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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1 . 1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  

This Environmental Assessment (EA)1 is prepared in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA)  Order  1050.1F,  Environmental  Impacts:  Policies  and  Procedures,  and  FAA  Order  5050.4B, 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  Implementing  Instructions  for  Airport  Actions.  These 

documents prescribe the policies and procedures of the FAA for implementing the NEPA of 1969, as 

amended,  and  the  regulations of  the Council on Environmental Quality  (CEQ), 40 Code of  Federal 

Regulations  (CFR) Parts 1500–1508. The EA  is an  informational document  intended  for use by both 

decision  makers  and  the  public.  As  such,  it  represents  a  disclosure  of  relevant  environmental 

information concerning the Proposed Action.  

The  FAA  is  the  lead  federal  agency,  with  South  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation  (SDDOT) 

participating as a funding partner for the proposed project. The City of Rapid City (City) is the owner of 

the Rapid City Regional Airport (Airport). The FAA location identifier for the Airport is RAP.   

The problem (the need) facing the Airport and the proposed solution to the problem (the purpose) are 

discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need. This chapter also describes the project background and the 

Proposed Action.  

1.1.1  Project Location 

The Airport  is  located  approximately  nine miles  east  of  the  Rapid  City  central  business  district  in 

Pennington County, South Dakota (SD) and is accessible via SD Highway 44. Rapid City is in the Black 

Hills  of  western  South  Dakota,  approximately  20  miles  northwest  of Mount  Rushmore  National 

Memorial; 115 miles east of Gillette, WY; and approximately 145 miles west of Pierre, SD. Please refer 

to Figure 1, Location Map. The Airport’s general aviation and terminal areas sit on top of a plateau, to 

the west of this area there is a broad valley that drains to the south towards Rapid Creek.   

The Airport is in the Rapid City limits, but it is not contiguous to the remainder of the City. The Airport 

is subject to city zoning and permitting. There is a strip of land that is owned by the City of Rapid City 

located between Airport Road and County Road 212 (Radar Hill Road) that provides a continuous public 

right of way between the Airport and the Rapid City Sanitary Sewer Collection System via Dunn Road. 

Please refer to Figure 2, Project Area. 

                                                            
1 The information and reference materials contained herein are intended to be read as a complete 

document. 
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Figure	1,	Location	Map	
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Figure	2,	Project	Area	

	
Map	data	©2018	Google	

1.1.2  Background 

Since  1950,  Rapid  City Regional Airport  has  expanded  to  accommodate  the  aviation  needs  of  the 

community and has helped support the social and economic vitality of the City of Rapid City and the 

Black Hills  region.   Growth  in  tourism,  travel  related  to Ellsworth Air Force Base, and  thriving  local 

industries  in health care, finance, and agricultural‐related businesses are substantial contributors to 

increased airport use and passenger enplanements. RAP is the second  largest airport in the state of 

South Dakota serving four domestic airlines flying to up to 14 (seasonal) non‐stop destinations. Airport 

records indicate that there were approximately 310,000 passengers enplaned in 2018 and as of June 

2019 the Airport is on pace to hit approximately 370,000 passengers for 2019. The Airport is classified 

as a non‐hub primary commercial service airport by the FAA. The terminal building was constructed in 

1989 with renovations occurring in 2013 and a second project began in 2019 to accommodate growing 

passenger demands. The US Census Bureau indicated Pennington County had a population of 100,958 

and Rapid City had 68,461 in 2010, with a 2017 population estimate of 110,141 and 74,421 respectively. 

(US Census Bureau 2018).  

The  Airport  currently maintains  a  bi‐level  facultative 

stabilization  lagoon acting as a  total  retention  facility 

and  it receives all  the domestic wastewater  from  the 

Airport.   The  facultative  stabilization  lagoon  is a  clay 

lined, circular, 1.1‐acre pond located on the west side 

of the Airport and down a hill so that wastewater will 

gravity flow into the lagoon.  The existing wastewater 

Facultative Stabilization Lagoons are a type of 

pond  used  for  biological  treatment  of 

wastewater. The oxygen is used by aerobic and 

facultative bacteria to stabilize organic material 

in  the  upper  layer  of  water.  Anaerobic 

fermentation  is  the  dominant  activity  in  the 

bottom layer of the lagoon. 

±



Environmental Assessment 
KLJ | July 2020 
 

4	

lagoon includes an emergency outlet pipe and structure.  Any effluent 

discharged from the lagoon through this outlet would enter a natural 

drainage  that  flows  south  to Rapid Creek.   Discharge has not been 

known to occur and there  is currently no discharge permit, allowing 

discharge into the adjacent drainage, in place for the lagoon2. 

The Airport has experienced a substantial  increase  in use  through  the years.   Since  the  lagoon was 

constructed  in  the  late  1960’s  the Airport has  built  a  new  terminal  building  to  accommodate  the 

increased number of commercial airline travelers. The Fix Base Operator (FBO) and general aviation 

operations have also expanded.  The increase in commercial and general aviation activity means there 

are many more airport support staff working at the airport today than there was in 1969.  There have 

been numerous corporate hangars constructed. The South Dakota National Guard has expanded their 

facilities on the Airport and in 2019 broke ground on a new Readiness Center which is to be opened in 

2020. There have been several office buildings constructed to support these activities.  The Airport also 

has a rental vehicle car wash that contributes to the wastewater flows from the airport. As the Airport 

has grown the lagoon has been inundated and at times is not able to maintain adequate free storage. 

In  2019,  and  accompanied  by  above  normal  precipitation,  the  Airport  had  to  pump  and  haul  off 

wastewater from the lagoon to maintain operational levels.  

The South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) conducted an inspection 

of the existing wastewater facility in late 2016 in response to a complaint of sewage odors on property 

located to the southwest of the Airport.  The complaint cited concerns about groundwater and surface 

water contamination and sewage odors during rain events.  Based on their inspection, DENR indicated 

that the wastewater lagoon appeared to be well‐maintained, the dikes were in good condition and no 

areas of leakage were noted. Some sedimentation has occurred due to high winds blowing soil into the 

lagoon  and  some  grassy  vegetation  has  been  established  as  a  result.  Please  refer  to  Figure  3, 

Wastewater Lagoon Facing South. 

 

                                                            
2 The Airport began the process to obtain a discharge permit for the existing sewer lagoon from DENR in the 
summer of 2019.  DENR issued a temporary discharge permit that will not allow discharge into the drainage but 
would permit the Airport to land apply the effluent to an appropriate non-public contact area of Airport 
property. This permit is contingent on the Airport continuing to pursue a new sewage system and requires the 
Airport to have a new system in place by January 1, 2023. 

Total  Retention:  A  facility 

sized  to  retain  all  incoming 

wastewater and precipitation 

for subsequent evaporation. 
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	Figure	3,	Wastewater	Lagoon	Facing	South	

 

However, as a proactive measure, the Airport  installed three groundwater monitoring wells  located 

along the west half of the lagoon dike. Groundwater monitoring results indicated there may be leakage 

from the wastewater lagoon and additional up‐gradient wells would be required to assist in verifying 

the situation.  DENR has notified the Airport that the lagoon must be remediated to meet the South 

Dakota Recommended Design Criteria for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities.  

1 . 2  D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  P r o p o s e d  A c t i o n  

Rapid City Regional Airport is a commercial service facility providing air travel for scheduled passenger 

service, cargo, and complete general aviation services. The Proposed Action (i.e., project) consists of 

designing and constructing a wastewater treatment system for the entire Airport to replace the existing 

wastewater lagoon.  The intent of the Proposed Action is to: 

 Accommodate  existing  demand  and  projected  growth  for wastewater  treatment  from  the 

Rapid City Regional Airport. 

 Provide a system that would not attract wildlife that may be hazardous to aircraft using the 

Airport. 
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1 . 3  P u r p o s e  a n d  N e e d  f o r  t h e  P r o p o s e d  A c t i o n  

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a cost effective and 

reliable wastewater  treatment  system  for  the  Rapid  City  Regional 

Airport that is designed to meet South Dakota Recommended Design 

Criteria for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. As noted, 

the Airport has grown substantially since the existing lagoon system 

was constructed in the late 1960’s.  

The need for the Proposed Action is driven by analysis of ground water monitoring data that has 

identified potential leakage in the existing wastewater lagoon. Remediation of the wastewater 

system at the Airport must comply with DENR standards. 	

1 . 4  D e s i g n  C r i t e r i a  

The wastewater  system at  the Airport must comply with  the  standards outlined by DENR  in South 

Dakota Recommended Design Criteria for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. A licensed 

operator and monthly effluent sampling and testing would be required for a discharging system. A new 

Industrial Discharge permit would be required from the DENR if treated wastewater is discharged to 

the natural drainage flowing south to Rapid Creek. Rapid Creek is classified by the South Dakota Surface 

Water Quality Standards and Uses Assigned  to Streams with a classification code of “Warm Water 

Permanent Fishery” mean that it would require stringent effluent limits for Ammonia. Please refer to 

Table 1, Effluent Limits for an Industrial Discharge Permit at RAP. 

Table	1,	Effluent	Limits	for	an	Industrial	Discharge	Permit	at	RAP	

	Source:	DENR		

The  Airport  Sanitary  Sewer Master  Plan  prepared  by  the  City  of  Rapid  City  in  2015  outlined  the 

possibility of a connection to the existing Rapid City collection system.  All wastewater would be carried 

to the existing Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) located southwest of the Airport. Due to the existing 

sewer locations and ground elevations between the Airport and the WRF, a gravity main would not be 

possible for the entire distance.  Therefore, under this scenario, sewage would need to be pumped at 

some point via a force main up to an existing gravity main, which would eventually discharge to the 

WRF. DENR’s minimum  design  criteria  for  the  collection  system  necessary  to  connect  the Airport 

Terminal to the WRF is summarized in See Table 2, Collection Main Design Criteria. 

 
Effluent Parameter Effluent Limits 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 10 mg/L 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) 10 mg/L 

Ammonia 1 mg/L 

The  purpose  of  the  project  is 

defined as what is to be achieved 

by carrying out  the project. The 

need for the project is defined as 

the problem or opportunity that 

the project  is  intending  to  solve 

or satisfy. 
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Table	2,	Collection	Main	Design	Criteria	

1.4.1  Wastewater Flows Rates 

Wastewater flow rates for the Airport have been estimated based on the projected uses for the 2017 

Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Report prepared by KLJ. Volumes generated by the different users 

are primarily based on the actual metered water usage. The flow estimates were projected out to 2038 

and  a  30  percent  contingency  was  applied  to  the  overall  design  flow  estimate  to  account  for 

uncertainties, such as the projected passenger numbers.  The average daily flow rate as of 2017 was 

determined to be 14,500 gallons per day (gpd) and is estimated to reach 24,500 gpd by 2038 accounting 

for the future growth and projected increases in passengers.  Peak hourly flow rates were calculated in 

the feasibility report based on a peaking factor of 3.6 and the corresponding Peak Hourly Flow is 61 

gallons per minute.   

Please refer to Table 3, Wastewater Feasibility Flow Rates Summary, for a comparison of summary of 

design flow rates from the feasibly report. 

Table	3,	Wastewater	Feasibility	Flow	Rates	Summary	

Parameter Rates 
Average Daily Flows 24,500 gpd 
Peak Hourly Flows 61 gpm 

1.4.2  Wildlife Considerations 

As the lead Federal Agency, FAA regulations related to the 

potential wildlife  attraction  from wastewater  treatment 

systems need to be considered. The FAA Advisory Circular 

(AC) 150/5200‐33B provides guidance on certain land uses 

that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife on and 

near  public  airports  this  includes  existing  and  proposed wastewater  treatment  facilities.  The  FAA 

recommends  measures  to  minimize  hazardous  wildlife  attractants.  For  new  facilities  the  FAA 

recommends that they not be located within specific distances of public airports, for RAP this distance 

is 10,000 feet. Water management systems should be designed and operated so as not to create above‐

ground standing water.  When it is not possible to place ponds away from the airport’s air operations 

area (AOA), physical barriers like wire grids, netting, or bird balls can be used to deter wildlife.  

   

Gravity Main Design Criteria 
Parameter Value 

Minimum Gravity Main Collection Diameter 8 inches 
Maximum Spacing Between Manholes for 15 

inches and smaller 400 feet 

Maximum Spacing Between Manholes for 18 
inches and larger 

500 feet 

Lift Station Design Criteria 
Minimum Number of Pumps 2 

Minimum Pumping Rate 4 times Average Design Flow 
Maximum Wet Well Fill Time 30 Minutes 

Force Main Design Criteria 
Minimum Flow Velocity 2 Feet/sec 
Maximum Flow Velocity 8 Feet/sec 

Air  operations  area  (AOA).  Any  area  of  an 

airport used or intended to be used for landing. 

Takeoff,  or  surface  maneuvering  of  aircraft. 

Such as runways, taxiways, and aprons. 
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 

2 . 1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  

This chapter provides information on the development and evaluation of project alternatives against 

the purpose and need defined in Chapter 1. These alternatives have been identified to determine the 

alternative that would best provide a cost effective and reliable wastewater treatment system for the 

Airport. This section includes an evaluation of a no action alternative and two build alternatives. 

2 . 2  A l t e r n a t i v e s  C a r r i e d  F o r w a r d  

Three alternatives,  including a no action alternative and two build alternatives, were considered for 

their ability to meet the purpose and need established for the Airport. The following sections provide 

a detailed description of the alternatives and their compatibility with the purpose and need.  

2.2.1  Alternative A: No Action 

Alternative A, the no action alternative, would consist of retaining the existing wastewater lagoon at 

the Airport in its current configuration as a total retention lagoon and maintaining it under the existing 

maintenance practices. The lagoon would not be abandoned, sedimentation that has been blown into 

the lagoon would be removed to provide a small increase in the overall volume that can be stored in 

the  lagoon but no expansion of the dikes forming the  lagoon would occur. Wildlife attracted to the 

existing lagoon would need to continue to be monitored and may need to be removed by hazing and/or 

depredation. As noted previously, the existing lagoon is potentially leaking into the ground and could 

require rehabilitation to prevent leakage from the lagoon. Based on the estimated Average Daily Flows 

coming  from  the  Airport,  the  lagoon  is  not  large  enough  to  retain  all wastewater  until  it  can  be 

evaporated away and it would eventually discharge through the emergency outlet pipe and flow into 

the drainage that flows into Rapid Creek.  Please refer to Figure 4, Alternative A ‐ No Action.   

Design Criteria 

Alternative A would not meet the need to comply with South Dakota Recommended Design Criteria for 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. The surface area of the lagoon is not large enough to 

allow the necessary evaporation required for a total retention (non‐discharge) system. Based on the 

size of the existing lagoon and lack of any visible discharge the current seepage rate potentially exceeds 

the allowable rate of 1/8 inch per day.  If the Airport does not address the rate of assumed seepage 

from the existing lagoon system, they could face financial penalties from DENR for violations to state 

water  quality  standards.  Excessive  seepage may  also  cause  disputes  with  adjacent  land  owners, 

concerned with odors as well as health concerns for themselves and their livestock. Therefore, in order 

to maintain  the existing  lagoon,  the  lining of  the  lagoon would be  rehabilitated.   Additionally,  the 

Airport would need  to continue  to pump and haul wastewater  from  the existing  lagoon on a more 

frequent basis and the Airport would need to obtain a discharge permit. 

