is a copy of the results attached to this form? YES Bl orNO[]

B. X} ON-THE-GROUND SURVEY
Survey by an archaeologist andfor an architectural histerian of project area not previously surveyed. Survey

type will depend on the scope of the project. A list of professionals is available at
Guidelines for surveys and reports are

available at: and

1f a survey was conducted, is a copy of the survey report and/or survey forms attached to this form?
YES X orNO (]

C. E SEARCHED THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES DATABASE
This database is available online at: piip://nehp. focus. ops govi. NOTE: This database only includes properties
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Properties that are eligible for the National Register must
also be taken into consideration.

If the Naticnal Register database was searched, is a printout of any results atiached to this form?
YES [J or NO E

D. [] BACKGROUND RESEARCH
Pilease describe sources reviewed and findings of research. This could include such things as reviewing
county or city history books or conducting research at a local historical society, research facility, or county
courthouse.

E. (] ORAL HISTORY INTERVIEWS
Flease list who was interviewed and describe what was leamed through the interviews

F. [[] CONSULTATION
Please describe who was consulted and the results of the consultation. Examples include tribes, historic
preservation commissions, the public, and local historical societies.

G. [J oTHER
Describe any other efforts undertaken to identify historic properties and the resuits of those efforts.



_ SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
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e SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

11, HISTORIC PROPERTIES FINDING
Based on the efforts described above to identify historic properties, please choose one finding for the project.
There are (mark one):

D Historic Propertias Present in the APE

No Historic Properties Present in the APE

ll. ASSESS EFFECTS

12. DETERMINATION OF EFFECT

The federal agency must submit a determination of effect for the SHPQO to review this project. Based on the
information provided above, the responsible agency official should make a determination of effect on historic
properties for this project. Please select and mark one of the following determinations, then axplain the basis for your

decision

@ No Historic Properties Affected [36 CFR 800.4{d)(1)] - For a determination of no historic properties
affected, the agency official finds no historic properties present or that the undertaking will have no effect
upon historic properties as defined in Sec. 800.16(). Please explain.
A determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” was recommended for the proposed project by
Jeff Buachler. RPA of Dakota Research Services based on his findings from “A Short Format Report
of a Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the Redfield Airport Improvement Projects in Spink

County, South Dakota.”

|:| Adversa Effect [36 CFR Part §00.5(a){1)] — For a determination of adverse effect, the undertaking may
alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion
in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable
affects that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. Please explain.

[ ] Mo Adverse Effect [36 CRF Part 800.5(b)} - For a determination of no adverse effect, the undertaking is
maodified or conditions are imposed to avoid adverse effects to a historic property. Please explain.

The responsible federal agency official must sign this form here received
witheut an appropriate will cause delays. This nic.
SIGNATURE paTe 09 19 2012

NAME Lindsay Guttilla
TITLE Regional Environmental Specialist
AGENCY Federal Aviation Administration



Dy
- = SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Please print and mail completed form to:

Review and Campliance Coordinator
South Dakota State Historical Society
900 Governors Drive
Pierre, SD 57501

Questions about Section 106 can be directed to:

Paige Olson OR Amy Rubingh

Review and Compliance Coordinator Review and Compliance Archaeologist
Paige.HoskinsonOlson@state.sd.us i

605.773.6004 605.773.8370

Questions about Section 106 projects on existing buildings or structures can be directed to:

Paul Porter

Restoration Specialist
LP

605.773.6296

Project information submitted cannot be returned. This documentation is kept on file at the South Dakota State
Historical Sociely. We raview faxed and electronic submissions in the same manner as any other submission and
with the same consideralions for clarity and complsteness. However, original documents with original signature
must follow all faxed and electronic submissions. The submission of incomplete, unclear, or confusing information
may result in unnecessary delays in the review process until adequate information is obtained.



'R :

7™ SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
SOUTH DAKOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
TATEHITONEA SOCHTY SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Additional Resources

1. South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office http:/history.sd.gov/Preservation/
a. Link to National and State Register Listed Properties:
http://history.sd.gov/Preservation/NatReg/NatReg.aspx
b. Historic Contexts:
history.sd.qov/Preservation/OtherServices/SHPODocs.aspx
c. Guidelines for Cultural Resource Surveys and Survey Reports 2005:
http://history.sd.gov/Preservation/PresLaws/r&c_qguidelines.pdf

2. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: www.achp.qov
a. Link to Naticnal Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended
b. 36 CFR Part 800 — Protection of Historic Properties

3. National Park Service: www.nr.nps.gov/
a. National Register of Historic Places
b. Publications (National Register Bulletins, Preservation Briefs, etc.):

www.nps.gov/history/publications.htm

4. Archaeological Research Center: history.sd.gov/Archaeology/ or 605.394.1936
a. Record Search Information

5. GState Archives: history sd.gov/Archives/ or 605.773.3804
a. Historic photographs
b. Research material



Redfield Municipal Airport Location and Vicinity Maps
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/3 ¥ e, %, Archasological Research Center

. ) 2425E. St. Charles St. | PO Box 1257 | Rapid City, SD 57709-1257

S Phone; 605-334-1936 | Fax: 605-394-1341 | www.sdsm1.edu/wwwsarc
STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

Department ol Touwicvm and State Developmuni

January 16, 2009

Michael A. Schmidt

Helms & Associates IAN 9 p
221 Brown County, Hwy 19 ' a0 g
PO Box |11

Aberdeen, SD 57402-01 1 t
Search S09-213

Dear Mr. Schinidt:

1 have completed your archaeological and structural record searches for the proposed
airport environmental assessments with the following results:

Aberdeen Regional Airport Environmental Assessment, A4431
T123N, R63W, Scc. 21, 27 and 28, Aberdeen East QQuadrangle

No Sifes, No Surveys, No Structures
¢  One Mile Radius

Site: 39BN2007 (Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad)

Surveys: Report Archive #ABN-003 1 Fosha 1992
Report Archive #ABN-0042 Shierts 1994
Report Archive #ABN-0095 Downing 2004
Report Archive #ABN-0138 Lueck 2007
Report Archive #ESD-0139 Buechler 1998

Faulkton Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment, A-4432
T118N, R69W, NE Y% of Sec. 23 and the NW ' of Sec. 24, Faulkton East Quadrangle

Site: 39Fk2003 (Chicago Northwestern Railroad)
e One Mile Radjus

Site: 39FK42

Surveys: Report Archive #AFK-0012 Kurtz 1987
Report Archive #AFK-0024 Littlefield 2002
:'Dil;_l_ i ) Haue et al 198

Department Of Office of Tourism TiasplSD com

Govemor's Ofice of Econamic Developniant 50 eddylownst Son

TOUFISﬂ] & State Tribal Governmeni Relations &0in:latanans, com

Arty Council arlsconnelsd giy

Si1ale Historical Saciely SDhislorgoi 7R a5
Development | ;e fisuron Sueiay SO 2010initiative.com

Hausing Oevelopmeny Avthority SDHDA G
e Faces. Great Puaces. 1 4



Helms

Pg2

Surveys: Report Archive #ESD-0018 Buechler 1985
Report Archive #ESD-0119 Buechler 1985

Bridges
FKQ0000001, DOT Str. #25-218-141, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK 00000042, DOT Str. #25-220-138, Not Eligible

Structures
FK 00000002, Byre House, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK00000003, Eyler House, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK00000013, Faulkton Public School, Not Eligible
FK00000014, Faulk County Courthouse, NE Eligible, NR listed
FK00000015, Alfred Haberling Barn, unevaluated
FK00000033, Faulkton Community Hall, NR. Eligible, NR listed
FK 00000041, Faulk County Memorial Hospital, Not Eligible

Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment, A-4441
T116N, R64W, Sec. 9, 15, 16 and 21, Redfield South Quadrangle

Surveys: Report Archive #ASP-0041 Long 2000
Report Archive #ASP-0070 Messetli et al 2004
Report Archive #ESD-0109 Buechler 1990

*  One Mile Radius

Sites: 398P2003 (Chicago Northwestern Railroad), 39SP2007 9Chicago, Milwaukee, St.
Paul & pacific Railroad)

Surveys: Report Archive #ASP-0033 Downing 1998
Report Archive #ASP-0090 Downing 2006
Report Archive #ESD-0007 Keller & Keller 1982
Report Archive #ESD-0110 Buechler 1990
Report Archive #83D-0130 Buechler 1991
Bridges

SP0000140, DOT Str. #58-090-251, Not Eligible
SP0O000006, DOT Str. #58-086-251, NR Eligible
SP0000298, DOT Str. #58-099-251, Not Eligible

Structures: 2 pages, see enclosed list
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Sisseton Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment, A-4433
T126N, R50W, SW % of Sec. 24 and the SW % of Sec. 25, Peever NW Quadrangle

Surveys: Report Archive #AR0O-0003 Hanenberger 1977
Report Archive #ARO-0016 Banks 1987

e One Mile Radius

Surveys: Report Archive #ARO-0034 Byrne 1996
Report Archive #ARO-0094 Downing 2001
Report Archive #ARC-0099 Downing 2003
Report Archive #AR0O-0101 Murdy 2004
Report Archive #ARC-0107 Murdy 2005
Bridges

RO00000105, DOT Str. #55-120-183, Not Eligible
RO00000309, DOT Str. #55-115-180, Not Eligible

This concludes your archaeological record search and [ have enclosed copies of the GIS
quadrangle maps showing the site, structure and survey locations and copies of structure
Crystal Report tables. State Historic Preservation Office guidelines require listing all
gites, structures and surveys within a mile of a project area. Researchers/contractors must
be aware that lack of sites or survcys at a particular location does not mean the project
site may not need a Class 111 archaeological resources survey by a qualified archaeologist.
The SHPO has set an arbitrary date of 1982 as the cut-off for previous surveys to be
considered valid and not require a new survey. This arbitrary date does not grandfather in
inadequate surveys. The SHPO has also established a policy that a file scarch is valid for
six months prior to the submission of the report.

The purpose of the Level 1 archaeological records search is for informational purposes
only and does not constitute compliance with Section [06 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This information must be submitted for
review to Paige Hoskinson-Olson, Review and Compliance Coordinator, Office of
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 900 Governors Drive, Pierrc, SD,
£7501.

incerely,
oo ¥ LA

Jane P. Watts
Records Manager
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SSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEVORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FRER 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

lms 221 BROWN CO. HWY, #19
PO BOX 111
A

January 12, 2009

Paige Hoskinson

Review and Compliance Coordinator F B E- E E g p %
Office of State Historic Preservation Officer

900 Governors Drive

Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-444]

Dear Ms. Hoskinson,

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 Acres of land for airport protection of
the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces, and a future runway
realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, tuenarounds, and taxiway at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan regarding the scope of the runway
realignment project:

“Construct a new primary runway 17/33, 3,500 feet long with ultimate potenrmi to be extended to 4,100
feet. Abandon cross wind rumway 1/19. Use runway 13/31 as the cross wind rumway and when the current
pavement reaches the end of it useful life make a determination as 1o what surface is most economical. Fill
in the portion of the wetland that is necessary to construcs the 35 end of the runway.”

I have enclosed a layout sheet showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased and additional items
of construction. We are requesting your comments concerning environmental impacts.

Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental Assessment that we are preparing for
the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, E.LT.
Enclosure

Cc: City of Redficld



Archasological Research Genter
2425 E, St. Charles St. | PO Box 1257 | Rapid City, SD 577081257
Phone: 805-394-1936 | Fax: 605-394-1941 | www.sdsmt.edu/wwwsarc

SOUTH DAKOTA
STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

Osparimant of Tourksm »nd Stotw Davelopmen:

January 16, 2009
g o

. . R{‘ S
Michael A, Schmidt B g ]
Helms & Associates JAN 3
221 Brown County, Hwy 19 0 2009
PO Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 574020111 HELMS aASLn a0
Search S509-213 -

Dear Mr. Schmidt:

[ have completed your archaeological and structural record searches for the proposed
airport environmental assessments with the following results:

Aberdeen Regional Airport Environmental Assessment, A4431
T123N, R63W, Sec. 21, 27 and 28, Aberdeen East Quadrangle

No Sites, No Surveys, No Structures
s One Mile Radius
Site: 39BN2007 (Chicago, Milwaukee, St, Paul & Pacific Railroad)
Surveys: Report Archive #ABN-0031 Fosha 1992
Report Archive #ABN-0042 Shierts 1994
Report Archive #ABN-0095 Downing 2004
Report Archive #ABN-0138 Lueck 2007
Report Archive #ESD-0189 Buechler 1998

Faulkton Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment, A-4432
T118N, R69W, NE % of Sec. 23 and the NW ¥ of Sec. 24, Faulkton East Quadrangle

Site: 39Fk2003 (Chicago Northwestern Railroad)
e One Mile Radius
Site: 39FK42

Surveys: Report Archive #AFK-00]2 Kurtz 1987
Report Amhwe #AFK—-0024 Littlefield 2002

Tourism & State
Development
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Surveys: Report Archive #ESD-0018 Buechler 1985
Report Archive #8SD-0119 Buechler 1985

Bridges
FK 00000001, DOT Sir. #25-218-141, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK00000042, DOT Sir. #25-220-138, Not Eligible

Structures
FK00000002, Byme House, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK00000003, Eyler House, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK00000013, Faulkton Public School, Not Eligible
FK00000014, Faulk County Courthouse, NE Eligible, NR listed
FK00000015, Alfred Haberling Bam, unevaluated
FK (0000033, Faulkton Community Hall, NR Eligible, NR listed
FK 00000041, Faulk County Memcrial Hospital, Not Eligible

Redfield Municipal Airpoert Environmental Assessment, A-4441
T116N, R64W, Sec. 9, 15, 16 and 21, Redfield South Quadrangle

Surveys: Report Archive #ASP-0041] Long 2000
Report Archive #ASP-0070 Messerli et al 2004
Report Archive #ESD-0109 Buechler 1990

¢ One Mile Radius

Sites: 398P2003 (Chicago Northwestern Railroad), 39SP2007 9Chicago, Milwaukese, St.
Paul & pacific Railroad)

Surveys: Report Archive #ASP-0033 Downing 1998
Report Archive #ASP-0090 Downing 2006
Report Archive #E8D-0007 Keller & Keller 1982
Report Archive #ESD-0110 Buechler 1990
Report Archive #E8D-0130 Buechler 1991
Bridges

SP0000140, DOT Sir. #58-090-251, Not Eligible
SP0000006, DOT Str, #58-086-251, NR Eligible
SP0000298, DOT Str. #58-099-251, Not Eligible

Structures: 2 pages, see enclosed list
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Sisseton Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment, A-4438
T126N, R50W, SW % of Sec. 24 and the SW Y of Sec, 25, Peever NW Quadrangle

Surveys: Report Archive #AR0-0003 Hanenberger 1977
Report Archive #AR0-0016 Banks 1987

¢  One Mile Radius

Surveys: Report Archive #ARO-0034 Byme 1996

Report Archive #AR0O-0094 Downing 2001
Report Archive #ARO-0099 Downing 2003
Report Archive #ARO-0101 Murdy 2004

Report Archive #AR0-0107 Murdy 2005

Bridges
RO00000105, DOT Str. #55-120-183, Not Ehgible
RO00000309, DOT Str. #55-115-180, Not Eligible

This concludes your archaeological record search and I have enclosed copies of the GIS
quadrangle maps showing the site, structure and survey locations and copies of structure
Crystal Report tables. State Historic Preservation Office guidelines require listing all
sites, structures and surveys within a mile of a project area. Researchers/contractors must
be aware that lack of sites or surveys at a particular location does not mean the project
site may not need a Class III archaeological resources survey by a qualified archaeologist.
The SHPO has set an arbitrary date of 1982 as the cut-off for previous surveys to be
considered valid and not require a new survey. This arbitrary date does not grandfather in
inadequate surveys. The SHPO has also established a policy that a file search is valid for
six months prior to the submission of the report.

The purpose of the Level 1 archaeological records search is for informational purposes
only and does not constitute compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This information must be submitted for
review to Paige Hoskinson-Qlson, Review and Compliance Coordinator, Office of
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 900 Governors Drive, Pierre, SD,
57501.

incerely,
Jane P. Walts
Records Manager
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e]InS 221 BROWN CO. HWY, #19
PO BOX 111
ASSOCIATES ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS FPHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

January 12, 2009

Jane Watts LE EP‘{
Archeological Records Coordinator F E L)

Archeological Research Center
P.O. Box 1257
Rapid City, 8D 57709-1257

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
A-4441

Dear Ms. Watts,

We are requesting an Archeological Records check for the above referenced project. Listed
below are the legal descriptions of the land in which the project will take ptace:

NE % Sectionl1l6  T116N R64AW
SE Y Sectionlé  TI116N R64W
NW Y Section 16  T116N R64W
SW ¥ Section 15 Ti16N R64W
NE % Section21 TI116N R64W
SE % Section 9 T116N R64W
SW Y% Section 9 T116N R64W

Thave enclosed a layout sheet showing the legal description of the proposed parcels of land to be
purchased and additional items of construction. Please bill our office directly for the work.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Michael A. Schmit, ELT.
Enclosure

Ce: City of Redfield
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Brooke Edgar

From: Brooke Edgar

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 9:34 AM

To: 'Dianne Desrosiers'

Subject: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Attachments: Figure 2-1.pdf; Redfield Municipal Airport Revised APE.pdf
Dianne,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the Redfield Municipal Airport in
the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99 acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for
clearance in the wildlife fence construction and approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway 13/31,
construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10* wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport and the
filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are reguesting your comments concerning cultural impacts of the proposed updates. Attached is a layout sheet
showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35
configuration and a an Area of Potential Affect Map. Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental
Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

if you have any questions, comments, or need any additional information regarding this matter, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience,

Thank you,

Brooke B. Edgar

Helms

ASSOCIATES

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LANID SURN EYORS
221 Brown County Highway 19
PO Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 57401
Phone: (605)225-1212
Fax: (605)225-3189
Mobile: (605)380-4863
Email: brockee@helmsengineering.com




Brooke Edgar

From: Brooke Edgar

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 9:36 AM

To: 'yst.thpo@gmail.com'

Subject: Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Attachments: Figure 2-1.pdf; Redfield Municipal Airport Revised APE.pdf
Mr. Miller,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the Redfield Municipal Airport in
the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99 acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for
clearance in the wildlife fence construction and approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Along with the land purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway 13/31,
construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10" wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport and the
filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning cultural impacts of the proposed updates. Attached is a layout sheet
showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land Purchase) and the new Runway 17/35
configuration and a an Area of Potential Affect Map. Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental
Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, comments, or need any additional information regarding this matter, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience.

Thank you,

Brooke B. Edgar

Helms

(NTASSOCIATES
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

221 Brown County Highway 19

PO Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 57401

Phone: (605)225-1212

Fax: (605)225-3189

Mobile: (605)380-4863

Email: brookee@helmsengineering.com




Brooke Edgar

From: Brooke Edgar

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 9:37 AM

To: ‘wandawells@midstatesd.net'

Subject: Redfield Municipat Airport Environmental Assessment
Attachments: Figure 2-1.pdf; Redfield Municipal Airport Revised APE.pdf
Ms. Wells,

The City of Redfield, Spink County, South Dakota has proposed numerous updates to the Redfield Municipal Airport in
the past. The City is now proposing to purchase approximately 99 acres of land. Approximately 2.8 acres is for
clearance in the wildlife fence construction and approximately 96.2 acres is for a new runway alignment at the Redfield
Municipal Airport. Along with the tand purchases, the airport is proposing the removal/abandonment of Runway 13/31,
construction of a new Runway 17/35, construction of a 10’ wildlife fence around the perimeter of the airport and the
filling/mitigation of on airport wetlands.

We are requesting your comments concerning cultural impacts of the proposed updates. Attached is a layout sheat
showing the proposed parcels of land to be purchased (labeled Future Land Purchase} and the new Runway 17/35
configuration and a an Area of Potential Affect Map. Your comments will be evaluated and included in an Environmental
Assessment that we are preparing for the FAA for these proposed actions.

If you have any questions, comments, or need any additional information regarding this matter, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience.

Thank you,

Brooke B. Edgar

Helms

(\JASSOCIATES
CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS
221 Brown County Highway 19
PO Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 57401
Phone: (605)225-1212
Fax: (605)225-3189
Mobile: (605)380-4863

Email: brookee@helmsengineering.com
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Below is a table from FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A that lists common land uses and allowable noise
levels. Note that all uses are compatible with sound levels below 65 dB.

TABLE 1 - LAND Use COMPATIBILITY WITH YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND

Land Use
Residentiai
Residential, other than mobile homes and
transient lodgings
Mobile home parks
Transient lodgings
Public Use
Schools
Haspitals and nursing homes
Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls
Government services
Transportation
Parking
Commercial Use
Offices, business and professional
Wholesale and retail- building materials,
hardware and farm equipments
Retail trade-general
Utilities
Communication
Manufacturing and Production
Manufacturing, general
Photographic and optical
Agriculture {except livestock} and forestry
Livestock farming and hreeding
Mining and fishing, resource production and
extraction
Recreational
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports
Nature exhibits and zoos
Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps
Golf courses, riding stables and water
recreation

Numbers in parenthesis refer to notes; see continuation of table 1 for notes and key.

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level {Lg,) in decibels

Below 65

YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

65-70

NO (1)

NO
NO (1)

NO {1)
25
25
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES (6}
YES (6}

YES

YES {5)
NQ
YES

YES

70-7%

NO (1)

NO
NO (1}

NO (1)
30
30
25

YES (2)

YES (2)

25

YES (2}

25
YES {2}
25

YES (2)
25
YES (7)
YES (7)

YES

YES (S)
NO
YES

25

75-80

NO

NO
NO (1)

NO
NO
NO
30
YES (3)
YES (3}

30

YES (3)

30
YES (3)
30

YES {3)
30
YES (8)
NO

YES

NO
NO
NO

30

80-85

NO

NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
YES (4)
YES (4}

NO

YES (4)

NO
YES {4)
NO

YES {4}
NO
YES (8)
NO

YES

NO
NO
NO

NO

NOTE: The designations in this table do not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land is acceptable or
unacceptable under Federal, State, or local law. The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses
and the relationship between specific properties and specific noise cortours rests with local land use authorities. FAA
determinations under Part 150 are guidelines and are not intended to substitute for land uses determined to be suitable by

local authorities in response in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses,

Qver 85

NO

NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
YES (4}
NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
YES (8)
NO

YES

NO
NO
NO

NO



TABLE 1 - LAND Use CoMmPATIBILITY WITH YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS

YES
NO

NLR

25, 30,
or 35

(1)

(2}

(3)

{4)

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

to Table 1
Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions
Land Use and related structures are not ible and should be prohibited
Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporated of naise
attenuation into the des  and construction of the structure
Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30 or 35
dB must be incorporated into design and consiruction of structure.

Notes for Table 1
Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to
achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reductions (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be
incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals. Normal residential
construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are
often stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical
ventilation and closed windows year round. However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate
outdoor noise problems.
Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of
portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or
where the normal noise level is low.
Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of
portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or
where the normal noise level is low,
Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of
porticns of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or
where the normal noise level is low.
Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed
Residential buildings require an NLR of 25
Rasidential buildings require an NLR of 30
Residential buildings not permitted

(End of Table 1)



AIR QUALITY PROCEDURES FOR CIVILIAN AIRPORTS & AIR FORCE BASES
(THE "AIR QUALITY HANDBOOK")
ADDENDUM (Continved)

1) Assumes action antails Federal approval,
It nod, the assessment may not be required.
Specify Scopa of Action (1) 2 including "No Bulld® attemative.

And Atematives (2} 3 Tmnsportation conkmily only applies to projects in non-
athalnmant or mainbsnence arsas Lhat are davelaped, funded, or
approved by the FHWA or FTA, or are regionaly significent.

_ 4)  Includes reasonably foresedable omissions only.
Specity Acivity Lavels B} Dispersion modeling generally spphes b locelized polkutants
For Action ard Alternatives (89.. CO. PM, NO2), Coordinate with FAA, EPA and other
slatefocal agencles for acceplable approsch.

Determine Nead To Ascass Go To
Transponation Conformity (3) Figure 1 y
Fartb
Transportation Conformity
Indirect Source NAAQS
Review Assessment
State
Indirect
Review 7 No
Yea
Souro; Parmit
Not Requiired NAAQS "
Not Required
Yos
v, |
Yos T et And indiveo: Emleions (&) ”
Complete
Indirect Source i
Analysis Mitigats,
e
To Raduce Bo Pollutent
Emiagions,
Obtan I ?
nd rect Soures I Netessany
it
MAAQS
Assezsment
Completed
Figure 1. Air Quality Assessment Process for Airports and Air Bases - Part A
{Amended 9/04)
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AIR QUALITY PROCEDURES FOR CIVILIAN AIRPORTS & AIR FORCE BASES

(THE "AIR QUALITY HANDBOOK")
ADDENDUM (Continued)
Located in ATEONS.
gm.::. or e % amissions
Maiobecwpnce furthest forecast
Yoo
g} Action corform with SIF
) st Action
N e Appnr'-:ue in Dvedt ¢4
Conformity Assessment Yo NAAQS Assessment
ol et (6] Emvemons
D&"::% Yas You + Indirzct Emessions
Emissions +
Indirmct
Emilasons
Ganeral
For No-Build And Build Alternative,
Compule nventory Of Tota! Project Emissions (7) OF... NAAQS
Comwnercial Not Required
Threshold Levels?
B I:Hm
¥
& ¥ Requied
Concentration
NAAQS?
Action L .
Offd Or To Confomne
Wih SIP
or ArdiOvY Maets
Condust t NAAQS
NAAQS Asneremivant Completd

Figure 1. Air Quality Assessment Process for Airports and Air Bases- Part B
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LR g LAY LT TRV L |

(AT L I N WL |

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
>1 ASSOC CITY: REDFIELD
>2 AIRPORT NAME: REDFIELD MUNI

3 GBD TO AIRPORT (NM): 01

SwW

GENERAL

10 OWNERSHIP:  PU

>11 OWNER: GITY OF REDFIELD
>12 ADDRESS: 626 N MAIN STREET
REDFIELD, 8D 57469
* 13 PHONE NR: 605-472.4550
¥ 14 MANAGER: DARRELL RONNFELDT
> 15 ADDRESS: 625 N MAIN STREET, 626 N MAIN
REDFIELD, SO 57469
>18 PHONE NR: 605-472-0810
* 17 ATTENDANCE SCHEDULE:
UNATNDD
18 AIRPORT USE: PUBLIC
19 ARPT LAT: 44-51-44 0140N ESTIMATED
20 ARPT LONG: 098-31-46 3430W
21 ARPT ELEV: 1307.0 SURVEYED
22 ACREAGE: 169
* 23 RIGHT TRAFFIC:
> 24 NON-COMM LANDING: NO

25 NPIASFED AGREEMENTS:
*26 FAR 139 INDEX:

RUNWAY DATA

>30 RUNWAY IDENT:
>3 LENGTH:
>332 WADTH:
* 33 SURF TYPE-COND:
»34 SURF TREATMENT:

35 GROSS WT. Sw

36 {IN THSDS) DW

kr DT

38 DDTW
*39 PCN:

LIGHTING/APCH AIDS

* 40 EDGE INTENSITY:
* 42 RWY MARK TYPE-COND:
* 43 VGSI:

44 THR CROSSING HGT:

45 VISUAL GLIDE ANGLE:
* 48 CNTRLN-TDZ:
* 47 RVR-RW.
» 48 REIL.:
> 49 APCH LIGHTS:

OBSTRUCTION DATA

50 FAR 77 CATEGORY:
> 51 DISPLACED THR:
* 52 CTLG OBSTN:
> 53 OBSTN MARKED/LGTD:
> 54 HGT ABOVE RWY END:;
> 55 DIST FROM RWY END:
* 56 CNTRLN OFFSET:

57 OBSTN CLNC SLGPE:

58 CLOSE-IN OBSTN:

DECLARED DISTANCES

NGY

4 STATE: SD

& REGION/ADO:  AGLIBIS

SERVICES
*>70 FUEL: 100LL
>71 AIRFRAME RPRS: MINOR
> 72 PWR PLANT RPRS. MINOR
*T3BOTTLE OXYGEN: NOMNE

> 74 BULK OXYGEN: NONE

75 TSNT STORAGE: TIE

76 OTHER SERVICES:

AGRI

FACILITIES

>80 ARPT BCN: cG
>B1 ARPT LGT SKED:
> B2 UNICOM: 122 800
> B3 WIND INDICATOR: YES-L

84 SEGMENTED CIRCLE: YES

85 CONTROL TWR: NONE
&6 FS5: HURON
87 FSS ON ARPT: NO

88 F5S PHONE HR:

89 TOLL FREE NR:

01419 1331
2,500 3,300
250 80
TURF-F ASPH-G
130
LowW
BSC G BSC G
N-N N-N M N NN
-N -N N -N
N N N N
A(N) F AV AV ANV
f /
f TREE TREE / TREES
f /
f 36 18 1 40
F7H €00 / 1,860
7 35R OB / 0B
50:1 ¢ 20:1 22:1 ¢ 4131
N/N N/N

>80 TAKE OFF RUN AVBL (TORA):
» 81 TAKE OFF DIST AVBL (TODA);
> 84 ACLT $TOP DIST AVBL (ASDA):

> 53 LNDG DIST AVBL {LDA):

AIRPORT MASTER RECORD

LOCID: 1D&
5 COUNTY:

1-800-WX-BRIEF

{*) ARPT MGR PLEASE ADVISE FS5 IN ITEM 66 WHEN CHANGES OCCUR TO ITEMS PRECEDED BY >

* 110 REMARKS:

A Q30
A Qa2
A U7
A 082
A 110-1
A 110-2

UNICOM UNMON

111 INSPECTOR: [ 8

RWY 01719 RY 01719 CLSD WINTER MONTHS.
RWY 01 01/19 MKD WITH YELLOW & BLACK METAL A-FRAME MARKERS
FUEL AVBL 24 HRS WITH CREDNT CARD.

ITORED

ULTRALIGHT ACTIVITY QN AND INVOF ARPT.
MIGRATORY BIRDS ON AND INVOF ARPT

3 112 LASTINSP;

0471912012

113 LAST INFO RECE

SPINK 5D
7 SECT AERD CHT: TWIN CITIES

AFD EFF 07126/2012
Form OME 2120-0015
FAA SITE NR: 22778.*A
BASED AIRGRAFT

90 SINGLE ENG: 10
91 MULT) ENG: 1
02 JET: o

TOTAL: 11
93 HELICOPTERS: 0
94 GLIDERS: 0
95 MILITARY: 0
96 ULTRA-LIGHT: 1
OPERATIONS
10C AIR CARRIER: 0
102 AIR TAXE 0
103 G A LOGAL: 3,500
104 G A ITNRNT: 850
105 MILITARY: 0

TOTAL: 4,150
OPERATICNS FOR 12
MONTHS ENDING 0411912012



APPENDIX D

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEWS

2011 Phase 11 Environmental Assessment Wildlife Study

2009 Wildlife Hazard Review of the Proposed Redfield Airport Construction Project



REDFIELD
MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
WILDLIFE STUDY

June, 2011

Developed by:

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
Wildlife Services
420 South Garfield Avenue, Suite 300
Pierre, SD 57501
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1.  INTRODUCTION

Wildlife create a variety of problems affecting aircraft operations. Most significant are the
thousands of collisions that occur annually between wildlife and aireraft. The direct and indirect
damages from such wildlife strikes cost millions of dolars (MacKinnon 1998, Dolbeer et al.
2008), and although very few strikes have resulted in the loss of human lives, the potential for
such catastrophic losses is real. To determine the extent of all wildlife hazards at an airport, a
year long (12 month) wildlife hazard review is conducted.

A 12 month wildlife hazard review identifies wildlife hazards at an airport by monitoring wildlife
activity, and associations between wildlife activities and local habitats, throughout a 12-month
period. A vear long study is necessary because wildlife populations and activities, especially for
migratory birds, fluctuate seasonally. Upon completing the review, the data are analyzed and
recommendations for minimizing wildlife hazards are made.

In 1989, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the U.S. Department of
Agriculture/Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service/Wildlife Services (WS) ( formerly
Animal Damage Control) and FAA, established a cooperative agreement between the two
agencies to reduce wildlife hazards at aviation facilities. The Animal Damage Control Act of
March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 426-462b) and the Rural Development, Agriculture and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act in 1988 (P.L. 100-202) authorizes and directs the Secretary
of Agriculture to cooperate with States, individuals, public and private agencies, organizations
and institutions in controlling nuisance mammals and birds deemed injurious to the public. The
MOU and legislation allows WS to conduct initial on-site investigations, biological assessments
{short-term studies), wildlife hazard assessments and wildlife management operations, and to
complete airport wildlife hazard management plans.

The City of Redfield is planning to construct a new, realigned runway at the Redfield Municipal
Airport (RMA), and is in the process of writing an environmental assessment. Due to numerous
wetlands and wildlife attractants in the airport vicinity, FAA has required the city to conduct a
year long wildlife hazard review of the airport, to be included in the environmenta] assessment.
On February 18, 2010, the City of Redfield entered into a cooperative agreement with WS to
conduct a wildlife review at RMA.

II. OBJECTIVES

The goal for this review was to assist RMA with determining the extent of their wildlife hazards.
There were six primary objectives:
1. Review available records to determine problem species, severity of problems and their
daily and seasonal patterns.

2. Establish current wildlife population paramcters such as species composition,
abundance and activities.

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT



3. Determine current wildlife hazards to airport operations.

4, ldentify features and activities on or near RMA that contribute, or potentially
contribute, to wildlife hazards.

5. Provide management recommendations aimed at minimizing wildlife hazards.

6. Evaluate wildlife influences on the proposed new runway and provide
recommendations aimed at minimizing wildlife hazards.

1. BACKGROUND

RMA provides service for general aviation, crop spraying and ultralights. In 2010, the FAA _
recommended that the City of Redfield contract with WS to conduct a year long wildlife hazard
review. A cooperative service agreement between the City of Redfield and WS to conduct the
wildlife hazard review was signed by Redfield on February 18, 2010 and finalized by WS on
March 5, 2010, Data collection by WS began April 1, 2010 and concluded on March 31, 2011,

A. AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

RMA is a public facility owned and operated by the City of Redfield. RMA reports a daily
average of 15 operations (an aircraft take-off or landing) per day and a yearly average of about
5200 operations.