2.2.1.1 Wastewater Flow Rates 

The current average daily flow rate was determined to be 14,500 gpd and is estimated to reach 24,500 

gpd by 2038 accounting  for  the  future growth and projected  increases  in passengers. To meet  the 

requirements of a total retention system the surface area of the lagoon would need to increase from 
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the 1.1‐acre lagoon to approximately 12 acres and it would need to be expanded to approximately 20 

acres by 2038. Alternative A does not address the wastewater flow rates of the Airport. 

Figure	4,	Alternative	A	‐	No	Action	

 	
Map	data	©2018	Google	

2.2.1.2 Wildlife Considerations 

Alternative  A  would  leave  the  existing  above  ground  open  water  pond  within  the  10,000  feet 

separation  distances  recommended  by  the  FAA  for wastewater  facilities. Wildlife  attracted  to  the 

existing lagoon would continue to be monitored and addressed as necessary by airport personnel. If 

wildlife attracted  to  the existing  lagoon  is determined  to be a hazard  to aircraft using  the Airport, 

physical barriers could be  installed to deter usage of the  lagoon.    If the existing  lining of the  lagoon 

were to be rehabilitated as part of maintenance (to prevent seepage), the lagoon effluent would most 

likely begin to discharge into a drainage that flows south towards Rapid Creek. Therefore, it would need 

to be pumped out and hauled away more frequently or it could be applied to a non‐public contact area 

on the Airport once a permit has been granted by DENR. All three of these practices have the potential 

to attract additional wildlife. Therefore, the necessary maintenance of the  lagoon could create new 

and expanded wildlife attractants on the Airport. 

Alternative A Summary 

Alternative A does not address issues related to the current wastewater system at RAP. If the current 

lagoon lining were to be maintained, to prevent excessive seepage, into the underlying soil formations 

per the requirements of DENR,  it  is anticipated that the current volume of the  lagoon would not be 

sufficient to retain all the current wastewater flowing into the lagoon.  Therefore, effluent would need 

to be pumped and hauled, or wastewater would be discharged  into the drainage flowing  into Rapid 

Creek, since the lagoon would not be expanded to the size needed for total retention.  A total retention 

±
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lagoon system was evaluated as part of Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Report however due to the 

large  surface  area  required  and  issues  related  to wildlife  attractions  it was  not  considered  to  be 

feasible.  

The existing wastewater system was not covered by a discharge permit until February 2020.This permit 

does not  allow discharge  into  the  adjacent drainage but does  allow  the Airport  to  land  apply  the 

effluent to an appropriate non‐public contact area of Airport property  .   A  licensed operator would 

need  to hired and monthly effluent  sampling would need  to be conducted. Based on  the  size and 

treatment  provided  by  the  existing  lagoon  it  is  improbable  that  sufficient  treatment  to meet  the 

stringent BOD and TSS requirements of the effluent would occur prior to it being discharged, much less 

the requirement for ammonia treatment and disinfection. Therefore, this alternative would not meet 

the purpose of the project to provide a system that meets DENR standards.  

2.2.2  Alternative B: Aerated Lagoon with Cover System and Ammonia 
Treatment 

Alternative  B would  include  an  aerated  lagoon  system  constructed  near  the  existing  lagoon with 

discharge of  treated effluent  to  the natural drainage  that  flows  towards Rapid Creek. The existing 

lagoon would be abandoned.   The Wastewater 

Treatment Feasibility Report  identified   a multi‐

celled aerated lagoon with an ammonia and BOD 

polishing reactor downstream of the lagoon. The 

new  lagoon  would  be  an  excavated  cell 

surrounded by earth dikes.  To prevent seepage, 

the  lagoon  would  be  lined  with  high  density 

polypropylene  (HDPE).  HDPE  baffle  curtains 

would be used to separate the  lagoon  into cells 

of  decreasing  aeration  and  mixing  intensity. 

Aerating  and mixing with  a blower  system  and 

diffusers would remove the majority of BOD and 

Ammonia.  The  entire water  surface  of  the  lagoon would  be  covered  by HDPE material with  rigid 

insulation panels. The cover system would maintain heat with the cells to improve ammonia removal, 

block sunlight and eliminate algae growth  (lowering TSS  levels), and completely block access to the 

lagoon by wildlife.  

An Ammonia and BOD polishing reactor would be placed downstream of the lagoon. This system would 

be a continuous discharging system  (year‐round) and would therefore require disinfection between 

May and September. The disinfection system would be housed in a building with the aeration system 

blowers. Effluent would pass through the disinfection system and be discharged into the drainage that 

flows  towards Rapid Creek. A  security  fence would be  installed  around  the perimeter of  the  new 

treatment facility.   

Please refer to Figure 5, Alternative B – Aerated Lagoon with Cover System and Ammonia Treatment 

for broad overview of this alternative and Figure 6, Alternative B Lagoon and Reactor Layout for a 

conceptual layout of this system.  Additional details on how this system works and its components is 

available in the Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study. 

Abandon/Eliminate the existing lagoon:  

1. Remove  wastewater  from  lagoon.  Could  be  pumped 

and  hauled  to  the  treatment  facility  or  allowed  to 

evaporate. 

2. A small amount of sludge  (approximately one  foot or 

less wet depth) could be incorporated into the backfill 

and not be removed. If sludge needed to be removed, it 

would be hauled to a suitable disposable site such the 

municipal landfill.  

3. Dikes would be pushed in and holes filled with suitable 

backfill.  The  area  would  be  landscaped  and 

groundcover established to prevent erosion and growth 

of noxious weeds.  
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Alternative  B would meet  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  project  for  the  reasons  described  in  the 

following sections. 

Figure	5,	Alternative	B	–	Aerated	Lagoon	with	Cover	System	and	Ammonia	Treatment	

	
Map data ©2018 Google 

*See Figure 6 for Conceptual Design Details of the Aerated Lagoon with Cover System 

Figure	6,	Alternative	B	Lagoon	and	Reactor	Layout	

 

±
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Design Criteria 

Alternative  B would  be  designed  to  comply with  South Dakota  Recommended Design  Criteria  for 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. The newer technologies proposed with this system 

would be able to meet the stringent BOD and TSS limits of 10 mg/L and Ammonia limits of 1 mg/L for 

the effluent. As the system would be a discharging system the Airport would hire a licensed operator 

to run the system and sample effluent discharged into the drainage that flows into Rapid Creek. Design 

criteria  for Alternative  B  is  summarized  in  Table  4, Alternative B Aerated  Lagoon  System Design 

Summary below. 

Table	4,	Alternative	B	Aerated	Lagoon	System	Design	Summary	

Parameter Value 

Total Detention Time 11 to 12 days 

Lagoon Water Depth 8 feet 

Lagoon Freeboard 3 feet 

Water Surface Dimensions Approx. 100 feet x 80 feet 

Blower Horsepower 7.5 HP 

BOD Effluent 10 mg/L 

TSS Effluent 10 mg/L 

Ammonia Effluent Limit 1 mg/L 

Maximum Lagoon Cell Seepage 1/16 inch/day 

 

2.2.2.1 Wastewater Flow Rates 

The system would be designed to accommodate the projected average daily flow rate of 24,500 gpd 

by 2038 to account for future growth and projected increases in passengers. Alternative B addresses 

the wastewater flow rates of the Airport. 

2.2.2.2 Wildlife Considerations 

The covered system proposed in Alternative B would eliminate access to the lagoon cells by wildlife.  

Additionally, a security fence would be constructed around the perimeter of the facility, which would 

also reduce access to the area by wildlife. Alternative B would eliminate the existing above ground 

open water pond within the 10,000 feet separation distances recommended by the FAA for wastewater 

facilities. However, the system would continuously discharge treated water into a drainage. Discharge 

of  treated effluent  into  this drainage  is  likely  to  cause an  increase  in  the number of wildlife  to be 

attracted to the area and could increase the potential for wildlife/aircraft collisions. The new discharge 

location and drainage would need to be monitored and, if necessary, wildlife issues would need to be 

addressed by airport personnel. Alternative B addresses wildlife hazard considerations by eliminating 

the open water lagoon, but it would also introduce a new, reduced, attractant by discharging treated 

wastewater into an existing drainage west of the Airport. If wildlife becomes attracted to the existing 

drainage due  to  lagoon discharge and  it  is determined  to be a hazard  to aircraft using  the Airport, 

various physical barriers could be used to deter usage of this area, including the use of rip rap, steep 

side slopes, or piping it further down the hill before it discharges into the drainage. 
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Alternative B Summary 

Alternative B would address the issues related to the current wastewater system at RAP. A new system 

would meet the requirements of DENR and would accommodate current and projected wastewater 

flowrates  coming  from  the Airport.   According  to  the Wastewater Treatment Feasibility  Study  this 

alternative would cost approximately $1.0 million to construct.  Alternative B would have an increased 

annual operation and maintenance cost associated with the cover, aeration, disinfection and polishing 

reactor system of approximately $42,000 per year. It would require the Airport to acquire an Industrial 

Discharge Permit from DENR, with an annual fee of $600 and to hire a licensed operator (estimated 

annual cost of $22,500) for the facility. See Figure 8, Alternative Life Cycle Cost for the project cost of 

Alternative  B  over  a  period  of  20  years.  The  Aerated  Lagoon  System  was  evaluated  as  part  of 

Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Report it was both considered to be feasible and identified as the 

Airport’s recommended alternative, at that time.  

2.2.3  Alternative C: Airport Collection System with Connection to 
the Rapid City Water Reclamation Facil ity 

Alternative  C would  eliminate  the  existing  lagoon  and  replace  it with  a  gravity main  to  carry  all 

wastewater from the existing Airport collection system to the south along the Airport access road to a 

lift station. The Airport is considering two potential locations for the lift station (Lift Station Option 1 

and Lift Station Option 2). The  lift station for Option 1 would be constructed adjacent to the access 

road  (approximately  0.5 miles  north of Highway  44). A  force main would  be  constructed  to  carry 

wastewater  from this  lift station to the west and  into the existing Rapid City collection system. The 

force main would be constructed  through property owned by the City of Rapid City and within the 

existing right of way along Dunn Road. Option 2 would construct a lift station near the intersection of 

Highway  44  and Airport  Road. A  force main would  be  constructed  paralleling Highway  44  until  it 

reaches Dunn Road and then it would follow Dunn Road. All wastewater coming from the Airport would 

be carried by this system to the existing WRF for treatment. Concrete surfacing and security fencing 

would be constructed around the lift station. A vehicle turnout and road would be constructed off the 

Airport  Road  to  provide  access  to  a  vehicle  gate  in  the  new  fence  needed  to  provide  access  for 

maintenance of the lift station.  

Please  refer  to  Figure  7,  Alternative  C  – Airport  Collection  Connected  to  Rapid  City WRF  for  an 

overview of how the airport collection system would be connected to Rapid City’s.  Additional details 

on how  this system works and  its components  is available  in the Wastewater Treatment Feasibility 

Study. 

Alternative  C would meet  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  project  for  the  reasons  described  in  the 

following sections.  

Design Criteria 

Alternative  C would  be  designed  to  comply with  South Dakota  Recommended Design  Criteria  for 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. All wastewater from the Airport would ultimately be 

discharged to the existing WRF and would utilize the high  level of treatment at the existing  facility. 

Design  criteria  for Alternative C  is  summarized  in Table 5, Alternative C Collection System Design 

Summary. 
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	Table	5,	Alternative	C	Collection	System	Design	Summary	

Gravity Main Design Criteria 
Parameter Value 

Minimum Gravity Main Collection Diameter 8 inches 
Maximum Spacing Between Manholes for 15 

inches and smaller 400 feet 

Maximum Spacing Between Manholes for 18 
inches and larger 500 feet 

Lift Station Design Criteria 
Minimum Number of Pumps 2 

Minimum Pumping Rate 4 times Average Design Flow 
Maximum Wet Well Fill Time 30 Minutes 

Force Main Design Criteria 
Minimum Flow Velocity 8 Feet/sec 
Maximum Flow Velocity 2 Feet/sec 

2.2.3.1 Wastewater Flow Rates 

The system would be designed to accommodate the projected average daily flow rate of 24,500 gpd 

by 2038 to account for future growth and projected increases in passengers. Alternative C addresses 

the wastewater flow rates of the Airport. 

2.2.3.2 Wildlife Considerations 

Alternative C would  eliminate  the  existing  above  ground open water pond within  the 10,000  feet 

separation  distances  recommended  by  the  FAA  for wastewater  facilities.  Additionally,  the  system 

would continuously discharge  treated water  to  the existing WRF  located over 10,000  feet  from the 

AOA. Alternative C addresses wildlife hazard considerations of the existing  lagoon and  it would not 

introduce any new attractants within the recommended separation distances. 
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Figure	7,	Alternative	C	–	Airport	Collection	Connected	to	Rapid	City	WRF	

	
	Map	data	©2018	Google	

±



Environmental Assessment 
KLJ | July 2020 
 

16	

Alternative C Summary 

Alternative C would address  the  issues  related  to  the current wastewater  system at RAP. The new 

system  would  meet  the  requirements  of  DENR  and  would  accommodate  current  and  projected 

wastewater flowrates coming from the Airport.   According to the Wastewater Treatment Feasibility 

Study Alternative C‐1 would cost approximately $1.6 million to construct.  Alternative C‐1 would also 

have an annual operation and maintenance cost of approximately $8,500 per year. The estimated cost 

of Alternative C‐2 were updated  for  this  study and are  included  in Table 6, Alternative C Options 

Comparison. The Airport would not need to acquire an Industrial Discharge Permit from DENR or hire 

a  licensed operator  for  the  facility. See Figure 8, Alternative Life Cycle Cost  for  the project cost of 

Alternative C over a period of 20 years. The Airport Collection System was evaluated as part of the 

Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study, and it was determined to be feasible.  

Table	6,	Alternative	C	Options	Comparison	

 

Alternative C Option Comparisons 
 Option C-1 Option C-2 

Gravity Main Length 4,300 feet 6,500 feet 
Force Main Length 9,700 feet 10,050 feet 

Manholes 12 17 

Costs $1.6 Million $1.8 Million 

Annual Operation and Maintenance $8,500 $9,500 
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2 . 3  A l t e r n a t i v e  C o s t s  C o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

Both  build  alternatives would  be  sized  to meet  the minimum  requirements  of  the  South  Dakota 

Recommended Design Criteria for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities.  The existing lagoon 

would be  eliminated  under both  build  alternatives  and  the Airport  tenants  that  are  connected  to 

existing lagoon system would need sewer service.  The current users would not require the new system 

to be expanded beyond the minimum requirements of the State and would be allowed to connect to 

the new  system  as part of  their  lease agreements with  the Airport.  If  flow  rates  from  the Airport 

Terminal exceed the minimum size requirements and the system needs to be expanded in the future, 

then the cost of the expansion would need to be divided proportionately with other on Airport users 

of the system.  

Table	7,	Estimated	Cost	Summary	

Alternative Estimated Capital Cost 
Alternative A $0.00 

Alternative B1 $1.0 million 

Alternative C-11 $1.6 million 

Alternative C-22 $1.8 million 
(1) Alternatives B and C‐1 cost estimate are from the 2017 Feasibility Report, adjusted for inflation. 

(2) Alternative C‐2 are based on Alternative C‐1 with adjustments for additional piping and manholes. 

The estimated initial capital cost for the three alternatives are summarized above in Table 7, Estimated 

Cost  Summary.  The  cost  estimates  do  not  include  any  ongoing  operation  and maintenance  cost.  

Additionally, Alternative B would include the annual cost for a licensed operator. All annual costs are 

assumed to increase by 1 percent annually and have been brought back to a present worth using a 5 

percent interest rate and a 20‐year term.  The costs were then added to the initial capital cost to allow 

for a comparison of total present worth for the alternatives. The life cycle costs are presented in Table 

8, Life Cycle Cost Comparison and Figure 8, Alternative Life Cycle Cost 

Table	8,	Life	Cycle	Cost	Comparison	

Alternative 

Annual 
O&M 
Cost 

Annual Cost 
of Licensed 
Operator 
and/or 
Permit 

Total 
Initial Cost 

Present 
Worth of 
Annual 
O&M (1) 

Present Worth of 
Operator Cost 

and/or Permit(1) 
Present Worth of 

Total Cost(2) 
Alternative A $--(3) $600.00 $0.00 --(4) --(4) --(4) 

Alternative B $42,000 $22,500(5) $1.0 million $567,129.37 $311,296.63 $1,878,426.00 

Alternative C-1 $8,500 $0.00 $1.6 million $114,776.93 $0.00 $1,714,776.18 

Alternative C-2 $9,500 $0.00 $1.8 million $128,279.26 $0.00 $1,928,279.26 

(1) Present Worth Costs are based on an annually compounded interest rate of 5.00 percent over a 20‐year period. 

(2) The total present worth cost is equal to the initial costs plus the present worth of all annual costs. 

(3) In  2019,  the  Airport  spent  nearly  $100,000  on  temporary modifications,  pumping,  and  hauling  effluent  to  remain  in 

compliance with DENR. 

(4) Present Worth of Alternative A is not considered as the Airport would be required to have a new system in place by January 

1, 2023 per DENR requirements. 

(5) The annual cost of a licensed operator was estimated to be approximately ½ the annual average salary for licensed water 

treatment plant operators in South Dakota according to careerexplorer.com. 



Environmental Assessment 
KLJ | July 2020 
 

18	

See Figure 8, Alternative Life Cycle Cost for the present value of each of the proposed alternatives over 

20 years. 

Figure	8,	Alternative	Life	Cycle	Cost	

 

2 . 4  A d d i t i o n a l  A l t e r n a t i v e  C o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

The  Airport  proposed  to  construct  an  alternative  that would  service  only  the  Airport.  A  regional 

collection system that would have served residential areas to the west and east of the Airport was 

reviewed in the Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study to see how the Airport would fit into a regional 

system. The Airport does not have the capacity to fund a system of this scale on its own and regional 

capital improvement funding for this system is many years away.  Therefore, the regional system was 

not considered as an alternative to the Proposed Action.   
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES, AND MITIGATION 

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation, of this EA describes 

the existing conditions within  the Project Area. Please  refer  to Figure 2, Project Area. The existing 

conditions,  or  affected  environment,  are  the  baseline  conditions  that  may  be  affected  by  the 

alternatives.  This  chapter  also  summarizes  the  potential  direct  and  cumulative  impacts  on 

environmental,  cultural,  socioeconomic, and human‐made 

resources  from  the  alternatives,  as  well  as  avoidance, 

minimization,  and/or  mitigation  measures  for  adverse 

impacts. Indirect impacts are discussed in impact categories 

where relevant.  

This chapter is divided into sections for each impact category 

analyzed as part of this document. Some impact categories 

reference appendices where further information can also be 

found.  The  sections  contain  the  following  components, 

where applicable:  

 Background – discusses  the  impact category 

and  contains  information  related  to  the 

applicable regulations or laws associated with 

the impact category. 

 Affected Environment – discusses the existing 

conditions  associated  with  the  impact 

categories being addressed. 

 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

– discusses  the potential direct and  indirect 

impacts associated with each alternative and 

mitigation, if required. 

Cumulative  impacts are analyzed  for each resource category  relevant  to  the project  in Section 3.8, 

Cumulative Effects. 

3 . 1  B i o l o g i c a l  R e s o u r c e s  

3.1.1  Background 

Pursuant  to  the  Fish  and Wildlife  Coordination Act of  1980,  if  the  proposed  improvements would 

impound, divert, deepen, control, or modify any stream or water body, consultation with the US Fish 

and Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and  state  agency  having  administrative  responsibilities  over wildlife 

resources must be  initiated.  In South Dakota, the state agency  is the South Dakota Game, Fish, and 

Parks  Department  (GFP).  Consultation  is  used  to  determine  the  possibility  of  damage  to wildlife 

resources  and  the measures  that  should  be  adopted  to  prevent  the  loss  of,  or  damage  to,  those 

resources, as well as to provide for the concurrent development and improvement of such resources. 

Direct impacts are caused by the action 

and occur at the same time and place. 

(40 CFR § 1508.8) 

Indirect, secondary impacts are caused 

by the action and are later in time or 

farther removed in distance, but are still 

reasonably foreseeable. 

(40 CFR § 1508.8).  

Cumulative impacts are impacts that 

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. Cumulative impacts can result 

from individually minor, but collectively 

significant actions taking place over a 

period of time. 

(40 CFR § 1508.7).  
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The Act also provides protection of any publicly owned wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, state, 

or local significance.  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 protects migratory birds by implementing a treaty among the 

United States, Mexico, Canada,  Japan, and  former Soviet Union. The Act makes  it unlawful to take, 

hunt, kill, or possess any migratory bird, nest, eggs, or any part thereof. The Secretary of the Interior 

has the discretion to decide when the above actions may be permitted.  

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940, as amended, was written with the intent to protect 

and preserve bald and golden eagles. The Act makes it unlawful to take, possess, import, export, or sell 

bald and golden eagles or any part thereof, including nests. The taking of bald and golden eagles can 

only be made allowable by  the Secretary of  Interior, who may deem  taking necessary  for scientific 

purposes.  

Threatened and endangered species and  their designated Critical Habitats are protected under  the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973. Section 7 of the ESA applies to federal agency actions and sets 

forth requirements for consultation to determine whether a Proposed Action would affect protected 

resources.  If  the agency determines  that an action may affect protected  resources, Section 7(a)(2) 

requires each agency to consult with the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries Service, as appropriate. 

The consultation is intended to ensure that any action the agency authorizes, funds, or carries out is 

not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  federally  listed  endangered  or  threatened 

species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of Critical Habitat. 

3.1.2  Affected Environment 

The area contains numerous wetlands ditches and drainages that flow primarily to the south towards 

Rapid Creek and east in Murphy Ditch, which is used for irrigation. Vegetation within the area consists 

primarily of hay and pasture lands; mixed grassland, and some trees. Please refer to Figure 2, Project 

Area for an aerial image of the Project Area. For the Proposed Action the Action Area3 has been defined 

as the Project Area shown in Figure 2, Project Area, and depicted in the Effects Determination packet 

located in Appendix C, Background Information. The Project Area contains suitable habitat for many 

wildlife species throughout the year including deer, coyotes, rabbits, and prairie dogs. Many non‐game 

bird species are known to fly through and inhabit this region. There are no known bald or golden eagle 

nests within the Project Area.   

According  to  the USFWS Environmental Conservation Online System:  Information  for Planning and 

Conservation,  the  following  threatened and endangered wildlife  species and Critical Habitats occur 

within Pennington County. There are no ESA‐listed plant species within Pennington County. See Table 

3‐2, Threatened and Endangered Species for a list of species that were evaluated. 

                                                            
3 The Action Area is defined by regulation (50 CFR 402.02) as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by 
the Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action.  
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Table	3‐2,	Threatened	and	Endangered	Species	

Listed Species Status Habitat Preference 
Presence or absence in 

Project Area 

Whooping crane 

(Grusmericana) 

Endangered  Wetlands, marshes, mudflats, wet prairies, 

and fields. They use shallow, seasonally, and 

semi‐permanently flooded, palustrine 

wetlands for roosting and various cropland 

and emergent wetlands for feeding. Past 

migratory stopover behavior studies indicate 

that whooping cranes will avoid human 

disturbance, such as access and section roads, 

wind development, and structures, from 0.5 

miles to 0.75 miles (Austin and Richert 2005). 

Absent – No suitable habitat 

present due to the proximity to 

existing facilities, roadways, and 

the City of Rapid City. 

 

Least Tern  

(Sterna antillarum) 

Endangered  Sandy shores and beaches, or rocky shores 

that are dry. Sparsely vegetated sand, shell, 

and gravely beaches, sand bars, islands, and 

salt flats associated with rivers and reservoirs.  

Absent – Found along the main 

stem of the Missouri River, no 

suitable habitat present. 

 

Rufa Red Knot 

(Calidris canutus 

rufa) 

Threatened  Sandy shores and beaches, or rocky shores 

that are dry. Sparsely vegetated sand, shell, 

and gravely beaches, sand bars, islands, and 

salt flats associated with rivers and reservoirs. 

Absent – Found along the main 

stem of the Missouri River, has 

been identified on large 

permanent lakes and wetlands, no 

suitable habitat present. 

Northern long‐

eared bat 

(Myotis 

septentrionalis) 

Threatened  During the summer, suitable habitat includes 

forested areas, and during the winter, suitable 

habitat includes caves and mines that have 

high humidity, constant temperatures, and no 

air currents. 

Absent – The project is located in 

close proximity to existing human 

development, no suitable habitat 

present. 

 

 Whooping Crane  (Grus americana), Endangered – Suitable habitat  for  the whooping crane 

includes wetlands, marshes, mudflats, wet  prairies,  and  fields. Whooping  cranes migrate 

annually through South Dakota along a band running north and south across the central part 

of the state where 95 percent of whooping cranes pass through. They use shallow, seasonally, 

and  semi‐permanently  flooded, palustrine wetlands  for  roosting and various  cropland and 

emergent wetlands for feeding.  

Whooping cranes have been documented using a wide range of wetland sizes for roosting, 

including small, natural wetlands; manmade stock ponds; large lakes; and rivers without visual 

obstructions  (e.g.,  high  or  dense  vegetation).  Roosting  sites  are  often within  0.6 miles  of 

suitable  feeding habitat  (CWS and USFWS 2007). Past migratory stopover behavior studies 

indicate that whooping cranes will avoid human disturbance, such as access and section roads, 

wind development, and structures, from 0.5 miles to 0.75 miles (Austin and Richert 2005). The 

wetlands located within the Project Area are in close proximity to active airport facilities and 

activities,  access  roads,  and  highways.  This  decreases  the  likelihood  of  wetland  use  by 

whooping cranes near the Project Area.  
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 Least  Tern  (Sterna  antillarum),  Endangered  ‐  Least  tern  breed  in  isolated  areas  along  the 

Missouri, Mississippi, Ohio, Red, and Rio Grande River  systems. They winter along  coastal 

areas of Central and South America and the Caribbean Islands, but not a lot is known about 

their wintering areas. Suitable nesting habitat includes barren to sparsely vegetated sand bars 

along rivers, lake and reservoir shorelines, gravel rooftops, and sand and gravel pits. There is 

no suitable habitat within the Project Area. 

 Rufa Red Knot (Calidris canutus rufa), Threatened – Rufa red knots require favorable habitat, 

food,  and weather  conditions within  narrow  seasonal windows  as  they migrate  between 

wintering and breeding areas. Primary habitat for the rufa red knot includes sandy or gravelly 

beaches and  sandbars, or alkaline wetlands. Although  rufa  red knots use primarily marine 

habitats on  their  breeding  and wintering  grounds,  the  species  is  known  to utilize  surface 

waters in South Dakota during migration. Red knots have been observed in the Missouri River 

system as well as  large permanent freshwater wetlands, and alkaline and freshwater  lakes. 

There is no suitable habitat for the species within the Project Area. 

 Northern Long‐eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis), Threatened – The northern long‐eared bat 

is found in the eastern and north‐central United States and all Canadian provinces. During the 

summer, preferred habitat includes forested areas and adjacent open space for roosting and 

foraging.  During  the  winter,  preferred  habitat  includes  caves  and mines  that  have  high 

humidity, constant  temperatures, and no air currents  for hibernation. There  is no suitable 

habitat within the Project Area. 

3.1.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

Alternative A (No Action): No direct or indirect impacts on wildlife would be expected; no water bodies 

would  be  impounded,  diverted,  deepened,  controlled,  or modified;  and  no mitigation  would  be 

required. 

Alternatives B and C  (Build Alternatives): No  lakes, rivers, streams, or creeks would be  impounded, 

diverted, deepened,  controlled, or modified by  these  alternatives;  therefore,  the  Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act of 1980 would not apply to the project. Please refer to Section 3.7,Water Resources 

– Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Water, and Groundwater, for more information. 

Alternatives B and C are not anticipated to result in tree removal; however, any tree removal that may 

become necessary would be conducted outside of summer maternity season for the northern  long‐

eared bat (April 1 to September 30). No direct or indirect impacts on bald and golden eagles would be 

expected due to the absence of nests within the Project Area. 

Alternatives B and C would result in temporary impacts on vegetation and wildlife during construction 

activities. BMPs (e.g., berms, dikes, dams, sediment basins, fiber mats, gravel, mulches, grasses, slope 

drains) would be implemented to prevent soil erosion and siltation. Increased noise levels and motion 

associated with construction activities may indirectly impact wildlife species utilizing areas adjacent to 

the project. Wildlife species near the Project Area are likely habituated to frequent and intense noise 

disturbances from vehicle and aircraft traffic in the area. As such, most wildlife species are anticipated 

to remain during construction. Other species may be temporarily displaced during construction.  
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The following summarizes the effect determinations for the threatened and endangered species that 

may occur within Pennington County.  Please refer to Appendix C, Background Information for the ESA 

Section 7 Effect Determination Table. 

 Whooping  Crane  –  Due  to  the  proximity  of  human  developments,  Alternative  B  and 

Alternative C were determined  to have No Effect on  the whooping crane or  its associated 

habitat.  

 Least Tern – Since there is no preferred habitat within the Project Area, Alternatives B and C 

were determined to have No Effect on the least tern or its associated habitat. 

 Rufa Red Knot – Since there is no preferred habitat within the Project Area, Alternatives B and 

C were determined to have No Effect on the rufa red knot or its associated habitat. 

 Northern Long‐eared Bat – Since there is little suitable roosting habitat within the Project Area 

and tree removal, if needed, would be conducted outside of the summer maternity season, 

Alternatives B and C were determined to have No Effect on the northern long‐eared bat or its 

associated habitat. 

3 . 2  H a z a r d o u s  M a t e r i a l s ,  P o l l u t i o n  P r e v e n t i o n ,  a n d  S o l i d  
W a s t e  

3.2.1  Background  

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  (CERCLA) of 1981 and 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, as amended, are two important statues that 

govern actions to control hazardous waste.4 CERCLA provides for cleanup of any release of a hazardous 

substance (excluding petroleum) into the environment, while RCRA governs the generation, treatment, 

storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes.  

Most hazardous materials and petroleum products used in support of aviation activities are associated 

with aircraft fueling and maintenance, and airfield maintenance. The most common materials consist 

of jet fuel, avgas, motor vehicle fuels, paints, paint removers, deicers and antifreeze, cleaning solvents, 

pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and a range of other miscellaneous items including batteries, filters, 

and electrical equipment, as described in 40 CFR Part 261. 

Solid waste is defined by the implementing regulations of RCRA as any discarded material that meets 

specific regulatory requirements, which can include refuse, scrap metal, spent materials, chemical by‐

products, and sludge from wastewater treatment plants. 