B. WILDLIFE STRIKE DATA

Wildlife strike data provides valuable information on wildlife hazards at airports, including types
of wildlife struck, seasonality and time of day. The following statistics are summarized from
1990-2007 national strike data (Dolbeer et al. 2008). Gulls (20%), pigeons/doves (14%), hawks
(13%), and waterfowl (9%) were responsible for the majority of strikes. Of all national strikes,
60% occurred at altitudes <100 ft., 73% under 500 ft. and 92% under 3000 ft. Most strikes
(51%) occurred July-October. Also, most strikes were during the day (62%), and/or while on
approach or landing roll (60%). Jet aircraft reported the majority of strikes and also the greatest
damaging results from strikes, This is likely because turbine powered jets are faster and quieter
than propelled aircraft (Solman, 1981).

Airports with strike rates greater than 1 in 10,000 operations, especially involving high-risk birds
such as gulls or geese, are considered to have significant problems. Therefore, combining
aircraft operations data with accurate strike data (by species) at a particular airport is important
for determining their problem severity. Yet, as important as this information is for ultimately
minimizing wildlife strikes, few (< 20%) known strikes ever get reported (Dolbeer et al. 1995).

In an attempt to meet study Objective 1, a search of the national wildlife strike database was
conducted and the airport manager was interviewed. WS was unable to locate any reported strike
data for RMA. Strike rates are typically under reported, especially at general aviation airports
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with minimal operations such RMA.

C. CURRENT WILDLIFE HAZARD MANAGEMENTY

L RMA mows the grass/alfalfa on the airport annually which is removed from the
airfield in a timely manner,

. RMA conducts ongoing jackrabbit control through shooting,

g RMA has a permanent FAA Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) stating “migratory birds
on and in the vicinity of the airport.”

IV. STUDY AREA
A.  DESCRIPTION AND BOUNDARIES

The RMA property is located on the southwest side of the City of Redfield in Spink County and
covers about 200 acres.

Three land areas comprise the wildlife hazard review study area: the RMA airfield, the critical
zone and the general zone. This is best visualized as a three-ringed target, with the RMA airfield
being the bull’s-eye, critical zone being the second ring and general zone the outer ring. For
study purposes, the RMA aitfield is defined as all properties and facilities within the perimeter
fence, The ecritical zone extends two miles out from the runways. Turbine powered aircraft in
the critical zone are usually under 500 feet above ground level (AGL); 75% of nationwide strikes
oceur within this altitude. The general zone accounts for reviews done within a five mile radiys
from the center of the airfield. Five miles was established by FAA because nearly all (30%})
strikes occur within 2000 feet AGL - an altitude turbine powered aircraft normally obtain within
five miles,

B. WILDLIFE

RMA and the surrounding area has an abundant diversity of wildlife. Many are common or fairly
common to RMA, and responsible for creating wildlife hazards. Gulls, geese, ducks, hawks,
blackbirds and large mammals are considered the greatest threats to aviation (Dolbeer et al.
2000), and depending on time of year, representatives from all these groups can be in the RMA
area.

C. HABITATS

Availability of at least one of their basic needs (water, food and cover) attracts wildlife to
different habitats, including airports. Water sources can be permanent such ag lakes, rivers, or
streams; or they can be classified as temporary such as ditches or pools in fields, lawns, roads or
even roof tops, formed naturally from precipitation (snow, rain or snowfice melt) or by human
activity (irrigation or sprinklers). Food sources are numerous and, depending on the particular
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type of wildlife, include insects, earthworms, wild seeds, culfivated grains, wild plants, garden
vegetables, other wildlife (fish, reptiles, amphibians, birds, mammals), or even garbage. Wildlife
use natural features (trees, shrubs, weedy fields, grasslands, stream side vegetation, burrows, ete.)
Or human-made structures (buildings, signs, towers, lighting fixtures, etc} for cover. Cover is
classified as either escape cover (places where wildlife hide}, loafing/roosting cover (temporary
or overnight use), and reproductive cover. Based on these sources of attractants, habitats can be
categorized as either natural or structural,

1. Struciural Habitats. Structural habitats on the RMA airfield that potentially cater to wildlife
needs include the two existing runways (i3-31 and 1-19), the taxiway, tarmac, hangars and other
buildings. There are many other miscellaneous structures such as the parking area, culverts, light
fixtures and signs within the airfield. Beyond the airfield, but in the critical and general zones,
are a grain elevator, wastewater lagoons, and rural and residential homes. The City of Redfield
lies immediately adjacent to RMA on its north and east sides. Structural elements associated
with the city include residential homes, parks, bridges, powerlines, sheds, dumpsters, vacant lots,
fences, billboards, etc. Because structural habitats are man-made, they are often overlooked as
wildlife habitat, but such habitats are present on and off the RMA airfield and do attract wildlife.

2. Natural Habitats. Natural habitats of the RMA airfield, eritical zone and general zone
include four broad types: agricultural areas, grasslands, permanent/temporary wetlands and
woodlands.

a. Agricultyre. Agricultural habitat is the most prevalent natural habitat in the RMA area. Corn,
sunflower, soy beans, small grains and hay are the most common agricultural commodities in the
general zone. No crops are grown inside the current airport perimeter fence however,
agricultural lands lie immediately adjacent to the airport, including the area where the proposed
new runway is to be built.

b. Grass. Grass habitats occurred within the RMA airfield, critical zone and General zone.
These habitats include grazing land, hayfields, lawns and arcas enrolled in the Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP). Short and long grass (greater than 12 inches) were the most prevalent
habitat within RMA.

¢. Wetlands. Wetland habitats in the RMA area include rivers/streams, permanent and seasonal
lakes/ponds, marshes, stock ponds and wastewater treatment lagoons. In addition to the airport
drainage system, the airfield has several large poorly drained areas, some of which maintain
marsh vegetation throughout the year. Immediately adjacent to the airfield is a large pond.
Additionally, there are several areas that hold water seasonally or remain wet throughout the
year.

Turtle Creek meandets through the Redfield area coming within about 2 miles of RMA on its
west side and % mile on its north side. A dam on Turtle Creek within the city of Redfield backs
up water creating Redfield Lake. Additionally, a large cattail choked creck flows along the west
side of the airfield and into Redfield Lake.
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d. Wooded. Wooded habitats exist within the RMA, general and critical zones, Most are
shelterbelts or ornamental plantings. Shelter belts occur mainly around farmsteads and borders
of croplands. Ornamental plantings are found in the residential and business areas of Redfield.
Trees are [ocated immediately adjacent to the airport in the mobile home park on the northwest
edge, and along the east side of the airfield (across Hwy 281) amongst several residential homes
and businesses. A few willow trees are located on the airfield and several large dead trees are
found in the marsh areas adjacent to the airport.

V. STUDY METHODS

The study was conducted over a two day period, twice each month, beginning April 1, 2010 and
ending March 31, 201 1. Data collection was conducted by Tim Pugh (Wildlife Biologist,
USDA/Wildlife Services),

Wildlife activities and habitats in the RMA airfield, critical and general zone, were assessed to
determine their hazard potential. However, the closer wildlife are to runways, the greater the
hazard. Therefore, most study effort involved identifying hazards in the airfield first, followed
by the critical zone, and finally the general. Also, due to their greater mobility and higher strike
potential, birds were the primary focus of the study. Large and medium sized mammals were
also assessed because of their high hazard potential (Dolbeer et al. 2000). Small mammals were
evaluated because they are sought after by carnivores and hawks - both hazardous wildlife strike
candidates. To minimize time expenditures while accomplishing study Objectives 2, 3 and 4,
various methods were used to acquire pertinent data on birds, mammals and habitats.

A BIRDS

1. Point Counts. Point counts, based on the USFWS Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) (Robbins et
al. 1986), were used to establish bird species composition, abundance and activities, and also
identify level of habitat use by birds. This standardized survey design provides baseline data that
can be compared with future RMA data, or daia from other airports collected similarly.

Point counts were conducted by an observer remaining at an established observation station on
the airfield for three minutes. All birds heard or seen within a 1/4 mile radius (125 acres) were
recorded by individual species if possible, or otherwise by guild. When possible, the number of
individuals, their primary activity and habitat used, as well as any runways they entered or flew
over, were also recorded. Bird detection and identification was aided with 10x40 binoculars.

Habitats were recorded as agriculture, air, asphalt, short grass, tall grass, gravel, marsh, runway,
taxiway, structure, trees and unpaved road. Activities were identified as standing, feeding, flying
locally (i.e. flving between local habitats), flying past (i.e. migrating or passing through the area)
or vocalizing.

Due to the subjectivity occasionally involved with deciphering primary activities or habitats,
efforts were made to maintain consistency among judgement calls. If the primary habitat or
activity was questionabile, the first observed was recorded, Air was recorded as habitat for birds

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT



6

flying past. For birds seen flying locally, the habitat they flew to was recorded. Swallows or
hawks actively huniing were usually seen in the air, however, the habitat they were actually
hunting above was recorded. However, if hawks were hunting from a perch, the type of perch
(i.e. structure or tree) was recorded for habitat,

Five observation stations throughout the airfield were established along a survey route (Appendix
A. Map 2). With the exception of station #3 during periods of heavy snow cover, stations were
readily accessible by vehicle at all times of the year and traveling the route interfered little with
airport operations. Each station provided a view of the airficld and included areas of known bird
activity. The cumulative area covered by all five stations totaled 100% of runway 13-31, and
100% of runway 1-19. There was minimal overlap among stations and, except for point #3, each
included portions of runways. Overall, the five stations included at least a portion of all habitats
found on the airfield. Maps were used to estimate habitat coverage percentages at each station
and habitat richness was determined (Table 1),

Table 1. Habitat coverage estimates and habitat richness values for point count observation
stations at Redfield Municipal Airport, April 2010 - March 2011,

Habitat Percentage of habltat at each chservation station Stations
Class 1 2 3 4 5 Combined
Agriculture 10 52 60 20 66 416
Asphait 2 - - 5 - 1.4
Grass a8 20 10 30 - 19.2
Gravel 5 3 - - 3 2.2
Marsh/Pcnd 25 10 10 30 25 20.0
Runway 10 5 18 5 - 7.0
Structure 5 5 3 5 3 4.2
Trees 2 5 2 5 3 34
Taxiway 5 - - - - 1.0
Richness ? 9 7 7] 5 6.8

! “Air" habitat was not included in coverace estimates. ‘ _
Richness refars to the number of different habitats within the respective cbservation station (4 mile radius).

The survey route was run 8 times per month. This included a series of two consecutive runs on
two mornings and two evenings each month, usually during two 24 hour periods during each
month. Moming counts were started within 30 minutes of sunrise. Evening counts were started
about two hours prior to sunset. These times were established to include daily peaks in bird
activity.

Overall, § counts per month were conducted at each station, totaling 40 point counts for the
airfield/month and 480 counts overall. Weather conditions and the active runway were recorded
at the start of each morning and evening series. All information was initially recorded on
standardized data sheets and later entered into a computer database.

For analysis, bird species were grouped into guilds according to similar size and/or life histories.
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Additionally, since weather pattems and other factors are variable from year to vear, timing of
monthly bird activities, such as migration and nesting are also variable from vear to vear. To
allow for more accurate year to year predictions in seasonal activities, months were grouped by
seasons and analyzed accordingly. Seasons (with respective months pooled): spring (March,
April and May), summer (June, July and August), fall (September, October and November) and
winter (December, January and February),

Statistix® 7.0 (Analytical Software, 2000, Tallahassee, FL) was used to generate the following
seasonal and overall statistics from the point count data for all birds combined, select guilds and
select species: total abundance, mean abundance per point count, mean flock size, frequency of
oceurrence, habitat selection and activity breakdown.

2. Critical Zone Bird Survey. The unnamed creek that lies to the west of the airfield and
empties into Redfield Lake is typically choked with cattails and appears to be highly attractive to
waterfowl. This large amount of marsh along with the open water of Redfield Lake has the
potential to atiract waterfowl from the area wetlands and cropland, thus creating a hazard as they
pass through RMA airspace. Therefore, a survey route (Appendix A. Map 7.) with 9 major
observation points were established to monitor activity by large water related birds i.e. ducks,
geese, pelicans, herons etc. The survey was run four times monthly in an attempt to determine
the influence that this water has on attracting birds into the RMA area.

3. General Observations. Observations of bird species (not recorded during point counts or
general zone survey), large flocks of birds, presence of high risk species such as geese and
hawks, or notable patterns in bird activities, were documented. This included sightings while the
observer was on the airfield or within the general zone. General observations were not
conducive to data analysis and were used only for descriptive generalizations.

B. LARGE AND MEDIUM SIZED MAMMALS

1. Spetlight Surveys. Spotlight surveys were used to establish species composition and
abundances of large and medium sized mammals (e.g. deer, coyotes, jackrabbits, etc.). One
driver/spotter fraveled a basic route (Appendix A. Map 3.) covering all RMA runways, weather
permitting Driving speed was 10 miles per hour and mammals were located by scanning a
300,000 candle power spotlight. Species and numbers were documented for each survey. A
survey was done on two nights per month following evening point counts, beginning at least 90
minuies after sunset and ending at least 90 minutes prior to sunrise. For each species, the
monthly maximum number of individuals recorded in one survey was calculated.

2. General Observations. All mammals and sign (e.g. tracks and droppings) were documented
when seen at RMA or in the immediate vicinity. These observations provided a generalized
indication of species composition and relative density near the airfield.

C. SMALL MAMMALS
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1. Snap-traps. Snap-trap transect surveys were used to establish small mammal species
composition and densities relative to the dominate natural habitat (grass/hay) on the RMA
airfield. Sampling transects were established at two different areas (Appendix A. Map 3.). Each
sampling site consisted to two 800 foot transects. The transects ran parallel to each other and
were spaced 100 feet apart. Each transect contained 25 mouse snap-traps set 30 feet apart, for a
total of 50 traps set at each of the two sampling sites. Traps baited with peanut butter and rolled
oats were set over 2 consecutive nights.

Sampling was conducted April 14 - 16, 2010 and replicated September 1 - 3, 2010. Data from all
sampling dates for each habitat were pooled and species composition was established. Then with
species pooled, small mammal relative densities/habitat by catch-per~unit-effort were calcnlated
with values expressed as a number of animals per 100 adjusted trap nights (King 1989).

D. GENERAL WILDLIFE ACTIVITIES AND HABITATS

1. General Observations. Relationships among all wildlife (including birds, mammals and
invertebrates), habitats and human activities were monitored through general observations. This
provided clues to problem areas, key habitats, activity periods, etc., on and off the airfield, that
were not obtained from other study methods. Again, these observations were not conducive fo
data analysis and were used only for descriptive generalizations.

2. Interviews. Inaddition to WS general observations, pilots and city personnel were
questioned regarding their observations of wildlife incidences on the airport.

V1. RESULTS

Sampling Effort
This section presents results from the study for Bird Poinl Counts
methods described above. This includes data 0
analysis and descriptive generalizations for I
birds, medivm to large sized mammalg, small 5

mammals, general wildlife activities and
habitats, and threatened and endangered
species. A discussion of these results follows
this section.

point counts
=

5 |

A, BIRDS

1. Sample Effort. A total of 480 point counts Dec
were conducted from April 2010 - March g oo
2011. Forty point counts were conducted each

month over 12 survey periods (Figure ]) The Figure 1. Breakdown of total sampling effort for bird

: : ' ix B, point counts (n=480) at Redfield Municipal Airport,
dataset is provided in Appendix Apri] 2010 - March 201 1.

i_: em
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2. Total Abundance. Throughout the point counts, 18,850 birds were recorded, representing 52
identified species and 13 guilds (Table 2). The eight most abundant species were common
grackles (3958), red-winged blackbirds (2382), mixed blackbirds(1259), Canada goose (1220),
rock dove (1212), lesser scaup (1196), mallard (1047) and cliff swallow (1039). Blackbirds
(8785) were the most abundant guild, followed by ducks (3671), swallows (1300), geese (1220)
and rock doves (1212).

Table 2. Breakdown of bird guilds with inclusive species and numbers of birds observed during point counts (n =
480) at Redfield Municipal Afrport, April 2010 - March 201 1.
Inclusive Species

Bird Guild Common Name Scientific Name Number
Blackbirds Common grackle Quiscalus quiscila 3958
(blackbirds,meadowlarks, Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus 2382
starlings and cowbirds) Mixed blackbirds na 1259
European starling Sturnuy vulgaris 849

Western meadowlark Sturnelia neglecta 243

Yellow-headed blackbird Nanshocephalus xantiocephalus 65

Brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater 17

Bobolink DoliecRMAwxe orpzivourius 12

Toial 8785

Ducks Lesser Scaup 1196
Mallard Anas playriynchos 1047

Blue-winged tea! Anas discors 658

Redhead Aythya americana 278

Northern shoveler Anas clypeata t45

Pied-billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps 94

Northern pintail Anag acuta 87

Wood duck Aix sponsa 66

Canvasback Avthya valisineria 40

Unidentified duck na 40

Amecrican wigeon Anas americana 8

Bufflehead Bucephata islandica 8

American cool Fulica americang p

Eared grebe Podilymbus migricolfis 2

Total 3671

Game Birds Ring-necked pheasant Phasianus colchicus 693
Total 693

Geese Canada goose Branta canadensis 1220
White-fronted goose Awnser albifi-ons 2

Total 1222

Gulls Ring-billed gull Larus delawarensis 793
Franklin’s gull Larus pipixcan 33

Black ter Chllidonias niger 4

Herring gul] Larus argentatus [

To4al A ] |

Hawks Swainson’s hawk Buiteo swainsoni 36
(broadwings and accipitors) Northern harrier Cireus cyaneus 29
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 8

Unidentified hawk na 7

American kesire Falco sparverius 6

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT
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Total 86
Herons “Great egret Ardea alba 2
(herons and other waterbirds} Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus 1
Total 3
Miscellaneous Birds - -W;st_e;n-'kiﬁ'gbird Tyrannus verticalis on
(medium sized) American robin Turdus migratorius 55
Northern flicker Cplaptes quratus 21
Eastern kingbird Tyravnus tyrannus 14
Total 86
Mourning Doves Mourningdoves ~ Zenaida macroura 361
Total 361
Rock Daves (i:li-geohs) . - Rock doves Columba livia N 1212
Total 1212
Shorehirds Killdeer ‘Charadrius vociferus 131
Unidentificd shorebird na 36
Wilson’s phalarope Phalaropus wicolor 9
dMarbled godwit Limosa fedoa 3
Lipland sandpiper Bartramia lengicauda 2
Total 181
Sparrows Horned lark Eremophila alpestris 626
(sparrows, longspurs, Unidentified sparrow na 274
larks. and warblers) House sparrow Pagsser domesticus 51
Savannah sparow Passerculus sandwichensis 8
Chipping sparrow Spizella passering 1
Total 980
Swallows CCliffswallow  Petrochelidon pyrermacta 1039
Barn swaliow Hirundo rustica 211
Tree swallow Tachyeineta bicolor 50
Total 1300
3. Mean Abundam_:e. While .tot.al abundan- ce is Seaschal MeanAbundance
useful when comparing data within a specific with all birds combined
dataset, it is not always useful when making 10.00
comparisons across datasets. Even though ' i
general methods may be standardized, sampling B0 i
= o |
efforts between data sets are unlikely to be equal. = | (53]
. 3 600 |
Therefore, total abundance was divided by E _ _
. ) 4.26
sampling effort to generate a mean abundance, S Lo
. . ] .
expressed as birds per point count. The overall g ;
mean bird abundance at RMA, based on 480 L]
point counts was 4.26 birds/ point count (Figure ooo | e ‘
2). Seasonally, summer had the greatest mean Spng  Summer  Fal  Winter  Overs
Seasons

abundance (8.07), followed by spring (5.93), fall
(2.62) and winter (0.43).
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4. Mean Flock Size. Although bird
abundance at an airport is important for Seasonal Mean Flock Sizes
determining airsrike potential, bird flocking among all birds
tendencies must also be considered. For 140
instance, 500 blackbirds dispersed about an 120
airfield as individuals, do not represent the
same level of hazard as 500 blackbirds
dispersed in one or two large flocks. Aircraft
strikes could oceur under either situation,
however, if only a single bird is involved the
likelihood of harm to the aircraft or its 20 -
occupants is less than if the strike involved 00
large flocks of birds. The mean flock size for Serind - Surmer Se:;';ns Winier - Qverel
all birds combined at RMA was 9.2 (Figure 3).
Fall had the greatest mean flock size (14.0), Figure 3. Seasonal mean flock sizes generated from
followed by winter (9.0), spring (8.9) and point counts (n=480) at Redfield Municipal Airpot,

. April 2010 - March 2011,
summer (7.9) (Figure. 3).

-
=
(=]

LX)

G0

mean flock size

40

5. Frequency of Occurrence, Bird
abundance and flock size are two important
variables to consider in determining bird
hazards at airports. A third, and just as :
important variable, is frequency of 80 -
occurrence. Frequency of occurrence '
basically answers the question - how often
would you expect to see a certain bird
species or guild at the airport? Nine out of
ten visits, or just two out of ten? 20 |

Considering all bird species averaged over f

the entire year, birds were observed at RMA ©  soring  Summer sl Winter  Oversl
during 72% of all point counts (Figure 4). Seasons

Seasonally, birds were recorded at 100% of

the point counts during summer, 78% in Figure 4. Seasonal frequencies of occurrence generated

spring, 77% in fall, and just 32% in winter fron} pont counts (n=430) at Redfield Municipal Airpon,
. April 2010 « March 2011.
(Figure 4).

Seasonal Frequencies of Occurrence

among all birds
100

60

percent

‘O':

6. Composite Hazard Rankings. When evaluating the hazard potential of birds, three variables
specific to the airport in question must be considered, This includes bird abundance, flock size
and frequency of occurrence. However, the kind of birds evaluated must also be considered.
Dolbeer et al. (2000) used nationwide data to rank various wildlife according to their relative
hazard level to aircraft. They based their rankings on three criteria: damage to aircraft overall,
major damage, and effect on flight. There is a direct relationship between the weight of a bird
and the level of damage and effect on flight, and also, some birds are more apt to avoid strikes
(e.g. a hawk has greater flight maneuverability than a duck). These considerations were therefore
inherently factored in their final rankings (Dolbeer et. al. 2000).
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To determine which birds at RMA represented the highest potential for bird strikes likely to
result in aircraft damage, bird guilds were first ranked by their mean abundance, mean flock size
and frequency of occurrence. Next, they were ranked by their hazard level according to Dolbeer
et al. (2000). Finally, ranks for the four variables were added for each bird guild, and a
composite guild hazard ranking was established specific to RMA, termed a RMA Composite
Rank. This rank was generated for each guild seasonally to determine which birds posed the
greatest threat in each season.

Spring. Based on the RMA composite rankings during spring, thete were four bird guilds that
stood out as the most hazardous. These included ducks, geese, blackbirds and gulls (Table 3).
Ducks and geese, which have high hazard rankings nationwide (Dolbeer et. al. 2000) ranked 1
and 2 for the RMA composite ranking. Although blackbirds were most abundant (rank = 1) and
most frequently observed (rank = 1), they are far less of a concern for damage or effect on flight
nationwide (national rank = 9) than ducks (national rank = 2) or geese (national rank = 1)
(Dolbeer et. al. 2000), thus the RMA composite rank for blackbirds is 3 (Table 3). Gulls are
another guild that represent a relatively high level of danger to aircraft (national rank = 5)
(Dolbeer et. al. 2000), however, they were abundant and frequent enough at RMA to rank them

fairly high (RMA composite rank = 4),

Summeyp. During the summer, five puilds were of concern in the RMA composite ranks,
including ducks, blackbirds, rock doves, mourning doves and swallows (Table 4). Ducks had the
highest RMA composite rank (rank = 1) by ranking 2 or 3 in abundance (rank = 3), flock size
(rank = 2), frequency (rank = 3) and hazard rank (national rank = 2). Blackbirds ranked second
overall (RMA. composite rank = 2), ranking highest in abundance (rank = 1) and frequency (rank
= 1). The three other species of concem ranked first or second in either abundance (swallows),
flock size (rock doves) and frequency (mourning doves).

Fall. There were five notable guilds during the fall; ducks, rock doves, blackbirds, sparrows and
gulls (Table 5). Ducks had the highest RMA composite rank and are considered to be the most
hazardous species at RMA during the fall. Ducks ranked first in both abundance and flock size at
RMA, and rank second in the national hazard ranking.

Winter. Following the fall migration, few birds resided through the winter at RMA. Only 5
guilds were noted at RMA during the winter (Table 6). Except for sparrows, each of these guilds
were comprised of only one species; rock doves, sparrows (horned larks and house sparrows),
hawks (unidentified), blackbirds (starlings) and game birds (pheasants). None of these birds
were at hazardous levels at RMA during winter.

Summary. Based on these seasonal trends, eight of the thirteen bird guilds observed at RMA
(blackbirds, ducks, geese, gulls, mourning doves, rock doves, sparrows and swallows) are
notably high risk birds during one seascn or another.
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Table 3. Spring ranking of bird guilds (| =highest rank and most hazardous) by mean abundance per point count
(n=96), mean flock size, frequency of occurrence, and hazardous level to aireraft. Includes a final composite
ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, based on an average of the other four rank variables for cach guild.

April - May 2010, March 2011

Abundance
Gullda = Rank
Ducks 8.68 3
Geese 9.20 2
Blackbirds 268 1
Gl 438 4
Shorebird 0.28 8
Hawk 0.12 10
Rock Doves 1.75 5
Game 1.07 6
Mourning Dove 0.30 7
Sparrow 0.24 9
Heron 0.01 t2
Miscellaneous 0.11 11
Swallow 12

Flock Size
» Rank
12.3 2
6.6 7
6.6 T
110 4
19.2 1
11.69 3
3.9 12
7.8 8
6.0 10
7.9 5
50 11
6.1 9
1 3

Frequency
L"4 Rank
62.5 2
24.2 4
69.2 1
108 8
133 5
100 9
13.3 8
42.5 3
13.3 5
19.2 10
1.7 12
8.3 1
1.7

Hazard
Rank!

12
m

Redfield

Comnnsita ®

I o@m N OO bW N

g
3

Derived from relative hazard rankings established in Dolbeer, R.A ., 5.E. Wright, and E.C. Cleary, 2000, Ranking the hazard level of wild]

species to aviation. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28:372-378.

Composite ranking, specitic to Redfield Municipat Airport, generated afier averaging the four ranking variables (abundance, flock size,
frequency and hazard) for each guild

Table 4. Summer ranking of bird guilds (1= highest rank and most hazardous) by mean abundance per point count
(n=96), mean flock size, frequency of occutrence, and hazardous level to aircraft. Tncludes a final composite

ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, based on an average of the other four rank variables for each guild.

June - August 2010).

Abundance
Gilde 5 Ranlk
Ducks 7.03 3
Blackbirds 318 )
Rock Doves 435 4
Maurning Dove 2.22 5
Swallow 10.55 2
Shorebird 1.20 8
Miscellaneous 1.21 7
Geese 0.95 1
Game 1.74 6
Hawk 0.34 12
Sparrow 1.11 9
Gull 0.96 10
Heron 0.01 13

1.20

Flock Size

X Rank
11.2 2
7.1 6
12.8 1
6.1 9
7.9 4
10.2 3
7.3 5
6.3 7
6.3 7
33 12
6.0 10
5.1 11
1.0 13
3

Erequency
% Rank
458 3
73.3 1
225 9
47.5 2
6
268 8
43.3 4
5.8 11
40.8 5
22,5 9
28.3 7
9.2 12
08 13
]

Hazard
Rank!

2
9
4
7
11
8
12
1
13
3
10
5
6
8

Redfield
munogita

1

WKLo~ 3 B RN

Derived from relative hazard rankings established in Dolbeer, R,A,, §.E, Wright, and E.C, Cleary, 2000. Ranking the hazard level of wildlife

species fo aviation. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28:172.378.

Composite ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, gencrated after averaging the four ranking variables (abundance, flack size,
frequency and hazard) for each guild.
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Table 5. Fall ranking of bird guilds (1= highest rank and most hazardous) by mean abundance per point count
(n=96), mean flock size, frequency of occurrence, and hazardous level to aircraft. Includes a final composite
ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, based on an average of the other four rank variables for each guild.
September - November 2010,

Abundance Flock Size Frequency Hazard Redfield
—Guilds X Rank X Rank % _ Raok  Rank'  Composite®
Ducks 14.89 1 18.3 1 17.5 -] 2 1
Rock Doves 312 3 17.3 2 13.3 7 4 2
Blackbirds 14,42 2 8.4 8 375 1 9 3
Sparrow 1.14 5 12.4 4 24 1 2 10 4
_Guil 0.78 6 75 9 183 4 5 5
Hawk 022 9 10.3 6 15.0 6 3 5
Mourning Dove D47 7 16.6 3 13.3 7 7 5
Game 1.23 4 10.4 5 241 3 13 8
Shorebird 0.02 10 8.0 7 0.8 10 8 9
Swallow 0.26 8 2.0 11 16 9 11 10
Miscellanecus 0.02 11 30 10 0.8 10 12 11
Geese - - - - - - 1 B
Heren - - - - - - & -

! Derived from relative hazard rankings established in Dolbeer, R.A., S.E. Wright, and E.C. Cleary. 2000. Ranking the hazard level of wildlife
species to aviation, Wildlifs Scciety Bullelin 28:372-378.

* Composite ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, generated after averaging the four ranking variables {abundance, flock size,
frequiency and hazard) for each guild.

Table 6. Winter ranking of bird guilds (1= highest rank and most hazardous) by mean abundance per point count
{n=96), mean flock size, frequency of occurrence, and hazardous level to aircraft. Includes a final composite
ranking, specific to Redfield Municipal Airport, based on an average of the other four rank variables for each gulld.
December 2010 - February 201 1.

Abundance Flock Size Fraquency Hazard Redficld
_Guilds X Rank X Raok % Rank _ Rank' __Composite?

Rack Doves 0.86 3 8.3 1 6.66 5 4 1
Sparrow 1.18 2 5.9 3 13.3 1 10 2
Hawk 0.01 5 1.0 5 8.33 3 3 2
Blackbirds 0.05 4 6.0 2 8.33 1 9 4
Game 1.72 1 27 4 12.5 2 13 5
Geese - - - - - - 1 -
Ducks - - - - - - 2

Gull - - - - 5 -
Heron - - - - - - 6 -
Moutning Dove - . . - - - 7 -
Shorebird - - - - - - 8 -
Swallow . - - - - - 11

Miscellaneous - : - - - - 12 -

' Derived trom relative hazard rankings established in Dolbeer, R.A., 8.E, Wright, and E.C. Cleary, 2000, Ranking the hazard level of wildlife
species to aviation. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28:372-378.

* Composite Tanking, spesific to Redfield Municipal Airport, generated aficr averaging the four ranking variables (abundance, Mock size,
frequency and hazard) for each guild.
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7. Breakdown of Guilds. The number of different species included within the 13 bird guilds
ranged from one (game birds, mourning doves and rock doves) to thirteen (ducks) (Table 2).
Tables 3-6 show which guilds were the more hazardous during each season based on abundance,
flock size, frequency and hazard level, To provide further insight into specific species potentially
causing problems, species composition was determined seasonally for each guild, as well as
overall (Table 7).

Table 7. Seasonal species composition for bird guilds as recorded during point counts at Redfield Municipal

Airport, April 2010 - March 2011.
[Seascnal Composition (% of season abundance} %

Guild Species Spring_ Summer Fall Winter Overall
Blackblirds Common grackle 64 44 12 - 45
Red-winged blackbird 27 13 67 - 27
Mixed blackbirds 1 27 12 - 14
European starling 3 12 18 100 10
Western meadowlark 3 3 1 - 3
Yellow-headed blackbird 2 <1 - - 1
Brown-headed cowbird <1 <1 - - <1
Bobolink - <1 - - <1
Ducks Lesser Scaup 24 - 53 - 32
Mallard 44 48 10 - 2
Blug-winged teal 5 30 14 - 18
Redhead 8 - 11 - 8
Northemn shovelor 5] 6 2 - 4
Pied-billed grebe <1 3 4 - 2
Wood duck - 5 1 - 2
Northern pintail 2 1 - - 1
Canvashack 4 - - - 1
Unidentified duck - 5 - - 1
American wigeon <1 <] - - <1
Bufflehead 1 - - - =<1
American coot <1 <1 - - <1
oo __ FEaredgebe = - - pcall . i
Gamebirds = Ring-necked pheasant 100 100 100 e 100
Gegse Canada goose 100 100 - - 100
White-fronted goose < - - - <1
Gulls Ring-billed guil 93 99 100 - 95
Franklin's gul! 6 - - - 4
Black tern 1 - - i <1
Herring qull - 1 - - <1
Hawks Swainson's hawk 46 46 37 - 42
Northern harrier 27 36 37 - 34
Red-tailed hawk 27 5 8 - 9
Unidentified hawk - 3 12 100 8
American kestrel - 10 3 - 7
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Herons Great blus heron 100 - - - 67
D -crested cormorrant L S (1) - SOURE - SR -
Miscellanecus Western kingbird - 50 - - 44
American rabin 100 28 33 - 34
Northern flicker - 14 - - 13
Eastermn kingbird - 8 67 - 9
Mourning Mourning doves 100 100 100 - 100
Rock doves Rock doves (pigeon) 100 100 100 100 100
Shorebirds Kilideer a7 66 100 - 72
Unidentified shorebird - 25 - - 20
Wilson's Phalarcpe - € - - 5
Marbled godwit 3 1 - - 2
Uptand sandpiper - 1 - -
Horned lark 10 13 39 98 48
Sparrows Unidentified sparrow 35 60 34 . 31
House sparrow &8 16 18 2 15
Savannah sparrow - 11 5 - 5
Chipping sparrow - - 4 - 1
Swallows Cliff swallow - 79 100 . 80
Bam swallow 100 17 - - 16
Tree swallow - 4 - - 4

8. Habitat Selection. Habitat use was evaluated for the 13 guilds in each season they were
present and posed a potential threat to aircraft (Table 8). Variability in seasonal habitat use is
likely related to seasonal changes in the birds life history patterns.