The broad mission of pollution prevention is to avert pollution at the source, promote the use of more 

efficient materials, and conserve natural resources. Pollution prevention offers  important economic 

benefits,  as  pollution  that  is  never  created  avoids  the  need  for  expensive  investments  in  waste 

management and cleanup. 

                                                            
4 As amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and the Community Environmental 
Response Facilitation Act of 1992, 42 U.S.C. 9601–9675. 
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3.2.2  Affected Environment  

The Airport  is  in  compliance with  local,  state, and  federal  rules and  regulations  regarding  the use, 

generation, and storage of all chemicals and materials on the Airport property. Land not owned by the 

Airport within the Project Area has been used for agricultural production or county road rights‐of‐way 

since at least the early 1960s, and there is no evidence of spills or contamination.  

During the scoping process, consultation with the DENR did not identify any National Priority List (NPL) 

sites or non‐NPL sites within the Project Area. Please refer to Appendix B, Letters and Responses, for 

a copy of the DENR letter. The DENR maintains a database of underground storage tanks (USTs) and 

leaking underground  storage  tanks  (LUSTs). According  to  the UST database,  there  are USTs  at  the 

Airport and the WRF. Although not intended to be an exhaustive survey, coordination with DENR and 

review of the UST database indicates that there are no significant hazardous material sites within the 

Project Area. In May 2017, the Airport reported a release of approximately 200 gallons of firefighting 

foam into a storm water drainage located approximately 1,200 feet south of the existing lagoon and 

north of Airport Road.  The Airport implemented the requested remedial action to “recover impacted 

water, excavate impacted soils, and appropriately dispose the recovered and excavated substances”.  

The  Airport  has  also  implemented  control measures  to  prevent  future  uncontrolled  discharge  of 

firefighting foam and aircraft deicing chemicals into the stormwater drainage.    

It is possible that other unrecorded sites may contain hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and/or 

environmental contamination in the areas of the proposed Airport improvements. This is because not 

all sites, spills, and problems are reported or known to exist. Therefore, the information contained in 

this section  is  intended  for planning purposes and  is not meant to replace Environmental Audits or 

Environmental Site Assessments that are conducted prior to project construction or land acquisition. 

The Rapid City Regional Landfill is located approximately seven miles west of the Airport on US Highway 

79. The  landfill  is a Subtitle D  facility permitted  for operation by  the South Dakota Department of 

Environment and Natural Resources. On an average day the landfill receives 700 tons of non‐hazardous 

solid waste; household waste, construction and demolition debris, non‐hazardous special wastes and 

non‐infectious medical waste for disposal (City of Rapid City, 2019). 

The Airport does not currently have a formal Pollution Prevention Plan for operation of the Airport. 

3.2.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation  

Alternative A (No Action): Alternative A would not result  in any direct or  indirect hazardous or solid 

waste‐related impacts. Alternative A would not directly or indirectly impact pollution prevention at the 

Airport.  

Alternative B and C (Build Alternatives): The project is not expected to involve hazardous materials or 

generate hazardous waste other than those generally associated with construction.  

If  previously  unknown  contaminants  are  discovered  during  construction  or  a  spill  occurs  during 

construction, work would cease until the Contractor notifies the National Response Center (800‐424‐

8802). If contamination is encountered, the Contractor must also notify the DENR at (605) 773‐3296 or 

(605)773‐3231 after hours. Any contaminated soil encountered would be temporarily stockpiled and 

sampled to determine disposal requirements. 
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3 . 3  H i s t o r i c a l ,  A r c h i t e c t u r a l ,  A r c h a e o l o g i c a l ,  a n d  C u l t u r a l  
R e s o u r c e s  

3.3.1  Background  

Section 106 of  the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,  requires  that  federally 

funded projects be evaluated for their effects on historic and cultural properties included in, or eligible 

for  listing  on,  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  The  Archaeological  and  Historic 

Preservation Act of 1974  (ARPA) provides  for  the  survey,  recovery,  and preservation of  significant 

scientific, pre‐historical, or archaeological data when such data may be destroyed or irreparably lost 

due to a federal, federally licensed, or federally funded project.  

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990  (NAGPRA)  is  triggered by  the 

possession of human remains or cultural items by a federally funded repository or by the discovery of 

human remains or cultural items on federal or tribal lands and provides for the inventory, protection, 

and return of cultural items to affiliated Native American groups. Permits are required for intentional 

excavation and removal of Native American cultural items from federal or tribal lands.  

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (AIRFA) requires consultation with Native American 

groups concerning Proposed Actions on sacred sites on federal land or affecting access to sacred sites. 

It establishes federal policy to protect and preserve for American Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Native 

Hawaiians their right to free exercise of their religion in the form of site access, use, and possession of 

sacred objects, and  freedom  to worship  through ceremonial and  traditional  rites. The Act  requires 

federal agencies to consider the  impacts of their actions on religious sites and objects  important to 

Native Americans, regardless of the eligibility for listing on the NRHP. 

3.3.2  Affected Environment 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) on cultural resources was identified based on consideration of the 

following potential impacts: areas where the Proposed Action could create visual or audible impacts 

on  historic  properties,  areas  that  could  indirectly  impact  historic  properties,  and  areas where  the 

project could cause ground disturbance. Noise impacts and visual impacts that could change the setting 

or feel of the area are not anticipated to occur outside of the proposed project boundaries. All ground 

disturbance  related  to  construction  of  the  proposed  lagoon,  underground  pipes,  lift  station, 

construction staging, access routes, and material storage is anticipated to be accomplished within the 

existing and proposed project boundaries. Therefore, the APE has been identified as the Project Area 

as shown on Figure 2, Project Area. 

Pre‐field Level  I Literature Reviews conducted within one mile of Project Area to  identify previously 

recorded  sites  identified  six  previously  recorded  cultural  resources.  Two  of  cultural  resources,  a 

historical earthwork (Murphy Ditch) and a historic railroad, are  located  inside the Project Area. The 

sites are Eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  

A Level III Survey of the northern portion of the Project Area was completed on April 18‐19, 2017 by 

KLJ archaeologist, Andrew Robinson. One new prehistoric site was recorded.  A tribal inventory of that 

area was completed on August 15, 2017 by a tribal cultural specialist from the Cheyenne River Sioux 

Tribe accompanying KLJ archaeologist, Corey Yates. The traditional cultural specialist identified eight 
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Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs). All sites recorded in the northern portion are recommended as 

Eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Additionally, a Level III Survey of the south portion of the Project Area was completed on August 19‐20 

and October 25, 2019 by KLJ archaeologist, Matt Hull, and tribal cultural specialist from the Rosebud 

Sioux Tribe and Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe. During the inventory, two previously recorded historical 

cultural resource (Murphy Ditch) and the historical railroad were updated and three newly recorded 

cultural resources, an archaeological site and two bridges, were documented within the surveyed area. 

In addition, the tribal cultural specialists identified three TCPs. All of them are potentially Eligible for 

listing on the NRHP. 

In accordance with 16 United States Code (USC) 470hh(a), Confidentiality of Information Concerning 

the  Nature  and  Location  of  Archaeological  Resources  and  Traditional  Cultural  Properties,  detailed 

information regarding the specific  locations of archaeological and cultural resources  is exempt from 

the Freedom of Information Act and is not included in this EA. 

3.3.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation  

Alternative A (No Action): No direct or indirect impacts on historical, architectural, archaeological, or 

cultural resources would be expected. 

Alternatives B and C (Build Alternatives): Based on the findings of the Level III Cultural Resource and 

Tribal Inventory report and a review of the project alternatives, the State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO) concurred with a No Historic Properties Affected determination on July 14, 2020. Please refer 

to Appendix B, Letters and Responses, for a copy of this concurrence letter. 

TCPs important to the represented tribes would be avoided by construction activities associated with 

project. Protective measures would be required to ensure that no unintentional disturbances of these 

sites occur during construction. This would include the use of construction fencing or other markers 

placed under the observation of appointed TCS(s). Due to the potential for additional discoveries during 

construction, the Airport would be required to provide TCS(s) appointed by their Tribe an opportunity 

to observe ground‐disturbing activities that remove the top 12 inches of topsoil and Holocene deposits, 

in accordance with guidelines to be provided by the FAA and prepared in consultation with the Tribes.   

Material source clearance for borrow, aggregate, riprap, and staging areas would be required before 

materials  could  be  taken  from  offsite.  If  any  construction  activity  results  in  discovery  of  cultural 

resources, work would cease until the FAA Airports District Office (ADO) in Bismarck is notified per the 

Discovery Plan for General Aviation (GA) Projects in the Dakotas. The Contractor would be required to 

protect the material until cultural resource concerns have been addressed. Consultation with the SHPO 

and Tribes would take place and decisions regarding appropriate treatment would be made. Activities 

undertaken to address discoveries would comply with NEPA, the AIRFA, NAGPRA, and the ARPA, as 

appropriate to the situation. 
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3 . 4  L a n d  U s e  

3.4.1  Background 

Compatible  land uses are  those  that  typically are not  influenced by normal airport operations. The 

compatibility of existing land uses near an airport is usually associated with the extent of noise impacts 

occurring  from  airport  property  and  safety  concerns.  Incompatible  land  uses  include  fuel  storage 

facilities, areas of public assembly, tree rows, high‐density residential areas, and areas that have the 

potential to attract hazardous wildlife.  

Pursuant to 49 USC § 47107 (a) (10) (AIR 21 Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for 

the 21st Century), formerly Section 511 (a) (5) of the 1982 Airport Act, the adoption of zoning laws shall 

be taken to restrict the use of land adjacent to, or in the immediate vicinity of, an airport to activities 

and purposes compatible with normal airport operations, including aircraft landing and takeoff. 

Hazardous wildlife attractants may also be considered incompatible land uses. FAA AC 150/5200‐33B, 

Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports, provides guidance regarding land uses that may 

attract wildlife hazards near airports. The AC recommends wildlife attractants be at least 10,000 feet 

away from their AOA for turbine powered aircraft, and five miles from the AOA  if they would cause 

wildlife to cross the approach/departure surface.  

3.4.2  Affected Environment 

The Project Area includes the existing 1.1‐acre lagoon.  It is an uncovered sewage lagoon and located 

about 500 feet from the AOA.  The land is primarily zoned for the Airport and General Agriculture. SD 

Highway 44 is located within the Project Area, south of Airport property. Please refer to Appendix C, 

Background  Information  for a Rapid City – Pennington County Land Use map  to see zoning  in and 

around the Project Area. 

3.4.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

Alternative A (No Action): No changes to land use would occur, and no direct or indirect impacts on 

land use would be expected. However, land use compatibility would not be improved, as the uncovered 

sewage  lagoon would remain within the AOA. Other than normal maintenance activities (e.g., grass 

and cattail management, pyrotechnics, wildlife monitoring and recording) there would be no changes 

to the airfield habitat features to reduce wildlife hazards under Alternative A. 

Alternative B: The existing uncovered  lagoon would be replaced with a covered  lagoon  in the same 

general vicinity as the existing lagoon.  The cover is needed as part of the overall treatment process but 

would  also  prevent waterfowl  and  other wildlife  from  using  the  lagoon.    This  alternative would 

discharge treated water into a drainage on the airport.   This discharge has the potential to promote 

vegetation growth that may become a wildlife attractant.  This area would need to be monitored to 

ensure wildlife concerns are addressed. If hazardous wildlife is attracted to this area the Airport would 

need to implement hazing, harassment, and/or depredation techniques to prevent collisions between 

wildlife and aircraft. No land would be acquired for this alternative and no other changes to land use 

are expected. 

Alternative  C:  The  existing  uncovered  lagoon  would  be  replaced  with  underground  sewer  lines 

connecting to City of Rapid City’s WRF. Utility easements would be needed on property not owned by 
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the Airport. No  land would be  acquired  for  this  alternative  and no other  changes  to  land use  are 

expected. Any utilities running along or crossing SDDOT right of way would require a permit from the 

SDDOT Area Engineer in order to use SDDOT right of way.   

3 . 5  S o c i o e c o n o m i c s  

3.5.1  Background  

Socioeconomics is an umbrella term used to describe aspects of a project that are either social and/or 

economic in nature. The primary statute related to socioeconomic impacts is the Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policy Act of 1970. The Act contains provisions that must be 

followed  if  acquisition  of  real  property  or  displacement  of  people  would  occur  as  a  result  of 

implementing a selected alternative (49 CFR Part 24). 

For  socioeconomics,  the  area  evaluated may  be  larger  than  the  area  evaluated  for  other  impact 

categories (e.g., evaluating the county as opposed to the Project Area). The principal social impacts to 

be considered are associated with relocation or other community disruption, transportation, planned 

development, and employment. The baseline conditions should  include  the size of  local population 

centers, distance from a project site to these areas, and nature of the local economies. 

3.5.2  Affected Environment  

The  Airport  is  approximately  nine miles  east  of  the  central  business  center  of  Rapid  City,  SD. An 

estimated 27 percent of the total population of Pennington County lives in the City of Rapid City (US 

Census Bureau 2018). Please refer to Table 9, Population Summary (2010‐2017), for a summary 

of the population in Rapid City and Pennington County from 2010 to 2017. 

Table	9,	Population	Summary	(2010‐2017)		

Location Population 
2010 2017 Percent Change 

City of Rapid City 67,956 74,421 8.7 
Pennington County 100,948 110,141 9.1 

Sources: US Census Bureau 2018  

 

There were 79,345 jobs in Pennington County in 2017.5 The three largest industries were healthcare 

(11,010 individuals employed); retail trade (10,214 individuals employed); and accommodations and 

food service (8,310 individuals employed) (BEA, 2019). 

There are over 3,700 commercial and  industrial businesses  located  in Pennington County,  including, 

but not  limited to, restaurants, hotels/motels, gas stations, grocery/convenient stores, banks, retail 

stores,  automobile/equipment  repair  shops,  oil  and  gas  service  providers,  and  agricultural  service 

providers.  

                                                            
5 Employment data for 2017 and 2018 are not yet available for Pennington County; therefore, data from the US Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 2017 estimates are used. 
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3.5.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

Alternative A  (No Action): No direct  impacts would be expected. There would be no  relocation of 

housing or businesses, community disruption, or impacts on transportation or planned development. 

Pennington County and Rapid City would not benefit from the improvements proposed to the Airport. 

Since construction of the proposed project would not occur under Alternative A, a temporary increase 

in construction employment opportunities and subsequent increase in payroll taxes, sales receipts, and 

indirect purchases of goods and services would not occur. 

Alternative  B  and  C  (Build  Alternatives):  There would  be  no  relocation  of  housing  or  businesses, 

community disruption, or impacts on transportation or planned development. The community of Rapid 

City would benefit from improvements to the Airport. Construction activities, anticipated to occur over 

two to three months, associated with Alternatives B and C would result in a minimal and temporary 

increased need for  local construction contractors, which would result  in an  increase  in construction 

employment  opportunities.  However,  the  demand  for  local  services  during  construction  is  not 

anticipated  to exceed  the existing capacities of  the  local services  in Rapid City. Construction would 

provide a small and temporary economic benefit to the region due to increases in payroll taxes, sales 

receipts, and the indirect purchase of goods and services.  

Operation of construction equipment and transport of workers and materials to and from the project 

site  would  result  in  a  minimal  increase  in  vehicle  traffic  volume.  However,  this  increase  is  not 

anticipated to result in congestion or degrade the current level of service. Traffic volumes would return 

to pre‐project levels upon completion of construction. 