Tahle 8. Seasonal habitat use by gnilds at Redfield Municipal Airport, April 2010 - March 2011. Only habitats with
>5% use were included. Wetland attractants (i.e. marsh, pond, temporary standing water) wete pooled together.

Guild Season # Habitats used (percentage of seasonal guild #)

Blackbirds  Spring 3225 Agriculture {41} Tree (25) Short Grass {16)MarshPond/TSW (12)
Summer 3823 Agriculture (30} Short Grass {27}, Tall Grass (22}, Marsh/Pond/TSW (15}
Fall 1731 Agricuiture {61), Structure (17), Marsh/Pond (16}
Winter 8 Structure {(100)

Ducks Spring 1042 Marsh/Pond/TSVY (83) Air (14)
Summer 844 MarsivPond/TSWH{94)
Fall 1787 Marsh/Pond/ (99)

Game Spring 129 Short Grass (46), Agriculture (32), Marsh/Pond {12}
Summer 209 Agriculture (88}, Short Grass (14),
Falt 148 Tall Grass (42), Marsh/Pond/TSW (42) Shoit Grass (B), Agricullure {7)
Winter 207 Tall Grass (77), Agricultura (17), Runway(§)

Geese Spring 1108 Air {76), Runway {18), Marsh/Pond/TSW (5)
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Summer 114 Alr (68),Tall Grass (28)
Gulls Spring 524 Marsh/Pond/TSW (91), Air (7)
Summer 116 Runway (83}, Air (8)
Fall 91 Runway (57) Marsh/Pond/TSW {15) Short Grass (10}, Structure {13}
Hawks Spring i5 Tree (47), Agricultura (20), Structura {13), Pend (7) Short Grass {7}, Runway (7)
Summer 41 Short Grass (44), Tree {22}, Agriculture (15), Tall Grass (10), Rway (5) Structure {5)
Fall 27 Structure (37), Agriculture (26), Tree {15), Short Grass (7), Runway (7), Tall (7)
Winter 1 Trea {100)
Herons Spring 2 Air {100y
Summer 1 Air {100)
Misc Spring 13 Short Grass (45), Marsh/Pond/TSW (16) Runway {8), Tree (8), Runway (8}
Summer 146 Short Grass (32), Tall Grass (24), Agriculture (13), Rurway (13), Tree (8}
Fal) 3 Tall Grass {100}
M. Doves Sping 37 Air (309, Structure (25), Gravel (19), Tree (5), Agrfculture (5) Tall Grass (5), Asphall (5)
Summer 267 Agriculture {33}, Structure (18}, Gravel (14), Short {14}, Air {8), Asphalt (8), Tall (5}
Fall 57 Shoert Grass (33), Structure (25), Gravel (14}, Air (12), Tall Grass (7)
R. Doves Spring 210 Structure (95)
Summer 523 Structure {54}, Short Grass (13), Air (12), Gravel {11), TSW (8)
Fall 375 Structure (99}
\Winter 104 Structure (99)
Shoreblirds  Spring 34 Marsh/Pond/TSW (48}, Agriculture {24), Short Grass (15), Asphalt (9)
Summer 144 Marsh/Pond/TSW (58), Runway (22), Gravel (8), Short Grass (8)
Fall 3 Gravel {100)
Sparrows Spring 29 Structure (31}, Short Grass (24), Agriculture (17), Runway (8), Asphalt (7)
Summar 134 Short Grass (51), Tall Grass (25), Structurs (18), Agriculture (8)
Fall 137 Runway {29), Short Grass (22), Structure (19), Agriculture (10), Gravel (6)
Winter 143 Gravel (35), Short Grass (30). Taxiway (178), Structure (10), Runway (8)
Swallows Spring 2 Asphalt (50}, Short Grass (50}
Summey 1266 Shont Grass (52), Marsh/Pond/TSW (26) Structure (8), Agriculture (6), Tall Grass (5}
Fall 32 Tafl Grass (100)

9. Bird Activities. Since habitat use is often dependant on activity, for each of the thirteen bird
guilds, activitics were evaluated in each season they were present (Table 9). Activities varied for
most of the guilds for each of the seasons. Birds within the guilds which were in flight (flying
past or flying local) obviously pose the greatest threat to aircraft. This is true for 9 of the 13
guilds at RMA, which spent a significant amount of their activities in flight ( >30% ) during at
least one season (Table 9),
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Table 9. Seasonal activities by bird guilds at Redfield Municipal Airport, April 2010 - March 2011. Only activities
by =5% were included. Stationary activity (i.. standing, vocalizing, nesting, feeding) were pooled together.

Guild Season _ Abundance Activities (percentage of seasonal gulld abundance)
Blackbird Spring 3225 Stationary (73}, Flying Local (26)
Summer 3823 Stationary (87), Flying Local (31)
Fall 1731 Stationary (78), Flying Local (21)
Winter [ Flying Local (100)
Ducks Spring 042 Stationary {78), Flying Past (19)
Summer §44 Statlonary (93), Flving Local (5)
Fall 1787 Stationary {100}
Game Spring 129 Stationary (98)
Summer 209 Stationary (83), Flying Local {17)
Fall 148 Stationary (91), Flying Local (6)
Winter 207 Stationary (100)
Geese Spring 1108 Stationary (94}, Flying Past (5)
Summer 114 Stationary (65), Flying Local {35)
Gulls Spring 524 Stationary (82}, Flying Local (10), Flying Past(7)
Summer 116 Stationary {89), Flying Local (8)
Fall of Stationary {79), Flying Local {19}
Hawks Spring 15 Stationary {59), Flying Local (35}, Flying Past (6)
Summer 41 Statiomary {68), Flying Local (35)
Falt 27 Stationary (63), Flying Local (37}
Winter ) Stationary {100}
Herons Spring 2 Fiying Past (100)
Summer i Flying Past (100}
Misc Spring 13 Stationary {100}
Summer 146 Stationary {82), Flying Local {19)
Fall 3 Flying Local {100)
M. Doves Spring 37 Statlonary(62), Flying Past (32}, Flying Local (6)
Summer 267 Stationary {72}, Flying Past (17}, Flying Local (11}
Fall a7 Stationary (86), Flying Past {12}
R. Doves Spring 210 Stationary{ 99)
Summer 523 Stationary (79), Flying Past {13), Flying Local {8)
Fall 378 Stationary (99)
Winter 104 Stationary (97)
Shorebirds  Spring 34 Stationary (76), Flying Local (24)
Summer 144 Stationary (67}, Flying Local (31}
Fall 3 Stationary( 100)
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Sparrows Spring 29 Statlenary (62), Flying Loca! (34)
Summer 134 Stationary (54), Flying Local (45}
Fall 137 Flying Local (62), Staticnary (58)
Winter 143 Stationary (78), Flying Lacal {(82)

Swallows Spiing 2 Stationary (50}, Flying Local (50)
Summer 1266 Flying Local (80), Stationary (20)
Falt 32 Flying Local {100}

10. Runway Entrance Rates. Birds at
RMA were often observed entering runways
to feed, loaf or even roost. Birds also
entered the airspace above runways as they
flew from one area to another. Obviously
these birds have a higher potential for
strikes with aircraft than birds away from
the runways. Overall, 81 birds entered or
crossed the active runway per hour (Figure
5). Seasonally, summer had the highest bird
entrance rate with 126 birds per hour,
followed by spring (112), fall (105) and
winter (3) (Figure 5). Based on al! bird
peint counts including runway habitat
(n=480), 6% of all birds recorded, entered
the activc runway or its airspace (Figure 6).
Seasonally, 8% of all birds in fall entered
the active runway, while 4%, 6% and 2%
entered during spring, summer and winter
respectively (Figure 6).

Hourly entrance rates also varied seasonally
among the notable bird guilds (Figure 7).
Blackbirds had the greatest seasonal
entrance rate among any of the guilds,
peaking in the spring at 52,9/hour (Figure
.

11. Critical Zone Bird Survey Results.
The critical zone bird survey tallied large
water related birds present at 9 observation
points on Redfield Lake and the unnamed
creek running along the west side of RMA.
Actual bird numbers present during the
surveys were minimal. The number of birds
counted at each observation point during a
survey route were added together. Figure 8
shows the highest number of birds counted
during any one survey during each month,

birds antaring active nevyrhowur

B

B

Runway Entrance Rates
by all birds
i
Spring Summes fa Winter Overal
Seasons

Figure 5. Seasonal estimates of hourly bird numbers
entering the active runway or its airspace. Redfield
Municipal Airport, April 2010 - March 2011,

perceniage

10

Runway Entrance Rates

seasonal % of all birds

Spring Summer Fall Winter Oversll
Seasons

Figure 6. Seasonal percentages of all birds observed during
point counts that entered the active runway or its airspace,
Redfield Municipal Airport, April 2010 - March 2011,
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Hourly Runway Entrance Rates
by table bird guilds
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Figure 7. Seasonal estimates of hourly bird numbers (broken down by notable guilds) entering the active runway or
its airspace at Redfield Municipal Airport, April 2010 ~ March 2011,

Critical Zone Bird Survey Results
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Figure 8, Maximum number of large birds observed at all observation points on the Critical Zone Bird route each
month, April 2010 - March 2011.

B. LARGE AND MEDIUM SIZED MAMMALS

1. Spotlight Surveys. Two surveys were conducted each month from April 2010 - March 2011.
A total of 24 surveys were conducted. The most common mammal seen during the spotlight
counts was white-tailed jackrabbits (Figure 9). Deer were commonly seen on the airfield. In the
two months that deer were not recorded during spotlight surveys, they were seen during daylight
hours. Several other species (red fox, coyote, badger, raccoon and skunk) were seen on a rare ot
occasional basis.
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2. General Observations. Throughout
the RMA general zone and on the RMA
airfield, sign (tracks, hair or feces) and
sightings were recorded for white-tailed
deer, white-tailed jackrabbit, cottontail
rabbits, coyote, red fox, raccoon, striped
skunks and badger. Deer were common
on the airfield throughout most of the year
This was likely due to the height of the
perimeter fence which was below 10 foot
In many areas.

C. SMALL MAMMALS

1. Snap-trap Surveys. Only one small
rodent species was captured during the
snap-trap surveys (Figure10.). In 379 total
adiusted trap nights (ATN’s), 10 white-
tailed deer mice were captured, equaling
2.64 catches/100 ATN’s, This included ¢
cafches in 190.5 ATN’s during spring
{0.0/100 ATN’s) and 10 catches in 165.5
ATN’s in fall (5.28/100 ATN’s). All
were captured in grass habitat,

2. General Observations., Aside from
those sampled in the snap-traps, the other
small mammals on RMA included
thirteen-lined ground squirrels and pocket
gophers. Pocket gophers were quite
abundant in several areas on the airfield.

VII. DISCUSSION
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Spotlight Results
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Figure 9. Maximum number of mammals observed per
survey during monthly spotlight surveys. Redfield Municipal
Adrport, April 2010 - March 2011,
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Figure 10. Spring and fall small mammal catch per unit effort
(100 Adjusted Trap Nights) results at Redfield Municipal
Airport, April /September 2010,

This section summarizes the above results and discusses implications related to potential and
existing wildlife hazards at RMA, including those pertaining to birds, large and medium sized
mammals, small mammals and the various habitats. Inferences and theories hereafter are based
on data acquired during this study, widely accepted wildlife and ecological principals, interviews
with RMA personnel, and/or general observations by W'S.

A, BIRDS

As the results indicate, point counts proved effective for identifying hazardous birds near the
aitfield. Those birds deemed most hazardous at RMA, during at least one season, included
blackbirds, ducks, geese, gulls, hawks mourning doves, rock doves, sparrows and swallows.
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1. Blackbirds. Seven species of blackbirds were seen during the bird point ¢ounts (Table 7).
The blackbird guild had the second highest composite hazard ranking in summer and the third
highest in the spring and fall. Additionally, blackbirds were the most abundant species in spring
and summer, and the second most abundant in fall.

Most blackbirds flocks consisted of grackles, red-winged blackbirds and cowbirds (recorded as
mixed blackbirds). Together, these three species were the most abundant species {(86%) within
the guild and dominated during all four seasons at RMA. From spring to fall, they often staged
in the trees east of the airfield while feeding in the corn stubble or weedy agricultural land on the
south side of the airport. Red-winged and yellow-headed blackbirds set up territories and nested
in all cattail habitat on and around the airfield. This was especially noticeable in the cattail
marsh section of the large wetland south of the airfield.

Only a few Buropean starlings were present at RMA. They utilized the hangars at the airport and
the other structures at the fairgrounds to the northeast side for nesting or loafing.

Although meadowlarks were not present in large numbers or flocks, as were grackles and red-
wings, they are a very common prairie species in South Dakota throughout all but the coldest
winter months. Meadowlarks did not form large flocks. They were typically seen in pairs or as
individuals vocalizing or searching for insects in the short grass areas. Meadowlark numbers at
RMA were typical for an airport in prairie habitat.

Seasonal runway entrance rates reached 30.0 blackbirds per hour during the spring (Figure7),
higher than any other species recorded during the study except gulls and geese. Due the their
small size, this figure is less of a concern than if it were for larger birds. However, flocks of
blackbirds can cause substantial damage to aircraft.

Blackbird activity at RMA will be best managed through vegetation management. Eliminating
crops and alfalfa, maintaining grass height, preventing seed production, and keeping the airfield
free of cattails will discourage most blackbird species.

2. Ducks. Ducks were common in the Redfield area from spring through fall, and were
attracted to the wetland areas on and around RMA. Fourteen different species of ducks were
observed at RMA during the study. Ducks had the highest composite hazard ranking of all
species at RMA in all seasons except winter. Ducks utilized the marsh and pond area to the
south of the airfield as well as numerous low areas around the airfield that held water through
most of the year.

In the fall, ducks ranked first in both abundance and frequency. Ducks ranked second and third
in flock size and abundance respectively, in both spring and summer. Since ducks were difficult
to observe in the tall cattail marsh areas, it is likely that duck activity at RMA was considerably
higher than recorded. Lesser scaup, mallards and blue-winged teal accounted for at least 82% of
the ducks identified at RMA. Most ducks were observed on the open water pond south of
Runway 13/31. However, ducks used the potholes and other areas of temporary standing water,
including road ditches, on a regular basis.

Due to their large size and abundance through most of the year, ducks appeared to be the most
hazardous species at RMA. The best way to keep duck activity to a minimum at RMA will be to
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minimize all permanent and temporary wetland habitat.

3. Geese. Because of their large size and flocking tendencies, geese are considered the most
hazardous birds to aircraft. In spring, tens of thousands of peese push north toward their
breeding grounds. Flock sizes can range from two to 20,000, and fly close to the ground or up to
10,000 feet AGL. Spring migration spans from one to four weeks, depending on weather. Birds
will ofen rest in wetlands and pastures, and feed in agricultural fields.

RMA did not appear to attract large numbers of geese, However, migrating geese did fly over
the airfield on occasions in the spring often enough to be considered the second most hazardous
bird at RMA in spring. Little can be done to control migrating geese.

Two pair of geese nested at RMA and were commonly seen with their goslings during the spring
and early summer. Once the goslings were able to fly, geese left the area, Proper habitat
management (i.e. minimizing wetlands and maintaining grass height at between 6 and 12 inches)
will help to keep goose activity at RMA to a minimum. If ever paired geese are seen regularly on
the airfield in spring, they are attempting to nest and should be lethally removed. Their presence
greatly increases the probability of a strike, and any offspring produced will likely return to nest
in the future,

4. Gulls. Nationwide, gulls are involved in more wildlife/aircraft strikes than any other species
(Dolbeer et al. 2000). Ring-billed and Franklin’s are the most abundant gulls in the Redfiled
area. A hermring gull and a black tem were noted on one occasion each. Gulls were present at
RMA in the spring and, on ocassion in the summer and fall. Gulls often utilized the open water
areas of the pond and standing water on the airfield. They commonly loafed on either end of
Runway 13/31, creating a very hazardous situation at those times. Spring posed the greatest
threat as to aircraft as abundance and flock size were ranked relatively high (Abundance = 4 &
Flock size = 4). However, seasonal RMA entrance rates for gulls were second highest to geese in
spring, with 67 gulls per hour flying through the RMA airspace (Figure 7).

Proper habitat management (i.e. eliminating any open water and maintaining grass height at
between 6 and 10 inches) and an effective hazing program will be essential for keeping gull
activity on RMA to a minimum, Any and all gulls seen on RMA should be immediately hazed
away. In the event that gulls disregard scare tactics, at least one or two gulls should be lethally
taken and left in a highly visible area.

5. Hawks. Nationwide, hawks are fairly common risks at airports. During the study, four
species of hawks, or other birds of prey were identified (Table 7). Seasonally, the highest
composite rank for hawks was 2 during the winter followed by 5 during the fall. Since very few
birds of any species were present in winter, the high winter hazard rank of 2 is very misleading.
During the point counts in winter, only one hawk was recorded on only one occasion. Although
hawk activity was not highly notable during other seasons, their activity was considerably higher
during the other months. Summer had the most hawk activity with 41 recordings during the
point counts, followed by fall (27) and spring (17). Swainson’s hawks were the most prevalent
hawk at RMA. Northern harriers were the second most prevalent hawk species at RMA
according to the point counts. Unlike Swainson’s hawks that hunt primarily from a petch,
harriers hunt by low level flying over prairie lands.
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Due to their large size and their potential for damaging aircraft, the presence of hawks at an
airport should always be noted as a high risk situation. Hawks are typically attracted to airports
to prey on small rodent populations and rabbits. At RMA hawks used the fence posts and large
dead trees for hunting perches. The best way to discourage hawks from the airport is to maintain
short grass habitats, eliminate perching locations and remove prey species. Perch sites can be
minimized through tree removal and using anti-perch devices. Rabbits can be effectively
controlled with spotlighting and shooting at night. Small rodents can be controlled with
rodenticides. See Section C. Small Mammals for further information on controlling pocket
gophers and other rodents at RMA.

6. Mourning Doves. In summer, mourning doves ranked second in frequency. In both summer
and fall they were commonly seen flying past, feeding in short grass or cropland, or perched on a
fence, free or structure. Doves migrate relatively early in fall, and consequently, few were seen
after mid-fall and none were seen in winter. In summer, doves likely roosted and nested in trees
and shelterbelts near RMA. Proper vegetation management and keeping seed production to a
minimum should keep their activity at RMA to a minimum.

7. Rock Doves. Rock doves are commonly referred to as pigeons. They were abundant in the
Redfield area with a flock of up to 100 regularly seen in the hangar & fairground area on the
northeast side of RMA. They typically loafed on the hangars and roosted under the fairground
shelter. Rock doves likely feed in area cropland or at the elevator to the east of the fairgrounds.
Although rock doves were rarely seen flying over the airfield, their high numbers at the airport
and flocking characteristics make them a hazard concem.

Rock doves are considered the fourth most hazardous bird guild to aircraft. If rock doves use the
hangars, doots can be kept closed, entrance holes plugged, nesting areas excluded and nests
removed. Regular shooting with an air rifle on night roosts is an excellent way to control rock
dove numbers. Decoy traps are also effective in reducing the local population.

8. Sparrows. The sparrow guild was comprised of 4 species however, since these small birds
are often difficult to identify, especially at distances up to 1/4 mile, some sparrows were recorded
as “unidentified sparrows” (Table 7). Because of their small size, sparrows are considered a
relatively low risk to aircraft. Sparrows were notable in the fall when they had a relatively high
composite rank of 4. This was mainly due to their high frequency (rank=2) and relatively high
abundance (rank=5) and flock size (rank=4). They also had a high composite tank in winter
(rank=2) however, this was at a time when few birds were present at RMA and they were not
considered a hazard.

Sparrows are seed and insect eaters that prefer to forage in open areas. Fortunately, they were
typically seen only as individuals or small flocks. They were often seen feeding on insects and/or
wind blown seeds on the runways, taxiways and short grass areas. They often used the hangars,
runway lights and signs as perches, Proper vegetation management that minimizes insects and
seed production will likely keep sparrow activity low at RMA.

9. Swallows. Three species of swallows were the only species of the swallow guild recorded at
RMA during the study. Ninety-seven percent of all swallows recorded at RMA were during the
summer months. Their high abundance (rank=2) gave them the fourth highest composite rank
during the summer. They typically flew over the grass or wetland areas foraging on insects. The
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small size of swallows make it highly unlikely that any direct aircraft damage would result from
a strike, however, large flocks could result in multiple strikes or evasive maneuvers by a pilot.
Swallow nesting was minimal at RMA.

10. Other birds. During the point counts, 50 species of birds from 13 guilds were identified
(crows were the only guild never observed at RMA). While nine guilds were considered notable
in at least one season, the remaining guilds should not be overlooked as potentially hazardous
birds. This includes game birds, herons, miscellaneous species and shorebirds.

Game Birds. Ring-necked pheasants were the only game bird species seen at RMA.
Pheasants were commonly observed on the airfield during all seasons of the year. In
spring and summer, pheasants were typically seen as individuals or small groups of 3 or
less. However, in late fall and winter, as cropland was harvested, pheasants were often
grouped up in flocks of several dozen. The tall cattails, un-mowed areas and cropland on
and adjacent to RMA is likely the reason pheasants were so common at RMA. Pheasants
do not migrate and are therefore a year-round hazard. Although they have the lowest
hazard rank (13) of all bird guilds, pheasants never had a high composite ranking, even in
winter when they were the most abundant species. Still, pheasants are large bodied birds
and their presence on the airfield could be a hazard to the small planes that utilize the
RMA airfield.

Pheasants often feed on waste grain in agricultural fields or on seeds and insects in grass
habitats, They will generally roost in thick vegetation such as cattails or tall grass. The
removal of thick cover (alfalfa, caitails and trees) and proper grass management will keep
pheasant hazards to a minimum. Lethal control may be necessary at times.

Herons. Two herons and a cormorrant that flew over the airfield were the only species of
the heron guild observed at RMA during the point counts. Herons, cranes and pelicans
are large, slow moving, birds associated with shallow wetlands. Shallow wetlands are
numerous in the RMA area. However, most larger wetlands that would attract these large
birds are currently choked with cattails most of the year. Removal of wetlands will help
to keep heron activity to a minimum.

Miscellaneous Birds. Four miscellancous small to medium sized bird species were
recorded at RMA (Table 2). Although these species were not seen in large numbers, 93%
of these were American robins and kingbirds. Robins eat earthworms, insects and fruit
while kingbirds are insect eaters. Both are somewhat sparrow like. Managing to
discourage sparrows will also minimize robin and kingbird activity.

Shorebirds. Killdeer were the only notable species of shorebirds present at RMA. Some
small unidentified sandpipers were occasionally present in summer. These species are
migratory and not present in winter. Killdeer use open short grass and nest in areas with
sparse vegetation and a gravelly substrate, such as areas alongside ranways, taxiways,
roads and parking lots. They are relatively tame birds and are common on airport
runways.

Shorebirds had a composite rank of 5 in the spring and 6 in the summer. Although
killdeer are relatively small birds, their flock size rank of 1 and 2 in the spring and
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summer respectfully are likely why they ranked as high as they did. These birds will be
difficult to discourage and will likely always be present at RMA at some level.
Maintaining dense turf and minimizing gravel and smail rock along the paved surfaces
will be the best way to discourage their activity,

B. LARGE AND MEDIUM SIZED MAMMALS

1. White-tailed Deer, Deer ar¢ an extreme hazard to aircraft and are responsible for ninety-
seven percent of all damaging strikes with mammals (Dolbeer 2000). Deer, or their sign, was
consistently observed at RMA during all seasons of the year. Deer were observed during
spotlight surveys in all months from May through November and were occasionally observed
crossing the runway or bedded down near the runway, The perimeter fence that surrounds the
airport consists of 3 or 4 strands of barbed wire and is ineffective in excluding deer. To
effectively exclude deer from the airfield, a fence will need to be & minimum of 10 feet in height
throughout it’s length and should be tight to the ground. Gates should be strategically place so
that the occasional deer that does find it way onto the airfield can be easily herded off.

2. Jackrabbits. Given their size (about 4 to 6 pounds) and their attractiveness to some
predators, jackrabbits pose direct and indirect threats to aircraft, and typically need to be
controlled at airports. The occurrence of white-tailed jackrabbits at RMA was minimal.
Jackrabbit numbers recorded on the spotlight surveys varied from zero to two. However, their
abundance can fluctuate greatly due to their prolific breeding and dispersal. Jackrabbits prefer
relatively flat open grassland with some taller thicker vegetation for food and cover. Habitat
management, along with continued dirgct lethal control will keep their numbers under control,

3. Other mammals. Jack rabbits and deer were the only mammals observed during the
spotlight surveys. However, other mammals or sign that was observed at RMA included striped
skunks, fox, coyote, badger, raccoon, muskrat and house cats. Although most of the hazards
associated with these species is minimal, some hazard does exist.

Although skunks are relatively small, they can pose a direct threat to small aircraft. Their
digging in turf areas or activity around buiidings is usually not welcomed either. Skunks use a
variety of habitats including agriculture, grasslands, wetland edges and woodlands. Skunks on
airports are usually associated with brush and debris piles. Skunks at RMA will be best
controlled with cage or conibear traps, or with firearms while spotlighting.

Red fox and coyote are a direct potential hazard to aircraft. Like skunks, they use just about
every type of habitat and feed primarily on small rodents, birds, grasshoppers and beetles, These
species can be best controlled through proper habitat and rodent management. A chain link
perimeter fence and the addition of an apron to the bottom can help to keep them off the airfield.
Problem individuals can be effectively removed with snares or foot hold traps.

Evidence of badger presence, including burrows and tracks, was found in several airfield grass
areas at RMA. The presence of badger is typically associated with colonial rodents, such as
ground squirrels or pocket gophers. The abundance of pocket gophers at RMA is likely the main
attractant for badger. Although they are unlikely to be struck by aircraft, badgers are fairly large
(up to 25 pounds) and could cause severe damage if struck, Their tendency to excavate extensive

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT



27

burrows, damaging turf and buried electrical wiring, make badgers a nuisance on airfields.
Badgers can be controlled directly with trapping and indirectly through intensive rodent control,

Raccoons were never seen on the airfield however, their tracks were common in the mud around
the pond and marsh areas. As with skunks and badgers, raccoons are only slight threats to
aircraft at RMA, but since they can carry rabies, they can be a health threat when they reside near
humans. Proper vegetation management and the removal of marsh areas will likely reduce the
attractiveness of the area to raccoons.

With the influx of water on the airfield that remained thronghout the year, muskrats began to
colonize on the airport. At least two active muskrat huts were constructed. While muskrats do
not pose a direct hazard to aircraft, geese are attracted to these structures and utilize them as
nesting platforms. Muskrats should be trapped or shot when they appear. Elimination of
wetlands will eliminate any possible attraction to muskrats.

During the year, house cats were occasionally seen on the airfield. Given the proximity to rural
and residential homes, the potential for visits by dogs and cats exists. The occurrence of these
animals on the airfield can be minimized with some modifications to a game proof fence. If dog
or cat sightings become more than isolated infrequent incidents, a live trap or catch-pole can be
used to capture the animal, depending on its temperament.

C. SMALL MAMMALS

Small mammals such as field mice, pocket gophers and ground squirrels are not high risk
airstrike candidates, simply because of their small size. However, they do represent indirect risks
because they attract larger predatory birds and mammals.  Snap-trap surveys indicate a low
population of small field rodents at RMA. The most prevalent predators to small mammals at
RMA was hawks and badgers. Pocket gophers, which are rarely caught in snap traps have
colonized in several areas of the airfield. These burrowing rodents do damage to turf areas and
can interfere with mowing or haying operations. They should be controlled with traps or grain
baits. If small rodent populations increase, an efficient control effort including trapping,
rodenticides and or fumigants may be needed to alleviate hazards.

D. REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS

Garter snakes and turtles were occasionally seen on the airfield. Snakes and turtles create a
minor hazard and will be best controlied through proper vegetation management and eliminating
wetlands from the airfield.

E. HABITATS

1. Structural Habitats. Two main structural habitats of the RMA area were identified. These
are the RMA airfield and the City of Redfield. Inaddition to the city wastewater treatment
ponds, the RMA critical and general zones contained numerous structural habitats attractive to
wildlife. Fortunately, most of these features did not appear to create significant hazards for
aircraft.
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a. RMA dirfield. The RMA airfield contained few man-made features that attracted wildlife.
The airport hangars attracted a few sparrows and starlings which appeared to be able to access
the buildings for shelter or nesting. Kingbirds, sparrows and other small bird species
occasionally used the hangars and other instruments near the airport entrance for perching.
However, the use of these structures were minimal and the small birds using these structures
posed little hazard to aircraft.

Light fixtures and signs were used by male meadowlarks, horned larks and other small birds. Sun
warmed concrete runways and taxiways attracted insects, and thus also attracted insect eating
birds such as horned larks, killdeer, meadowlarks and kingbirds. Horned larks were attracted to
seeds that accumulated along the runways and taxiways. These species were typically seen in
small numbers and rarely appeared to be highly hazardous. Proper vegetation management as
discussed below (Section VIL. E. 2. b. Grass) will be the best way to keep these species to a
minimum,

Gulls were also attracted to the concrete runways which they used for loafing or to warm
themselves on cool days.

The perimeter fence was used by perching birds, especially mourning doves and hawk species.
A variety of perching deterrents can be employed where birds persist in perching on structures.

b. City of Redfield. RMA is adjacent to the city of Redfield. Fortunately, most of the features
associated with the city did not appear to create significant hazards for aircraft. The city did
contain several structures used by rock doves. The grain elevator likely provides a dependable
food source while the fairgrounds and possibly some residential homes, businesses and billboards
provide some loafing and nesting areas. Pigeons were most noticeable at the fairgrounds. A city
pigeon control program would minimize the hazards posed by pigeons to aircraft at RMA.

Residential homes, especially the mobile home park located just west of the north end of Runway
13/31, contains trees that are used by flocking blackbirds on occasion as well as a variety of other
small birds. The trees associated with the businesses and homes just east of the airport provide a
roost for large numbers of blackbird species that stage in the trees and feed in the cropland south
of the airfield. Although the use of the trees in the mobile home park was minimal, the trees on
the southeast side contributed considerably to the blackbird activity on RMA.

The city of Redfield should actively participate in land-use projects on and off the airport to
discourage projects or designs that could potentially increase wildlife hazards at RMA. This
might include projects to restore wildlife habitat that benefit hazardous species, or encouraging
developers to use buildings, signs, and other structures with designs that discourage wildlife use.

c. Wastewater Treatment Ponds. The Redfield wastewater treatment ponds are located
approximately 2 miles north of the RMA airfield. The ponds lie just outside of the 10,000 foot
FAA recommended citing distance for turbine powered aircraft and well out side the 5,000 foot
distance for piston powered aircraft. Monthly observations did not indicate that these ponds were
used by significant numbers of waterfowl and there was no indication that birds from the
treatment ponds utilized habitats on or near the RMA airfield.

2. Natural Habitats. Natural habitats of the RMA airfield, critical zone and general zone
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include four broad types: agricultural, grass, wetland and wooded

a. Agricuiture.

Agricultural cropland, along with wetlands, were the habitats that most attracted hazardous birds
and other wildlife to the RMA area. Wetlands are discussed in detail below in section 2. ¢.
Wetlands. Except for grass and alfalfa hay, no agriculiural crops were produced on the airfield.
However, agricultural cropland did lie immediately adjacent to RMA.

In the spring of 2010, at the beginning of the study, the crop field adjacent to the airfield lying
directly west of the crosswind runway was corn stubble. At that time, it was very attractive to
deer, pheasants and blackbirds. It was planted to soybeans in late spring. During the summer
growing period, the soy bean crop provided cover for pheasants and deer, and attracted some
smaller insect eating birds.

Land to the north of the airport, north of 174 Street was planted with several different crops.
This cropland attracted a few small insect eating birds during the growing season. Few birds
were observed in this land during the point counts.

Agricuitural land to the southwest of the airport appeared to be enrolled in CRP. Except for the
wetland issues agsociated with this land, it mainly appeared to provide cover for pheasants, deer,
rabbits and other medium/small mammals.

The agricultural land south of the airfield had been planted to soy beans in 2009 and had very
little vegetation during the early spring of 2010. It was never planted in 2010, most likely
because of the moisture so late in the planting season. These fields produced a weedy overgrown
area that attracted a large number of seed eating birds, especially blackbirds and mourning doves.

Farther to the south, the agricultural land south of 175™ Street was similar. It started out as S0y
bean stubble. Part of it was planted to corn, but the vast majority of it was left unplanted and
became weedy and overgrown. Seed eating birds were attracted to the weedy fields. Corn
attracted a variety of insect eating species during the growing season. Blackbirds were attracted
to the corn as it went into the milk stage. After harvesting, the corn was again atfractive to seed
eating birds and wildlife such as blackbirds, pheasants, doves and deer.

Although cropland was not present on the airfield, it did help to attract and hold large numbers of
pheasants on the airfield. It attracted deer for feeding and cover, and it attracted large flocks of
blackbirds to areas directly under the south approach to Runway 13/31. Blackbirds were hi ghly
concentrated in this specific area due to the juxtaposition of area wetlands, the trees southeast of
the airfield, and the agricultural cropland south of the airfield. This concentration did pose a
small hazard to aircraft when the mixed blackbird species used this area. The removal of any one
of these three attractants might eliminate their activity at this location.

Other adjacent agricultural and natural habitat in the RMA eritical and general zone should be
monitored. If they become a significant wildlife attractant, RMA should work with the
landowners or purchase the property. It should be managed as grass habitat as discussed in the
following section.
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b. Grass

Grass habitat is very prominent in the RMA area. Wildlife use is dependant on grass height,
density and species composition, Grass habitat on the airfield and the unpaved crosswind
runway consisted of several grass species interspersed with alfalfa and a variety of annual and
perennial plants, The spring and summer of 2010 brought abnormally high moisture to the
Redfield area. Vegetation remained green and grew well through the summer and into October.
In July, alfalfa was at 24" in height and some areas of the RMA airfield had vegetation exceeding
36 inches. Haying operations at RMA began in July, however, airfield vegetation was quick to
recover and by September, the alfalfa was at 18 inches in height.

There are no firm guidelines for grass management at airports. The main principles to follow are
to use a grass cover and mowing regime that does not result in the buildup of rodent numbers or
the production of seeds, forage or insects desired by birds. Shott grass (2-4 inches) is preferred
by many bird species because it allows clear sight distances, provides forage for grazing birds
and does not impede access to insects or other invertebrates. Gulls, blackbirds, doves, horned
larks, crows and small insectivorous birds (swallows) prefer short grass because of these factors.

Longer grass heights (6-12 inches) are attractive to birds such as some species of ducks,
meadowlarks, and some species of hawks and owls because of the food and cover provided.
When a short grass regime (5inches or less) is chosen, management ordinarily involves mowing
when grass reaches the upper height limit. The advantages of short grass management are that it
does not attract ground nesting birds or large numbets of small mammals and insects, and it
reduces availability of seed for seed-eating birds. The disadvantages of short grass are that it
exposes earthworms and ingects for bird availability and provides an open view for loafing.

Grasses grown at heights between 6-10 inches reduce bird access to earthworms, insects and
other small prey animals and denies good visibility to loafing birds. If the grass is allowed to
grow higher than 10 inches, it may attract ground nesting birds and provide habitat for mice,
voles and shrews which in turn may attract fox, coyotes, hawks and other predators. Additionally
tall grass that is permitted to develop seed heads is used as food by rodents, geese and other
birds.

Warm season grasses that produce fine seed or no seed are preferred. Cool season grasses (i.¢.
bluegrasses & bromes) typically have two growing seasons each year. These seasons are
unpredictable and vary in time and length each spring and fall. However, warm season grasses
(i.e.buffalo, gramma, & blue stems) have only one growing season which is fairly short,
predictable from year to year and therefore, much easier to manage. Western wheat grass
produces a lot of seed when initially planted however, once established it creates a dense cover
and little if any seed. Mixed with intermediate wheat grass, it can create a good, dense hay crop
while minimizing seed production.

From a wildlife hazard standpoint, alfalfa has many negative aspects and no benefits. In the
spring, alfalfa begins to increase in height and density, and provides a habitat attractive to several
nesting species such as pheasants and ducks. Areas containing alfalfa are also high in insects,
seeds and rodents and are therefore atiractive feeding areas for additional wildlife species.
Unlike warm season grasses, alfalfa will typically grow well after cutting, and continue well into
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the fall. Unless it is kept short with frequent mowing, it provides excellent habitat for pheasants,
rabbits, rodents, fox and deer throughout the year.

Preferred grass management at RMA, on all areas within 600 feet of runways include:
maintaining warm season grasses; a mowing regime that produces a dense cover while
minimizing seed production; produces a good hay crop; eliminates non grass species; maintains a
grass height between 6 and 10 inches (except for the short period in early summer just prior to
hay cutting); and discourages ground nesting birds. Grass areas greater than 600 feet from the
runways should be managed in the same manner however, grass height should be maintained at
between 6 and 20 inches.

Vegetation that does not get cut during the annual haying operations should be cut by other
means to maintain proper grass height, Areas with terrain too rough or irregular to mow should
be leveled and re-vegetated so that mowing can be accomplished.

Hay bales at RMA were removed from the airfield in October. Prior to their removal they were
used consistently as perches by hawks. In a short amount of time they will also become an
atftractant to rabbits and rodents. Ifleft into the winter, they will become an attractant to deer as
well. Hay bales should be removed from the airfield immediately after baling and never stored
on the airfield.

¢. Wetlands.

The importance of wetlands as wildlife attractants should not be underestimated. The Redfield
area contains a complexity of temporary, seasonal, semi-permanent and permanent wetland
basins, such as ponds, streams, rivers, marshes, lakes and drainage areas, that provide water, food
and/or cover for many wildlife species.

The spring and summer of 2010 had an abundance of moisture and several areas on or adjacent to
the RMA airfield remained wet during most or all of the year. Even as the summer progressed,
water was slow to disappear. Heavy rains in July and August increased standing water to above
the levels in spring. Map 4. (Appendix A) shows the high and low levels of the more significant
areas of standing water on the RMA airfield and surrounding area. Standing water was abundant,
Even in July, following considerable rains, many areas of the airfield had standing water.

The presence of active muskrat huts on two airfield wetlands suggest that those wetlands may
permanently contain standing water, These wetlands consistently held ducks and contained
considerable vegetation, especially in the late summer and fall. From a distance, they often
appeated not contain water, but upon closer examination, it was evident that they not only
contained considerable water, but also contained numerous nesting ducks as well as a host of
amphibians.

A series of potholes, or areas of temporary standing water are located just outside the perimeter
fence, south of the airfield, and between the two runways (See Map 4. Appendix A) These
wetlands held water through much of the spring and summer, but finally dried up in September.
While holding water, they almost always held ducks and occassionally other water associated
birds such as phalaropes and small shorebirds.
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The large open water pond directly south of Runway 13/31 held water throughout the year. It
typically contained an abundance of ducks creating a potential threat to aircraft using this
runway. Grebes, gulls and geese were also associated with this wetland on a seasonal basis. The
dead tree and cattails associated with this pond often attracted blackbirds or other perching birds.
Part of this pond was located to the east, across Hwy 281. This portion of the pond was bordered
by thick cattails, which provided cover for the broods of wood ducks and blue-winged teal that
utilized the pond.

The upper end of this pond meanders to the west and is choked with cattails. Standing water
existed in the cattail choked part of this wetland until freeze up in December. Aerial photos of
this area from previous years indicate that standing water in this cattail choked area may be
intermittent depending upon year., These cattails attracted nesting blackbirds and provided cover
utilized by pheasants and deer. Numerous small and medium sized mammals utilized this area as
represented by the numerous tracks in the bordering mud.

Further south of the pond and large cattail choked area lies medium sized wetlands on either side
of 175th Street. The wetland on the north side of 175" (Appendix A, Map 4.) was choked with
cattails and contained water until November. Ducks utilized this wetland through most of the
spring and summer as did pheasants, killdeer and a few nesting blackbirds. The wetland on the
south side of 175", appeared to be flat flooded cropland without any standing vegetation. It did
however, grow considerable shorter aquatic plants and attracted ducks and shotebirds. This
general area consisted of a mix of several habitats coming together. Cattails, open water, corn,
fallow/weed fields, flooded cropland, water-filled road ditches, fence posts, telephone/electrical
wires ete, created attractive habitat for a variety of species.

Redfield lake and the unnamed drainage that wrap through the area approximately 1% mile to the
west and north of RMA have the potential to attract considerable hazardous birds to the area.
Fortunately, surveys of these wetlands indicated that they attract relatively few hazardous birds.
Except for a rare pelican and a few ducks, large birds were not observed on Redfield Lake, The
unnamed drainage, while containing water through most of the year, gets choked with cattails
early in the summer and is utilized by only a few ducks.

d Wooded,

Trees and shrubs provide sites for perching, roosting and nesting by a variety of bird species.
They are also used for food and cover by many mammal species as well.

A few large dead trees were associated with the pond and wetland area to the south and
southwest of the airfield. These trees provided hunting perches for hawks and for staging
blackbirds.

In the wetland just west of the north end of the crosswind runway, a group of several small
willow trees stand in the middle. While these trees were small and could not support much
weight, they have the potential to grow larger and be attractive to more hazardous birds. During
the study, the trees did not pose a large hazard and attracted only small birds (mostly black birds)

on occasion.

Several large trees lie east, and parallel to Hwy 281, just east of the RMA airfield. Mixed
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blackbird species used these trees for staging while feeding in the cropland to the south of the
airficld. Groups of blackbirds using these trees numbered from a few dozen to several hundred.

The trailer park on the northwest side of the airport contained numerous trees. Small birds
{(blackbirds, sparrows, starlings ete.) used these trees on occasion. Although these numbers were
small and birds using these trees did not oppear to be a hazard to aircraft, they have the potential
to become a hazard in the future,

Future tree planting and growth outside of the airfield should be monitored to ensure new hazards
do not develop.

VIII. LEGAL STATUS OF WILDLIFE SPECIES

Wildlife and their habitat are protected by federal, state and/or local laws. The legal status of any
species at RMA must be determined before wildlife hazard management is attempted. Many
agencies involved in regulating wildlife are supportive of managing wildlife hazards, depending
on species and control methods involved. RMA is responsible for adhering to current regulations
involved in wildlife control and for obtaining approptiate permits necessary to take and/or harass
wildlife.

A, FEDERAL REGULATIONS

The U.S. Government has passed several Acts protecting wildlife, including the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, Lacey Act, Endangered Species Act, Eagle Protection Act, National Environmental
Policy Act, and Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act. These are the basis for most
wildlife regulations issued in the Codes of Federal Regulations (CFR). Several agencies are
responsible for implementing these regulations, many affecting wildlife control at airports.
Federal wildlife laws are mostly administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW$S)
and involve primarily migratory birds and threatened & endangered (T&E) species. RMA must
annually obtain necessary permits issued for taking either non-T&E migratory birds, or T&E
species, should the need arise, from the USFWS,

B. STATE AND LOCAL REGULATIONS

Several South Dakota State Agencies have regulations affecting wildlife control at airports.
Pertinent regulations are in the South Dakota Codified Laws. State wildlife laws are primarily
administered by the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks (SDGFP) and involve
resident and migratory birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians and protected species.

I1X. RECOMMENDATIONS

There are four general approaches to reducing wildlife hazards at airports. These include habitat
modification, exclusion, behavior modification and population reduction. An integrated
application of these approaches is the best plan for reducing damage by wildlife, while
minimizing effects of control measures on humans, non-target species and the environment.

1. Habitat modification is manipulating landscape features (i.e. food, water and cover)

WILDLIFE BAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT



34

that support and attract wildlife. It is the most effective long-term measure for reducing
wildlife hazards on or near airports. Since food is a component of habitat, controlling
rodents and other prey to reduce predatory birds and mammals is a form of habitat
modification. Care should be taken so habitat modifications to reduce an airport’s
attractiveness to some species does not inadvertently increase the airport’s attractiveness
to other species that are equally or more hazardous. Also, the modification of wetlands
requires permits from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Army Corp of
Engineers and possibly other departments.

2. Exclusion involves the use of physical barriers designed to exclude problem wildlife
from structural and natural habitats, Examples of barriers include perimeter fencing to
exclude deer and other animals from the airfield or sealing openings in buildings to
exclude birds.

3. Behavior modification uses various techniques to dissuade wildlife from committing
objectionable activities. This might involve the use of auditory harassment methods such
as pyrotechnics, propane exploders or distress calls, It might also involve visual
harassments such as predator effigies, lights, or even a vehicle. Commercial repellents
may also have applications for altering animal behavior,

4, Population reduction is the direct removal of individuals from local populations of
animals which pose a hazard to aviation. Population reduction can be achieved using
either lethal or non-lethal methods. These include the use of toxicants, trapping,
shooting, or capture and relocation,

House sparrows, European starlings and rock doves are the only state and federally
unprotected bird species at RMA, and no permits are required to lethally control these
species. However, state and federal regulations apply to all other bird species, as well as
most mammals and other wildlife.

Provisions within federal and state regulations allow the lethal control of blackbirds
which are causing damage, about to damage, pose a threat to human health or causing a
nuisance. Prior to any wildlife control, RMA must become familiar with all state and
federal regulations involving applicable species.

It is possible for RMA to integrate the four general approaches and reduce their wildlife hazards,

This section will discuss WS recommendations for coordinating, implementing and monitoring

wildlife control efforts at RMA.,

A. COORDINATING CONTROL EFFORTS

Recommendation Al. Form a Wildlife Hazard Management commitiee, including

representatives from all city/airport departments likely involved with monitoring or
controlling wildlife activities (e.g. management, operations, maintenance, security, etc.).
The committee should meet annually and members should be able to provide input from
their department, as it relates to wildlife management plans and issues.

Recommendation A2. Appoint a Wildlife Hazard Management coordinator. The coordinator
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will be responsible for oversecing all wildlife and control activities and insuring the
following recommendations are completed:

a. Maintain an accurate and detailed FAA strike database for RMA of all wildlife strikes
including those involving reports by pilots or traffic control operators, and wildlife FOD
found within 200 feet of a runway and likely involved with a strike. FAA bird
strike/incident reports (Form 5200-7) should be made available to pilots and airport
personnel to report strikes. All strikes and suspected strikes (FOD) should be reported
with these forms (or via the FAA website at

with as much information as possible.

Unidentifiable birds should be examined by qualified personnel, or feathers should be
sent to the Smithsonian Institute for positive identification. For more information on
collecting and submitting feather remains, go the FAA website:

b. Maintain a daily checklist such as the Wildlife Activity Log (Appendix C) to
document any notable wildlife retated incidents other than an airstrike. This should
include, but not be limited to, oceurrences of hazardous wildlife (large birds or large
flocks of birds) near the airfield, emergency control incidents, near misses between
wildlife and aircraft, unusual sightings, anima! behavior patterns (e.g “flocks of mallards
flying over the airfield each morning, always from south and seen landing in fields to
north™) or any other general wildlife observation. Documentation becomes critical for
identifying and monitoring wildlife hazards.

¢. Develop a timetable for completing all wildlife related proiects, and discuss thig
timetable with the appropriate personnel and the wildlife hazard management commitiee.
Projects should be prioritized and implemented as time and funds allow,

d. Actively participate in land-use projects on and off the airport to discourage projects
or designs that could potentially increase wildlife hazards at RMA. This might include
projects to restore wildlife habitat that benefit hazardous species, or encouraging
developers to use buildings, signs, and other structures with designs that discourage
wildlife use,

Recommendation A3. Designate a wildlife patrol person that can immediately tespond to
wildlife hazards on the airfield (e.g. laree birds loafing on or near a runway), document
all dead wildlife potentially involved with airstrikes, and document wildlife activities in
the area.

a. The designated wildlife patrol person should have up-to-date training to ensure they
are familiar with wildlife identification and control techniques, especially the use of
pyrotechnics, shooting and firearm safety.

b. The wildlife patrol person will collect wildlife strike information based on wildlife
FOD found during daily runway sweeps. Information should include species involved,
number of individuals, date, location (as specific as possible), current time and
approximate time of previous runway sweep, and any other comments, All animals found
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within 200 feet of a runway are considered strikes unless another cause of death is known.
This information should be forwarded to the wildlife coordinator and added to the FAA
strike database for RMA.

B. IMPLEMENTING CONTROL EFFORTS - STRUCTURAL HABITATS

Recommendation Bl. Install and maintain a deer proof fence with a height of at least 10 feet
around the entire perimeter of the airfield. The fence should be kept tight to the ground.
An apron should be attached to the bottom of the fence in low areas or where deer are
able to crawl under.

Recommendation B2. Buildings should be inspected for the presence of pigeons or other birds.
Holes or openings in the buildings should be filled or covered to prevent access by pigeons ot
other birds.

C. IMPLEMENTING CONTROL EFFORTS - NATURAL HABITATS

Recommendation C1. All natural habitats at RMA should be managed as a grass hay crop that
minimizes activity by hazardous wildlife,

a. Maintain & dense turf of warm season grasses and a mowing regime that produces little
or no seed. To prevent seed production, hay (or mow) all grass areas prior to seed
maturation (usually mid June to early July).

b. Eliminate alfalfa, and other non-grass vegetation from the airfield and airport property.
¢. Following the first annual cutting of hay, all grass on or within 600 feet of the runways
should be maintained at a height of 6-10 inches until the next growing season. Areas

beyond 600 feet of the runways should be maintained at a height of 6-20 inches.

Recommendation C2. All hay bales should be removed from RMA as soon as possible, and
never stored on or adjacent to the airfield.

Recommendation C3. Several wetlands on and adjacent to the RMA airfield should be
modified so that do not attract waterfowl or gulls, Elimination of these wetlands through
draining or filling may be the only way their attraction can be eliminated; These
wetlands, which are identified on Map 4 (Appendix A.) include:

a. The pond located directly under the approach to Runway 31.

b. The two airfield wetlands that lie on either side of the north end of the crosswind
runway.

¢. The low area directly east of the hangars, south of the entrance road that intermittently
holds water.

d. The series of potholes in the agricultural land just south of the airfield
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Recommendation C4. Redfield should attempt to take posession of the land south of the current
airfield (within TII6N R64W Section 16). It should be converted to a grass hay crop and
managed as described in Recommendation Cl and in Section VIL E, 2. b, Grass.

Recommendation C3. All trees should be removed from the airfield.

Recommendation C6. All dead trees on lands south and southwest of the airfield, especially
those associated with the large wetland to the south of the airfield should be removed.

D. IMPLEMENTING CONTROL EFFORTS - WILDLIFE

For most wildlife hazards addressed in the “Discussion” subsections for birds and mammals,
control methods are provided in the 2 volume, Prevention and Control of Wildlife Damage. This
can also be found online at hitn:/icwdm.org/handbook/index.aspx, For further specifics on
wildlife control, review the Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports manual which was
produced by the FAA and Wildlife Services in 1999 and revised in 2005, RMA may have
received a copy of this manual, if not, it can be downloaded from the following site:

Recommendation D1. Since most wildlife are protected under federal and state laws, RMA
must secure appropriate permits prior to lethal control. Each year RMA should apply for
a USFWS migratory bird permit to allow the lethal removal of migratory birds (except
threatened and endangered species and eagles) as needed to maintain safe operations at
RMA.

Recommendation D2. Maintain a “no tolerance” policy for hawks, ducks, gulls and geese at
RMA. Immediately haze these birds when seen on or approaching the airfield.

Recommendation D3. Whenever non-lethal hazing techniques become ineffective, particularly
for ducks, gulls and geese, use lethal techniques to reinforce hazing. Hawks should be
lethally removed, or trapped and relocated, depending upon USFWS approval. House
sparrows, European starlings and rock doves can be killed without permits. All other
species require annual depredation permits.

Recommendation D4, Whenever hazardous birds are present in large numbers, issue
NOTAM’s advising air traffic of hazardous birds in the area.

Recommendation D5. Monitor deer activity on the airfield. Whenever deer are identified on
the airfield, they should immediately be hazed off until the deer proof wildlife fence can be

erected.
Recommendation D6. Monitor jackrabbit populations and implement spotlight/shooting
methods as needed. Whenever Jackrabbits are found on the airfield, they should be

removed.

E. MONITORING CONTROL EFFORTS
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There is no guarantee that the recommendations and methods cutlined in this report will
consistently work in controlling wildlife hazards at RMA. A monitoring program will be
essential for determining the effectiveness of control efforts. Additionally, as time passes,
habitats, wildlife populations and human influences will change, and so will hazards. Itis
important that RMA routinely monitor all aspects of their wildlife control efforts to insure new
hazards are identified and addressed as soon as possible.

RMA must be cautious when comparing future wildlife data with current and previous data. For
the first few years following implementation of a wildlife management program, it may appear as
though wildlife incidents are actualily increasing. However, this is likely because as wildlife
hazard awareness among personnel increases, so will observations and documentation of those
hazards.

Recommendation E1. Review strike data and wildlife activity logs annually, and compare with
previous vears to identify trends in all factors involved, such as wildlife species, time of
day, season, location on airfield, etc., and to possibly identify new problems.

Recommendation E2. Conduct a systematic spotlight count for jackrabbits, fox, deer, skunks,
etc. monthly. Record numbers and respond appropriately when populations of jackrabbits
are increasing or predators are observed on the airfield.

Recommendation E3. Consider having study methods in this study duplicated every 10 years to
track progress of control methods and identify chronic and new hazards.

X, CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED 17/35 RUNWAY

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 acres of land for airport
protection of the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional Surfaces and a
future runway realignment that will involve the construction of a new runway, turnarounds, and a
taxiway at the Redfield Municipal Airport. Below is an excerpt of the Draft Master Plan
regarding the scope of the runway realignment project:

“comstruct a new primary runway 17/35, 3500 feet long with ultimate potential 1o be
extended to 4, 100 feet. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use runway 12/31 as the
cross wind runway and when the current pavement reaches the end of it useful life make
a determination as to what surface is most ecomomical. Till in the portion of the wetland
that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

This wildlife hazard review of the RMA airport also attempted to identify the wildlife issues
associated with the new proposed runway and expanded airfield. The proposed runway is located
on the current airport property and all of the recommendations made above in section IX will
remain the same with the addition of the new runway. The new issues or considerations for the
expanded airport are primarily associated with the wetlands and agricultural land on or adjacent
to this new airfield.

Maps 5 & 6 (Appendix A) show the approximate layout of the proposed new airport, The new
runway will lie on the west side of the current airfield and extend to the south onto new land that
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is not within the current atrport boundaties. The RPZ’s for this runway are also identified and
extend further to the north and south. The issues and considerations for the new runway are
discussed below.

A. Influence of the large pond and associated cattail wetland.

The south end of the proposed 17/35 runway will pass through the large cattail choked wetland
that stretches from ¢ast to west across the land south of the current airfield. The cattails and
other vegetation associated with this wetland attract nesting and roosting blackbirds, as well as
provide habitat and cover for various species, including medium and large mammals. The
wetland areas (open water as well as emergent vegetation) adjacent to the new runway would
need to be eliminated to keep hazardous wildlife away from the runway. There should not be any
wetland or wetland habitat within a minimum of 600 feet of this runway. This should be filled
along with the fill needed for the construction of the runway.

The open water pond associated with this wetland lies about 600 feet from the proposed runway.
This pond has proved to be an attractant to several ducks of various species throughout the year,
except when it is frozen over. Although numerous ducks use this pond, the diving ducks
typically stayed on the pond to feed and loaf while puddle ducks typically left and returned in
pairs ot singles. It did not appear that ducks were heavily flying back and forth to the pond, If
they did, the level of hazard that they pose to aircraft would be much greater. They did however,
with the pond located directly underneath the approach o the 13/31 runway, create a very
significant hazard to aircraft. The existence of this pond 600 feet east of the new runway does
present a potential hazard to aircraft if ducks continue to use this pond, which they will.
However, the level of hazard that it poses to Runway 17/35 will be substantially less than its
hazard to 13/31. Another consideration for this pond is that it contributes to the attraction of
gulls to the RMA airfield. Gulls on the airfield will seek out paved areas (runways) where they
can loaf and have good visibility to watch for predators. [t is also possible, with the vast amount
of wetlands in the Redfield area, that gulls will be attracted to the runways regardless of any
wetlands on the RMA airfield.

Ideally, it would be best to eliminate this pond by filling or other means. If this cannot be done,
modifications can be made to make it less atiractive to ducks and gulls. These modifications
might include the removal of cattails on the edges, lining the edge with rock, overhead wire
grids, etc. Considering the size of this pond, filling the pond with bird balls may be an effective
and cost efficient method of eliminating it as an attractant,

Additionally, just southwest of the pond, on the north side of 175" Street, and just east of the
approach to the proposed runway lies another small cattail wetland. This wetland was located
near observation Point 5. It held standing water and cattails through most of the study and
attracted several ducks, blackbirds and killdeer. Due to it’s close proximity to the proposed
runway, it should be filled or otherwise eliminated.

B. Influence of the Agricultural Land

Agricultural land is attractive to a variety of species. The species it attracts will depend upon if it
is being cropped and if so, which crop is planted, Currently there is agricultural cropland
adjacent to the west side of the airfield. The proposed runway will somewhat parallel this land
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and will lie about 400 to 800 feet of it. During the hazard review, this land was commonly used
by deer, hawks, pheasants and flocking blackbirds. Had the land been planted to a different crop
during that time, additional or different species may have also been attracted to it. Generally,
agricultural crops are not compatible with airports. Due 10 its close proximity to the new runway,
it would be best if the agricultural land on the west side of the current airfield be removed from
crop production and converted to a warm season grass hay crop and managed as described
previously in Recommendation C1 and in Section VII. E. 2. b. Grass.

Most of the land south of the current airfield will become part of the new airfield. This land is a
mix of wetlands and agricultural cropland. During the wildlife review, much of the cropland was
left unplanted, This was either due to the land being left fallow intentionally or that it was too
wet to plant. Some areas will likely always be too wet to plant while the condition of others will
vary from year to year. Depending upon the stage of the study, land was either disced stubble,
fallow & full of volunteer weeds, or plowed/disced and later planted. Regardless, this cropland
was like a magnet to a variety of birds, especially flocks of mixed blackbird. All of this new
airfield land should be converted to a grass hay crop and managed as recommended in
Recommendation C1 and in Section VIL. E. 2. b. Grass.

C. RPZ Management.

The proposed RPZ on the south end of Runway 17/35 will extend south of 175" Street. Much of
this field had standing water on it during the wildlife hazard review and contained several ducks
and shorebirds through much of the year. That part of the field that was dry enough to plant was
planted to corn. The mix of corn, wetlands and unplanted ficld attracted flocks of mixed
blackbirds and mourning doves, in addition to the ducks. Since this land lies directly under the
southern approach to Runway 17/35, it should be altered so that the standing water that attracts
waterfowl is eliminated. Converting the land to a grass hay crop as described previously will
help to keep large, hazardous birds to a minimum.

The RPZ on the north end of runway 17/35 appeared to be drained enough to not have standing
water issues. [t was maintained as cropland and although it did appear to attract some blackbirds
and other small birds, they were never in large flocks. Although this area did not pose a large
threat to aircraft, if the City of Redfield does take control of this property, it would be best to
convert it also to grass hay.

These habitat recommendations for the new 17/35 runway discussed above are simple and basic -
eliminate wetland habitat and cropland wherever possible on and around the airport.

XI. CONCLUSION

It is important to remember that a one year study has its limitations. While the data is
representative of what occurred at RMA during the study period, there is no assurance it
represents a typical year. Weather patterns, wildlife activities and human influences on wildlife
will likely vary from year to year, and sometimes dramatically. Therefore, potential strike
hazards may also vary from year to year.

Information collected during this study indicates a variety of wildlife using the RMA airfield.
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Fortunately to this point, RMA has had relatively few, in any known strikes which have resulted
in minimal damage to aircraft and personnel. However, the very low number of aircraft
operations that occur at this small general aviation airport, along with under reporting, may be
the main reason for this,

Many of the recommendations outlined in this study are in fact currently addressed by RMA,
However, controlling those populations currently most hazardous at RMA. may require additional
planning and training.

Overall, RMA appeared to have few major hazard issues. The pond that lies beneath Runway
13/31 and the lack of a deer proof perimeter fence are likely the two major issues of concern. As
wildlife adjust, as operations increase, and if RMA expands to allow turbine driven aircraft, the
current harzard level could change. Therefore, Redfield should consider having the study
methods in this study duplicated every 5-10 years to track progress of control methods and
identify new areas of concern.
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Map 1. Redfield Municipal Airport General Zone Boundaries.

WILDLIFE HAZARD REVIEW FOR THE REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

Al




Appendix A

Map 2. Redfield Municipal Airport Bird Point Count Observation Stations.
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Map 3. Redfield Municipal Airport Spotlight Survey Route and Snap Trap Transect locations.
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Map 4. Redfield Municipal Airport Wetlands.
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Map 5. Redfield Municipal Airport — New 17/37 Runway - Proposed Airport Layout.
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Map 6. Redfield Municipal Airport — New 17/37 Runway Location,
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Map 7. Critical Zone Bird Survey Observation Points.
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APPENDIX B. BIRD POINT COUNT DATA COLLECTED AT REDFIELD
MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, April 2010 - March 2011.

BLAC - Blackbirds, meadowlarks and starlings Browi-headed cowbird BHCO
Bobolink BOBO
Common grackle COGR
- Buropean starling EUST
" Mixed blackbirds MXBL
. Red-winged blackbird RWBL
Western meadowlark WEME
Yellow-headed blackbird YHBL
DUCK - Dabbling and diving ducks American coot AMCO
American AMW]
B feq BWTE
Bufftehead BUFF
Canvasback CANY
Eared grebe EAGR
Lesser LLESC
Mallard MALL
 Nocthern pintail NOPL
Mortherm Shovelor NOSH
i Pied=billed  be PBGR
Redhead REDH
Unidentified duck UNDU
WwOOoD
GAME - Game Birds Ring-necked pheasant RNPH
GEES - Geese Caneda goose CAGO
White-fronted WFGO
GU tern BLTE
i Fraoklin’s FRGU
t HERG
illed gull RBGU
HAWK - Eagles, hawks and falcons American kestrel MAKE
Northern harrier NOHA
Red-tailed hawk RTHA
Swainson’s hawk SWHA
i Unidentitied hawk UNHA
HERQ - Herang and waterbiscls Double-crested cormorant DCCO
Great-blue heron GBHE
MISC - Miscellancous medivm-sized birds American Robin AMRO
i Eastern kinghird EAKI
- Northern flicker NOFL
Western kingbird WEKI
WMODO - Mourning Doves Mourning dove MODO
RODO - Pigeons - Rock dove RODO
SHOR -
Marbled godwit MAGO
Unidentified shorebird UNSH
U Tand UUPSA
Wilson's PHAL
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SPAR - Sparrow, larks, warblers and other small Ch CHSP
Horned lack HOLA
House HOSP
Unidentified UNSP
Savannah SAVS
SWAL - and nighthawks Barn swallow
C CLsW
Tree swallow TRSW
Alpha Alpha
Activity Code Habitat Code
Feeding FD Agriculture AGR
Flying Locally FL Air AlR
Fiying Past FP Marsh MAR
Loafing LF Runway RWY
Nesting NS Short grass GSH
Roosting RS Structure STR
Standing ST Tall grass GLG
Vaocalizing VO Taxiway TWY
Trees TRE
Unknown UNK

Unpaved road  UNP

Variables used in RMA bird point count dataset.