3 . 6  V i s u a l  E f f e c t s  

3.6.1  Background  

Visual resources are  the natural and human‐made  features  that give a particular setting or area  its 

aesthetic qualities. These  features define  the  landscape  character of an area and  form  the overall 

impression that an observer receives of that area.  

The  aesthetic  value  of  an  area  is  influenced  by  its 

landscape and the viewer’s response to the view, scenic 

resource, or human‐made feature. The extent of potential 

visual contrast or compatibility with adjacent  landforms 

and  land uses are addressed  from  the vantage point of 

those  living  adjacent  to  the  Project  Area  or  traveling 

through on Highway 44 and/or Airport Road.  

Light emissions from the various types of lighting installed 

on,  around, or  related  to  an  airport  can be  a potential 

annoyance  for people  living or working  in the vicinity of 

the  lighting.  An  annoyance  can  be  often  avoided  by 

shielding, changing a beam angle, or considering the location of the lights or light system. 

Evaluating the aesthetic qualities of an 
area is a subjective process because 
the value that an observer places on a 
specific feature varies depending on 
their perspective. In general, a feature 
observed within a landscape can be 
considered as characteristic (or 

character‐defining) if it is inherent to 
the composition and function of the 

landscape. 
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3.6.2  Affected Environment 

The  area  associated  with  the  Project  Area  is  generally  characterized  as  rural,  sparse  residential 

development. Visual resources immediately surrounding the Project Area include hay and pastureland, 

local roadways, an abandoned railroad bed, and drainage/irrigation ditches. Visual resources within 

the Project Area  includes Highway 44, Airport Road,  the existing  lagoon, hay and pastureland, and 

drainage/irrigation ditches. 

3.6.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

Alternative A (No Action): No direct or indirect impacts on the visual setting would be expected. 

Alternative  B  (Build  Alternative):  Visual  changes  that  would  occur  with  this  alternative  include 

eliminating the existing sewage  lagoon along with the  fence surrounding  it.   A new covered  lagoon 

would be built near the existing lagoon. Two small structures would be built adjacent to the new lagoon 

to house the blowers and the ammonia treatment with BOD polishing reactor.  The new covered lagoon 

would be accessed by the existing access road and a new security fence would be constructed around 

the lagoon and structures. 

Alternative  C  (Build  Alternative):  Visual  changes  that  would  occur  with  this  alternative  include 

eliminating the existing lagoon and the fence surrounding it. A lift station would be constructed to the 

west of Airport Road on Airport property. A security fence would be constructed around the lift station 

and a paved parking area. A vehicle turnout and road would be constructed off Airport Road to provide 

access to a vehicle gate in the new fence. These modifications would be compatible with the existing 

visual character of the Airport.   

Minor impacts are anticipated on the overall viewshed within the Airport property and viewshed of the 

Airport  from  surrounding  areas  for  each build  alternative.  The  three  closest  residences  are within 

approximately 1,000 feet of the southern end of Airport Road. Any increase in visual annoyance from 

the proposed improvements at these locations is anticipated to be minor. 

3 . 7  W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s  –  W e t l a n d s ,  F l o o d p l a i n s ,  S u r f a c e  
W a t e r ,  a n d  G r o u n d w a t e r  

3.7.1  Background 

Wetlands. Wetlands are defined in EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, as areas inundated by surface 

or groundwater and under normal circumstances supports a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic  life 

that  requires  saturated or  seasonally  saturated  soil  conditions  for growth and  reproduction. Three 

parameters  that define  a wetland,  as outlined  in  the  Federal Manual  for Delineating  Jurisdictional 

Wetlands (USACE, 1987), are hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology. The term “wetlands” 

generally  includes  ponds,  sloughs,  prairie  potholes, wet meadows,  playa  lakes,  and  vernal  pools. 

Wetlands serve a variety of functions, including recharging groundwater, providing habitat for wildlife, 

aiding flood control by storing surface waters, sediment removal, and nutrient cycling. 
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Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA)  protects 

“waters  of  the  United  States,”  which  includes  certain 

wetlands.  Sponsors  of  projects  proposing  to  impact 

waters of the United States must apply for, and receive a 

permit from, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). In 

order to approve a permit, the sponsor must show that: 

(1)  there  are  no  practicable  alternatives  that  exist  that 

would be less damaging to the aquatic environment and (2) the project would not significantly degrade 

waters of the United States. Therefore, project sponsors must show they have taken steps to avoid 

wetland  impacts, minimize  any  potential  impacts  that  were  unavoidable,  and  provide  necessary 

compensation for any unavoidable wetland impacts. By following the proper steps, sponsors identify 

the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.    

Floodplains. Floodplains constitute lands situated along rivers and their tributaries subject to periodic 

flooding with a one percent chance of being flooded in any given year, on the average interval of 100 

years or less. They are protected under EO 11988, Floodplain Management.  

Surface Water and Groundwater. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, as amended by the 

CWA, provides the authority to establish water quality standards, control discharges into surface and 

subsurface waters, develop waste treatment management plans and practices, and issue permits for 

discharges (Section 402) and dredged or fill material (Section 404). 

Airport activities can impact water quality, mainly due to stormwater runoff from paved areas. Typical 

pollutants found  in airport runoff  include spilled oil and fuel,  loose debris, rubber tire deposits, and 

accidentally discharged chemicals. Water pollution problems can be intensified during winter if deicers 

are used to clear taxiways, runways, and apron areas. Additionally, washing and deicing agents used 

on aircraft can pollute stormwater runoff.  

3.7.2  Affected Environment 

Wetlands. An aquatic resource delineation was conducted on September 21  ‐ 26, 2018 by wetland 

delineator, Kory Rude of KLJ, with a  revisit  conducted on October 3, 2018. A  total of 23 wetlands 

totaling 13.61 acres were delineated within an approximate 352‐acre study boundary. The  findings 

were documented  in  an Aquatic Resource Delineation  report  (KLJ 2019). Please  refer  to  Figure 9, 

Wetland  Delineation  Map,  and  Table  10,  Summary  of  Wetland  Information.  A  jurisdictional 

determination was requested in October 30, 2019, and a preliminary jurisdictional determination was 

issued  by  the  USACE  on  December  18,  2019  for  Waters  of  the  United  State  and  an  approved 

jurisdictional  determination  for wetlands  4,  20,  and  23.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  B,  Letters  and 

Responses, for a copy of these letters.  

   

Jurisdictional wetlands refer to 
wetlands that are considered 

“waters of the United States” and 
require a Section 404 permit from 

the USACE. 
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Table	10,	Summary	of	Wetland	Information		

Aquatic Resource 
Name 

Size (acres) Aquatic Type Jurisdictional 
Determination 

Wetland 1 0.13 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 2 0.01 Artificial Ditch Jurisdictional 

Wetland 3 0.29 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 4 0.44 Artificial Ditch Non-jurisdictional 

Wetland 5 2.74 Artificial Ditch Jurisdictional 

Wetland 6 1.32 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 7 0.56 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 8 0.69 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional  

Wetland 9 0.63 Natural Basin Jurisdictional 

Wetland 10 0.12 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 11 0.42 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 12 2.39 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 13 0.85 Artificial Basin Jurisdictional 

Wetland 14 0.01 Natural Basin Jurisdictional 

Wetland 15 0.75 Artificial Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 16 0.66 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 17 0.06 Artificial Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 18 0.19 Artificial Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 19 0.24 Artificial Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 20 0.08  Artificial Ditch Non-jurisdictional 

Wetland 21 0.05 Natural Drainage Jurisdictional 

Wetland 22 0.86 Artificial Ditch Jurisdictional 

Wetland 23 0.12 Artificial Ditch Non-jurisdictional 

Total 13.61 Acres    
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Figure	9,	Wetland	Delineation	Map		
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Figure	10,	Flood	Hazard	Zone	Map		

 

±
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Floodplains. Some areas of the Project Area are located within the 100 year floodplain and a floodway 

is located all along Rapid Creek in the southern portion of the Project Area.  Please refer to Figure 10, 

Flood Hazard Zone Map.  

Surface Water  and Groundwater.  This  project would  be  in  close  proximity  to  Rapid  Creek.    This 

waterbody is classified by the South Dakota Water Quality Standards and Uses Assigned to Streams for 

the following beneficial uses: 

 Warmwater permanent fish life propagation waters; 

 Immersion contact recreation waters; 

 Limited contact recreation water: 

 Fish and Wildlife propagation, recreation, and stock watering waters; and 

 Irrigation water.  

Water  resources  in  the Project Area  include drainages  that ultimately  flow  into Rapid Creek. Rapid 

Creek is a tributary of the Cheyenne River. The Airport is approximately 23 miles from the Cheyenne 

River. The Airport  is permitted by DENR  for storm water discharges. The existing property contains 

approximately 180 acres of impervious surfaces including runways, taxiways/taxilanes, roads, parking 

areas and buildings, or roughly 10 percent of the existing airport consists of impervious surfaces.   

3.7.3  Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

3.7.3.1 Wetlands Environmental Consequences & Mitigation 

Alternative A: No direct or indirect impacts on wetlands would be expected, and no mitigation would 

be required. 

Alternative B and C (Build Alternatives): Impacts on aquatic resources would be avoided and minimized 

to  the  extent  practicable  by  early  wetland  identification  and  design  flexibility  of  each  of  the 

alternatives;  however,  due  to  the  concentration  of  and  locations  of  the wetlands  throughout  the 

Project Area, temporary impacts to wetlands would occur. Please refer to Table 11, Wetland Impacts, 

for a summary of impacts on wetlands from Alternatives B and C.  
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Table	11,	Wetland	Impacts			

Aquatic Resource 
Name Wetland Type 

Wetland Impacts (Acres) 
(All impacts are expected to be temporary) 

Alternative B 
Alternative C  

(Option 1) 
Alternative C  

(Option 2) 

Wetland 1 Natural/JD -- 0.03 0.03 

Wetland 2 Artificial/JD -- 0.004 0.004 

Wetland 3 Natural/JD -- 0.03 0.03 

Wetland 4 Artificial/Non-JD -- -- 0.20 

Wetland 5 Artificial/JD -- 0.002 0.005 

Wetland 6 Natural/JD -- 0.06 -- 

Wetland 7 Natural/JD -- 0.06 0.06 

Wetland 9 Natural/JD -- 0.01 0.01 

Wetland 15 Artificial/JD -- 0.003 0.003 

Wetland 16 Natural/JD 0.005 -- -- 

Wetland 17 Artificial/JD 0.06 0.06 0.06 

Wetland 21 Natural/JD   0.007 

Wetland 22 Artificial/JD   0.42 

Totals 
 

Natural/JD 
Artificial/JD 

Artificial/Non-JD 

 0.065* 
 

0.005 
0.06 

 

0.259* 
 

0.25 
0.009 

 

0.829* 
 

0.137 
0.492 
0.20 

Note: *Some figures may differ due to rounding. 

 

Alternative  B would  temporarily  impact  two wetlands  totaling  approximately  0.065  acres  due  to 

grading the new lagoon and trenching underground pipes for the new sewer system. Please refer to 

Figure 11, Alternative B Wetland Impacts. Mitigation is required if impacts would be permanent for 

on all natural wetlands under EO 11990 and for permanent impacts on jurisdictional wetlands greater 

than 0.10 acres under the CWA. Mitigation would not be required for Wetlands 16 and 17 because the 

impacts would be  temporary, and the areas  impacted would be returned  to  the original grade and 

contours prior to the end of construction.   The discharge outfall  for Alternative B would be  located 

outside of the Wetland 12 boundary and would  flow  into Wetland 12. The discharge rate  from the 

outfall is estimated to be average 10 to 17 gallons per minute (i.e. half the rate of a typical garden hose) 

with a peak  flow rate estimated to be 61 gallons per minute  (i.e. approximately twice the rate of a 

typical garden hose).  Wetland 12 is a seasonally flooded (PEMC) and is anticipated to remain a PEMC 

wetland.  Vegetation in Wetland 12 maybe influenced by the steady flow of effluent and could become 

lusher, consequently having the potential to attract additional wildlife species to the area. 
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Figure	11,	Alternative	B	Wetland	Impacts		

	
Map	data	©2018	Google	

Alternative C – Option 1 would temporarily impact nine wetlands totaling approximately 0.259 acres 

due  to  trenching  underground  pipes  for  the  new  sewer  system.  Please  refer  to  Figures  12  –  18, 

Alternative C Wetland ImpactsError! Reference source not found.. Compensatory mitigation would not 

be required for Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 15, and 17 because impacts would be temporary, and any 

disturbed areas would be returned to the original grade and contours prior to the end of construction.  

Alternative C – Option 2 would temporarily impact 11 wetlands totaling approximately 0.828 acres due 

to trenching underground pipes for the new sewer system. Please refer to Figures 12 – 18, Alternative 

C Wetland Impacts Error! Reference source not found.. Compensatory mitigation would not be required 

for Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 15, 17, 21, and 22 because impacts would be temporary, as the areas 

impacted would be returned to the original grade and contours prior to the end of construction.  
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Figure	12,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Figure	13,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		

	
	Map	data	©2018	Google	

±



Environmental Assessment 
KLJ | July 2020 
 

40	

Figure	14,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Figure	15,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Figure	16,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Figure	17,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Figure	18,	Alternative	C	Wetland	Impacts		
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Since, construction would occur within jurisdictional wetlands and would cause temporary impacts; a 

Section  404  permit  would  be  needed  for  Alternatives  B,  C‐1  and  C‐2.  Coordination  with  the 

environmental resource agencies would be completed during the design/404 permitting phase of the 

project for impacted wetlands. 

Final construction plans would include all practicable measures to minimize harm to adjacent wetlands, 

including the implementation of BMPs to control erosion and siltation.  

There are no practicable alternatives to avoid impacts on wetlands. The only alternative that would not 

impact wetlands is Alternative A (No Action), which does not meet the purpose of, and need for, the 

Project. Therefore, unavoidable wetland impacts would occur from Alternatives B and C.  

3.7.3.1 Floodplain Environmental Consequences & Mitigation  

Alternative A: No direct or indirect impacts on floodplains would be expected, and no mitigation would 

be required. 

Alternative B: No direct or indirect impacts on floodplains would be expected, and no mitigation would 

be required. Please refer to Figure 19, Alternative B Floodplain Impacts. 

Figure	19,	Alternative	B	Floodplain	Impacts		

	
Map	data	©2018	Google	

Alternative C: Both Options 1 and 2 would require underground pipes to be constructed in the FEMA 

DFIRM Zone A.   A non‐building floodplain permit would be required from the City of Rapid City. No 

mitigation would be  required. Please  refer  to Figure 20, Alternative C  (Option 1 and 2) Floodplain 

Impacts. 
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Figure	20,	Alternative	C	(Option	1	and	2)	Floodplain	Impacts		

	
Map	data	©2018	Google	

3.7.3.2 Surface Water and Groundwater Environmental Consequences & Mitigation  

Alternative A (No Action): If the existing lagoon is not replaced or rehabilitated, effluent is expected to 

seep  through  the  lining  of  the  existing  lagoon  and  may  cause  contamination  to  surface  and 

groundwater in the area, including Rapid Creek. As discussed in Section 1.1.2, DENR has notified the 

Airport that the lagoon must be remediated to meet the South Dakota Recommended Design Criteria 

for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. Failure to complete this requirement could result 

in fines and possible could cause the State to shut down the existing lagoon leaving the Airport without 

a sanitary sewer system. 