SEASON- season: spring (spt), summer (sum), fall (fal} or winter (win)
MON- first 3 letters of each calender month

DATE- mm/dd/yyyy

TIME- am or pm

REP- replicates of survey routes conducted for time and day: 1-4 possible
STAT- point count station numbers: 1-7

SPEC- bird species alpha code (see above)

GUILD- bird guild aipha code (see above)

NUMBER- number of birds seen together

ACT- activity code (see above) birds were engaged in at first sighting
HAB- habitat code (see above) being used by birds when first sighted
XRWY - whether or not bird(s) crossed active runway: yes or no
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PM
PM
P
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
BM
PM
PM
Pt
2y
PM
PM
EM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
P
M
P
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
P
P
B
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
Pl
M
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GUILD
GULL
GULL
BLAC
GULL
GULL
DUCK
BLAC
GEES
GAME
GUOLL
HAWK
GAME
GULL
GEES
DUCK
bUCK
GAME
BLAC
GEES
NUCK
GEES
GEES
RODO
SHOR
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
HAWK
RODO
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DUCK
SHOR
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DOCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
SPAR
GAME
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
GEES
GEES

SPEC
RBGU
FRGU
COGR
RBGU
RBGU
MALL
WEME
CAGC
RNPH
FRGIU)
SWHA
RNPH
RBGU
CAGO
LESC
BUFF
RNFPH
RWBL
CAGO
MALL
CAGO
CAGO
RODO
KILL
RBGU
COGR
WEME
SWHA
RODO
RWPH
RWBL
RWBL
BMRO
MALL
KILL
MALL
EUST
COGR
WEME
MALL
COGR
COGR
CAGO
RWBL
MALL
RNFH
WEME
BUFF
RWEL
LESC
MALL
WEME
WEME
RWBL
MALL
WEME
HOLA
RNPH
HOLA
EUST
COGR
WEME
MODO
MALL
RNPH
WEME
COGR
RNPH
CRGO
CAGO

NBER
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ACT
FL
3T
5T
FP
57
3T
FL
5T
ST
3T
ST
VO
ST
FL
ST
ST
VO
FD
ST
FL
FL
Vo

FL
FP
ED
VO
s
FD
VO
ST
ST
5T
FP
ST
ST
5T
FP

3%
ST
FP
ST
Vo
Fp
VO
VO
ST
ST
ST
3T
VO
VO
ST
ST
VO
ST
5T
ST
sT
5T
ST
EP
3T
ST
VO
FD
Vo
VO
ST

HAB
PND
PHD
TRE
AIR
PND
TEW
AGR
END
AGR
TSW
TRE
GSH
TSHW
FND
PND
PND
AGR
GSH
PRD
PND
PND
TEW
AGR
AGR
AIR
AGR
GSH
TRE
GSH
GSH
TRE
TSW
STR

‘AIR

ASP
TSHW
STR
AIR
GSH
AIR
TRE
AIR
ToW
MAR
ATR
AGR
GSH
PHD
TRE
PND
END
GSH
AGR
STR
PND
GSH
RWY
GSH
TXY
STR
TRE
RWY
AIR
PND
PND
GSH
GSH
AGR
MAR
PND

>

RWY
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CASE
39
40
141
42
143
-44
"45
146
47
148
149

151
<52
"53
154

156
157

58
159
-60
"6l
162

164
165
66
167
.68
69
170
11
172
273
74
175
76
T
178
79
180
81
82
183
84
195
186
87
188
&89
Tap
191
92z
93
194
95
196
.97
198
199

701
<02

204
~J5
~16
207

J8

DATE
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/19
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
01/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
(4/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/14/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10

MON
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
AFPR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
AFR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
AFR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
AFPR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
AFR
APR
APR
APR
BFPR
APR
APR
APR

TTME
FM
BM
PM
PM
FM
Pi1
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PI
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PH
EM
PM
4wl
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
Pt1
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
FPM
PM
PM
P
EM
P
PM
PM
PM

AM
AM

AM
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TAT

GUILD
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
BUCK
GAME
AME
BLAC
PUCK
DOCK
BLAC
GEES
DOCK
BLAC
BLAC
HAWK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
DUCK
GAME
GULL
GAME
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
MISsC
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
DUCK
GAME
SHOR
GAME
GEES
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
ELAC
DUCK
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
DOCK

SPEC
RWBL
COGR
RNPH
MALL
MALL
RNPH
RNPH
RWBL
NOSH
LESC
COGR
CAGO
PBGR
RWBL
COGR
NOHA
AMCO
MALL
YHBL
CAGD
COGR
WEME
CAGO
MALL
RNPH
BLTE
RNPH
WEME
HOSFE
COGR
MALL
WEME
COGR
RNPH
COGR
AMRO
RHPH
WEME
COGR
COGR
WEME
MALL
RWBL
RWBL
CAGO
MATLI,
ENPH
MAGC
RNPH
CAGO
BNFH
RWBL
BUTFF
RWEL
COGR
COGR
LESC
WEME
RNEH
RWBL
EWBL
MALL
COGR
MALL
EUST
EOST
RWBL
COGR
RNPH
MALL

b
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ACT
5T
FD
FL
FL
3T
5T
ST
ST
5T
5T
FD
ST
3T
FD
5T
FL
ST
ST
FL
3T

Vo
ST
FL
ST
FL
ST
Vo
FL
FL
5T
Vo
FD
ST
ST
5T
vo
ST
ST
EP
Vo
ST
ST
Fp
Fe
FP
VO
3T
ST
FP
Vo
ST
ST
ST
ST
3T
8T
Vo
ST
FL
VO
ST
FL
FP
FD
ST
5T
FL
VO
ST

HAE
MAR
AGR
BGR
MAR
PHD
MAR
GSH
MAR
END
PND
AGR
PND
PND
AGR
TRE
PND
PND
PND
MAR
AGR
LGR
AGR
AGR
AGR
ATR
MAR
GSH
GsH
TWY
TRE
PND
G54
GSH
G3H
TRE
RWY
AGR
GSH
ASP
AIR
G50
PND
MAR
AIR
AIR
AIR
ACGR
PND
MAR
AIR
GSH
MAR.
PHND
AGR
TRE
AGR
PND
GSll
AGR
AGR
MAR
MAR
AGR
AIR
GSH
STR
MAR
TRE
GSH
PND

BWY
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CASE
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
249
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
217
278

DATE
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
D4/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/710
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10D
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
(4/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/715/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
34/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
ND4/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/10
04/15/190

MON
APR
&PR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
LPR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
MAPR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
&APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR
APR

TIME
LM
AM
Ab

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM
AmM
AM
AM
BM

AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
aAM
aM
AM
AM
AM

AM

AM
AM
&M
aM
AM
aAM
AM
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
LM
AM
AM

M
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM
AM
aM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

GUILD
BLAC
GULL
GAME
SPAR
GAME
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
DUCK
RODO
GAME
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
SPAR
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
RODO
MODO
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
SHOR
DUCK
PUCK
BLAC
GEES
S5HOR
DUCK
GAME
GEES
BLAC
SHOR
DUCK
GAME
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
Misc

SPEC
WEME
FRGU
RNPH
UNSP
RNPH
MODO
COGR
RWBL
COGR
RNPH
WEME
RNPH
MALL
MALL
MALL
RNPH
WEME
RWBL
RWEBL
WEME
LESC
MALL
NOSH
ENPH
RWBL
WEME
MALL
COGR
KILL
RWBL
MALL
RODO
RNPH
COGR
RNTH
EUST
UNSPE
MALL
RWBL
WEME
RODO
MODO
MODO
RWBL
WEME
COGR
MALL
KILL
MALL
MALL
COGR
CAGO
KILL
MALL
RNPH
CAGO
WEME
KiLL
MALL
RNFPH
KILL
RWBL
WEME
CAGO
COGR
LESC
RWBL
MAT,L
COGR
AMRO

NBR
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ACT
Vo
FL
ST
FL
VO
FP
Fp
ST
FL
ST
VO
ST
3T
EP
FP
ST
VO
5T
FL
VG
ST
FF
ST
ST
ST
Vo
ST
FL
3T
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
VO
3T
ST
ST
ST
VO
ST
FP
5T
FD
VO
FP
EFP
FL
ST
FL
FP
FP
FL
FL
ST
5T
EFL
VO
ST
Vo
FL
ST
VO
3T
FL
ST
FL
FP
FL

HAB
GSH
RWY
GshH
EWY
AGR
RIR
AIR
MAR
TRE
RWY
GSH
AGR
TSW
AIR
AIR
GLG
AGR
MAR
TRE
BGR
PND
AIR
PND
AGR
MAR
GSH
PND
TRE
MAR
MAR
MAR
MAR
MAR
TRE
GSH
STR
STR
PND
PND
GsH
STR
AIR
GSH
AGR
GSH
AIR
ALIR
GSH
GSH
MAR
AIR
AIR
AGR
AGR
GSH
MAR
RWY
AGR
TSW
AGR
RWY
MAR
GSH
PND
TRE
PHD
AGR
RIR
BGR
MAR

RWY



CASE
_ 719
40
<8l

32
733
.84
35
286
_37
~88
ZB9

20
291
=92

93
294
.95
"96
297

98
255
00
061
302

03
04
505

06
307
08
09
310

11
"12
313

14
21h
16
17
318
19
220
a2l

R23
-24
"25
326

28
229

30
331
~32
"33
334

35
"36
237

38
339
40
41
342

43
244
245

46
347
.48

DATE
04/15/10
04/15/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
35/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/710
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/190
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
n5/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10
05/03/10C
05/03/10

MON
APR
AFR
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MARY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY

TIME EP TAT

GUILD SPEC
DUCK MALL
DUCK MALT,
BLAC COGR
RODO RODO
MODO MODO
GAME RNPH
BLAC RWBL
BLAC WEME
BLAC WEME
BLAC WEME
GAME RNPH
MODG MODO
DUCK BWTE
BLAC EUST
BLAC COGR
GAME ENPH
BLAC COGR
BLAC LOGR
GAME RNPH
BLAC WEME
GAME RNPH
BLAC RWBL
BLAC COGR
MODO MODO
DUCK MALL
GAME RNPH
HERC GBHE
DUCK NOPI
BILAC YHBL
BLAC WEME
BLAC COGE
DUCK AMWI
BLAC COGR
DUCK BWTE
BLAC RWBL
DUCK NOPI
BLAC COGR
BLAC RWEBL
DUCK BWTE
DUCK MALL
DUCK MALL
DOCK BWTE
MODO MODO
DOUCK MALL
SHOR KILL
BLAC COGR
MODO MCDO
GAME RNPH
BLAC COGR
RODO RODO
BT.AC EUST
BLAC WEME
BLAC WEME
GMME RNPH
BLAC RWBL
DUCK BWTE
DUCK MALL
BLAC YHBL
DUCK MALL
GAME RNPH
BLAC WEME
DUCK MALL
DUCK MALL
GEES CAGC
DUCK NOPT
BLARC WEME
BLAC RWBL
DUCK MALL
GAME RNPH
HERO GBHE

NBR
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ACT
ST
ST
FD
8T
ST
ST
ST
FL

FL
VQ
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
VO
ST
ST
ST
FP
ST
ST
FP
ST
ST
ST
FP
ST
ST
ST
ST
3T
FD
VO
ST
ST
ST
ST
8T
ST
ST
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
5T
sT
ST
VO
sT
5T
FP
ST
5T
Vo
VO
5T
Fp
Vo
ST
VO
NS
ST
Vo
FP

HAB
MAR
PMD
GSH
STR
aAsP
GSH
MAR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GVL
MAR
STR
GSH
GSH
GsH
TRE
GSH
GSH
AGR
MAR
AGR
AIR
MAR
GSH
AIR
TSW
MAR
G5H
AIR
PND
AGR
TSW
MAR
TSW
AGR
TSW
T5W
AGR
T5W
AGR
STR
AGR
MAR
GSH
GVL
GSH
GSH
STR
STR
G5H
GSH
AGR
MAR
PND
AIR
MAR
PND
GSH
GSH
PHD
AIR
MAR
FND
AGR
MAR
MAR
AGR
AIR

ARWY



CASE
34%
350
351
352
353
3514
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
3g2
383
384
385
386
387
8B
389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
104
407
4108
409
110
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418

05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/710
G5/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/190
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10C
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/04/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10

MON
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MRY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MRY
MAY
MAY

TIME REP TAT
PM
rY
P
FM
aM
AM
Al
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
Ab
BM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
M
BM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
aM
aM
oM
AM
A
AM
M
AM
AM
AM
M
B
&M
AM
AM
aM
AM
oM
AM
AM
aM
&M
AM
aM
aM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
P
PM

GUILD
BLAC
DUCEK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
RODO
BLAC
GAME
DOUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MODO
RODO
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DOCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
GEES
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
CUCK
BLAC
SPAR
DUCK
RODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC

SPEC
RWBL
MALL
COGR
COGR
WEME
RODO
COGR
RNPH
BWTE
EUST
RWEL
COGR
WEME
MODG
COGR
COGR
WEME
RNPH
RWBL
MALL
RNPH
YHBL
RNPH
WEME
NGPI
COGR
COGR
AMWT
RWBL
NOPI
BWTE
MALL
MALL
BHTE
MALL
COGR
MGDO
RODO
EUST
COGR
MODO
RNPH
WEME
WEME
RWBL
MALL
YHRL
BWTE
MALL
NCPI
RNPH
MALL
WEME
CAGO
RNPH
RWBL
MALL
RWBL
COGR
COGR
MALL
COGR
HOSP
NOPI
RODO
RWBL
RWBL
RWBL
COGR
WEME

NBR
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ACT
FL
ST
ST
FD
YO
ST
FD
3T
5T
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
Vo
3T
ST
ST
ST
5T
5T
8T
ST
Fp
ST
3T
5T
ST
ST
ST

ST
3T
FD
ST
3T
ST
3T
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
Fp
ST
ST
ST
ST
Vo
ST
VO
Vo
vo
NS
3T
FL
FD
ST
37
FD

FP
ST
Fp
5T
FP
ST
ST

HABR
MAR
AGR
AGR
AGR
GSH
STR
GSH
GSH
MAR
STR
MAR
G5H
G3H
GVL
GEH
TRE
GSH
G3H
MAR
MAR
GSH
MAR
AGR,
GSH
TSW
AIR
AGR
PND
MAR
TSW
TSW
AGR
TSW
AGR
AGR
AGR
STR
STR
STR
GSH
GVL
GSH
GSH
GSH
MAR
AIR
MAR
PHD
PND
PND
GSH
PHD
G3H
MAR
AGR
MAR
AGR
MAR
AGR
AGR
MAR
GSH
AIR
AIR
STR
AIR
MAR
AIR
GSH
STR

XRIWY



SASE
19
420
221
22
423
24
425
420
27
428
=29
30
431
312
133
434
35
436
37
‘38
430
40
41
gz
43
444
.45
"6
447
48
146
450
51
452
.53
"54
455
56
157
458
59
460
.01
‘62
463
o4
165
466
67
468
.69
10
171
72
"3
474
75
476
i
k!
479
80
181
<82
83
484
.85
“86
487
38

DATE
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
0s/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
a5/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
D5/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/171/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/11/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
0%/17/10
05/17/10
045/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10

MUN
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MaY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MARY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY

TIME
PM
PH
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM

PM
PM
PM
PM
P
pPM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
T
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
M
PM
FM
PM
EFM
PM
PM
PM
PM

GUILD
MISC
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
MISC
SWAL
BLAC
MODO
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
HRAWK
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
DUCK
DOCK
DUCK
SPAR
DUOCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
DOUCK
DUCK
BLAC
HAWK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
SHOR
SHOR
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
RODO
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
SEAR
MODO
MISC
BLAC
MODO
BLAC

SPEC
AMRO
WEME
CAGO
RWBL
COGR
COGR
RWBL
RHPH
WEME
AMRO
BARS
WEME
MODO
RNPH
COGR
BWTE
BWTE
COGR
WEME
NOSH
RWBL
MALL
RTHA
RNPH
YHBL
COGR
RWBL
RNPH
BWTE
BWTE
LESC
MALL
DNSE
PBGR
REDH
COGR
BWTE
RWBL
COGR
COGR
NOSH
COGR
NOPI
BWTE
RODC
MALL
BHWTE
RWEBL
RTHA
NOPI
COGR
NOPI
COGR
KILL
KILL
MALL
COGR
WEME
RWBL
WEME
RODO
HOSP
COGR
COGR
HOSP
MODO
AMRO
WEME
MODO
COGR

NBR
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ACT
5T
Vo
FL
VO
FL
5T
YO
FD
FL
ST
FL
VO
FP
VO
FL
FL
FL
FL
ST
8T
5T
5T
5T
VO
3T
FD
FL
Vo
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FD
FL
5T
8T
FD
5T
ST
FD
FL
ST
FD
FL
FL
FD
ST
FD
VO
sT
ST
FD
VO
ST
FL
rp
5T
FL
FP
ST
ST
3T
VO
5T
FL

HAB
GEH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
G5SH
GSH
GSH
GSH
ASP
G3H
GSH
BGR
GSH
MAR
MAR
GSH
RWY
TSH
MAR
TSW
STR
GSH
MAR
AGR
GSH
GSH
TSW
TSH
END
PHD
AGR
END
PND
RWY
PND
AGR
GSH
AGR
PMD
AGR
TSH
TSH
AGR
TSW
AGR
TSHW
AGR
TSW
AGR
TSW
AGR
TSW
AGR
TSW
AGR
AGR
MAR
GSH
ATIR
3TR
GSH
AIR
STR
ASP
GSH
GS3H
RWY
GSH

RWY
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CASE
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
519
511
512
513
514
515
5le6
517
518
519
520
521
522
923
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
248
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558

DATE
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/1¢
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05717710
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/11/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/11/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/1%1/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/10
05/17/1¢
05/17/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/190
05/18/1¢0
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
08/18/10
05/18/10

MON
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MRY
MAY
MAY

TIME REP TAT
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
FM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
M
P
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
BM
Ak
AM
AM
AM
A
A
AM
AM
BM
BM
M
AM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AM
BM
BM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
oM
Al

GUILD
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DUCK
pOCK
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
MODC
GAME
DUCK
GAME
MODO
MODO
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
MISC
BLAC
GRME
MODO
GAME
DUCK
SHOR
BLAC
SHOR
MODO
MISC
RLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SWAL
MISC
SPAR
BLAC
SPAR
BLARC
BLAC
M1I3SC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME

SPEC
HOSP
COGR
EUST
WEME
RNPH
RWBL
COGR
RWBL
AMRO
BWTE
MALL
MXBL
RNEH
COGR
RiPH
MALL
RNPH
COGR
BWTE
BWTE
MODO
RNPH
REOH
RNPRH
MODO
MODO
COGR
HOPI
MALL
WEME
MALL
AMRO
COGR
RNPH
MODO
RNPH
NOSH
KILL
RWBL
K1LL
MODO
AMRO
EUST
COGR
WEME
BARS
AMRO
HOSP
BHCO
HOSP
EUST
BHCO
AMRO
COGR
EUST
RWRI,
COGR
AMWE
RNPH
BWTE
COGR
COGR
WEME
BHCO
CAGO
BRCO
RWBL
RWBL
COGR
RNPH

NBR
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ACT
ST
FP
ST
FL
Vo
8T
FL
VO
sT
ST
Vo
57T
Vo
ST
Vo
ST
VO
FL
=
ST
FP
AG
ST
VO
Fp
ST
FL
ST
ST
VO
ST
3T
FL
ST
ST
VO
ST
ST
VO
VO
FL
ST
ST
E'L
ST
5T
57
5T
5T

ST
5T
5T
5T
T
sT
FL
FP
VO
FP
ST
FL
8T
ST
ST
5T
5T
ST
ST
VO

HAR
GSH
AIR
RSP
GSH
GSH
AGR
GSH
GSH
TRE
TSW
TSW
MAR
AGR
GSH
AGR
PND
MAR
TRE
PRD
PND
GLG
BGR
PND
GSH
AIR
GLG
GLG
PND
TSW
AGR
TSW
TSW
AGR
GVL
STR
AGR
TSW
GVL
MAR
TSW
AGR
AGR
STR
G5
RWY
GSH
GSH
hSP
Gan
G3H
STR
RHY
G3H
GSH
GSH
MAR
GSH
AIR
GsH
AIFR
MAR
G3H
RWY
GS5H
AGR
RWY
MAR
AGR
GSH
GSH

RWY



D
59
Eeh
.61
6z
263
64
65
266
67
568
.65
“T0
571
12
573
- 74
75
576
7
78
579
80
81
82
83
584
_85
“86
587
38
Lg9
<930
91
592
.93
94
295
96
%97
- 98
T 9%
600
.9l
02
w3
24
~05
w06
7
608
.29
710
vll
12
~13
wld
15
516
17
18
519
20
321
J22
"23
324
25
76
227
18

AL
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
D5/18/10
05/18/10
053/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
D5/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/190
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/710
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05718710
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
05/18/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10

MU
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY

MAY
MAY
MAY
MAY

MAY

MAY

MAY
MAY
MAY

MAY
MAY

MAY

JTIN
JUN
JUN

JUN

JUN

JUN

JUN

JUN

LME
aM

AM
AM
AM

AM
aAM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM
Al
AM
AM
AM

Al
AM
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM

AM

Al
AM
A
AM
AM

AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AlM
AM
AM

AM
AM
BM
AM

aM
AM
aM
AM
aM
AM
PM
PM
P4
PM
PM
PM
PM
Pt

(39,194

LAL

GUILD
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
SHOR
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GEES3
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
RODO
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
MODO
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
ELAC
DUCK
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GEES
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GEES
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC

SPEC
NOPI

WEME
WEME
MXBL
YHBL
COGR
REDH
NOPI

KILL
COGR
NOSH
COGR
MALL
MALL
MALL
CAGO
MALL
COGR
MALL
MALL
BWTE
KILL
WEME
EUST
COGR
RODO
HOSP
COGR
COGR
EUST
HOSP
COGR
BAMRO
COGR
RWBL
COGR
ENFH
MODQ
RNPH
COGR
COGR
COGR
MALL
COGR
RNPH
NOPT
RWBL
COGR
WEME
CRGO
MALL
BWTE
YHBL
REDH
NOSH
NOPI
CRAGO
RWBL
KILL
COGR
BWTE
NOSH
HOSP
EOST
COGR
RFWBL
RWBL
COGR
EUST
COGR

NBR
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ACT
ST
5T
VO
FL
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
FP
ST
FP
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
FL
FL
ST
ST
YO
ST
ST
FD
ST
ST
ST
ED
ST
ST
3T
FP
ST
FL
VO
3T
VO
ST
FL
FL
ST
EFL
ST
3T
ST
L
VO
aT
ST
ST
ST
8T
sT
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
5T
F'L
FL
FL
sT
ST
5T

HAB
TSW
RWY
GSH
AGR
MAR
MAR
PND
TSW
TSHW
AIR
TSW
AIR
TSW
bTC
DTC
MAR
TSW
AGR
MAR
MAR
TSW
MAR
AGR
STR
GSH
GSH
STR
GSH
GSH
GSH
ASP
GSH
GEH
ATR
MAR
G5H
GSH
TRE
GSH
RWY
GSH
AGR
T3W
GSH
AGR
MAR
MAR
PND
GSH
PND
TSW
TSW
PHD
PND
TSW
TS
AGR
MAR
TSW
AGR
MAR
MAR
STR
GLG
GLG
GLG
GLG
GLG
3TR
GLG

XRWY



CRSE
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
Rl
G42
643
644
645
646
647
648
649
630
631
652
653
654
653
656
657
6h8
6539
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
661
668
669
670
67]
672
673
61
67%
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
638
689
690
691
692
693
B34
695
696
697
698

DATE
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10

MON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
Jun
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUMN
JUN
JUR
JUN
JUN
JOW
JON
JUN
JUN
JOH
JOn
JUN
JON
JUN
JUH
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JuUn
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
Juy
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN

TIME
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P4
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
pbd
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
°M
PM
PM
EPM
P!
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
P

PM
PM
PM
PM

PM
PM

GUILD
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GBLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
GEES
BLAC
GAME
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
MISC
BLAC
MODO
MISC
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
HAWK
SHOR
GAME
SHOR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MODO
ROLC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DUCK
RODO
MoDO
BLAC
MCDC
BLAC
BLAC
BLRC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
GAME
GEES
GAME
MODO

SPEC
COGR
WEME
EUST
COGR
RWBL
MALL
COGR
RWBL
RMPH
MALL
RNPH
BUTE
MXBL
WEME
RVNPH
WEME
CAGO
COGR
RNPH
RNPH
MXBL
NOSH
WEKT
WEME
MODO
AMRO
MQODO
COGR
COGR
RNPH
RNFH
WEME
NOPI
MALL
RWBL
AMKE
KILL
RNEH
KILL
BMCO
BWTE
NOSH
WEME
MoDo
RODO
COGR
COGR
BMRO
MALL
RODO
MODO
COGR
MODO
WEME
EUST
COGR
COGR
EUST
RNPH
COGR
RWBL
COGR
WEME
RNPH
RWBL
BWTE
RNEH
CAGO
RNFPH
MODO

NBR
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ACT
FP
3T
FL
FL
ST
FP
FL
ST
VO
ST
Vo
ST
5T
h'le
ST
ST
ST
ST
Vo
VO
FL
ST
Vo
Vo
ST
8T
FL
EFP
FL
ST
Vo
VO
ST
FL
FL
ST
VO
VO
Vo
ST
ST
ST
Vo
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FP
ST
ST
sT
FP

ST
FL
ST
ST
VO
ST
ST
5T

ST
ST
ST
5T
5T
ST
5T

HAB
AIR
3TR
STR
GLG
GSH
AIR
GLG
MAR
GSH
PND
GSH
FND
BGR
GLG
GLG
GLG
PND
BGR
GLG
GLG
GLG
PND
GLG
GLG
AGR
AGR
GSH
PND
MAR
PND
GSH
GSH

MAR
AGR
TRE
AGR
AGR
MAR
MAR
MAR
MAR
GLG
GSH
STR
STR
GLG
ASP
AIR
STR
GSH
GSH
ASP
GLG
STR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
GLG
MAR
GLG
GLG
GLG
MAR
TSW
BGR
AGR
AGR
BGR

RWY



LASHE
99
700
01
"02
703
04
705
106
07
708
09
10
711
12
713
fl4
15
Tl6
(17
~18
719

TZ1
122

724
.25
"26
127

28
729
i30

31
132
.33
34
135

137
138
3%
740
41
42
743
44
745
146
47
748
,49
“50
751
52
783
154
55
756
.57
~58
759
30
78l
162
33
764
. ab
~496
167

18

DATE
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/03/10
06/704/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
DE/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06704710
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04710
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/120
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04710
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10

MON
JUN
JUH
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JOUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUon
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
Jun
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JOUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN

TIME REP
PM
P
P
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
&M
oM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
Al
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
Al
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
M
aM
aM
AM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
BM
&M

GUILD
BLAC
BLAC
SWAL
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
MODO
DOCK
SIHOR
DUCK
BLAC
DOCK
DUCK
RODO
GAME
GAME
DUCK
MISC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
MOoDO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DICK
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
MISC
SPAR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
MODGC
MODO
DUCK
RODO
DUCK
MISC
MODO
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
GAME
GAME
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLACT
BLAC

SPEC
EQST
COGR
BARS
COGR
MALL
MALL
COGR
RNPH
COGR
MALL
MODO
BWTE
KILL
NGSH
WEME
BWTE
MALL
RODO
RNPH
RNPH
MALL
AMRO
MALL
EUST
COGR
EUST
MODO
EUST
Mo DO
RWBL
RWBL
WEME
COGR
MXBL
MALL
MALL
MALL
WEME
EAKI
WEME
AMRC
HOLA
MALL
AMWI
NOSH
COGR
NOPI
MALL
RWBL
KILL
COGR
WEME
BWTE
MODO
MODO
MALL
RCDO
MALL
AMRO
MODO
MALL
EUST
MALL
RNPH
RNPH
WEME
BWTE
COGR
EUST
BUST

NEB

R

ACT
ST
ST
FL
FL
FL
ST
ST
ST
3T
3T
5T
FL
VO
ST
57
FL
ST
ST
ST
5T
FL
3T
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
5T
5T
VO
5T
VO
ST
ST
FL
sT
ST
VO
AG
VG
ST
FL
3T
3T
sT
ST
5T
5T
Vo
sT
FD
VO
ST
5T
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
sT
FL
3T
eT
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
ST
3T

11AB
AGR
AGER
GLG
GLG
GLG
PND
PND
END
FND
PHD
5TR
MAR
MAR
MAR
ASP
GLG
GLG
STR
GSH
GSH
GLG
GSH
GLG
STR
GLG
STR
GVL
STR
GLG
MAR
MAR
GLG
GLG
GLG
MAR
AGR
PND
GLGE
AGR
GLG
AGR
AGR
PND
PND
PND
RWY
MAR
MAR,
MAR
GVL
AGR
AGR
MAR
GVYL
STR
DTC
STR
GLG
GSH
GLG
GLG
STR
GLG
GSH
GSH
ASP
GLG
GLG
STR
STR

RWY



CASE
769
770
771
172
113
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
7814
185
786
787
788
189
790
791
792
793
194
795
756
797
798
199
800
801
8O2
803
a04
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
813
819
820
g21
822
az23
824
823
826
827
828
829
530
831
832
833
834
B35
836
837
638

DATE
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04710
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04710
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/04/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06716710
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10

MON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JON
JUN
JUN
JOUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUM
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
Ju
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN

TIME
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
M
AM
AM
AM
oM
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM

AM
AM

AM
AM

AM
AM
aAM
AM
M
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
FM
P
(|
PM
PM
FM

BM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
FM
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GUILD
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MISC
SPAR
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
SHOR
DOCK
DUCK
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
SPAR
MODO
DUCK
HAWK
DUCK
BLAC
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
GEES
BLAC
GEES
DUCK
pPUCK
BLAC
SWAL
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
SHOR
DUOCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC

SPEC
MODO
WEME
RWBL
RWBL
COGR
WEME
BARI
MALL
MXBL
MALL
MALL
WEME
AMRO
HOLA
MALL
COGR
AMWI

NOSH
RWBL
BWTE
MALL
KILL
NCPI
MALL
MODO
COGR
WEME
MODO
COGR
WEME
COGR
AMROC
WEME
COGR
WEKI

WEME
KILL
COGR
HOSP
EUST
WEME
RNPH
WEME
HOLA
MODC
BWTE
RTHA
MALL
COGR
RNPH
NGPI
EUST
MXBL
MALL
CAGO
RWBL
CAGO
BWTE
HOPI
COGR
BARS
RWBL
RWBL
BWTE
COGR
KILL
BWTE
COGR
WEME
WEME

NBER
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=
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ACT
ST
Vo
ST
vo
sT
Vo
AG
FL
ST
ST
ST
VO
8T
FL
ST
5T
ST
ST
Vo
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FD
Vo
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
5T
5T

ST
Vo
YO
VO
FL
5T
ST
ST
3T
ST
ST
ST
ST
5T
FL
FL
ST
ST
3T
3T
FL
ST
8T
3T
8T
ST
5T
5T
ST
ST

HAB
GVL
GLG

MAR
GLG
GLG
AGR

GLG
AGR
PND
GLG
AGR
AGR
PND
RWY
END
END
MAR
MAR
MAR
GVL
MRR
DTC
GVL
AGR
AGR
STR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
GLG
GSH
GVL
GSH
G3SH
GEH
GSH
GLG
GLG
GLG
GLG
TSW
AGR
TSW
GSH
AGR
MAR
G3H
AGR
TSW
AGR
AGR
GLG
TSW
TSHW
T3W
MAR
MAR
AGR
MAR
MAR
MAR
MAR
STR
G5l
GSH

=

RWY
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CASE
35
40
g4l
42
R43
wdd
45
B46
.47
48
549
50
251
wh2
53
854
.55
58
857

A5O
w60
"6l
862

aRq
sb5

06
A&7
~6B
“E9
8710

71
072
s73

T4
RT5
w76
77
478

79
280
58l

82
RB83
-84
"95
g8e

°88
od9

20
ko1
.32
“93
894

296
097

899
~J0
™1
902

J3
094
=J5

76
207
-JB

DATE
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/16/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
D6/17/710
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/190
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10

MO
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JunN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JuN
JuN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN

TIME EP TAT
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
P
PM
PK
PM
P
PM
PM
B
PM
P
BM
PM
PM
PM
Pr
PM
EM
EM
PM
PM
EM
M
5
PM
aM
AM
A
AM
AM
AM

AM
aM
BM
aM

aM
AM
BAM
A
BM
oM
aM
AM
AM
BM
LM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AlM
aAM
AM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

GUILD
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
SHOR
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
MoDO
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
HAWEK
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
MQODO
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
RODO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SFAR
MISC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
MISC
MODO
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MISC
HAWEK
MODO
MODO
BLRC
PUCK
DUCK
GEES
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
SHOR
DUCK

SPEC
WEKI
COGR
EOST
WEME
MIRC
KILL
HOSP
COGR
COGR
COGR
WEME
RNPH
MODO
WEME
HOLA
WEME
RTHA
MALL
RNPH
EDST
COGR
NOPI
MXBL
BWTE
COGR
BWTE
BHTE
COGR
EUST
BWTE
MADBL
MODO
WEME
MO DO
COGR
RODG
COGR
COGR
COGR
HOSP
AMRO
EDST
AMRO
EUST
EOST
COGR
WEME
RNFPH
EUST
AMRO
MODO
EUST
MALL
MALL
EUST
AMRO
NOHA
MODO
MODO
WEME
MALL
MALL
CAGO
MALL
MALL
EUST
NOPT
MXBL
KIT.L
NOFT

=
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ACT
ST
ST
3T
ST
ST
FL
5T
ST
5T
ST
sT
Vo
FL
VO
VO
VO
ST
ST
ST
5T
ST
5T
sT
ST
ST
ST
FL
sT
51
ST
Vo
85T
sr
5T
FL
8T
ST
FD
ST
ST
ST
ST
FD
5T
FD
ST
VO
VO
5T
ST
5T
FL
ST
FL
FD
FD
ST
ED
5T
ST
ST
ST
ST
57
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST

HAB
GLG
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GVL
STR
G5H
G5H
GLG
GSH
GLG
GLG
GL{
GLG
GLG
AGR
TSW
AGR
GSH
G5H
MAR
AGR
TSHW
RWY
PND
PND
GSH
RWY
MAR
AGR
GVL
GLG
ASPE
ASP
5TR
GSH
STR
GLG
STR
STR
5TR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
GLG
GSH
RWY
AGR
AGR
T3W
MAR
GSH
AGR
RWY
AGR
AGR
RWY
PND
TSW
AGR
RWY
TEW
BWY
TSW
AGR
TSW
TSW

RWY



CASE
9209
910
011
912
913
914
915
916
917
918
919
920
921
922
923
924
925
526
927
928
929
930
831
932
933
934
935
230
937
938
9139
940
941
942
943
944
945
946
547
948
949
950
951
952
953
954
955
856
957
958
359
960
961
962
963
964
965
966
967
968
969
970
971
972
973
974
975
976
977
978

DATE
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/¥7/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/1C
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/117/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10
06/17/10

MON
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JON
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUH
JUH
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JOI
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
Jun
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JUN
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUI,
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JuL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JAL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL

TIME P
BM
AM
AM
Ak
M

AM
aM
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM

aM
AM
AM
aM
oM
AM
aM
AM
Faliy]
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM

AM
aM

ap
M

AM
AM
AM
aM
AM
AlM
AM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PiM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
BM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

GUILD
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
RODO
MODO
MISC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
MI3C
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
HAWK
MISC
MCDO
MODO
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
DOCK
DUCK
DUCK
GEES
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
SHOR
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MODO
MI3C
SWAL
PLAC
BLAC
RCDO
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
MODO
SWAL
MISC
SWAL
DUCK
BLAC
MISC
MISC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
GAME
DUCK

SPEC
NOP1
MXBL
BWTE
LUST
COGR
AMRO
RODO
MODO
AMRO
WEME
HOSFE
COGR
COGR
EUST
COGR
MoDC
EUST
AMRO
RNPH
COGR
EOST
WEME
MALL
EUST
MALL
NCHA
AMRO
MODO
MODO
MODO
EUST
WEME
MALL
MALL
MALL
MALL
CAGO
NOPI
EUST
M¥BL
BWTE
KILL
NOPI
HGPL
MXBL
MODO
WEKI
BARS
RWBL
COGR
RODO
RNPH
RWBL
WEME
COGR
EUST
NOFL
MODO
CL3W
EAKIT
BARS
MALL
WEME
WEKI
WEKI
RWBL
WEKI
BOBO
RNPH
NOPI

NBR

60
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ACT
ST
3T
ST
Fp
ST
FD
5T
ST

ST
ST
FC
sT
ST
FL
3T
ST
ST
Vo
5T
5T
VO
5T
FL
FL
5T
rD
ST
FD
5T

8T
5T
FL
5T
ST
ST
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
ST
ST
5T
FT.
ST
FL
ST
FL
FL
ST
FL
ST
ST
FL
ST
8T
FL

FL
ST
Vo
sT
EL
ST
ST
FL
5T
FL

HAB
TSH
BGR
TSW
GSH
GSH
GSH
S5TR
GVL
STR
GLG
STR
STR
GLG
STR
ASP
AZP
G3SH
EWY
GLG
GSH
GSH
GLG
TSW
AGR
MAR
RWY
AGR
AGR
AGR
AGR
GSH
RWY
RWY
TSW
TSW
PND
AGR
TSW
RWY
AGR
T5W
TSW
TSW
TSW
AGR
STR
STR
MAR
GSH
GSH
STR
GSH
MAR
GSH
MAR
STR
GSH
ASPE
GSH
RWY
GSH
MAR
GSH
5TR
RWY
TSW
RWY
GLG
BWY
GLG



CASE
v .79
980
281
82
983
-84
85
ug86
187
988
J89
Y90
991
192
193
294
a5
996
397
193
995
- 400
101
1002
103
1N04
DS
06
L0a7
_408
'I09
LulD
11
n12
wJ13
~14
.015
16
a17
LU18
19
020
w2l
~22
023
.24
az25
u2é
27
nzs
wZ9
‘30
031
.32
"33
ui4

35

N36
v3i7

38

039
J40
~41
udz
43
na4
-45
"46
047

48

DATE
07/07/10
071/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
Q7/0%/10
07/07/10
071/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/01/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
0?/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
Q7707710
07/07/10
07/0%/10
07707710
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/01/10
07/07/10
07707710
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
D7/07/10
07/07/10
07707710
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/071/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10

MON
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JoL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JuL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL

TIME
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
EM
EM
BM
PM
P
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
P
BM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
i
Pt
PM
PM
PM
Fi1
PM
PM
PM
FM
P
M
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GUILD
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MI3C
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
GEES
GAME
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DOCK
GAME
BELAC
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
SHOR
SWAL
BLAC
MISC
MISC
MISC
SWAL
BLAC
SWAL
BLAC
SWAL
RODO
GAME
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
SPAR
HAWK
HAWK
BLAC
MODO
MISC
BLAC
GAME
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SPAR
S1IOR
SHOR
BLAC
HAWK
BLAC
DUCK
SHOR
DUCK
SHOR
MISC
DUOCK
DUCK
DOCK

SPEC
BHCO
MXBL
EUST
WEEKT
HWEME
MALL
RWBL
CAGO
RNPH
WERI
COGR
MXBL
WEKL
MALL
RNPH
MXBL
MXBL
EAGR
RWBL
RWBL
RWBL
COGR
MODO
PHAL
CLSwW
WEME
WEKT
WEKI
WEKI
BARS
RWBL
BARS
RWBL
BARS
RODO
RNPH
WEME
WEME
BHCO
AMRO
EUST
WEKT
WEME
UNSP
HOHA
NOHA
MXBL
MODO
WEKT
RWEL
RNPH
WEME
WEKI
RWBL
RWEL
EWBL
UNSFE
KILL
KILL
COGR
NOHA
WEME
MALL
UNSH
MALL
KILL
WEKI
BWTE
NOSH
BWTE

NBR

ACT
FP
FL
FL
FL
YO
FL
sT
ST
YO
ST
FL
3T
FL
L
5T
FL
FL
ST
ST
FL
'L
ST
5T
ST
FL
FL
FL
ST
F1,
FL
Vo
FL
FL
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
FL
8T
ST
ST
Vo
FL
'L
FL
FL
FL
ST
ST
VO
Vo
FL
FL
ST
FP
ST
3T
Vo
FL
FL
5T
ST
FL
5T
FP
5T
5T
ST
5T

HAB
ATR
GLG
GSH
GLG
GLG
MAR
MAR,
GLG
GSH
GLG
MAR
TRE
RWY
GLG
GSH
GLG
RWY
PND
MAR
AGR
STR
STR
STR
MAR
GLG
GLG
GLG
ASP
TXY
MAR
GLG
GLG
GLG
GLG
STR
GSH
GLG
RWY
GLG
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
Gisd
GLG
GLG
TEW
GLG
BWY
MAR
GLG
GSH
RWY
AGR
MAR
AIR
GLG
TSH
MAR
GLG
BGR
RWY
PHD
TSW
TSW
AIR
RWY
PND
PND
PND

RWY



CASE
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1060
1081
1062
1063
1064
1065
1066
1067
1068
1069
1070
1071
1072
1073
1074
1075
1076
1077
1078
107%
1080
1081
1082
1083
1084
1085
1086
1087
1088
1089
1080
1091
1092
1093
1094
1095
1096
1097
1098
1099
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118

DATE
07/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
01/07/10
07/07/10
07/07/10
0F/07/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/20
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10

MON
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL

TIME
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

AM

AM
AM

AM
AM
&M
aM
AM
&M
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM
&M
AM
M
aM
AM
AM
AM
oM
aM
AM
M

AM
AM
AM
aM

AM
aM
aM
aM
aM

BAM

AM
AM
aM

BM
aM

AM
AM
AM

GUILD
BLAC
PUCK
HAWK
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
MODO
MODO
BELAC
BLAC
BLAC
MI3C
DUCK
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
RODO
MISC
BLAC
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
SPAR
BLAC
MISC
MODO
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
MISC
GAME
DUCK
MISC
MISC
DOCK
MISC
SPAR
HAWE
BLAC
DUCK
SHCOR
MISC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
SHOR
SPAR
BLAC
MCDO
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
MISC

SPEC
MXBL
EAGR
UNHA
KILL
MXBL
MXBL
MODO
MODO
WEME
WEME
WEME
WEKI
MALL
WEKI
RWBL
RWBL
RODO
AMRO
RWEL
WEKI
EUST
COGR
MALL
HOSP
COGR
NOFL
MODO
BWTE
EOST
WEME
WEME
WEME
UNSP
RWBL
WEKT
RNEH
UNDU
NOFL
NOFL
BWTE
WEKI
UNSP
SWHA
COGR
MALL
PHAL
WEKI
EUST
MXBL
YHRL
KILL
COGR
COGR
RWBL
KILL
COGR
KILL
HOLA
MXBL
MODO
EUST
WEME
RWBL
RWBL
COGR
BOBO
HOSP
COGR
BHCO
NOFL

NBR

L b (]
Lo T N T SR LI ]

—

[
PO LI = O o B = = = = = ) O e LD e e 00 Y S R e e e L

=

= e

]
R RS PR ERNERE S RN OMN NGRSO DML O

ACT
FL
ST
FL
FL
ST
L
FL
5T
Vo
ST
FL
FL
87
5T
ST
3T
ST
3T
FL
5T
5T
FL
ST
ST
FL
3T
5T
ST
FP
8T
ST
ST
ST
3T
3T
ST
5T
ST
ST
5T
FL
ST
FL
FL
ST
sT
ST
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
9%
ST
ST
3T
5T
ST
ST
ST
sT
Vo
5T
VO
ST
ST
5T
8T
ST
5T

HAB
BGR
PND
GLG
GLG
STR
GLG
GLG
S5TR
GLG

BWY

RIHY
GLG
MAR
GLG
MAR
STR
GLG
GLG
GLG
GVL
STR
GLG

MAR
STR

GLG

TRE

GYL

MAR
AIR
TRE
GSH

GsH

GSH

GSH

TRE

GSH

MAR
GSH

TRE
TEW
GLG
GLG
AGR
AGR
TSW
TSW

GLG
GLG
MAR
MAR
END
TRE
AIR
MAR
MAR
MAR
GVL
STR
AGR
GVL
STR
GLG
GSH
MAR
GSH
GLG
STR
3TR
5TR
GSH

s

RWY

I R R E R E R S AR R R R EE R E R R R E R RN EEE 2R SRR EE 2 2R ZEE2ERZEZE R R R E R E R R R R R R E R



LHSE
19
1120
w21
‘22
L1123
24

[ | 25
LL26
27
128
.29
30
131
__32
*33
134
35
136
237
38
139
40
41
142
13
144
245
‘46
147
18
49
150
51
152
.93
54
155
536
157
158
39
160
.61
T 52
163
34
165
166
37
168
209
0
171
12
“"?3
174
15
176
i
-8
179
30
=y
Lg2
3
184
Ld5
g
L37
.B

LalE
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
0r/08/10
0T/708/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
a71/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
01/08/10
07/08/10
07/08/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
071/2¢/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
01/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/25/10
07/25/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/2%/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/28/10
07/23/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/25/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/2%/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/2%/10
07/2%/10
07/29/10

MON
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUTL
JUL
JUL
JOT,
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JuL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL

TIME REP
AM
AM

aM
AM

aM
AM
AM
aM

AM
AM
AM
A
AM
AM
AlM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
PM
Pi4
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
| i
PM
PM
PM
b
PM
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
BM
PM
PM
Ei
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PH
PH

GUILD
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
MISC
DUCK
BLAC
GAME
MISC
MISC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
SHOR
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
SHOR
BLAC
SHOR
SPAR
BLAC
MODO
SWAL
DUCK
RODO
DUCK
RODO
BLAC
SWAL
SWAL
SWAL
SHOR
BLAC
SWAL
SFAR
SPAR
BLAC
SWAL
MISC
SWATL
HAWK
GULL
HAWK
HAWK
MODO
SWAL
DUCK
SWAL
SWAL
HAWK
HERO
DUCK
RODO
GAME
SHOR
GAME
BLAC
GULL
GULL
GULL
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GULL
HAWK

SPEC
WEME
UNSF
WEME
WEME
WEKT
uNDO
RWBL
RNPH
NOFL
NOFL
WEME
UNSP
RWBL
MALL
YHBL
WEME
BWTE
KILL
COGR
COGR
RWBL
KILL
COGR
KILL
HOLA
MXEL
MODO
CLSW
MALL
RODO
MALL
RODO
WEME
CLSW
CLSW
CLSW
UFSA
WEME
CLsw
HOLA
HOLA
EUST
CLSW
EAKI
CLSW
SWHA
RBGOD
NOHA
NOHA
MODO
CLSW
MALL
CL&W
CLSW
SHWHA
DCCO
MALL
RODO
RNPH
KILL
RNPH
COGR
RBGU
RBGU
RBGU
NOGH
NOSH
BWTE
HERG
NOHA

NBR
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ACT
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
57
5T
ST
5T
8T
ST
ST
ST
5T
FL
VO
5T
FL
FP
FL
57
ST
ST
ST
ST
3T
ST
5T
FL
FL
FL
ST
ST
5T
ST
FL
sT
5T
ST
ST
VO
FP
FP
ST
FL
ST
FP
3T
5T
Fp
3T
ST
PL
FlL
FP
Fp
ST
P
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
FL
FL
ST

ST
FP
FL

Hap
GSH
GSH
TRE
GSH
TRE
MAR
GSH
G5H
GSH
TRE
GSH
GSH
TRE
TSW
MAR
AGR
TSW
PND
AIR
TRE
MAR
GVL
MAR
MAR
5TR
AGR
GVL
3TR
TSW
AIR
Tsw
STR
GSH
STR
A3P
ASP
GSH
GSH
TRE
GSH
GEH
ATR
AIR
GLG
GSH
TRE
LTR
GSH
Gzl
GSH
RWY
PND
PND
GSH
TRE
AIR
PND
AIR
GSH
END
GSH
AGR
RWY
GLG
GLG
PND
EPRD
PHD
RTR
GSH
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CASE
1189
1190
1191
1192
1193
1194
1195
1196
1197
1198
1199
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1238
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241
1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258

DATE
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/29/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10Q
07/30/10
07/30/10Q
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/1¢Q
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10
67/30/10
07/30/10
07/30/10

MON
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JOL
JUL
JUL
JUL
JUL

TIME P AT
P4
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
Pt
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
aM

AM
M

AM
AM
AM

AM
AM
BM
AM
BM
AM
aM
M
A
Al
BM
BM
AM
aAM
&AM
AM

GUILD

DUCK
MODO
MODO
SWAL
BLAC
SHOR
SPAR
SWAL
MODO
MISC
MISC
HAWEK
RODO
BUCK
MISC
SPAR
SPAR
HAWK
SWAL
BLAC
MISC
GAME
MISC
SWAL
BTAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
LUCK
GAME
GAME
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
HAWK
SWAL
MCODO
MODO
SHOR
SWAL
BLAC
BLAC
SWAL
SWAL
BLAC
MODO
SWATL
SWAL
RODO
MISC
GULL
MISC
SWAL
SWAL
BLAC
BLAC
MCDO
HAWE
GULL
DUCK
SWAL
MODO
BLAC
MISC
SWAL
SPAR
HAWK
DUCK
DUCK
HAWE

SPEC
BWTE
MODO
MODO
CLSW
RWBL
KILL
Unsp
BARS
MODO
WEKI
WEKI
SWHA
RODO
MALL
WEKI
HOLA
HOLA
NOHA
CLSW
WEME
WEKI
RNPH
WEKI
CLSW
WEME
MALL
MALL
MALL
BWTE
RWPH
RWPH
MALL
NOSH
NOSH
NOHA
CLSH
MODO
MODO
UNSH
TRES
RWBL
RWBL
BARS3
CLSW
WEME
MODO
CLSW
CLSW
RODO
AMRO
RBGU
NOFL
CLSW
CLSW
EUST
WEME
MODO
SWHA
RBGU
NGSH
CLSW
MODO
WEME
WEKT
CLSHW
UNSP
NOHA
MALL
MALL
SWHA

NER
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ACT
5T
FL
FP
FL
FP
VO
5T
FL
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
FL
FL
ST
FL
FL
FL
ST
FL
FL
5T
5T
5T
5T
FP
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
FL

ST
ST
FL
FL
ST
aT
FL
Fl,
Vo
FP
FL
ST
ST
5T
FL
ST
FL
FL
5T
ST
FP
ST
Fl,
Fp
FL
ST
FL
ST
FL
sT
ST
ST
ST
ST

HAB
FND
GLG
AIR
AGR
AIR
MAR
STR
GSH
GSH
GLG
GSH
GSH
GSH
TSW
GEH
GSH
GLG
GSH
MAR
GSH
GSH
GiSH
GSH
AGR
RWY
PND
PND
PND
AIR
GSH
GSH
PND
PND
PUD
GSH
PND
STR
STR
MAR
MAR
MAR
GVL
MAR
MAR
GSH
AIR
ASP
STR
STR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
ASP
STR
RWY
AIR
GSH
RWY
AIR
GSH
GLG
GSH
GSH
GLG
GSH
GSH
TSW
PND
TRE

XRWY



2ASE DATE MON TIME REP TAT GUILD SPEC NBR ACT HAB RWY
*+.59 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 DUCK  MALL 7 8T PND
"800 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 GAME  RNPH 5 FD GSH
1261 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 GAME  RNPH 3 38T GSH
62 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 DUCK BWTE 40 8T PND
1263 07/30/10 JUL AlM 1 GULL  RBGU 12 8T RWY
..64 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 GULL  RBGU 1 ST PND
65 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 DUCK  PBGR 2 8T PND
L266 07/30/1L0 JUL AM 1 DUCK  WOSH 4 3T PND
.67 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 DUCK  HOSH 18 ST PND
'?68 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 DUCK BWTE 2 87 TSH
LZ69 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 MODO  MODO 1 8T AGR
70 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 MODO  MODD 2 ST GVL
1271 97/30/10 JUL AM 1 BLAC  RWBL 20 FD AGR
72 07/30/10 JUL AM 1 MODO  MODO 2 FL AGR
~73 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWAI, CLSW 4 FL GsH
L1274 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 RODO RCDO 6 ST GSH
.75 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 RODO  RODO 37 FD GsH
'776 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MISC NOFL 1 8T GSH
<277 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MODO  MODO 1 FP AIR
78 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 BLAC WEME 1 VO GSH
279 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWAL CLSW 20 FL GSH
.80 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 BLAC EUST 5 8T S5TR
81 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MISC WEKI 3 8T GSH
.282 07/30/10 JUL AM Vi MISC WEKI 2 8T GSH
83 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK  MALL 2 FP AIR
"84 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK  MALL 3 FL MAR
_285 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 HAWK  SWHA 18T GSH
86 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWAL BARS 3 FL ASP
287 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MISC WEKI 1 8T GSH
.-88 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SHOR  KILL 1 VO GSH
89 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 GAME RNPH 2 8T GSII
.290 07/30/10 JUL BM 2 GAME RNPH 2 8T GSH
941 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MODO MODOC 1 58T RWY
792 07/30/10 JUL aM 2 RAWK NOHA 2 8T GSH
293 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MISC NOFL 1 8T Gs0
94 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWAL BARS 4 FL GSH
295 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWAL  CLSW 1 FL RWY
.96 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 SWaL  CLSW 50 FL AGR
97 07/30/10 JUL AN 2 MISC  WEKI 1 FD GSH
298 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 HAWK SWHA 18T TRE
99 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 GAME  RNPH 7 8T GSH
200 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 BLAC BHCO 1 FD GSH
201 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 HAWK SWHA 1 3T GSH
92 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK  MALL 60 ST PHND
203 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK  MALL 8 8T PHD
04 07/30/10 JuL AM 2 DUCK  WOOD g &T PMD
05 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 GULL RBGU 8 8T RWY
306 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 GULL RBGU g 3T PND
27 01/30/10 JUL 2AM 2 DUCK PBGR 4 ST PND
08 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK PBGR 2 8T PND
209 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 DUCK BWTE 24 8T PND
10 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 MODQO  MODOQ 2 ST AGR
311 07/30/10 JUL 2M 2 MODO  MODO 18T GVL
.12 07/30/10 JUL AM 2 BLAC RWBEL 3 ST BGR
13 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 MODO  MODO 1 FP AIR
314 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 MODO  MODO 1 FP GSH
15 08/03/10 AUG EM 1 SWAL BARS 2 FL GSH
16 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 SWAL CLSW 2 FL GSH
517 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 MODQO  MODO 1 ST GVL
18 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 SWAL CLSW 50 FL GSH
1% 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 SWAL  TRES 10 FL MAR
20 08/02/10 AUG Ph 1 RODO  RODO 4 FD GSH
“71 08/03/10 AUG EM 1 RODO RODO 5 FP AIR
322 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 GAME RNPH 3 ST GSH
13 08/03/10 BUG PM 1 GAME RNPH 12 sT1 GSH
774 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 GAME RNPH 1 vo MAR
225 08/03/10 AUG PM 1 SPAR HOSP 1 3T STR
6 08/03/10 AUG BM 1 RODO RODO 4 FP AIR
127 08/03/10 AUG M 1 SWAL  CISW 50 ST GSH
~<8 08/03/10 RUG PM 1 SWRL  CLSW 50 FL GSH



CASE
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344

1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354

1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1360
1361
1362
1363

1364

1365

1366
1367

1368

136%9
1370
1371

1372

1373
13714

1375
1376
1377
1378
1379
1380
1381
1382
1383
1384

1385
1386
1227
1388
1389
1390
1391
1362
1393
1394
1395
1396
1397
1398

DATE
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10G
08/03/10
N8/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
D8/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/032/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
0B/03/10
08/03/10
08/03/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10

MON
BUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
auG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AlG
ADG
AUG
ADG
AUG
a0G
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AOG
AUG
ADG
BUG
a0G
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
ADG
nUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
ADG
AUG
ROG
AOG
RUG
AUG
RUG
AUG
RUG
AUG
a0G
AUG
ADG
AlG
AUG
AOG
ALG
AUG
AUG
RUG
RUG
RUG
BUG
AUG
a0G
L0G
&uG
nUG
ROG
AUG
auG

TIME
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
EM
P
PM
pM
pM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
P
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM

PM
PM
Pt
PM
PM
BM
P
Pt
PM

P
P
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
AM
BM™
BM

AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
oM
BM
AM
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GUILD
5HOR
BLAC
GAME
GAME
GAME
MISC
SWAL
MODO
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
RODO
DUCK
SHOR
S5HOR
BLAC
DUCK
DOCK
MISC
MODO
MODC
MODC
GAME
DUCK
RODO
RODO
SPAR
MODO
MODC
MISC
GAME
MISC
HAWK
SWAL
MoDO
HAWK
GAME
MISC
SWAL
MCDO
BLAC
HAWK
DUCK
DOCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
GULL
GULL
GULL
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
MLSC
DUCK
MODO
MODO
BLAC
MODO
SWAL
SWAL
HAWK
RGDO
MGDO
HAWK
GAME
SHOR
SPAR
BLAC

SPEC
MAGO
WEME
RNPH
RNPH
RNPH
EAKI

CLSW
MODO
WEME
MALL
MALL
RODOG
RODC
WwooD
KILL
KILL
BOBO
PBGR
BUWTE
NOFL
MODO
MODO
MODO
RNPH

MALL
RODO
RODO
HOSPE
MODO
MCDO
EAKI

RNFH
AMRO
SWHA
BARS

MODO

SWHA
RNPH

EAKI

CLSHW

MODG
WEME
SWRA
MALL
WOOD
RWBL
WooD
BWTE
RBGU
RBGU
RBGU
PBGR
PBGR
NOSH
AMRO
BWTE
MQDO
MODO
EOST
MODO
BARS
CLswW
AMKE
RODO
MODO
SWHA
RNFPH
KILL
HOLA
EUST
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ACT
FP
FL
ST
5T
Vo
ST
FL
FP
FL
ST
3T
3T
FP
ST
Vo
ST
FL

ST
ST
ST
ST
EFL
FL
FL
FL
ST
ST
Fp
FP
ST
Vo
FL
3T
FL
FP
ST
ST
3T

FL
ST
KL
5T
5T
VO
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
8T
ST
ST
5T
ST
ST
ST
5T
FL
ST
5T
ST
ST
3T
ST
ST
ST
ST

HAB
AIR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
GSH
GSH
BIR
GSH
PND
PND
TSW
BIR
PHD
GLG
RWY
G3H
PND
PND
GVL
BAGR
STR
AGR
AGR
TSW
GSH
5TR
STR
ATR
AIR
STR
GLG
GSH
TRE
GSH
AIR
GSH
STR
STR
G3H
AGR
GSH
AGR
PND
PRD
PND
PND
PND
RHY
RHWY
AGR
PWD
PND
PND
GLG
END
S5TR
GVL
3TR
ASPE
GSH
STR
STR
STR
TRE
GEH
GSH
GSH
AGR
STR

XRWY



UHASE
199
1400
2401
02
1403
_:04
105
1406
07
1408
;109
‘10
1411
- 12
" 13
1414
15
1116
L417
18
1415
_:20
T121
1422
23
1424
J.l‘25
26
1427
28

1 429
1430
31
1432
.= 33
“34
L435
36

I A 37
L4 38
39
440
241
412
443
_44
145
446
47
445
.49
50
451
52
53
454
55
456
=57
58
459
+ 00
61
462
53
464
=065
T36
4167
58

DATE
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/1Q
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
D8/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
05/04/10
Q8/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
06/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08/04/10
08704710
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10

MON
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AlG
AUG
AUG
RUG
AUG
RAUG
AUG
ADG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
B0G
AlG
AUG
AUG
AUG
ADG
AUG
AUG
A0G
ADG
AUG
ADG
ADG
ADG
AUG
AUG
ADG
ADG
AUG
AlG
AUG
ADG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AlG
AlG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
ANG
AUG
AUG
AUG
BUG
AUG

TIME
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM

AM

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
M
AM
AaM
AM
AM
BM
aM
aM
AM
BM
AM
AM
AM
nM

aM
AM

aM
AM
AM
oM

AM
Al
AM
AM
aM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AlM
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
aM
PM
P
PM
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GUILD
MISC
BLAC
MODO
SWAL
SPAR
HAWK
SPAR
GAME
SWAT,
MODO
DUCK
BUCK
GAME
GULL
GULL
DOCK
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
MODO
MODO
DUCK
BLAC
RODO
SWAL
BLAC
MISC
HAWK
RODO
MODO
MODO
RODO
RODO
GAME
SHOR
SHOR
SWAL
BLAC
SWAL
BLAC
SWAL
MODO
MODO
HAWK
SPAR
MISC
MISC
MISC
MISC
SPAR
GAME
GARME
SPAR
DUCK
MISC
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
DUCK
SHOR
SHOR
GULL
DOCK
DUCK
DUCK
MODO
SWAL
SWAL
RODO

SPEC
NOFL
EOST
MODO
BARS
UNER
SWHA
SAVS
ENPH
BARS
MODC
MALL
MALL
RNFH
RBGO
RBGUO
BWTE
WOOD
BWTE
BWTE
MCDO
MODC
MALL
COGR
RODO
CLSW
WEME
WEKI
SWHA
RODO
MCDO
MODO
RODOC
RODO
RNPH
KILL
KILL
CLsw
EUST
DBARS
EUST
BARS
MODO
MODG
SWHA
HOLA
WFKI
WEKI
WEEKI
EAKT
5AVS
ENPH
ENFH
HOLA
WOOD
WEKI
RWBL
MALL
MALL
RODO
MALL
KILL
KILL
RBGU
BWTE
BWTE
PBGR
MODO
CLSW
TRES
RGDO

HAB
GESH
GSH
G5H
GsH
G581
TRE
GLG
GLG
GsH
GSH
AGR
PND
GSH
GSH
RWY
TSW
PND
PND
PND
GLG
GVL
GSH
GSH
GSH
G5H
STR
GSH
GSH
STR
ASP
GSH
GVL
AIR
GSH
ASF
GiSH
MAR
ASP
GSH
STR
STR
ASP
ASP
GLG
GSH
GSH
GLG
GLG
GLG
GLG
GSH
GLG
GSH
PND
GLG
AGR
PND
PMD
AIR
PND
T3W
RWY
RWY
PND
PND
PND
AGR
GSH
MAR
ATR



CASE
1462
1470
1471
1472
1473
1474
1475
1476
1477
1478
1479
1480
1481
1482
1483
1484
1485
1486
1487
14849
1489
1490
1491
1492
1483
1494
1495
1496
1497
1498
1499
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
15048
1509
1510
1511
1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
16537
1538

DATE
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/1¢/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
D8/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
0R/16/10
0B/Ll6/10
08/16/10
0B/L16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10
08/16/10

MON
AUG
ADG
UG
AlG
AUG
A0G
BOG
AlG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AlG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AOG
ADG
aUG
A0G
AUG
AUG
AUG
BUG
BUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
BOG
a0G
AUG
BUG
AUG
e
a0G
AUG
A0G
BAUG
AalG
aAlG
ADG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AlG
AUG
AUG
AOUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
ADG
AUG
AUG
A0G
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG
AUG

TIME P AT
PM
PM
PM
PM

P
PM
FM
PM
P
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
EM
P
PH
BM
PM
PM
|
PM

PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
BM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
Pt

GUILD
RCDO
RODOC
GAME
GAME
GAME
SPAR
SWAL
SWAL
SWAL
MODO
MODO
MODO
SWAL
SHOR
BLAC
MISC
SWAL
GAME
GAME
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
RODC
SHOR
SHOR
BLAC
DUCK
BUCK
MISC
MODO
GAME
MODO
MODO
MODO
SWAL
SWAL
SWAL
RODO
RODO
GAME
GAME
GAME
SPAR
SWAL
MODO
MODO
MODO
SWAL
SWAL
BLAC
MISC
GAME
GAME
GAME
DUCK
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
RODC
RODO
SHOR
SHOR
BLAC
DUCK
MISC
DUCK
MODO

SPEC
RODO
RODO
RNFPH
RNPH
RNPH
HOSP
CLSW
BARS
CLSW
MODO
MODO
MODO
CLSW
MAGO
WEME
EAKI
CLSW
RHPH
ENPH
RNPH
WOOoD
WEME
MALL
MALL
RODO
RODO
KILL
KILL
BOBO
BWTE
PBGR
NOFL
MODO
RNPH
MGDO
MODC
MoDO
CLSW
BARS
TRES
RODOC
RODO
RNPH
RMPH
RMPH
HOSP
CL3SW
MODO
MODO
MODO
CL3W
CLSW
WEME
EAKI
RNPH
RNPH
RNPH
WOOD
WEME
MALL
MALL
RCDO
RCDO
KILL
KILL
BOBO
PBGR
NOFL
BWTE
MODO
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ACT
FD
FP
3T
Vo
ST
ST
ST
FL
FL
FP
ST
FP
FL
FP
FL
ST
FL
ST
ST
VO
ST
FL
ST
ST
5T
FP
ST
v
FL
ST
5T
ST
FP
FL
rL
8T
ST
FL
FL
FL
FP
FP
ST
VO
ST
ST
ST
Fp
Bp
5T
FL
FL
FL
37
VO
ST
ST
ST
FL
3T
aT
ST
FP
VO
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
FP

HAB
GSH
AIR
GSH
MAR
GSH
STR
GSH
GSH
GSH
AIR
GVL
GSH
GSH
AIR
GSH
GSH
GSH
GGSH
GSH
GLG
PND
GSH
PHD
PND
TSW
AIR
RWY
GLG
GsH
PND
PND
GVL
AIR
AGR
AGR
STR
AGR
GSH
GSH
MAR
AIR
AIR
G3H
MAR
GSH
STR
G5H
GSH
AIR
GYL
GSH
GSH
GSH
GSH
GLG
GSH
GSH
PND
G5H
PND
PND
TSW
AIR
GLG
RWY
GSH
PND
GVL
PND
ATR

XRWY



ANk, UATE MUN T LME REP STAT GUILD SPEC NBR ACT HABR XRWY
, '39 08/16/10 AUG P GAME RNPH

i2 FL AGR

1540 08/16/10 AUG PM MODO  MODO 7 ST AGR
_,41 08/16/10 ANG PM MODO  MODO 2 FL AGR
542 0B/16/10 AUG PM MODO  MODO 2 8T STR
1543 §8/17/10 AUG AM BLAC EUST 1 8T STR
44 08/17/10 AUG AM HAWK SHWHA 1 ST GSH
TR45 08/17/10 AUG AM RODO RODO 25 ST STR
246 08/17/10 AUG BM HAWK  AMKE 1 8T STR
‘47 08/17/10 AUG AM GAME RNPH 1 8T 3SH
1548 08/17/10 AUG AM SHOR  KILL 2 8T GSH
--49 08/17/10 AUG AM SPAR HOLA 2 ST AGR
*n50 08/17/10 AUG AM SWAL BARS 1 ST 35H
1451 08/17/10 BUG AM SWAL BARS 10 FL GSH
52 08/17/10 AUG AM MISC NOFL 1 ST GSH
Y553 08/17/10 AUG AM BLAC EUST 3 8T STR
1054 08/17/10 ALG AM MODO MODO 8 FL GSH
55 08/17/10 RUG AM BLAC EUST 3 FD GSH
1556 08/17/10 AUG AM SWAL  CLSW 1 8T STR
-257 08/17/10 RUG AM MODO MQDO 2 38T ASP
"T58 08/17/10 AUG AM MODO MODO 2 8T TRE
1559 08/17/10 AUG AM SWAL BARS 1 8T GSH
60 08/17/10 ADG AM SPAR  UNSP 4 8T GSH
1561 08/17/10 AUG AM HAWK  SWHA 1 8T TRE
L0662 08/17/10 AUG AM GAME RNPH 1 ST GLE
“63 08/17/10 AUG AM SPAR SAVS d ST GLG
1564 08/17/10 BUG AM DUCK  MALL 19 8T PND
..B5 08/17/10 AUG AM DUCK  BWTE 2 8T TSW
‘566 08/17/10 AUG AM DUCK  MALL 1 FP AGR
L5867 08/17/10 AUG aM GAME RNFH 2 8T GSHE
68 08/17/10 AUG aM GULL REGD 7 3T RWY
1563 08/17/10 AUG AM GULL RBGU 1 Fp GSH
Lo70 08/17/10 AUG AM MODO  MODO 1 FP GsH
71 08/17/10 AUG aM DUCK BWTE 19 ST PND
l572 OR/17/10 BUG AM DUCK  WOOD 2 ST PHD
_.73 08/17/10 BAUG AM DUCK  BWTE 3 3T PND
“T74 08717710 AUG BM DUCK  MALL 2 FP GSH
ca75 08717710 AUG AM RODO RODO 3 FP GSH
76 08/17/10 AUG Pt BLAC COGR 2 FP GSH
R77 08/17/10 BAUG AM MCGDO  MODO 2 ST GLG
.+78 08/17/10 AUG AM MODO MODO 6 ST GYL
79 03/17/10 AUG BM RODO RODO 25 gT STR
580 06/17/10 AUG AM BLAC  EO0ST 2 FP ATR
..B1 08/17/10 AUG AM MODO MODO 1 FP RIR
“82 08/17/10 BAUG aM MODO  MODO 1 aT ASP
583 08/17/10 AUG oM SWAL  CLSW 30 FL GLG
84 08/17/10 AUG BM MODG MODO 1 FP AIR
R85 08/17/10 AUG AM SWAL CLSW 2 FL GLG
+86 08/17/10 RUG AM SPAR  SAVS 1 ST STR
87 08/17/10 AUG AM MISC  AMRO 1 FL GLG
588 08/17/10 AUG hM MISC  EBKI 2 FL GLG
89 08/17/10 AUG AM GULL RBGU 1 FL GSH
90 08/17/10 AUG BAM GULL RBGU 15 8T RWY
591 08/17/10 AUG BM CAME RNPH g sT DTC
92 08/17/10 ADG BM BLAC COGR 1 8T &TR
£93 08/17/10 AUG A BLAC COGR 200 ST MAR
494 08/17/10 AUG AM MODO MODO 1 8T GVL
35 08/17/10 AUG BAM MODO  MODG 10 ST STR
596 09/02/10 SEP BM BLAC  WEME 1 8T STR
2937 09/02/10 BEP AM BLAC EUST 7 8T STR
98 09/02/10 SEP AM RODO RCDO 25 8T STR
599 09/02/10 SEP AM SHOR KILL 3 8T GVL
30 08/02/10 SEP AM SPAR HOSP 20 FL STR
£01 09/02/10 SEP AM HAWK  NOHA 1 FL RWY
w2 09/02/10 SEP AM MCODO  MODO 1 FP AIR
13 09/02/10 SEP AM MODO MODC 7 8T GSH
€04 09/02/10 SEP AM MCODO  MODO 2 8T TSW
_J5 09/02/10 SEP AM MODO  MODO i 87 TRE
16 09/02/10 SEP AM BLAC  WEME 1 ST STR
e(07 09/02/10 SEP AM HAWK RTHA 1 FL AGR
J8 09/02/10 SEP AM BLAC MYXBL 200 FL BGR



CASE
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
16lb
1616
1617
1618
1e19
1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
le4dl
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
16586
1657
1658
1659
1660
1661
1662
1663
1664
1665
1666
lee?
1668
1669
1670
1671
1672
1673
1674
1675
1676
1677
1678

DATE
09/02/10
02/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
ND9/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
0o/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10C
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09702710
09/02/10
08/02/10
0%/02/10
0%/02/10
0%/02/10
09/02/10
06/02/10
06/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/710
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
0po9/02/10
05/02/10
09/02/10
oe/02/10
09/02/10
0o/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
09/02/10
9/02/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
00/29/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
06/25/10
09/2%/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
08/29/10
0%/29/10
08/29/10
04/29/10
09/25/10
09/29/10
09/29/10
09/29/10

MON
SEF
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
sEp
SEP
S5EP
SEP
SEP
3EP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEF
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
S5EP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEF
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SkP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEPR
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SER
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP

TIME P TAT
AM
aM
AM
et |

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
Al
AM
AM
AM
AlM
AM
aM
AM
AM

Al
AM

AM
AM
Al
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM
PM
PM
EM
FM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

GUILD
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GULL
GULL
GULL
DUCK
MODO
BLAC
MODO
BLAC
MCDO
RCGDO
MODO
SHAL
MCODO
SWAL
MISC
MISC
SPAR
GULL
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
MODO
MODO
MODO
SPAR
HAWE
RODOC
SPAR
SPAR
BLAC
SPAR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
HAWK
RODO
SPAR
BLAC
MODO
SPAR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
SPAR
HAWK
RODO
SPAR
BLAC
MODOo
SPAR
SPAR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GAME
BLAC
SPAR
SPAR
HAWK
RODO
SPAR
MODO
SPAR