Alternative B and C (Build Alternatives): Stormwater drainage would be managed according to FAA AC 

150/5320‐5D, Airport Drainage Design. The proposed build alternatives are not expected to cause a 

substantial increase in the rate of stormwater runoff from the Airport. 

No permanent changes are anticipated in drainage patterns and stormwater flow due to the proposed 

build  alternatives.  Temporary,  minimal  impacts  on  surface  water  quality  may  occur  during 

construction. Since the disturbed areas associated with these alternatives would exceed one acre, the 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES)  permit.  The  permit would  require  the  implementation  of  BPMs  to minimize  erosion  and 

siltation,  such  as  silt  fence  or  hay  bales.  Specifications  for  the  project would  include  Item  P‐156 

Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and Siltation Control,  from FAA AC 150/5370‐10F, 

Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. Because of the beneficial uses of Rapid Creek, special 

construction measure may have to be taken to ensure that the 30‐day average total suspended solids 

criterion of 90 mg/L is not violated. The Airport’s Contractor would be advised of the need to abide by 
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these  specifications  throughout  the duration of  the project. No direct  impacts on water quality or 

groundwater would be expected. 

3 . 8  C u m u l a t i v e  E f f e c t s  

Federal regulations implementing NEPA (CEQ 40 CFR 1500–1508) require that the cumulative effects 

of a Proposed Action be assessed. Cumulative effects are defined as, “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). A cumulative effect could be: 

 Additive – the net adverse, cumulative effects are strengthened by the sum of individual 

effects, 

 Countervailing – the net adverse, cumulative effect is less as a result of the interaction 

between beneficial and adverse individual effects, or 

 Synergistic – the net adverse, cumulative effect is greater than the sum of the individual 

effects.  

Cumulative effects can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions that take place 

over time. Accordingly, a cumulative effects analysis identifies and defines the scope of other actions 

and their  interrelationship with the alternatives  if there  is an overlap  in space and time. Cumulative 

effects are most likely to occur when there is an overlapping geographic location and a coincidental or 

sequential  timing of  events. Because  the  environmental  analysis  required  under NEPA  is  forward‐

looking, the aggregate effect of past actions is analyzed to the extent relevant and useful in analyzing 

whether the reasonably foreseeable effects of a Proposed Action could have a continuing, additive, 

and significant relationship to those effects. 

The spatial area of consideration for potential cumulative effects varies by resource area. The spatial 

area of consideration for some resources might only include the proximity of the Airport (i.e., 0.5 miles), 

such  as  for  visual  effects.  Projects  that  affect  wetlands  and  floodplains  might  be  important 

considerations  for water  resources  in  the  region. Therefore, given  the  large geographical area  that 

could  be  considered  for potential  effects,  this  cumulative  effects  analysis  focuses on  projects  and 

actions at or near the Airport in the Rapid City area that affect common resources.  

3.8.1  Environmental Resources Omitted from the Cumulative Effects 
Analysis 

Based on  the  findings of  the Level  III Cultural Resource and Tribal  Inventory  report  (KLJ, 2020) and 

review  of  Alternatives  B  and  C,  the  SHPO  concurred  with  a  No  Historic  Properties  Effected 

determination  on  July  14,  2020.  Therefore,  historical,  architectural,  and  cultural  resources  were 

omitted from this cumulative effects analysis. 

3.8.2  Projects/Activities Considered for Potential Cumulative Effects 

3.8.2.1 Road Projects 

The following SDDOT road projects have occurred or are planned near the Airport from 2000 to 2026. 

 2004 – Construct Elk Vale Road from US 79 to SD 44 (US 16 Bypass) 
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 2008 – Widen SD 44 from two lanes to four lanes from Longview Drive to 0.1 miles east 

of Airport Road. 

3.8.2.2 Airport Improvements 

Several airport improvement projects have recently occurred at the RAP to support facility needs: 

 2015  –  A  NEPA  Categorical  Exclusion  was  approved  in  2014  to  demolish  the  old 

commercial terminal building. 

 2015  to  2018  –  A  NEPA  Categorical  Exclusion  was  approved  in  2014  for  the 

reconstruction and expansion of the General Aviation Apron. 

 2017 to 2018 ‐ A NEPA Categorical Exclusion was approved in 2015 for reconstruction of 

the Commercial Apron (2010) and additional Categorical Exclusion was approved in 2016 

for the expansion of the Commercial Apron. 

 2017 to 2019 – A NEPA Categorical Exclusion was approved in 2017 for the construction 

of a commercial deicing apron area. 

 2017 to 2020 ‐ A NEPA Categorical Exclusion was approved in 2017 for the rehabilitation 

of the Rapid City Regional Main Terminal Building.  

 2018 – A NEPA Categorical Exclusion was approved  in 2018  for  the construction of a 

Parking Plaza and replacement of the exist gates. 

 2019 – A NEPA Categorical Exclusion was approved  in 2019 for the redevelopment of 

general aviation corporate area. 

3.8.3  Cumulative Effects Analysis 

3.8.3.1 Biological Resources 

Alternatives B and C would have no impacts on bald and golden eagles and No Effect on the whooping 

crane,  least tern, rufa red knot, or northern  long‐eared bat; therefore, cumulative  impacts on these 

species would not be expected. 

Alternatives B or C when combined with other projects/activities at or near the Airport could contribute 

to  local habitat  loss and degradation. Overall habitat  loss, degradation, and fragmentation could be 

expected from Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities at or near the Airport. However, most 

of the potential wildlife habitat at the Airport has been previously disturbed, and the airfield would 

continue  to  be  mowed/cleared  to  control  wildlife  hazards.  Noise  and  visual  disturbance  from 

construction activities associated with Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities at or near the 

Airport are not anticipated to cumulatively impact wildlife species, as wildlife species near the Airport 

are assumed to be habituated to frequent and intense noise and visual disturbances from aircraft using 

the runway. 

Construction of Alternatives B or C when combined with other projects/activities at or near the Airport 

could  result  in  temporary,  cumulative  impacts  on  vegetated  areas  from  construction  equipment 

traveling to and from the area. Temporary impacts from Alternatives B or C would be minimized with 

implementation  of  BMPs  (e.g.,  berms,  dikes,  dams,  sediment  basins,  fiber mats,  gravel, mulches, 

grasses, slope drains) to prevent soil erosion and siltation. 
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3.8.3.2 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 

Construction of Alternatives B or C when combined with other projects/activities near the Airport could 

result in minimal, cumulative impacts involving hazardous materials and solid waste. The alternatives 

would not produce large increases in hazardous materials or solid waste collection, control, or disposal 

other than that which is associated with construction activities. Such waste would have a minimal effect 

on the community’s collection, control, and disposal system, based on the relative size of the Airport 

and other waste generators. 

3.8.3.3 Land Use 

Alternatives B or C when  combined with other projects/activities near  the Airport would  result  in 

minor, cumulative impacts due to permanent land conversion. There are no zoning changes associated 

with Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities would be coordinated with city of Rapid City and 

Pennington County, as appropriate; therefore, a trend toward modification of existing regional  land 

use patterns would not be expected. 

3.8.3.4 Socioeconomics 

Temporary,  cumulative  impacts  from  the  operation  of  construction  equipment  and  transport  of 

workers and materials to and  from the area would be expected  from Alternatives B or C and other 

projects/activities  at  or  near  the  Airport.  However,  the  variations  in  the  timing  of  cumulative 

construction operations and activities would moderate impacts over space and time.  

There would be minimal and  temporary  increases  in  the need  for  local construction contractors  to 

complete Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities at or near the Airport. This would result in a 

temporary,  cumulative  increase  in  construction  employment  opportunities.  Construction  activities 

associated with Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities at or near the Airport would provide a 

small and temporary net economic benefit to the region due to increases in payroll taxes, sales receipts, 

and the indirect purchase of goods and services.  

3.8.3.5 Visual Effects 

Modifications associated with Alternatives B and C and other projects/activities at or near the Airport 

would be compatible with the existing visual character of the area. Minor, cumulative impacts would 

be  expected on  the overall  viewshed within  the Airport  and overall  viewshed of  the Airport  from 

surrounding areas. 

Alternatives B or C and other projects/activities at or near the Airport would slightly modify the nature 

of  light eminating  from  these areas. Minor, cumulative  impacts would be expected on surrounding 

properties and the traveling public. The three nearest residences are approximately 1,000 feet of the 

southern end of Airport Road. The  increase  in visual annoyance at this distance  is anticipated to be 

minor. 

3.8.3.6 Water Resources – Wetlands, Surface Water, and Groundwater 

Alternatives B, C‐1 and C‐2 would result  in temporary  impacts on approximately 0.065 acres, 0.259 

acres, or 0.828 acres of natural and artificial wetlands,  respectively. The  impacted wetlands, when 

combined with the number of impacted wetlands from other projects/activities at or near the Airport 

would not result in an overall net reduction in wetland area near the Airport.  
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Upon completion of Alternatives B or C, there would not be an increase in the rate of stormwater runoff 

at  the  Airport.  However,  when  added  to  potential  increases  in  stormwater  runoff  from  other 

project/activities  in or near  the Airport, an overall  increase  in  runoff and potential  for erosion and 

siltation results. Stormwater drainage at the Airport would be managed according to FAA AC 150/5320‐

5D, Airport Drainage Design. A NPDES permit would be obtained, and BMPs would be used at  the 

Airport  for  prevention  of  spills,  erosion,  and  siltation.  Therefore,  any  cumulative  impacts  are 

anticipated to be minor. 

Temporary, impacts on water quality would be expected from construction of Alternatives B or C. These 

temporary impacts, when added to the temporary construction impacts from other projects/activities 

in  the  Rapid  City  area  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  cumulative  effects,  as  BMPs  would  be 

implemented as part of Alternatives B or C to control erosion and sedimentation. 

3 . 9  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o n s e q u e n c e s  N o t  R e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  
P r o p o s e d  A c t i o n  

3.9.1  Air Quality 

South Dakota is one of thirteen states that are in attainment for all criteria pollutants and the Airport’s 

operations are lower than FAA guidelines requiring air quality analysis; therefore, a detailed air quality 

analysis is not required under the FAA’s NEPA requirements (DENR, 2019). 

3.9.2  Climate 

The CEQ has indicated that climate should be considered in NEPA analyses.  As noted by CEQ, however, 

“it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological changes, or the 

environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions; as such direct linkage is difficult 

to isolate and to understand.” 

3.9.3  Coastal Resources 

The project alternatives are not  located within a coastal barrier or coastal  zone;  therefore, coastal 

resources are not relevant to the Proposed Action. 

3.9.4  Farmland 

No land would be acquired and converted to Airport property for this project.  Therefore, no further 

analysis is required. 

3.9.5  Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

Temporary, direct impacts on fuel needs are expected during construction as additional fuels would be 

required for construction equipment; however, this increase in demand is not anticipated to exceed 

existing capacity. Therefore, no further analysis is required. 

3.9.6  Noise and Compatible Land Use 

The project would not  increase flights, number of aircraft, or the types of aircraft using the Airport; 

therefore, no further analysis is required.  
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3.9.7  Department of Transportation Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Properties 

As discussed  in Section 3.3, Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources, there 

were two sites identified within the Project Area that are eligible for listing on the NRHP, however these 

sites would be avoided by construction and would not be  indirectly  impacted. There are no public 

recreation facilities within the Project Area. There are 58 Section 6(f) properties in Pennington County 

(The Wilderness Society, 2019). However, there are no Section 6(f) properties within the Project Area. 

None of the identified properties are located within the Project Area; therefore, impacts to Section 4(f) 

and/or 6(f) properties are not anticipated.  

3.9.8  Environmental Justice 

There are no environmental  justice populations present within the Project Area (US Census Bureau, 

2019); therefore, environmental justice is not relevant to the Proposed Action. 

3.9.9  Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

The replacement of the Airport sewage lagoon would not create or exacerbate existing adverse impacts 

to children in any of the impact areas (i.e. air quality, noise, water quality, etc.). Therefore, children’s 

environmental health and safety risks are not relevant to the Proposed Action. 

3.9.10  Water Resources –Wild and Scenic River 

There are no wild and scenic rivers in or near the Project Area; therefore, wild and scenic rivers are not 

relevant to the Proposed Action. 

3 . 1 0  C o m m i t m e n t s  a n d  C o m p l i a n c e  

This section summarizes the environmental consequences and mitigation associated with Alternatives 

B  and  C.  Please  refer  to  Table  12,  Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts,  Commitments,  and 

Compliance. 

The Airport’s Contractor would comply with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations controlling 

pollution of the environment. Necessary precautions would be taken to prevent pollution of aquatic 

resources with  fuels,  oils,  chemicals,  or  other  harmful materials  and  to  prevent  pollution  of  the 

atmosphere from particulate and gaseous matter.  

During construction, it may be necessary to designate certain areas on Airport property as borrow pits. 

Spoil pits may be  required on Airport property  for purposes of disposing unsuitable material  from 

construction. Spoil would not be placed in wetlands not designated for removal as part of this project 

or any other natural watercourses. Prior  to  the  removal of soil or waste  from borrow or spoil pits, 

topsoil would be removed from these areas. Upon completion of their use, the borrow or spoil pits 

would  again  be  landscaped,  top‐soiled,  and  seeded  to  blend with  the  surrounding  terrain, while 

minimizing wildlife attractants. The Airport’s Contractor would be required to obtain material source 

(e.g., borrow, aggregate, riprap, staging areas) clearance for material quality, cultural resources, and 

threatened or endangered species before taking materials from offsite. 

The use of haul roads is expected. The Airport’s Contractor would properly maintain public roads and 

streets and any portion of  the Airport property  that  is used  for haul  roads  for  the duration of  the 
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project. The Contractor is responsible for the written approval from the local officials for all routes and 

any new access. Haul roads would be left in original or better condition than prior to hauling operations.  

Plans and  specifications  for  the Wastewater Treatment  Improvement must be  submitted  to Albert 

Spangler with SD DENR. 

Table	12,	Summary	of	Environmental	Impacts,	Commitments,	and	Compliance	

IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

ALT A 
 (NO ACTION) 

ALT B 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT C-1 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT  C-2 
 (BUILD ALT) 

COMMITMENTS AND 
COMPLIANCE  

Biological Resources No impact. No lakes, rivers, streams, or creeks would be impounded, 
diverted, deepened, controlled, or modified. 
 
Temporary impacts on habitat and wildlife would be expected 
during construction activities. 
 
No direct or indirect impacts on bald and golden eagles would be 
expected. 
 
Determination of No effect on whooping crane, least tern, rufa 
red knot, and northern long-eared bat. 

Tree removal, if required, 
would be conducted 
outside of the summer 
maternity season for the 
northern long-eared bat 
(April 1 to September 30). 
 
BMPs (e.g., berms, dikes, 
dams, sediment basins, 
fiber mats, gravel, 
mulches, grasses, slope 
drains) would be 
implemented to prevent 
erosion and siltation. 

Hazardous 
Materials, Pollution 

Prevention, and 
Solid Waste 

No impact. Not expected to involve hazardous materials or generate 
hazardous waste other than those generally associated with 
construction.  
 
 

If previously unknown 
contaminants are 
discovered during 
construction, or a spill 
occurs during construction, 
work would cease until the 
Contractor notifies the 
National Response Center 
(800 424 8802). If 
contamination is 
encountered, the 
Contractor must also notify 
the DENR. Any 
contaminated soil 
encountered would be 
temporarily stockpiled and 
sampled to determine 
disposal requirements. 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

ALT A 
 (NO ACTION) 

ALT B 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT C-1 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT  C-2 
 (BUILD ALT) 

COMMITMENTS AND 
COMPLIANCE  

Historical, 
Architectural, 

Archaeological, and 
Cultural Resources 

No Impact. SHPO concurred with a No Historic Properties Affected 
determination.  

Protective measures would 
be required to ensure that 
no unintentional 
disturbances of avoidance 
areas occur during 
construction. Due to the 
potential for additional 
discoveries during 
construction, the Airport 
would be required to 
provide TCS(s) appointed 
by their Tribe an 
opportunity to observe 
ground disturbing activities 
that remove the top 12 
inches of topsoil and 
Holocene deposits in 
accordance with guidelines 
to be provided by the FAA. 
Work shall cease if cultural 
resources are discovered. 
Discoveries must be 
reported to the ND SHPO 
and the Bismarck FAA-ADO 

Material source clearance 
for borrow, aggregate, 
riprap, and for stage areas 
would be required before 
materials could be brought 
onsite. If any construction 
activity results in discovery 
of cultural resources, work 
would cease until the FAA 
Airports District Office 
(ADO) in Bismarck is 
notified per the Discovery 
Plan for General Aviation 
(GA) Projects in the 
Dakotas. 

Land Use No changes. 
The uncovered 
sewage lagoon 
would remain 
within the AOA. 

The existing 
uncovered 
lagoon would 
be replaced 
with a 
covered 
lagoon. 

The existing uncovered lagoon would be 
replaced with underground sewer lines 
connecting to City of Rapid City’s WRF. 

Any utilities running along 
or crossing SDDOT right of 
way would require a permit 
from the SDDOT Area 
Engineer in order to use 
SDDOT right of way.   

Socioeconomics No direct 
impacts would 
be expected. 
No temporary 
net economic 
benefit. 

There would be no relocation of housing or businesses. 
 
Construction would provide a small and temporary net economic 
benefit to the area. 
 
Operation of construction equipment and transport of workers and 
materials to and from the project site would result in a minimal 
temporary increase in vehicle traffic volume. 

No mitigation is required. 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

ALT A 
 (NO ACTION) 

ALT B 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT C-1 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT  C-2 
 (BUILD ALT) 

COMMITMENTS AND 
COMPLIANCE  

Visual Effects No impact. Visual changes 
include the 
elimination of 
the existing 
sewage lagoon 
and the 
surrounding 
fence. A new 
covered 
lagoon would 
be 
constructed 
with a fence 
around it.   

Visual 
changes 
include the 
elimination 
of the 
existing 
sewage 
lagoon and 
construction 
of a lift 
station to 
the west of 
Airport 
Road. A 
security 
fence would 
be 
constructed 
around the 
lift station, 
a turnout 
and parking 
area would 
also be 
constructed 
off Airport 
Road to 
provide 
access. 

No mitigation is required. 

Minor impacts are anticipated 
on the overall viewshed within 
the Airport and viewshed of 
the Airport from surrounding 
areas, any increase in visual 
annoyance from the proposed 
improvements is anticipated 
to be minor. 

Water Resources – 
Wetlands 

No Impact. Temporary 
impacts to 
0.065 acres.  
 
The discharge 
outfall would 
be located 
outside of the 
wetland 12 
boundary and 
would flow 
into wetland 
12 at a 
discharge rate 
of 10 to 17 
gallons per 
minute 
Wetland 12 is 
anticipated to 
remain a 
PEMC 
wetland. 

Temporary 
impacts to 
0.259 acres. 

Temporary impacts to 0.828 
acres.  

No compensatory 
mitigation is required 
provided any disturbed 
wetland areas are restored 
to their original grade and 
contours prior to the end of 
construction.  Final plans 
must include all practicable 
measures to minimize harm 
to adjacent wetlands, 
including the 
implementation of BMPs. 
 
Permits required: 
USACE Section 404 

Water Resources – 
Floodplains 

No Impact. No Impact. Underground pipes would be constructed in the 
FEMA DFIRM Zone A. 

No mitigation is required. 
 
Permits required: 
A non-building floodplain 
permit would be required 
from the City of Rapid City. 
No mitigation would be 
required. 
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IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

ALT A 
 (NO ACTION) 

ALT B 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT C-1 
 (BUILD 

ALT) 

ALT  C-2 
 (BUILD ALT) 

COMMITMENTS AND 
COMPLIANCE  

Water Resources – 
Surface and 
Groundwater 

Effluent from 
the existing 
lagoon is 
expected to 
seep through 
the lining of the 
lagoon and may 
cause 
contamination 
to surface and 
ground water.   

Not anticipated to cause substantial increase in rate of 
stormwater runoff.  

No permanent changes are anticipated in drainage patterns and 
stormwater flow. Temporary, minimal impacts on water quality 
during construction. 

 

Stormwater drainage would 
be managed according to 
FAA AC 150/5320-5D, 
Airport Drainage Design.  

Impacts on water quality 
during Airport operations 
minimized through the use 
of BMPs. The 30-day 
average total suspended 
solids criterion of 90 mg/L 
must not be violated. 

Permits required:  

NPDES Permit (Construction 
General Permit) 

 

3 . 1 1  S e l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  

The  alternatives  that  were  evaluated  in  this  EA  include  Alternative  A  (No‐Action)  and  two  build 

alternatives; Alternative B (Aerated Lagoon) and Alternative C (Connect to Rapid City WRF) with two 

alignment options. Based on the analysis  in this EA Alternatives B, C‐1, and C‐2 all meet the project 

purpose and need outlined in Chapter 1 of this document. Impacts to the environment were considered 

in  the  selection of  the preferred alternative. Please  refer  to Table 12, Summary of Environmental 

Impacts, Commitments, and Compliance. The follow describes both the advantages and disadvantages 

associated with the each of the alternatives: 

 Alternative A does not meet the projects purpose and need. 

 Alternative B and Alternative C (Options 1 and 2) all meet the project purpose and need.  

 Alternative B has the lowest amount of temporary wetland impacts (approximately 0.065 acres) 

compared  to  the  Alternative  C  (approximately  0.259  acres  for  Alternative  C‐1  and 

approximately 0.828 acres for Alternative C‐2).  

 Alternatives C‐1 and C‐2 would cross floodplains and would require a floodplain permit during 

construction. 

 Alternative  B would  require  the  Airport  to  have  a  licensed  operator  and  to  have  its  own 

Industrial Discharge Permit from the DENR. 

 Alternatives C‐1 and C‐2 would allow the Airport wastewater to be treated under the Rapid City 

WRF’s permit and would not require the Airport to hire a licensed operator. 

 Alternative B would have the lowest upfront cost estimated at $1.0 million and highest annual 

operation and maintenance cost ($42,000 per year). 

 Alternative C‐1 would cost an estimated $1.6 million to construct but would only cost $8,500 

per year to operate and maintain. 

 Alternative C‐2 would cost an estimated $1.8 million to construct but would cost $9,500 per 

year to operate and maintain. 

The Airport has selected Alternative C‐2 as their preferred alternative for this project. 
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CHAPTER 4 PREPARERS AND COORDINATING PARTIES 

4 . 1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  

As  required by FAA Order 5050.4B, NEPA  Implementing  Instructions  for Airport Actions, FAA Order 

1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and 40 CFR 1502.17 of the CEQ regulations 

for implementing NEPA, the names and qualifications of the principal persons contributing information 

to this EA are identified in this chapter. It should be noted that, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.6 of 

the CEQ regulations, the efforts of an interdisciplinary team, consisting of technicians and experts in 

various fields, were required to accomplish this study. 

4 . 2  P r e p a r e r s  a n d  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  

KLJ prepared this EA under a contractual agreement with the city of Rapid City. Please refer to Table 

13, Preparers, for a list of individuals with primary responsibility for preparing this EA. 

Table	13,	Preparers	

NAME  TITLE  RESPONSIBILITY 
Rod	Senn	 Senior Engineer Project oversight; project 

management 
Curt	Cady	 Environmental Planner NEPA process coordination; 

Document preparation 
Kory	Rude	 Environmental Scientist Wetland Delineation 

Ashley	Ross	 Environmental Planner  QAQC 

Matt	Hall		 Archaeologist Class III Cultural Resource Survey 
and Report 

Andrew	Robinson		 Archaeologist Class III Cultural Resource Survey 
and Report 

Corey	Yates		 Archaeologist Class III Cultural Resource Survey 
and Report 

 
 

4 . 3  C o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  A g e n c i e s ,  O r g a n i z a t i o n s ,   
a n d  P a r t i e s  t o  W h o m  S O V s  w e r e  S e n t  

4.3.1  Scoping 

Scoping  is a  formal  information exchange  to determine the scope of  issues  to be addressed and  to 

identify the significant issues related to a Proposed Action. The scoping process is described in 40 CFR 

1501, NEPA and Agency Planning, in the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA as a process used to 

identify  the  range of alternatives and  the  issues  to be addressed  in  the environmental document. 

Scoping is to begin early and continue throughout the project development process. Scoping is usually 

limited  to  affected  governmental  agencies  and  interested  groups  or  organizations  with  specific 

knowledge about a project Study Area. 
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4.3.2  Advance Notification 

To initiate early communication and coordination, an early notification package was sent to 66 federal, 

state, and local agencies, and other interested parties on January 19, 2018. Pursuant to Section 102(2) 

(D) (IV) of NEPA, a solicitation of views was requested to ensure social, economic, and environmental 

effects were considered in the development of this EA. Comments were to be submitted by October 

28, 2019. Please refer to Appendix A which contains the notification package and a list of agencies and 

interested parties that received the package. 

Comments were received from three parties, yielding a response rate of 6 percent. The comments were 

referenced and incorporated, where appropriate, within the applicable resource category in Chapter 

3. These comments provided valuable insight into the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. 

Copies of each letter received in response to the advance notification package are included in Appendix 

B. Additional agency coordination was conducted throughout the process, when necessary. 

4 . 4  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s e s s m e n t  C o o r d i n a t i o n  

Copies of the EA document were sent to the following agencies:  

 Rosebud Sioux Tribe THPO – Rosebud, SD 

 Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe THPO – Eagle Butte, SD 

 SD Department of Natural Resources – Pierre, SD 

 US Army Corps of Engineers – Pierre, SD  

The EA was made available to the following public viewing locations: 

 SDDOT Office of Aeronautics – Pierre, SD  

 Airport Director’s Office – Rapid City, SD 

 Rapid City Public Library – Rapid City, SD 
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September 27, 2019 

Recipient Name 
Recipient Title 
Recipient Company 
Recipient Address 
Recipient City, State, Zip 

Re:  Rapid City Regional Airport 
Pennington County, South Dakota 

Dear Recipient Name:  

KLJ is assisting the City of Rapid City in the development of improvements to the Rapid City Regional 
Airport. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead agency for review and approval, in 
coordination with the South Dakota Department of Transportation. The funding of improvements 
associated with this project involves a federal action, which requires environmental documentation in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

Improvements being planned for may include but are not limited to: construction of a replacement 
wastewater system for the Rapid City Regional Airport.  The existing wastewater lagoon would be 
abandoned and replaced with either an onsite aerated lagoon with a cover system and ammonia 
treatment or by connecting the Airport’s wastewater collection system into the Rapid City wastewater 
collection system.  Construction involves excavation of a high density polypylene (HDPE) lined cell 
surrounded by earth dikes and a security fence and installation of a blower, diffusers, HDPE cover and 
polishing reactor; or installation of a gravity main, construction of lift station surrounded by security 
fence and installation of force main across City owned property or along Highway 44 right of way than 
along Dunn Road right of way. Please refer to the Project Area Sketch. The project is expected to be 
constructed during the 2021 construction season. 

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the development of this 
project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the proposed development of this project 
pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We 
are particularly interested in any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, and 
which would be adjacent to the proposed improvements. We would also appreciate being made aware 
of any environmental concerns your department may have regarding the project. Any information that 
might help us in our evaluation would be appreciated. 

It is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or before October 28, 
2019. 

 
  



 

 

 
 
If further information is desired regarding the proposed improvements, you may contact me at 
701-355-8719. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 
 
Sincerely, 

KLJ 

 

Curt Cady 
Environmental Planner 

Project #:  1805-01949 
cc:       Jon Becker, SDDOT 
 Sheri Lares, FAA 
 Patrick Dame, Airport Director 
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Rapid City Regional Airport SOV LIST

Type Special Letter Pre First Last Title Department Agency Address City State Zip
1 FEDERAL Mr. Timothy LaPointe Regional Director Great Plains Regional Office Bureau of Indian Affairs 115 4th Ave. SE, Suite 400 Aberdeen SD 57401
2 FEDERAL Mr. Kirk Fredrichs Division Administrator Federal Highway Administration 116 East Dakota Avenue, Suite A Pierre SD 57501
3 FEDERAL Mr. Lee Depalo Regional Administrator, Federal Insurance & Hazard Mitigation 

Division
Region 8 Federal Emergency Mngmt. Agency Bldg 710, Box 25267 Denver CO 80225

4 Mr. Kirk Keysor Economic Development Administration US Department of Commerce 1244 Speer Blvd., Suite 431 Denver CO 80204
5 FEDERAL Ms. Suzanne Bohan NEPA Transportation Coordinator Region 8, EPR-N US Environmental Protection Agency 1595 Wynkoop Street Denver CO 80202-1129
6 FEDERAL Senator Mike Rounds 1313 W. Main St. Rapid City SD 57701
7 FEDERAL Senator John Thune 246 Founders Park Drive, Suite 102 Rapid City SD 57701
8 FEDERAL Congressman Dusty Johnson 2525 W Main Street Rapid City SD 57702
9 STATE Mr. Dave Flute Secretary Department of Tribal Relations 302 E. Dakota Pierre SD 57501