SPEC
WOOD
BWTE
MALL
LESC
RBGU
RBGU
RBGU
BWTE
MODO
RWBL
MODO
EUST
Moo
RODO
MODO
CLSW
MODO
CLSW
EAKI
AMRO
SAVS
RBGU
RBGU
COGR
COGR
RNPH
MODO
MODO
MODO
UNSP
SWHA
RODC
UNSP
ROLA
EUST
UNSP
WOOD
MALL
PBGR
RNPH
SWHA
RODO
HOLA
EUST
MODO
UNSP
WOOoD
MALL
PBGR
RNPH
UNSFE
SWHA
RODO
HOLA
EUST
MODO
UNSP
UNSE
WooDh
MALL
PBGR
RNPH
EUST
UNSP
UNSP
SWHA
RODO
HOLA
MODOC
UNSP
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BCT
ST
ST
3T
ST
3T
ST
FL
3T
ST
a7
FL
FP
8T
ST
FP
FL
FP
FL
FL
FL
3T
3T
FL
ST
ST
3T
5T
ST
5T
FL
ST
5T
FL
5T
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
3T
8T
5T
ST
FL
3T
ST
ST
5T
3T
ST
FL
3T
ST
8T
FL
3T
FL
5T
ST
3T
5T
5T
FlL
FL
FL
ST
ST
3T
ST
5T

HAB
PND
PND
PND
END
PND
RWY
RWY
PHD
GVL
STR
AGR
AIR
AGP
STR
AlR
GLG
AIR
GLG
GLG
GLG
STR
RWY
GLG
MAR
5TR
oTC
GVL
STR
GSH
GLG
STR
STR
STR
GVL
STR
GSH
PND
PHND
FND
MAR
STR
5TR
GVT,
STR
GSH
G3H
PND
PHND
PHND
MAR
STR
3TR
STR
GVL
STR
GSH
GLG
GSH
PND
FND
PHD
MAR
STR
GLG
STR
STR
STR
GVL
GSH
G5H
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RWY
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SASK
79
/80
w8l
82
1683
_ .84
' R85
Le86
87
1HABYB
LUSQ
T 500
1691
92
* 493
tv94
‘95
1R86
1_09—-"
© o8
L6959
00

1 '101
L#02
03
1704
.05
‘T06
L7007
08

1 '}Og
Lf10
11
1712
.13
714
L715
16
I’Tl'?
118
13
720
.21
~22
723
24
25
126
27
T28
29
30
731
32
733
134
35
136
.37
" 38
739
10
741
142
13
T44
45
16
747
i8

DATE
09729710
09/29/10
05/29/10
06/29/10
0%/30/10
09/30/10
08/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/1.0
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
0%/30/10
0%/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
09/30/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
16/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/12/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
l10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/10
10/13/190

MON
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
S5EP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
sSEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
SEP
oCT
ocT
OCT
ocT
oCT
OCT
ocT
OCT
ocrT
OCT
oCT
OCT
OCT
OcCT
ocT
oCcT
OCT
oCT
oCT
OCT
oCcT
OCT
oCT
OCT
oCT
oCT
OCT
OoCT
oCT
QCT
OCT
oCT
oCT
OCT

TIME
PM
PM
PM
PM
amM
AM
AM
AM
AM

&M
aM

aM
AM

AM
AM
AM
AM

AM

AM
aM
&M
aAM
AM
AM

AM
AM
PM
PM
PHM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PH
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
EM
M
FM
PM
FM
PM

GUILD
DUCK
LOCK
DUCK
GAME
RODO
GAME
BLAC
MODGC
HAWK
HAWEK
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
5PAR
DUCK
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
BLAC
RODO
GAME
BLAC
MGDO
HAWK
HAWK
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
DUCK
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
ROLO
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
BLAC
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
HAWK
GULL
BLAC
GAME
GULL
DUCK
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
GAME
BLAC
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
MODC
BLAC
SPAR
BLAC
GULL
BLAC
BLAC
HAWK

SPEC
WoOoD
MALL
PBGR
RNPH
RODO
RNFH
EUST
MODO
SWHA
SWHA
UNSP
UNSP
UNSP
HOLA
PBGR
HOLA
UNsSP
SAVS
CHSP
RWBL
RODO
RNEFH
EOST
MODO
SWHA
SWHA
UNSP
UNSP
UNSP
HOLA
FBGR
HOLA
onsp
3AVS
CHSP
RWBL
EUST
RODO
RBGU
EUST
EUST
EUST
RBGU
EUST
RWBL
RTHA
RBGU
EUST
RNPH
REGU
PRGR
RWSL
RWEL
RNPH
RNPH
EUST
UNSP
DNSP
UNSP
RBGU
E0ST
EUST
MODO
EUST
UNSP
RWEL
RBGO
EUST
WEME
UNHA
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ACT
ST
3T
ST
8T
ST
ST
FL
5T
ST
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
FL
ST
5T
3T
FL
ST
3T
37
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
FL
ST
FL
ST
ST
FL
FL
5T
FL
FP
ST
ST
ST
FP
VO
FL
3T
FL,
ST
FL
ST
ST
FD
ST
FD
ST
FD
ED
T
FT.
ST
FL
FL
ST
sT
8T

HAR
PND
PND
PND
MAR
STR
GLG
STR
GLG
STR
GLG
GSH
GLG
RWY
RWY
BSP
RWY
BGR
BGR
BGR
AGR
STR
GLG
STR
GLG
GLG
STR
GSH
BHY
GLG
EWY
ASP
RWY
BGR
BGR
AGR
AGR
RWY
STR
RWY
STR
GLG
STR
GSH
AIR
MAR
TRE
RWY
ATR
PND
GLG
PHD
AGR
STR
AGR
MAR
STR
GLG
STR
GLG
RWY
GLG
GLG
STR
TRE
RWY
GLG
RWY
TRE
GSH
TRE
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CASE DATE MON TIME REP TAT GUILD SPEC NBR ACT HAR XRWY
1749 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 HAWK  NOHA 1 ST STR N
1750 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 HAWK  NCHA 1 FL G3H Y
1751 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 BLAC  RWBL 1 FL MAR N
1752 10/13/10 ©OCT PM 2 BLAC RWBL 20 8T MAR N
1753 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 GAME  RNPH 3 87 GLG 3]
1754 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 GULL  RBGU 2 ST RWY N
1755 10713710 OCT PM 2 BLAC  RWBL 6 ST BAGR N
1756 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 BLAC RWBL 15 FL AGR N
1757 10/13/10 OCT PM 2 BLAC  RWBL 10 ST STR N
1758 10/14/10 OCT aM 1 BLAC  EUST 5 FL RWY Y
1759 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  EUST 1 FL STR N
1760 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  EUST 3 8T STR N
1761 10/14/10 oCrT AM 1 SPAR  UNSPE 8 ST GSH N
1762 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 RODO  RODO 30 8T STR N
1763 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 GULL  RBGU 5 ST RWY N
1764 10/14/10 OCT Ak 1 BLAC  EUST 30 FL STR N
1765 10/14/10 ©CT AM 1 BLAC  EUST 20 8T STR N
1766 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 GULL  RBGU 4 FL GSH N
1767 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  EUST 6 FP BIR Y
1768 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  EUST 1 FP AIR N
1769 1G/14/10 OCT AM 1 HAWK  UNHA 1 ST TRE N
1770 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  RWBL 12 sT PND N
1771 10/14/10 oCT AM 1 GULL  RBGU 1 a7 RWY N
1772 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 GAME  RNPH 1 VO PND N
1773 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 GULL RBGU 1 FL END N
1774 10/14/10¢ OCT AM 1 DUCK  PBGR 2 ST PND N
1775 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  RWBL 7 FL AGR N
1776 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 BLAC  RWBL 25 8T STR N
1777 10/14/10 OCT AM 1 GEME  RNPH 3 8T MAR M
1778 10/14/10 OCT BM 1 GAME  RNPH 3 FL AGR N
1779 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  EBUST 1 FD GLG N
1780 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  EUST 8 ST STR N
1781 16/14/10 ©CT AM 2 SPAE  UNSP 1 ST STR M
1782 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 SBAR  UNSP 1 FD G1.G M
1783 10/14/10 QCT AM 2 SPAR  UNSP 1 FD GLG N
1784 10/14/10 OGCT AM 2 GULL  RBGU 1 8T RWY N
1785 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  EU&ST 2 FD GLG 3]
1786 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  EUST 5 FL TRE N
1787 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 SPAR  UNSP 2 8T RWY o
1788 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  RWBL 1 FL GLG by
1789 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 GULL  RBGU 1 FL RIFY i
1720 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 MODO  MODO 2 8T STR Y
1761 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  WEME 6 8T GSH N
1792 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 HEWK  UNHA 1 8T TRE N
1793 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 HAWK  NOHA 1 &7 STR N
1794 10/14/10 ©OCT AM 2 HAWK  NORA 1 FL GSH Y
1795 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  EUST 15 8T TRE M
1796 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  RWBL 1 FL MAR N
1797 10/14/10 QCT AM 2 BLAC BWBL 20 ST MAR N
1798 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 GBME  RNPH 3 8T GLG N
1700 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 GULL RBGU 2 ST RWY N
1800 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC  RWBL 10 ST STR N
1801 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC RWBL 15 FL AGR N
1802 10/14/10 OCT AM 2 BLAC EWEL 6 ST AGR N
1803 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 GAME  RNPH 1 ST GSH N
1804 10/27/10 OGT FM 1 SPAR HOLA 5 ST RWY N
1805 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 BLAC  EUST 10 8T STR N
1806 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 BLAC  RWBL 1 87 EMD N
1807 10/27/10 oOCT PM 1 GAME  RMFH 1 ST AGR N
1808 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 HAWK  NOHA 1 FL AGR ]
1809 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 DUCK  MALL 22 8T PND N
1810 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 DUCK  LESC 65 AT EPND N
1811 10/27/10 OCT PM 1 DUCK  REDH 18 3T PND N
1812 10/27/10 OCT PM 2 GAME  RWNPH 1 8T GSH N
1813 10/27/10 OCT P 2 SPAR  HOLA 5 8T RWY N
1814 10/27/10 OCT PM 2 BLAC  EUST E 8T 8TR N
1815 10/27/10 OCT PM 2 BLAC  RWBL 3 8T PND N
1816 10/27/10 QCT PM 2 GAME  RNPH 1 ST AGR i
1817 10/27/10 OCT PM 2 HAWK  NCHA 1 FL AGR N
1818 10/27/10 OCT PM 2 DUCK  MALL 24 ST END N



UADE
3119
1820
421
“3z2
1823
324
1925
1826
127
1928
«d29
130
1831
.i32
1333
1334
135
1336
1337
“ 138
1839
340
541
1342
143
1844
+345
TG
1847
.48
1349
1350
51
1852
453
‘754
Lg55
+bB
' 57
Ld58
59
La60
ubl
‘62
863
. .64
265
866
67
68
L0b9
70
871
L2
I‘\'?3
874
75
876
Wi
78
879
_80
~81
yg2
43
254
wfi

11/03/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/703/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/03/10
11/703/10
11/04/10
i1/04/10
11/04/10
11/04/10
11/04/10

MUN
oCT
ocT
oCT
OCT
OCT
OCT
oCT
oCT
oCT
OCT
oCT
ocT
OcCT
OcCT
OCT
QCT
oCT
OCT
oCT
oCT
NOV
NOV
NOv
NOV
NCV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
OV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
MOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
HOV
NOV
NOV
NOY
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NGV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOv
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV

36 11/1B/10 NOV
887 11/18/10 NOV
-38 11/18/10 wov
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AM
AM
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AM
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AM
AM
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aM
AM

aiM
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AM
PM
PM
rM
P4
PM
EM
PM
PM
PM
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EM
PM

PM
AM
AM

AM
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AM
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GUILD
DUOCK
DUCK
GAME
SPAR
BLAC
BLAC
GAME
HAWK
DUCK
DOCK
DOCK
BLAC
GAME
SPAR
BLAC
GAME
HAWEK
DOCK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
SPAR
GAME
GAME
DUCK
DUCK
DOCK
SPAR
BLAC
GAME
GAME
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
BLAC
MODO
RODO
GAME
GAME
GAME
CAME
GAME
GULL
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GULL
GULL
RQDO
GAME
GAME
GAME
GAME
GAME
GULL
MODO
BLAC
BLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
GULL
GOLL
RODO
GAME
SPAR
DUCK
GULL
DUCK

SPEC
LESC
REDH
RNPH
HOLA
EUST
RWBL
RNPH
NOHA
MALL
LESC
REDH
EOST
RNPH
HOLA
RWBL
RNPH
NORA
MALL
LESC
REDH
EUST
HOSP
RNPH
RNPH
BWTE
RELH
NOSH
HOSE
EUST
RNPH
RMNPH
RWTE
REDH
NOSH
EQST
MODO
RODO
ENFH
RNPH
RNPH
RNPH
ENFH
RBGU
EUST
MALL
LESC
REDH
RBGU
RBGU
RODO
RNPH
RNPH
RWPH
RNPH
RNPH
RBGU
MODO
EOST
EUST
MALL
LESC
REDH
RBGU
RBGU
RODO
RNPH
HOLA
LEBC
RRGD
BWTE
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ACT
ST
ST
ST
5T
ST
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FL
ST
ST
ST
5T
3T
ST
8T
3T
FL
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ST
3T
ST

ST
ST
ST
ST
sT
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
EP
EFp
YO
FP
ST
FL
ST
FP
ST
57
5T
3T
ST

EFP
FL
re
YO
3T
ST
FP
FP
ST
FL
ST
ST
ST
ST
FL
ST
ST
5T
ST
FL
3T

HAB
PND
PND
GSH
RWY
STR
PND
AGR
AGR
PND
PHD
PND
STR
G3H
RWY
PND
AGR
AGR
PND
PND
PND
STR
ASP
GLG
GLG
PND
PND
PND
ASP
STR
GLG
GLG
PND
PND
PND
STR
AIR
AIR
GLG
MAR.
GLG
GLG
GS5H
AIR
3TR
PND
PND
PND
3TR
GSH
AIR
GLG
MAR
GLG
GLG
GSH
AIR
AIR
STR
STR
PND
FND
PND
STR
GSH
STR
GLG
RWY
PND
RWY
FNL
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CASE
1889
1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1396
1597
1898
1899
1900
1201
1902
1203
1204
1205
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1921
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1530
1931
1532
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1638
1936
1940
1941
1942
1943
19414
1945
192446
1947
1548
1949
1350
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958

DATE
11/18/10
11/18/1D
11/18/10
11/18/10
11/18/10
11/18/10
11718710
11./18/10
11/18/10
11/19%/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
11/19/10
12/08/10
12/08/10
12/08/10
12/08/10
12/08/10
12/08/10
12/09/10
12/09/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/20/10
12/21/10
12/21/710
12/21/10
12/21/10
12/21/10
12/21/10
12/21/10
12/21/10
12/21/10
01/05/11
01/05/11
01/05/11
01/05/11
0L1/05/11
D1/06/11
N1/06/11
01/06/11
01/13/11
02/23/11
027723711
02/23/11
02/23/11
02/23/11
02/23/11
02/23/11
p2/24/11%
02/24/11
02/24/11
N2/24/711
02/24/11
pzfza/11
02/24/11
02/24/11
02/24/11

MON
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NGV
NGV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
NOV
WOV
NGV
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DFC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
DEC
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
JAN
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FER
FEB
FLB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB
FEB

TIME
PM
FM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM
PM
FM

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

AM
PM
PM
PM
P
PM
PM
PM

AM
aM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
aM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
aAM
AM
AM

PM
PM
PM
M
PM
PM
PM
AM
&M
AM
aM
AM
AM
AM

AM
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GUILD
HAWK
RODO
GAME
SPAR
HAWK
HAWK
DUCKE
GULL
DUCK
BLAC
RODO
SPAR
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
SPAR
DLAC
DUCK
DUCK
DUCK
RODO
SPAR
SPAR
GAME
RODO
SPAR
GAME
GAME
RODOG
SPAR
GAME
GAME
RODO
SPAR
GAME
BLAC
RODO
GAME
HAWK
GAME
RODO
SPAR
GAME
GAME
GAME
SPAR
SPAR
GAME
GAME
SPAR
GAME
GAME
RODO
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
5PAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR
SPAR

SPEC
AMKE
RODU
RNPH
NOLA
HOHA
AMKE
LESC
RBGD
BWTE
EQST
RODO
HOLA
MALL
LESC
WOSH
RODC
HOLA
EUST
MALL
LESC
NOSH
RODO
HOLA
HOLA
RNPH
RODC
HOLA
RNPH
RNPH
RODO
HOLA
RNFPH
PNPH
RODO
HOLA
RNPH
EUST
RODO
RNFH
UNHA
RNPH
RODO
HOSF
RNPH
RNPH
RMPH
HOLA
HOSP
RNPII
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Animal and
Plant Health
Ingpection
Service

Wildlife Services
South Dakaota

420 3. Garfield
Suite 300
Pierre SD
5750

{605} 224-8692

4114/
SDA

=

September 28, 2009

Mr. Michael A. Schmidt, ELT.
Helms & Associates

P.0.Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 537401

RE: Wildlife Hazard Review of the Proposed Redficld Airport Comnstruction
Project

Dear Mr. Schmidt:

Per your request, Wildlife Services (WS) contracted with the City of Redfield to review
the proposed airport construction project at the Redfield Airport. The project consists of:

“Construct a new primary runway 17/35, 3500 feet long with ultimate potential to
be extended to 4,100 feetr. Abandon cross wind runway 1/19. Use runway 13/31
as the cross wind runway and when the current pavement reaches the end of ils
useful life make a determination as to what surface is most economical. Fill in the
portion of the wetland that is necessary to construct the 35 end of the runway.”

The City of Redfield is proposing to purchase approximately 171.76 acres of land for
airport protection of the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ), Approach and Transitional
Surfaces, and the construction of the new runway and supporting turnarounds and
taxiways. WS has been asked to review this project due to the potential wildlife hazards
associated with a significant wetland on the south side of the airport.

Wildlife Services (WS) reviewed the maps and plans for the project and made a site visit
to the Redfield Municipal Airport and surrounding area. An attempt was made to identify
any wildlife hazards and attractants associated with the current airfield, as well as the
potential attractants that may influence wildlife hazards with the proposed project. These
wildlife attractants are discussed below.

Wetland Issues

Wetlands on and around airports have the potential to attract birds to the vicinity of the
airport. Depending upon the species and the type of wetland, birds will utilize wetlands
for feeding, resting and protection. Birds often enter or cross the path of aircraft as they
fly from wetlands to feeding areas or to other wetlands, increasing the likelihood of an
airstrike. Therefore, FAA recommends a distance of 5 miles between the airport and an
attractant that could cause hazardous wildlife movement into or across
approach/departure airspace (FAA Advisor Circular 150/5200-33B Hazardous Wildlife
Attractants on or Near Airports). Also a 5 mile radius is recommended because turbine

i



powered aircraft normally have reached 2000 feet AGL within this zone. This level is
significant because over 90% of bird airstrikes occur below 2000 feet.

As noted in the project plans, one large wetland is located on the south side of the
airport. This wetland stretches at least 4400 feet east to west. Aerial maps indicate that
the amount of standing water in the wetland can vary considerably from year to year. It
appears the eastern third of the wetland is deepest and typically holds water every year.
The remaining part of the wetland can be a mix of standing water, densc cattails, marsh
or just damp areas that dry during part of the year. This mixture of wetland habitats is
attractive fo a variety of birds. This fall, a small group of about 30 - 50 gulls associated
with this wetland have been noted using Runway 31 as a loafing and warming area, A
variety of other species likely use this wetland throughout the year, including ducks,
geese, cormorants, herons and shorebirds. All of these are large bodied birds that are
extremely hazardous to aircraft. Additionally, large flocks of blackbirds will use these
types of cattail stands for roosting in spring and fall. Striking a flock of small birds can
be equally or more hazardous than striking a single large bodied bird. Considering that
this wetland currently spans the south side of the airport and is directly under the
approach/departure paths of both runways, it creates a hazardous situation for aircraft.

The proposed new runway project will intersect the large runway, placing wetland on
either side of the new runway. Ifthis is done, birds will be even more apt to utilize the
runway for various purposes such as loafing or moving from on¢ wetland to the other.

Due to the size of this wetland and the fact that birds will use it at all times of the day
and night, it is impossible to effectively exclude birds from this wetland or conduct a
harassment program that would effectively keep them from being attracted to it.
Removal of the wetland is likely the only effective option for eliminating this attractant.
Regardless of whether or not this project goes forward, in the interest of air safety, this
complete wetland should be eliminated.

Additionally on the northeast side of the current airfield are some low areas. They
appear to hold water intermittently in the spring and may remain wet into carly
summer. These should be drained or filled to eliminate their attractiveness to
waterfow! in the spring.

An unnamed creek flows north along the west side of the Redfield Airport, maintaining
a distance of about a half mile between it and the airport. It joins Turtle Creek just
north of the airport. However, Turtle Creek has been dammed to create Redfield Lake.
This reservoir backs water up into the unnamed creek creating a wide channel with
slow moving water.

The creek contains open water lined with cattails, and in some places it is as much as
200 feet across. This long cattail lined wetland, along with Redfield Lake, borders the
airport by a half mile on both the north and west sides. It is a major attractant to all of
the same hazardous species as identifted above (i.e. ducks, geese, gulls, herons,



blackbirds etc.}. There does not appear to be any way to eliminate or reduce this
attractant short of eliminating Redfield Lake and letting the channel revert back to its
natural flow.

Trees

One of the main concerns with trees on airfields is that they provide attractive perches
for hawks and owls to sit and watch for prey. Removing trees from an airfield will help
to keep these large bodied avian predators [rom utilizing the airfield.

There are several large dead trees associated with the large wetland on the south side.
These provide ideal hunting perches for hawks. They could even be used for nesting by
herons or cormorants, or perches for a variety of birds. These trees should be removed.

There are several mobile homes located less than 500 feet northwest of the end of
Runway 13 and only 300 feet from the approach path. Although it is uncertain what, if
any attractants are made by the homes themselves (feeding, refuse, water etc.) the trees
associated with the homes as well as the nearby shelterbelt provide perches, nesting
habitat and roost sites for a variety of hazardous birds. Birds flying into and out of
these trees are likely to fly over the airport or through the path of planes using the
runway. Having residences this close to the runway should be reconsidered. All trees
in this area should be removed if possible.

Vegetation

The dominate vegetation on the Redficld Airport appeared to grass, alfalfa and various
other annual & perennial plants. Alfaifa appeared to comprise 50 to 70% of the
vegetation on most of the airfield. Although alfalfa and other plants can create a good
hay crop, they also flower and produces seeds. Flowers attract insects. Insects and
seeds attract birds and rodents. Rodents attract predatory birds (hawks & owls) and
mammals (fox, coyote & badgers). Alfalfa is especially attractive to deer and geese.
Therefore, it 1s recommended that airfield plants be replaced with a grass hay crop as
discussed below.

Warm season type grasses that produce little or no seed, typically work very well on
airfields. They can produce a good hay crop in summer while requiring little
maintenance during the spring and fall. Warm season grasses, maintained at the proper
height can be very effective in minimizing hazardous birds and wildlife on an airfield.
Redfield should consider strictly a grass hay crop for any new lands acquired for this
project, and should work toward eliminating non grass species from the existing
airfield. For more information on which grass species would be best suited to the soils
of the Redfield Airport, contact WS and the local NRCS office.

The City of Redfield may have little influence on which crops are produced on private
lands adjacent to the airfield. However, working with neighboring landowners to



reduce or eliminate the production of corn and small grains adjacent to the airport, will
help to keep wildlife activity around the airfield to a minimum.

Deer Fence

When struck, deer are the most hazardous wildlife species to aircraft. Deer are
common in the Redfield area and may be present on the airfield at all times of the day
and night, The airport should be enclosed with a deer proof perimeter fence. The fence
should be a minimum of 10 feet in height and an apron should be attached to the bottom
outside of the fence anywhere the fence is not tight to the ground. A deer proof
perimeter fence, if erected properly, should eliminate any threat from these large
mammals,

As discussed above, Redfield currently has wildlife attractants on and off the airfield that
influence hazardous wildlife movements in the airport vicinity. The large wetland on the
south side is the most serious. Its removal should be done regardless of whether or not
this current project goes forward. Building a new runway through this wetland should not
be done unless the entire wetland is removed. The unnamed creek on the west site that
becomes part of Redficld Lake is also a major attractant of hazardous birds. As a natural
drainage, there is likely not much that can be done with it. However, pilots should be
wamed of this hazard.

The other items identified in this review, including the removal of the other airfield
wetland, the removal of trees, the erection of a deer proof fence, and the airfield vegetation
recommendations should be implemented, They will all help to reduce the likelihood of a
damaging strike or a fatal accident. All reasonable steps to prevent this from happening
should be taken.

Wildlife Services appreciates having the opportunity to comment on this project, Qur
office in Pierre is available if you need further guidance on how to implement any of these
recommendations. If you have any questions or need additional assistance, please contact
me.

Sincerely
Timothy L Pugh
Wildlife Biologist

Aftachments

ce: Dave Anderson, FAA, Bismarck, ND
City of Redfield, Redfield, SD
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APPENDIX E

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT



A Short Format Report of a Cultural
Resources Inventory Survey of the
Redfield Airport Improvement Projects
in Spink County, South Dakota

Prepared for the City of Redfield

August 31,2012

Jefl Buechler, RPA
Dakota Research Services




A Short Format Report of a
Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the
Redfield Airport Improvement Projects in
Spink County, South Dakota

Prepared for

City of Redfield
626 Main Street
Redfield, South Dakota

in cooperation with

Helms & Associates
Aberdeen, South Dakota

Prepared by
Jeff Buechler, RPA

Dakota Research Services
13110 Michelle Drive
Rapid City, South Dakota
Project Number 12-27

August 2012

fi



A Short Format Report of a
Cultural Resources Inventory Survey of the
Redfield Airport Improvement Projects in
Spink County, South Dakota

Abstract

This report summarizes the activities, results, and recommendations derived from an intensive (Level I1I) cultural
resources inventory survey of construction projects proposed for the Redfield Municipal Airport (RMA) in Spink
County, South Dakota. The RMA construction activities are expected to include the construction of a new runway,
turnarounds, and taxiway; the acquisition of flight line easements; and the construction of a 10-foot tall wildlife
fence.  Fill material will be placed in wetland zones for safety and wildlife suppression. The project arca
encompassed approximately 436.19 acres; however, approximately 104.95 acres of this total involves developed
areas (55.35 acres} or wetland sloughs (42,60 acres) that wete not included within the 2012 surveyed area. One
archaeological property (398PF276) was identified within the RMA surveyed area. This property is considered Not
Eligible in terms of National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria; therefore, a determination of No
Historic Properties Affected is recommended for this undertaking to proceed as planned.

Introduction and Project Background Culwral properties are defined as any
building, structure, object, site, district, dala, or other

. . ) material property significant in history, architecture,
The Redfield Municipal Airport (RMA) is

. . archaeology, or culture, Cultural properties are
proposing to undertake the construction of a new

. . considered umique, non-renewable expressions of
runway, turnarounds, and taxiway, the acquisition of

: ) . human behavior. Interpretation of these behaviors
flight line easements; and the construction of a 10-

. . L ) concentrates on  material or physical remains.
[oot 1all wildlife fence. Fill material will be placed in

o L “Significance” is evaluated in terms of National
wetland zones for safety and wildlife suppression in
Spink County, South Dakota (Figure 1). The

proposed construction activities are expected to

Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria defined
by Federal regulation (36 CFR 60).

) . . The inventory survey and supplemental
involve municipal property administered by (he

records search was conducted by the author. The
RMA.

cooperation of Mr. Adam Hansen of the City of
Redfield and Ms, Brooke Edgar of Helms &
Associates of Abcrdeen, South Dakota is gratefully

I mid-August 2012, an intensive (Level I1I)
cultural resources inventory survey was conducted to

assess the impact the RMA construction activitics
. L. acknowledged. Helms & Associates is providing the

may have on significant cultural resources (historic
. . . engineering design for the RMA construction

properties).  This research was conducted in
. activities. The Federal Aviation Administration is

accordance with an agreement between the City of
) . considered the lead federal agency administering this

Redfield and Dakota Research Services of Rapid

dertaking.
City, South Dakota, undertaking
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Figure 1. Map of South Dakota showing the general location of the Redfield Municipal Airport project area,
Environmental Parameters  of  the are end moraines created during the shrinkage of a

Redfield Municipal Airport Project Area

The RMA project area is situated along the
interface of the James Basin and Lake Dakota
physiographic zones in northeastern South Dakota
(Figure 2} Salient characteristics of these
physiographic zones are discussed below:

The James Basin physiographic zone is
characterized as smoothly rolling with very broad,
low sub-parallel ridges trending eastward and lying
convex tg the south. Local relief rarely exceeds
twenty to thirty feet. Small strcams drain toward the
James River and occupy broad shallow depressions
between ridges (Flint 1955). In detail, the ridges and

inter-ridge areas are barely perceptible. These ridges

Wisconsin state {(Mankato substage) glacial lobe that
conlormed to the gencral contours of the lowland.

The Lake Dakota physiographic zone is a
part of the James Basin that is topographically
distinct from the predominant glacial moraine portion
of the lowland (Flint 1955). The Lake Dakota plain
was formed as the floor of a glacial lake. This lake
bed extends north from south of Redfield to a point
approximately fifteen to twenty miles into North
Dakota - a total distance of about 110 miles.
Throughout most of this length it is approximately
twenty-five to thirty miles wide.

The flat nature of this plain presents the
most enduring characteristic of this area. Local relief
is generally less than ten feet throughout the entire

arca, This flat nature is the result of deposition of
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Figure 2. Physiographic regions of South Dakota delineated by soils. Source: Johnson et al. (1995)

sediment in the former glacial lake. Fine-grained
lake-floor sediments filled the irregularities in the
glacial lerrain. The entire area is underlain by lake-
floor silt, sand, and clay,

This level plain is dissected by the James
River and its tributaries. The tributary streams offer
steeper gradients than the James and occupy
conspicucus trenches only near their confluence with
the James. Elsewhere they are incised only slightly

below the general surface. Turtle Creek is the only

major tributary located in the RMA project area
vicinity.

Native vegetation in the project area vicinily
has been classified as a Mixed Grass Prairie (Johnson
and Nichols 1970). The dominant species of grass
included in this association include Western
wheatgrass {Agropyron smithii}, Blue grama
{Bouteloua  gracilis), Needleandthread (Stipa
comata), and Green needlegrass (Stipa viridula).

The Recent climate of the region is a typical

continental-type characterized by extremes in



temperature and precipitation.  In  general, the
dominant character of the local climate is variability
or instability. Climatic data from the Aberdeen,
South Dakota recording station can be considercd
typical of the RMA project area. Data from this
station, collected from 1896 through 1964, indicates a
mean annual temperature of 43.2° F., with the
average growing season extending from 13 May to
20 September. Averagc annual precipitation is 19.18
inches with roughly seventy-five percent occurring
between April to September, inclusive (Spuhler et al.
1971}

In  summary, the above-mentioned
characteristics of the region are considered factors
contributing to both prehistoric and  historic

population adaptations in the region.

Natural Landscape (Setting)

The general character of the RMA project
area can be described as a rural landscape. Urban
development associated with the City of Redfield is
located north and northeast of the RMA. A strip of
commercial and residential development also fronis
the east side of US Highway 281 east of the RMA
project area. Typical features of the rural landscape
of the area include cropland, prazing pastures, fences
and cotrals, windbreaks or shelter belts, grain bins,
windmills, feed lots, barns, and farm houses.
Commerce and industry are inconspicuous. The land
consists of a flat plain. Native vegetation is present
where the land is steep, or conditions are otherwise
unfavorable for cultivation.

Where views extend for some distance, the
rural landscape of the area is generally low in profile
and horizontal, The primary vertical elements are

occasional farm buildings, utility line poles, and

shelter belt trees. Patterns in the landscape tend to be
simple, well defined, and geometric (i.e., the grid
patterns of fields and the right angle intersection of
roads and fences).

Smallness of scale is integral to the rural
landscape: towns are small, roads are two-lane, and
development is dispersed. The primary aesthetic
qualitics of rural landscapes tend to be natural rather
than manmade. In spite of the pervasive influence of
man in rural landscapes, structures are comparatively

few,

Records Search Results

Helms and Associated had requested a
records search for the RMA locality in January 2009,
Prior to the initiation of the 2012 field inventory
survey supplemental records search research was
conducted by the author at the State Archacological
Research Center in Rapid City, South Dakota. The
records search research involved a review of National
Register of Historic Places listings; an examination of
digitized GIS maps; and on-line database site records
for the RMA project area. The records search
research examined an area approximately one mile
surrounding the RMA project area. The digitized
GIS files indicate the locations of recorded sites and
rescarch projects in the vicinity of the project areas
and the Archaeological Resources Management
System (ARMS) online database maintained by the
South Dakota State Archaeological Research Center
provides site information, The Cultural Resource
Geographic Research Information Display (CR-
GRID) database maintained by the State Historic
Preservation Office was consulted for information
related to architectural elements or features (e.g.,

buildings, cemeteries, and structures). The resulis of



this research are integrated within the general outline
of historic contexts and subcontexts developed
around six orgamizing principles (State Historical
Prescrvation Center 2006). Each of these organizing
principles provides a temporal parameter for defining
historic contexts and subcontexts. The RMA project
area is sivaled within the Upper James
archaeological management region (Winham and
Hannus (1991}.

The results of the supplemental records
search indicated past cultural resources rescarch had
been reported in the general vicinity (£ one mile} of
the RMA project area by Buechler (1990a, 1990b,
1991); Downing (1998, 2006); Keller and Keller
(1982); Laundry (2012); Long (2000); and Messerli
et al, (2004}, Portions of the RMA project area had
been previously examined by Buechler {1990a);
Long (2000); and Messerli et al. {(2004). These
projects were associated with rural water system and
highway construction activities (Figure 3}. No
archacological or architectural properties had been
previously identified in the immediate vicinity (£ 500

feet) of the RMA project area.

Description of the RMA Project Area

The engineering design for the RMA
vndertakings encompasses approximately 351 acres
(Figure 4). The precise boundaries of this area were
not flagged or otherwise delineated at the time of the
inventory survey fieldwork. Thus, an area
encompassing approximately 436.19 acres was
examined to insure complete coverage of the RMA
project area involving portions of Sections 9, 15-16,
and 21, TLI6N, R64W (Figure 5), As previously
mentioned, approximately 104,95 acres of this total

involves developed areas associated with the existing

aitport ot fairgrounds (55.35 acres) or wetland
sloughs (49.60 acres) that were not included within
the 2012 surveyed area (see Figure 5). The
developed areas have been extensively disturbed and
the portions of wetland slough are inundated.

The RMA surveyed area can be
characterized as a relatively flat plain with interior
drainage provided by lowland sloughs. Vegetation
within the surveyed area consists of alfalfa/grass
fields surrounding the existing airport with cultivated
cropland along the margins of the airport facilities.
Ground surface visibility ranged from poor to fair,
depending on crop cover.

Photographs showing the general setting of
the RMA project area are presented in Appendix A.

Research Orientation and Methods

General research orientation for the RMA
project arca was formulated within the context of the
records search results; the research questions and
goals outlined for the Upper James archaeological
management region {(Winham and Hanous 1991); and
the historic contexts developed by the State Historical
Preservation Center (2006).

Field inventory methods involved the
implementation ol a non-exclusive pedestrian survey
(White and King 2007} with sinuous transects
ranging from five to eight meters in width. Universal
Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates were
obtained using a Garmin Legend HCx satellite
navigator. The coordinates were plotted on a
digitized quadrangle map (DelLorme 2007) to obtain
the precise location of the surveyed areas using the
NAD27 map datum. Each transect closely inspected
rodent burrows and other active erosional or

disturbed surfaces,
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Recent cultural features such as fences or
roadside litter were not recorded as historic sites.
The locations of modern culfural manifestalions
observed within the RMA surveyed area were plotted
(Figure 6) and are listed in Table 1. Representative
photographs of these items are presented in Appendix
A,

A review of the Spink County Seil Map
{
vey.aspx) was customized using an area of interest
encompassing 710 acres surrounding the RMA
project area (Figure 7). This area of interest
identifies tifteen soil groups (Table 2) with the
majority of the RMA project area within the
Woonsocket-Whitelake (Ws) complex soil assoc-
iation; the Henkin-Blendon {HsA) association: or the
Forestburg-Elsmere (Ff) soil association. These soil
associations are characterized as fine sandy loams io
loamy sands with 0 to 2 percent slope.

Nine soil auger test unifs were excavated
assess the potential for extant buried cultural
materials or paleosol horizons in the major soil
associations encompassing the RMA project atea
(Figure 8). The test units were excavated with a 3%-
inch diameter auger with the soil matrix from each
cxcavation dry-screened through ‘Ya-inch  mesh
hardware cloth (except for Units 7 through 9 to avoid
crop damage). Photographs showing the general
setting of representative test unit locations are
presented in Appendix B. It should be noted that
photographs of Soil Auger Unit’s 7 through 9 were
located in soybean fields and do not offer any
perspeclive of the test unit locality and are not
published.

characteristics is provided below:

A description of the test unit

Soil Auger Unit # 1 was placed within the

Henkin-Blendon (HsA) soil assoctation located at the

notthwestern edge of the RMA surveyed area. The
unit is located at 14z/536874e/4967572n (see Figure
8). This locality can be characterized as the crest of a
low swale ridge (Figures B-1 and B-2). Vegetation
consists of mix of alfalfa and grass.

Soil matrix characteristics consisied of a
light grayish brown sandy loam extending to a depth
of 47 centimeters {(em) below ground surface (bgs).
A grayish yellow sandy loam was noted from 47 to
73 ¢ bgs. Yellow sand was encountered below 73
cm bgs, No indication of buried cultural materials or
paleosol horizons was observed.,

Sail Auger Unit # 2 was placed within the

Hand-Ethan-Bonilla (HhB) soil association located at
the western edge of the RMA surveyed area. The
unit is located at 142/536878/4967267n (see Figure
8). This locality can be characterized as the crest of a
low swale ridge (Figures B-3 and B-4}. Vegetation
consists of mix of alfalfa and grass.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
brownish gray sandy loam extending to a depth of 32
cem bgs. A grayish yellow sandy loam was noted
from 32 to 48 cm bgs. Yellow sand was encountered
below 43 cm hgs. No indication of buried cultural
materials or paleosol horizons was observed.

Soil Auger Unit # 3 was placed within the

Henkin-Blendon (HsA) soil association located west
of the grass runway. The unit is located at 14z/
53793%e/4967162n (see Figure 8). This locality can
be characterized as a relatively flat plain (Figure B-
5). Vegetation consists of mix of alfalfa and grass.
Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
grayish brown sandy loam extending to a depth of 23
cm bgs. A yellowish brown sandy loam was noted
fram 23 to 38 cm bgs. Yellow sand was encountered

below 38 cm bgs (Figure B-6). No indication of
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Redfield Municipal Airport— Table 1
Ubiquitous or Modern Cultural Manifestations

Manifestation

homemade road drag (re-purposed from
farm machinery)

grass runway boundary sign
grass runway houndary sign
grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
taxiway sign (*31-137)
electric transformer

grass runway boundary sign
grass runway boundary sign
windsock tower

buried cultural materials or paleosol horizons was
observed,

Soil Auger Unit # 4 was placed within the

Woaonsocket-Whitelake (Ws) soil association located
waest of the grass and asphalt runways. The unit is
located at 14z/537028e/4967400n (see Figure 8).
This locality can be characterized as a relatively flat
plain (Figure B-6). Vegetation consists of mix of
alfalfa and grass.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
grayish brown sandy loam extending to a depth of 23
em bgs. A yellowish brown sandy loam was noted
from 23 to 33 cm bgs. Yellow sand was encountered
below 33 cm bgs (Figure B-7). No indication of
buried cultural materials or paleosol horizons was
observed,

Soil Auger Unit # 5 was placed within the
Henkin-Blendon (HsB} located

soil  association

southwest of the northeast hangers. The unit is

11

UTM (NAD27) Comments

142/537512e/4967537n foto

142/537163e/4967646n
142/337104€/4967492n
142/537032e/4967298n
142/536955e/4967 104n
142/536900e/4966959n
142/5369686/4966926n
142/537025e/4967077n
142/537100e/4967273n
142/537256e/4967289n
142/537437e/4967387n
142/537176e/496740606n
142/537237¢/4967613n
142/537145/4967210n

foto

foto

located at 14z/537494e/4967453n {(see Figure B).
This locality can be characterized as the crest of a
low swale (Figure B-8). Vegetation consists of mix
of alfalfa and grass.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
grayish brown, fine-grained sandy loam extending lo
a depth of 26 cm bgs. A dark brown, fine-grained
sandy loam was noted from 26 to 45 cm bgs. Brown,
fine-grained sandy loam was noted from 45 to 78 cm
bgs. Yellow sand was encountered below 78 cm bgs.
No indication of buried cultural materials or paleosol
horizons was observed.

Soil Auger Unit # 6 was placed within the

Woonsocket-Whitelake {Ws) soil association located
east of the asphalt runway. The unit is located at
142/537481e/4967130n (see Figure 8). This locality
can be characterized as a relatively flat plain (Figure

B-9). Vegetalion consists of mix of alfalla and grass.



Custom Soil Resource Report
Soit Map (Redfield Airport)
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Figure 7. Soil map encompassing the RMA project area.
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Map Unit Legend (Redfield Airport)

8pink County, South Dakota (30415)
Map Unit Symbel Map Unit Name Acres in AON | Percent of AOH

BeA Beadle-Sticknay complex, 01a 2 parcant slopes 544 7%

Ct Crossplain-Tetonka complex. 0 1o 1 percent 0.0 00%
slapes

Ek Elsmare loamy sand, O to 2 percenl slopes 100 1.4%

Fi Foresiburg-Elsmere loamy sands, 0 1o 2 1105 15.6%
perceni slopes

Hel Hand-Borilla lxams, O o 3 percant slopas 216 30%

Hda Hand-Carihaga fine sandy leams, 0 lo 3 percant 389 52%
sfopes

HiC Hand-Ethan tsams. 6 to 9 percenl slopes 73 1.0%

Hgb Hand-Ethan-Bonilia loams, 1 to 6 perceni 14.4 20%
slopes

Hh8 Hand-Elhan-Carthage complex, 1 to § parcent 281 AT%
shpes

HsA Henkin-Blendon fine sandy leams, 0 lo 2 1489 21.0%
parcenl slopes

HsB Henkin-Blandon fine sandy loams, 20 6 186 2.6%
percent slopes

Jh Jerauld-Hoven silt loams, O to 2 percenl slopes a9 5.9%

St Sticknay-Dudley silt loams. 0 to 2 percent 12.0 1.7%
slopes

Ws Woonsockat-Whitelake fine sandy loams, 0o 2 194.7 27.4%
percent siapes

Ww Worthing silty clay loam, ponded 16.1 2%

Totals for Area of Interest 7103 100.0%

Table 2.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a

Soil associations encempassing the RMA project area.

dark brown sandy loam extending to a depth of 52
cm bgs. A yellowish gray sandy loam was noied
from 52 to 86 cm bgs. Yellow sand was encountered
below 86 ¢m bgs. No indication of buried cultural
materials or paleosol horizons was observed.

Soil Auger Unil # 7 was placed within the

Forestburg-Elsmerc (Ff) soil association located
along the edge of the soybean field on the north side
of 175" Street. This location was selected to

minimize crop damage. The unit is located at

13

142/537395¢/4966237n (see Figure 8). This locality
can be characterized as a relatively flat plain.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
dark brown loam cxtending to a depth of 20 om bgs.
A yellowish gray sandy lcam was noted from 20 to
39 cm bgs. Yellow clayey sand was observed from
39 1o 48 cm bgs.

below 48 cm bgs. No indication of buried cultural

Yellow sand was encountered

materials or paleosol horizons was observed.

Seil Auger Unit # 8 was placed within the

Beadle-Stlickney (BeA) soil association located along

the edge of the soybean field on the north side of
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175" Strect. This location was selected to minimize
crop damage. The unit is located at 142/536997¢/
4966243n (see Figure 8). This locality can be
characterized as a relatively flat plain.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
grayish brown loam extending to a depth of 1% em
bgs. A yellowish gray sandy loam was noted from 18
to 40 cm bgs. Reddish gray sandy loam with caliche
was observed from 40 to 78 cm bgs. No indication of
buried cultural materials or paleosol horizons was
observed.

Soil Auger Unit # ¢ was placed within the
Hand-Carthage (HdA) soil association located on the
west side of US Highway 281. This locality had been
previously cultivated but now consists of high
grassfweeds on the south side of a lowland slough. .
The unit is located at 142/5376268/40665334n (see
Figure 8). This locality can be characterized as the
margin of a lowland slough.

Soil matrix characteristics consisted of a
dark gray sandy loam extending to a depth of 21 cm
bgs. Heavy yellow clay with iron oxide concretions
was noted from 21 to 78 cm bgs. Light gray clay
{(very wet — water tabla?) was noted below 78 cm bgs.
No indication of buried cultural materials or palecsol

horizons was observed,

Inventory Survey Results

One archaeological site was identified
within the RMA surveyed area during the course of
the August 2012 inventory survey. Site form
documentation with supporting photographs s
presented in Appendix C.

Site 39SP276 consists of foundation ruins
located in the NE% NE% NEW NEY% of Section 16,

T116N, R64W (see Figure 5). The approximate

15

center of the foundation ruins serve as the site datum
located at 142/536821e/ 4966922n.

the site area can be described as the southern aspect

The context of

of a low hill overlooking & lowland slough.
Yegetation in the site area locality consists of a
cultivation field currently planted to soybeans.
Ground surface visibility ranged from good to very
good.

Physical remains consist of a shallow
depression feature with concrete footing remnants
and fieldstones. The feature has been extensively
disturbed and appears to have been dozed with a
secondary deposit (dump) of farm/household trash.
The feature measures approximately 4.0 meters
norih/south by 3.5 meters east/west.  Additional
architectural clemcents consist of common red bricks
and “slabs™ of stucco. No structural elements were
associated with this feature

The secondary deposit of cultural materials
appears to have been dumped into the foundation
feature and partially buried. A partial inventory of
these materials include clear glass jars and boitles;
brown glass bottle fragments; aqua-colored glass
canning jar fragments; farm machinery parts; metal
barrels; carpeting; fence posts; asphalt shingles;
concrete blocks; galvanized metal flashing; plastic
bucket lids; blue tarp fragments; steel cable; threaded
steel bolts; ceramic tile; and a garden hose.

The foundation feature is believed to be
related to the historic theme of Permanent Rural and
Urban Settlement {State Historic Preservation Center
2006). Historic era land title research conducted at
the Spink County Register of Deeds lists only two
entries for this parcel. On April 6, 1920, the State
Schoal Land office transferred the property to Fred J.
Balsinger (School Land Sale Contract Record — Book

99, Page 171). On January 18, 19335, a default on the



School Land sale contract was filed (Book 102, Page
123).

In summary, the remains are not known to
be associated with individuals or events of historical
significance. The absence of associated features; the
paucity of diagnostic artifact agsemblages; and the
poor physical condition of the remains sugyest
limited interpretative value for addressing research
questions relating to rural pioneer settlement,
Therefore, this property is considered Not Eligible
for inclusion the National Register of Historic Places.
No further research efforts or mitigation remecdics are

recommended for this propetty.

Management Recommendations

An intensive (Level 1IN cultural resources
invenfory survey examined approximately 331.24

acres assaciated with the proposed Redfield

Municipal Airport project area. One archacological
propetty {398P176) was identificd within a proposed
aviation easement at the southwestern margin of the
RMA surveyed area. The archaeclogical or historical
significance of this property has been considersd in
terms of National Register of Historic Places criteria

of eligibility (36 CFR 60). These criteria are as

follows:

"The quality of significance in
American  history,  architecture,
archacology, and culture is present
in  districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects of State and
local importance  that  possess
integrity of location, design, sctting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association, and

{a} That are associated with evenis
that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; or

(b) That are associated with the
lives of persons significant in our
past; or

(¢) That embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a significant and
distinguishable  entity  whose
components may lack individual
distinction; or

(d) That have yiclded, or may be

likely to vyield, information

important in prehistory or history.”

Within the context of these criteria, a
recommendation of Not Eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places is recommended
for this property for reasons stated at the end of the
site description.

Therefore, it is recommended that the
proposed Redfield Municipal Airport undertakings be
granted cultural resources (Section 106) clearance to
proceed as proposed. A determination of No
Historic Properties Affected is recommended for
the Redfield Municipal Airport improvements and
construction activities. These undertakings are not

expected to impact or disturb historic properties.
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Appendix A

Photographs showing the general setting of the Redfield Municipal Airport surveyed area
and representative examples of modem cultural manifestations



Figure A-1. Photo showing hangar complex & fairgrounds at northeast corner of RMA project area, facing
southeast,

08/21/2012

Figure A-2. Photo showing RMA project area, facing southwest {from northeast corner).



Figure A-3, Photo showing RMA project area, facing northeast (from southwest corner of Sectien 16).

Tigure A-4. Photo showing RMA project area, facing northwest (from southcast corner of Section 16),
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Figure A-5. Photo showing RMA project area, facing southeast (from northwest corner of Section 16).

Figure A-6. Photo showing RMA project area in Section 2, facing east.
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Figure A-7, Photo showing RMA asphalt runway, facing southeast.

e 08212012

Figure A-8. Photo showing RMA asphalt munway & main airport facilitics (upper right), facing northwest.
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Figure A-9. Photo showing the existing RMA grass runway, facing north-northeast.

08/22/2012

Figure A-10. Photo showing lowland slough on west side of US Hwy, 281 (Section 16), facing southwest.
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Figure A-11. Photo showing lowland slough on east side of US Hwy. 281 (Section 13), facing southeast.

o 08/21/2012 %

Figure A-12. Photo showing single-engine plane landing on grass runway, facing east.
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Figure A-13. Photo showing homemade road drag at south end of north hangars, facing north.

Figure A-14, Photo showing exampte of grass runway boundary signs, facing southeast.
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08/23/2012

Figure A-15. Photo showing RMA windsock tower, facing southeast.
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Appendix B

Photographs showing selected soil auger test unit excavations
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Figure B-1. Photo showing Soil Auger Test Unit # 1, facing east-southeast.

Figure B-2. Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit # 1 at -85 cm bgs level.
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Figure B-3 Photo showing Soil Auger Tet it #21, facing east.

Figure B-4, Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit # 2 at -48 cm bgs level.
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Figure B-5. Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit # 3 at -38 cm bgs level, facing east-northeast.

Figure B-6. Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit# 4 at -65 cm bgs level, facing east.
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Figure B-7. Detail photo of sandy matrix in Soil Auger Test Unit # 4.

Figure B-8. Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit # 5 locality, facing southwest,
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Figure B-9. Photo of Soil Auger Test Unit # 6 at -86 cm bgs level, facing northwest.
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Appendix C

Archaeological site form {395P276)
with supporting documentation
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Dakota Research Services

Archaeological Form

Site Number: 39SP276

County: Spink Site Name: Other #:
NR Status Recommendation: Not Eligible SHPQ Determination
Map Reference: Redfield South Owner: Private
Arch. Region: Upper James Topographic Position: Hill slope
Vegetation: Cropland Substrate: Drift Land Use: Cultivated
UTM centroid:  coordinate system: NAD27 142/536821e/4966921n
Surface visibility (%) 80 Site Elevation: 399 Condition: Disturbed
Site size (m): N-8 4.0 E-W 35 Area(ha): 001 Depth (cm): 1
Nearest Water Type: intermittent kake Name: unnamed
Distance {m): 607 Elevation (m): 397 Direction: SE Bank: -
LOCATION
Aliquoit: NEY NEY NEY SWY Section: 16 Township: 116N Range: 64W
Aliquoit: Section: Township: Range:
COMPONENTS
Site Type:  Foundation Time Period;  A.D. 1861 - Cultural Affiliation: EuroAmerican
Site Type: Time Period: Cultura} Affiliation:
COMMENTS

UTM @ = center of feature. Physical remains consist of a concrete & fieldstone foundation ruins located on

deposit (dump) of farm/household trash.

Evaluation/cotlection methods:

Easement name/address:

Surface reconnaissance

Redfield Airport, City of Redfield, South Dakota

Name:

Project:

Jeff Buechler — Dakota Research Services

Date:  8/22/12

Redfield Airport improvements inventory survey
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Figure C-1. Photo of site area (398P276), facing south.

Figure C-2. Photo of site area (395P276), facing cast.
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Figure C-3. Photo of site area (39SP276), facing northeast (toward airport).

Figure C-4. Photo of site area (39SP276), facing north,
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Figure C-5. Photo of site area (39SP276), facing west.

Figure C-6. Photo of historical materials within foundation feature (395P276), facing southwest,
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Figure C-7. Detail photo of historical materials within foundation feature (39SP276).

Figure C-8. Detail photo of historical materials within foundation feature (393P276).
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Figure C-9. Detail photo of historical materials within foundation feature (39SP276).

Figure C-10. Detail photo of barbed wire roll (395P276).
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APPENDIX F

ALTERNATIVE 4 DOCUMENTATION
Maps of Additional Assessment Sites

Cursory Review of Potential Wildlife Hazards at Three Potential Airport Sites near
Redfield, SD



United States
Depantment of
Agriculture

Animal and
Plant Health
Ingpection
Senvice

Wildlife Services
South Dakots

420 S, Garfiald
Sulte 300
Pierre SD
57501

{605) 224-8692

USDA
G

July 1, 2011

Mr, Michael A, Schmit, E.LT.
Helms & Associates

P.O. Box 111

Aberdeen, SD 57401

RE: Cursory Review of Potential Wildlife Hazards at Three
Potential Airport Sites near Redfield, SD

Dear Mr. Schimit:

Per your request, USDA APHIS Wildlife Services made site visits to three potential airport
sites in the Redfield area. Each site was evaluated for potential wildlife hazard influences as
compared to the current Red{ield Municipal Airport.

As with the current airport, the wildlife issues at the three alternative sites are primarily
associated with wetlands and agricultural cropland. Their potential for wildlife hazards are
discussed in detail below.

West Site - E % of on 34. TI17N. R65W

This site five miles west of Redfield appears to be mostly pasture land with some portions
being hayed and possibly being cropped at times. Wetland habitat observed on this site
consisted of two dugout stock ponds and a low area on the south side, between the highway
and what appears to be an abandoned railroad bed. All of these areas had standing water.
The stock ponds will likely be a minor attractant to ducks. It shouldn’t be difficult to fill
these ponds. It appeared that the standing water along the south side was temporary. If so,
this should not be a significant hazard issue. Otherwise, it would be best if this area was
drained or filled.

The considerable cropland on and adjacent to this site has the potential to attract a variety of
bird species. It is likely that the attraction will be minimal but flocks of geese, ducks and
blackbirds could be common. Alsoe, crop land typically has an increase in rodents, which in
turn attract hawks and other large birds of prey. At a minimum, if this land is used for an
airport, all crop production on the airport site should cease.

The V4 scetion of land to the west of this site contains pasture land, including a drainage that
meanders through it. At the time of the site visit, all of this land appearcd dry and full of
pasture grasses. Two or three dugout stock ponds are also located in the area. The aerial
maps that WS received from Helms & Associates, indicate that part of this land is classified
as “Freshwater Emergent Wetland”. Although, this area did not appear to be wetland, it
may contain some sedges and rushes. Overall, it did not appear to be a significant wetland
hazard. Furthermore, the small creek that meanders through the area may attract a few
ducks, but should pose a very minor hazard as well.



Compared to the current Redfield Municipal Airport, this western site has fewer wetland
attractants, which appear to be substantially easier to mitigate. Both sites will have
agricultural land on the airfield that should be converted to grass habitat. Both sites have
agricultural land adjacent to the airport that could be reduced. It would be expected that gull
activity would be less at this western site, as it is not as close to the large bodics of water
such as Redfield Lake and the wastewater treatment ponds.

South Site - W ¥ of Section 26, T116N, R64W

This south site is located less than 2 miles southeast of the current airport. Almost the entire
site consists of pasture land with the exception of some hay land on the south end. The
current pasture land may be acceptable for a new airport if the vegetation height can be
maintained at a level that does not attract large birds (gulls and waterfowl). Otherwise, it is
best if the entire site is converted to grass hay and properly managed. The property does
contain three dugout stock ponds and a few low spots that may contain water at times.
These ponds should be relatively easy to fill.

This half section site appears to have relatively few issues, however, there are concerns with
the fcaturcs adjacent to this location. Although there are a few small marsh areas, dugout
stock ponds and other wetlands in close proximity, the large lake immediately to the west,
southwest of this site is of major concern. This lake is almost a mile long and is relatively
close to several other lakes. A lake of this size has the potential to attract extremely large
groups of migratory birds to the vicinity of the airport. However, this large lake currently
lacks cattails and other emergent vegetation around its edge that would make it attractive to
nesting waterfowl. Therefore, it may only attract significant waterfow]l numbers during the
bricf migratory seasons in spring and fall. With the vast amount of other lakes in the area,
use of this particular lake by hazardous birds could also be very minimal.

Compared with the current airport site, this south site has minimal issues on the airport site
itself. Although not quite as close to the airport, Redfield Municipal has a large lake in
close proximity (Redfield Lake). The recent wildlife study did not find that Redfield Lake
attracted the large groups of waterfowl. This lake may not be a significant attractant as
well. However, wetlands can change and wildlife patterns change too. If this is not
currently being used by waterfowl and gulls, it may in the future.

East Site - E % of n 1. TT16N. R63W

This sitc is about 7 miles cast of Redficld. This particular piece of land, as well as most of
the land adjacent to it, is very level crop land. Wetlands with emergent vegetation lined
most of the east side of this section with a large wetland area in the southeast corner. The
wetland on the eastern side extended further to the east into the next section. Another large
wetland is located about Y4 mile west of the SW corner of this site. All of these wetlands
appear to be fairly shallow. However, they appear to be supporting a variety of emergent
vegetation and marsh plants. They are very attractive to waterfowl and, if this site is to be
used as an airport, these wetlands should be eliminated.



As discussed above, agricultural cropland will typically attract some hazardous birds or their
prey species. The cropland on this site should be converted to grass hay, which should be
relatively easy to do.

To the northeast, the James River passes within a half mile of this site. Fisher Grove State
Park and a golf course are also located in the same proximity to this site. This abundance
and variety of trees, mowed lawns and open water habitats has the potential to attract a
variety of birds hazardous to aircraft. If this mix of habitats prove to be a hazard for aircraft,
they would be difficult, if not impossible to remove.

Compared to the current Redfield airport, this eastern site would also involve the removal of
wetlands and the conversion of cropland to grass hay. FHowever, this site has the influence
of the James River, a golf course and a state park, which may have a greater influence on
potential hazardous birds near the airfield than the current site has with the Turtle River and
the City of Redficld.

As with any airport site, all three of these sites have issues. This report is based on a one
time site visit to each site, as well as a review of scveral maps and acrial photos of the sites.
If you require more detailed information or need [urther study of these sites, please let me
know.,

Sincerely,

~Zimetly Xfork

Timothy L. Pugh
Wildlife Biologist

cC! Patricia Dressler, FAA, Bismarck, ND
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APPENDIX G

DRAFT EA PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of Draft Environmental Assessment
Public Hearing Presentation

Public Hearing Sign in Sheet

Draft EA Correspondence

Comments Received on Draft EA



Affidavit of Publication

STATE OF SOUTH DAKQTA,
County of Spink: ss.

I, Mark E. Davis, of said County & State, being first
duly sworn on oath, say that THE REDFIELD
PRESS is a legal weekly newspaper as defined in
Sec. 65.0508 South Dakota Code 1939, as
ameanded by Chapter 298 of the Session of Laws of
1839, printed and published in the English language
in the City of Redfield, in said County and State, by
THE REDFIELD PRESS, and has been such
newspaper during the time hereinafter mentioned,
Publisher of said newspaper in charge of the
advertising department thereof, and have personal
knowledge of all the facts stated in this affidavit, and
that the legal or official notice entitled:

#8498 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

A printed copy of which is hereto attached, was
printed and published in said newspaper in 2

successive issu ublication being
made on _April last publication
being made on at Seventy-one

and .82/100 Dollars, insures to the benefit of the
publisher of THE REDFIELD PRESS, that no
agreement or understanding for the division thereof
has been made with any other person, and that no
part thereof has been agreed to be paid to any
person whomsoever.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7" day of

@ NOTARY PUBLIC
FE= SOUTH DAKOTA

Notary Publi Dakota

My commission expires 10/09/2019



Public Hearing
#0849

NOTIGE OF PUBLIC HEARWNG AND
AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT ENVIFON:
MENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE
REDFIELD NUNCIPAL AIRPORT

ativas from Holbms and Associates wil
be avallable o answer your quasifons

Poliey Act of 1989 to aeseas the anvi-
rpnimantal Impacls associated with the
proposed allematives. .

Tha proposed altemative conaists of

does not own adequate fand to con-

on, Almorts
University
arak, Morth

Crakota o

Helims and AssOciales, 221 Brown
County Highway #18. Aberdaen,
South Dakots

4. Gomments

Helms and Aseoclates
PO Box 111

official for Infor-

Lindsay Bulier
Regional Erwironmamial Frotaciion

Spactalist
Fedaral Avigtion Adminisiration
Planning and Programming Branch,

2000
Des Plalnes, liinols 80018
Jayme Akin, Mayor

This inetiabion s an equal opporturd-
ty provider and amgployar.

Pubfighed two fimee at the apoxl-
mate approxlimate cost ol $71.82.
{Ape 30, May 7)



DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

FOR
REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT
REDFIELD, 5.D.

Purpose of EA

» Airport does not meet FAA standards
and recommendations
. Wind Coverage
+ Runway Length

- Wildlife attractants exist on the airport
near areas of aircraft operations

Need for EA

a. Meet FAA standards and protect people
and property on the ground

b. Eliminate potential incompatible land
uses in the RPZs and Departure
Surfaces to the end of the RPZ limits

¢. Reduce and/or eliminate wildlife
attractants from airport property

it

rt Layout

' Current Aif;:'ao




Alternatives
"No Action”
Purchase Approximately 99 acres, Construct
Runway 17/35 (75" x 3,5007,
RemovefAbandon Runway 13/31, Fill
Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct Wildlife
Fence, Convert Vegetation
Purchase Approximately 172 acres,
Construct Runway 17/35 (60" x 3,5007,
Remove/Abandon Runway 13/31, Fill
Wetlands, Remove Trees, Construct Wildlife
Fence, Convert Vegetation
Rebwild Airport in a Different Locatlon

Alternative 3

Alternative 2



_ S

Proposed Action — Alternative #2

1. Acguire £ 99 Acres of Land

2. Abandon/Remove Runway 13/31

3. Construct Runway 17435 (75 x 3,500%
4. Fill/Mitigate Wetlands

5.  Remove Trees

6. Construct 10" Wildlife Fence

g ; y 7. Convert Vegetation to Grass Hay Crop
Alternative 4 cont.
ALTERNATIVE #2 ALTERNATIVE #2
AREAS OF POTENTIAL IMPACT AREAS OF POTENTIAL IMPACT
1. Construction Impacts 4. Wetlands

Z.

3

BMPs and SWPPP must be implemented

Fish, Wildlife and Plants
May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect the
Whooping Crane and Topeka Shiner

Light Emissions and Visual Impacts
MIRL on Runway 17/35

= Fill and mitigate approximately 14 acres

5. Indirect and Cumulative Impacts
= Service st the airport will be limited during
construction




QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

= WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL BE RECEIVED UNTIL
5:00 PM, JUNE 9, ADDRESS TO:

« Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Hedmes and Associates
PO Box 111
Aberdeen, SD 57402

« Lindsay Butler
Reglonal Enyironmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Planning and Programiming Branch, AGL-610
2300 East Devon Avenue
Des Plaines, Tlncis 60018




NAME
Brooke Edgar

Corey Helms

PUBLIC HEARING - SIGN-IN SHEET
REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

REDFIELD, SOUTH DAKOTA
HELMS # A-4441
JUNE 2, 2014 @ 7:00 P.M.
REPRESENTING MAILING ADDRESS (City, State, Zip)
Helms and Associates PO Box 111 - SD 57402
Helms and Associates PO Box 111 - Aberdeen, SD 57402

PHONE NUMBER(S)
605-225-1212

605-225-1212



PUBLIC HEARING - SIGN-IN SHEET
REDFIELD MUNICIPAL AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
REDFIELD, SOUTH DAKOTA
HELMS # A-4441
JUNE 2, 2014 @ 7:00 P.M.

NAME REPRESENTING MAILING ADDRESS (City, State, Zip) PFHONE NUMBER(S)

11 QS»%Q_?.&%.. QW«M\NE [~ 605 -0 -2 3247

13

14 Ryl %ﬁ}

15

16 LoD-013

17

T ﬂ .”.r.
A5D19p o Luasgith

~

NOA



RECEIVED 221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19

PO BOX 111
APR 30 20i ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

ASSOCIATES
SURFACE WATER PROGRAM

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS PHONE (605) 225-1212

TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

April 29, 2014

John Miller

*SD DENR
Surface Water Program
Joe Foss Building
523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Miller,

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield
Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our offtice. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.
Sincerely, REC EE\!ED

Helms and Associates May 2 3 2014

E’CCOD’L &%@' Y HELMS & ASSOCIATES

Brooke B. Edgar, E.I.T.

Enclosures

' AlIR QUALITY DETERMINATION
Ce: City of Redfteld It appears, based on the information, that the
project will have little or no lmpact on the a:r
quality in this area. This projegt i
Approved By:
Date:.
(605) 773-6038 Fax: (605) 773-5286
South Dakota Department of Environmer
And Natural Resources

SURFACE WATER GUALITY DETERMINATION
| "

Llgppears 1’:.'- ] he infore 4.1..-9;, ded 1'5
nt t\; vt idil I.A.!Hli. el oo the pu

Approvezi'f’sy Czyﬁ:yé/ _
S5d- Zor —

(6\15) 173-3351 FAX- (603) 773-5286
SOUTH DALOTA DEFARTMENT OF ANVIRONMENT
AND MATURAL REIOUKCES



ASSOCIATES

Igelms

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Brad Schultz

SD DENR

Air Quality Program

Joe Foss Building

523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Schultz,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.I.T.
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield



ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
POBOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

John Miller

- SD DENR
Surface Water Program
Joe Foss Building
523 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Miller,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605)225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT,
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield



ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
' POBOX 111
ABERDEEN, 5D 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

EPA Region VIII
ATTN: Larry Svoboda
Code # EPR-N

1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Svoboda,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield



ASSO(”‘IATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CI'VIL. ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Tom Kirschenmann

SD Dept. of Game, Fish and Parks
Division of Wildlife

523 E. Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-3181

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Kirschenmann,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, ELT.
Enclosures

Cc: City of Redfield



ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Janet Oertly

State Conservationist

U.8. Department of Agriculture
NRCS

200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203
Huron, SD 57350

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Ms. Oertly,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Enclosures

Cc: City of Redfield



AQSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Brad Thompson

U.S Ammy Cormps of Engineers
Planning Division

Attention: CENWO-PM-AE
1616 Capital Avenue

Omaha, NE 68102-4901

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Thompson,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4354
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.IT.
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield



RECEIVED
APR 30 2014

U.S. FIgH & WILDLI'E SERviE

AS@OCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
POBOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Scott Larson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services, South Dakota Field Office
420 S. Garfield Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-5408

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Mr. Larson,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605)225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redficld

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

E L ookl @cng\ :
Brooke B. Edgar, E.IT.
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield

MAY 21 2014

This constitutes a report of the Department of the Interior
prepared in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (16 U.8.C. 661 et seq.). We have
reviewed and have NO OBJECTION to thls proposed project.

5/20/1¢/

Date Field Supervisor



e]ms

ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29,2014

Scott Larson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services, South Dakota Field Office
420 S. Garfield Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-5408

Re:  Redfield Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-444]1

Dear Mr. Larson,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport.

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Enclosures

Ce: City of Redfield



ASSOCIATES

221 BROWN CO. HWY. #19
PO BOX 111
ABERDEEN, SD 57402-0111

CIVIL ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS

April 29, 2014

Amy Rubingh

Review and Compliance Archaeologist
Office of State Historic Preservation Officer
900 Governors Drive

Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  Redficld Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Redfield, South Dakota
A-4441

Dear Ms. Rubingh,

PHONE (605) 225-1212
TOLL FREE 1-888-378-4394
FAX (605) 225-3189

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Redfield

Municipal Airport,

If you have any questions, please contact our office. Your prompt response would be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,
Helms and Associates

Brooke B. Edgar, E.LT.
Enclosures

Cc: City of Redfield