10 STATE Mr. Jim Hagen Secretary SD Department of Tourism 711 E Wells Ave. Pierre SD 57501
11 STATE Mr. Gary Hanson Chairman SD Public Utilies Commission 500 E Capitol Ave. Pierre SD 57501-5070
12 STATE Mr. Chris Petersen Division Director Administration SD Department of Game, Fish, and Parks 523 E Capitol Ave. Pierre SD 57501
13 STATE Mr. Darin Bergquist Secretary of Transportation SD Department of Transportation 700 E Broadway Ave Pierre SD 57501
14 STATE Mr. Mike Carlson Rapid City Area Engineer SD Department of Transportation PO Box 1970 Rapid City SD 57709
15 STATE Mr. Craig Price Secretary of Public Safety SD Department of Public Safety 118 West Captol Ave. Pierre SD 57501
16 STATE Ms. Kim Malsam-Rysdon Secretary of Health SD Department of Health 600 E Capitol Ave. Pierre SD 57501
17 CITY Mr. Steve Allender Mayor Mayor's Office City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
18 CITY Ms. Laura Armstrong President City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
19 CITY Ms. Darla Drew City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
20 CITY Ms. Becky Drury City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
21 CITY Ms. Lisa Modrick City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
22 CITY Mr. Ritchie Nordstrom City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
23 CITY Mr. Bill Evans City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
24 CITY Mr. Chad Lewis City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
25 CITY Mr. Greg Strommen City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
26 CITY Mr. John B. Roberts City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
27 CITY Mr. Lance Lehmann City Counsel City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
28 CITY Mr. Dale Tech Director Public Works City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57700
29 CITY Mr. Ted Johnson Manager Engineering Services City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
30 CITY Mr. Dave Van Cleave Manager Water Reclamation Division City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
31 CITY Mr. Jeff Biegler Director Parks & Recreation City of Rapid City 515 West Boulevard Rapid City SD 57701
32 CITY Mr. Ken Young Director Community Development City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
33 CITY Ms. Pauline Sumption Director Finance Department City of Rapid City 300 Sixth Street Rapid City SD 57701
34 CITY Mr. Rod Seals Fire Chief Fire Department City of Rapid City 10 Main Street Rapid City SD 57701
35 CITY Mr. Karl Jegeris Police Chief Police Department City of Rapid City 300 Kansas City Street Rapid City SD 57701
36 CITY Dr. Lori J. Simon Superintendent Rapid City Area Schools 625 9th Street Rapid City SD 57701
37 COUNTY Ms. Linda Rabe President/CEO Rapid City Area Chamber of Commerce 444 Mount Rushmore Road, North Rapid City SD 57701
38 COUNTY Mr. Ron Rossknecht Commissioner Board of Commissioners Pennington County Commission 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 100 Rapid City SD 57701
39 COUNTY Mr. Lloyd LaCroix Commissioner Board of Commissioners Pennington County Commission 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 100 Rapid City SD 57701
40 COUNTY Mr. Mark DiSanto Commissioner Board of Commissioners Pennington County Commission 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 100 Rapid City SD 57701
41 COUNTY Ms. Deb Hadcock Commissioner, Chair Board of Commissioners Pennington County Commission 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 100 Rapid City SD 57701
42 COUNTY Mr. Gary Drewes Commissioner Board of Commissioners Pennington County Commission 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 100 Rapid City SD 57701
43 COUNTY Mr. PJ Conover Director Planning Pennington County 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 200 Rapid City SD 57701
44 COUNTY Mr. Dustin Willett Director Emergency Management Pennington County 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 130A Rapid City SD 57701
45 COUNTY Mr. Jerome Harvey Fire Administrator Fire Service Pennington County 130 Kansas City Str. Suite 130B Rapid City SD 57701
46 COUNTY Mr. Joseph Miller Superintendent Highway Department Pennington County 3601 Cambell Str Rapid City SD 57701
47 COUNTY Mr. Kevin Thom Sheriff Sheriff Office Pennington County 300 Kansas City Str. Rapid City SD 57701
48 COUNTY Ms. Donna Mayer Register of Deeds Register of Deeds Pennington County 130 Kansas City Str Suite 210 Rapid City SD 57701
49 COUNTY Ms. Cindy Mohler Auditor Pennington County 130 Kansas City Str.  Suite 230 Rapid City SD 57701
50 FEDERAL x Mr. Steve Naylor State Program Manager South Dakota Regulatory Office US Army Corps of Engineers 28563 Powerhouse Rd Pierre SD 57501
51 FEDERAL x Mr. Jeffery Zimprich State Conservationist US Department of Agriculture - NRCS 200 Fourth Str. W Huron SN 57350
52 FEDERAL x Refuge Manager Lacreek National Wildlife Refuge US Fish and Wildlife Service 29746 Bird Road Martin SD 57551
53 STATE x Mr. Steve Pirner Secretary SD Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources
523 E Capitol Ave. Pierre SD 57501
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Appendix B 
Letters and Responses 

♦ US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
11/08/2019 

♦ US Department of Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Omaha District 
12/18/2019 

♦ USACE, Omaha District 
12/18/2019 

♦ US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
10/22/2019 

♦ FAA letter to State Historical Society 
07/13/2018 

♦ Northern Cheyenne Tribal Historic Preservation 

9/25/2019 

♦ South Dakota Department Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) 
10/10/2019 

♦ SD DENR 
10/21/2019 

♦ SD DENR 
10/23/2019 

♦ SD DENR 
10/24/2019 

♦ SD DENR 
10/31/2019 

♦ South Dakota State Historical Society 
07/14/2020 
  



 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
414 E Stumer Road, Suite 700 

Voice:  (605)858-6670     Fax:  855.256.2553  
 

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 

 
          November 8, 2019 
 
Mr. Curt Cady, Environmental Planner 
KLJ 
4585 Coleman Street 
Bismarck, North Dakota  58503-0431 
 
RE:   Environmental Review for: 
 Rapid City Regional Airport, Project # 1805-01949 
 
Dear Mr. Cady: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) review of this 
project. 
 
The project does impact prime farmland and land of statewide importance.  Enclosed is a Web 
Soil Survey map delineating the FPPA farmland classifications of the proposed site.  Also 
enclosed is a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-1006) for this project.  We have 
completed Parts II, IV, and V.  Please complete parts I, III, VI, and VII as per instructions on the 
back of the form and the attached document titled Site Assessment Scoring for the Twelve 
Factors Used in FPPA.  If the TOTAL POINTS in Part VII is less than 160 points, the proposed 
activity will have no significant impact on the prime farmland or farmland of statewide 
importance in Pennington County, and no further alternatives need be considered.  
 
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) would advise the applicant to consult with 
the local NRCS and Farm Service Agency offices regarding any United States Department of 
Agriculture easements or contracts in the project areas that may be affected.  For any other 
easements outside of the NRCS, you should check with the local courthouse. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (605) 858-6670. 
 
Sincerely, 

TIMOTHY NORDQUIST 
Conservation Agronomist 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: 
Nathan Jones, State Soil Scientist, NRCS, Huron SO 
Lance Smith, Acting State Resource Conservationist, NRCS, Huron SO 
 
 
 



U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request

Name Of Project Federal Agency Involved

Proposed Land Use County And State

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By NRCS

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form).

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS

Yes       No
  

Acres: % %Acres:

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Site Rating
Site A Site B Site C Site D

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)   Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)   Land Evaluation Criterion
               Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)  
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b)

Maximum
Points

1. Area In Nonurban Use
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area
6. Distance To Urban Support Services
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services

10. On-Farm Investments
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local
site assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

Site Selected: Date Of Selection
Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

 Yes  No

Reason For Selection:

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83)
This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff



         

  Step 1  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 I and III of the form.

Step 2 -

-

Originator will send copies A, B and C   together with maps indicating locations of site(s), to the Natural Resources
  Conservation Service (NRCS) local field office and retain copy D for their files. (Note: NRCS has a  field office in most counties 

in the U.S. The field office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the NRCS 
State Conservationist in each 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 farmland.

. Step ‘4 - In cases where farmland covered by the  FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS field offices will com-      
plete Parts II, IV and V of the form.  

       Step 5 - NRCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project. (Copy C will be retained for  
NRCS records).    

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII 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 internal policies.         

  INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION   IMPACT RATING FORM  

 
       

 Part I:      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 III: 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 justification    
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion.                  

  Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion  as shown in § 658. 5 (b) of CFR.  In cases  of          
          . .  :    : 

    and will, be weighed zero, however,  criterion  #8 will be  weighed  a maximum  of 25 points, and criterion     
    #11 a  maximum of 25 points.           

 Individual  Federal agencies at   the national level, may assign  relative weights  among the 12 site assessment      
    criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned  relative adjust-      

      ments must be made to maintain the maximum  total weight points at l60.                      

        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 lowest scores.                      
   

    Part VII:  In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points"  where a  State or local  site assessment  is  used    
   points is other than 160, adjust the  site assessment points to a base of  160.     
 ,   Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is  200 points, and  alternative  Site "A" is rated 180 points:               

Total points  x  160 =  144 points for Site “A.”                

         

 

 

STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND A N D  CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

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

 projects such  as transportation, powerline and  flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not applycorridor-type

In rating alternative sites, 

and the total maximum number of

 200 
assigned Site A = 180 

Maximum points possible



Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Rapid City Airport Wastewater Project_Farmland_Classification)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 1 of 5
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MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not 
available

Soil Rating Lines
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if 
drained
Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated
Prime farmland if 
drained and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Rapid City Airport Wastewater Project_Farmland_Classification)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 2 of 5



Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed 
of excess salts and 
sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Rapid City Airport Wastewater Project_Farmland_Classification)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 3 of 5



Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Political Features
PLSS Township and 
Range
PLSS Section

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data 
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Custer and Pennington Counties Area, 
Prairie Parts, South Dakota
Survey Area Data: Version 11, Sep 17, 2019

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Sep 23, 2015—Mar 
4, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Rapid City Airport Wastewater Project_Farmland_Classification)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 4 of 5



Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Eg Egas silty clay loam Not prime farmland 22.9 6.4%

Lp Lohmiller silty clay, 
channeled, 0 to 3 
percent slopes, 
occasionally flooded

Not prime farmland 62.0 17.2%

NwA Nunn-Urban land 
complex, 0 to 3 
percent slopes

Not prime farmland 11.1 3.1%

Ow Owanka clay loam Farmland of statewide 
importance

136.6 37.9%

SeA Satanta loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes

Prime farmland if 
irrigated

2.2 0.6%

SeB Satanta loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes

Prime farmland if 
irrigated

0.1 0.0%

ZnD Zigweid-Nihill complex, 
6 to 15 percent slopes

Not prime farmland 125.5 34.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 360.5 100.0%

Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It 
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, 
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and 
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, 
January 31, 1978.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota Rapid City Airport Wastewater 
Project_Farmland_Classification

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 5 of 5



Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Airport roads farm class)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/6/2019
Page 1 of 5
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MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)

Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not 
available

Soil Rating Lines
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if 
drained
Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated
Prime farmland if 
drained and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Airport roads farm class)
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Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
Not prime farmland

All areas are prime 
farmland
Prime farmland if drained

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Prime farmland if irrigated

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed 
of excess salts and 
sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if protected 
from flooding or not 
frequently flooded during 
the growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Airport roads farm class)
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Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained and 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and drained
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if subsoiled, 
completely removing the 
root inhibiting soil layer
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 
60

Farmland of statewide 
importance, if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if drained or 
either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the 
growing season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough, and either 
drained or either 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if warm 
enough
Farmland of statewide 
importance, if thawed
Farmland of local 
importance
Farmland of local 
importance, if irrigated

Farmland of unique 
importance
Not rated or not available

Political Features
PLSS Township and 
Range
PLSS Section

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data 
as of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Custer and Pennington Counties Area, 
Prairie Parts, South Dakota
Survey Area Data: Version 11, Sep 17, 2019

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Sep 23, 2015—Mar 
4, 2017

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota
(Airport roads farm class)
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Farmland Classification

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Bp Bridgeport silt loam Prime farmland if 
irrigated

8.8 9.1%

Eg Egas silty clay loam Not prime farmland 11.2 11.5%

Ow Owanka clay loam Farmland of statewide 
importance

76.9 79.4%

Totals for Area of Interest 96.8 100.0%

Description

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It 
identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, 
fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and 
unique farmlands are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, 
January 31, 1978.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary

Tie-break Rule: Lower

Farmland Classification—Custer and Pennington Counties Area, Prairie Parts, South Dakota Airport roads farm class

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Appendix C 
Background Information 

♦ Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Candidate Species and Critical 
Habitat Affect Determination Table 

♦ Information for Planning and Consultation Species List 

♦ Rapid City - Pennington County Land Use 

♦ Terminal Area Forecast 

 

 
 



 

Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, Candidate Species and Critical Habitat Affect Determination Table 

Airport: Rapid City 
Regional Airport 

Grant:  3-46-0048-051-
2018 
 

Description: Sewer Lagoon Replacement Project County: Pennington State: SD 

 
 

Species 

 
 
Listing 

 
 

Guidance 

FAA 
Review 

Required? 

 
Determination 

 
Additional 

Documentation 
Included 

Yes No Not 
Present 

No 
Effect 

Eskimo Curlew 
(Bird) E The likelihood that the Eskimo curlew remains extant is extremely low, therefore the USFWS do not 

recommend further conservation or management actions at this time; no further review required. 1 
  X   

Interior Least 
Tern (Bird) E FAA Review required for construction activities within ½ mile of the shoreline of the Missouri River 

System including reservoirs from April 15 through August 31.  X  X  

Whooping 
Crane 
(Bird) 

 
 

E 

FAA Review required for the adjustment (raising, relocating) of existing above-ground utility lines; or 
for newly placed poles/towers (including beacons) and those that require overhead lines/guy wires; 
unless the adjustments or new installations are located in a highly developed or urban area. Review 
also required for projects requiring major earthwork (.e. runway extension, RSA grading) in rural areas 
within ½ mile of suitable stopover habitat that are located within the whooping crane migration 
corridor. 

 X  X 

 

Pallid Sturgeon 
(Fish) 

 
E 

FAA Review required for work in or along the shoreline of the Missouri River (including reservoirs) and 
Yellowstone River Systems. Review also required for in-water work for any direct tributary (within ½ 
mile) to the Missouri River (including reservoirs) and Yellowstone River systems. 

  X  
 

Topeka Shiner 
(Fish) 

 
E 

FAA review required for work in or along the shoreline of prairie (or former prairie) streams with pools 
containing clear, clean water (non-turbid), and have clean gravel, rock or sand bottoms, specifically in 
one or more of the three known inhabited watersheds (the James, Vermillion, and Big Sioux). 

  X  
 

American 
Burying Beetle 
(Insect) 

 
E 

FAA review required for work in undisturbed grassland prairie, forest edge, and scrubland areas where 
significant humus or topsoil, suitable for burying carrion, occurs.   X  

 

Poweshiek 
Skipperling 
(Insect) 

 
E 

FAA Review required for work occurring in undisturbed native tall grass prairie and wet swales. 
  X  

 

Rusty Patched 
Bumblebee E Species is not known to exist in the Dakotas at this time. Until more information becomes available 

for this species, no review is required.   X   

 
 
 

1 Eskimo Curlew 5-Year Review: Summary and Evaluation. USFWS Fairbanks Fish and Wildlife Office, December 14, 2016. 



 

 

 
Species 

 

 
Listing 

 

 
Guidance 

FAA 
Review 

Required? 

 
Determination 

 
Additional 

Documentation 
Included 

Yes No Not 
Present 

No 
Effect 

Black-footed 
Ferret 
(Mammal) 

 
E 

FAA Review required for ground disturbing activities within 100 feet of prairie dog towns of at least 
80 acres in size. Projects within the existing airport property will not require FAA review.   X  

 

Gray Wolf 
(Mammal) E 

FAA Review required for projects on a new location (i.e. construction of a new airport).   X  
 

Higgin’s Eye 
Mussel 
(Mollusc) 

 
E 

FAA review required for work in deep water with moderate currents in large rivers with sand/gravel 
bottoms.   X  

 

Scaleshell 
Mussel 
(Mollusc) 

 
E 

FAA review required for work in or along the shoreline of river habitat with stable channels and good 
water quality.   X  

 

Piping Plover 
(Bird) 

 

T 

FAA Review required for ground disturbing activities within ½ mile of designated piping plover critical 
habitat or known nesting sites from April 15 through August 31. See link for piping plover designated 
critical habitat maps: 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/ 

  X  

 

Rufa Red Knot 
(Bird) 

 
T 

FAA Review required for work activities within ½ mile of designated Piping Plover Critical Habitat or 
known nesting sites. See link for piping plover designated critical habitat maps: 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/ 

 X  X 
 

Dakota Skipper 
(Insect) T 

FAA Review required for work occurring in high quality native prairie containing a high diversity of 
wildflowers and grasses.   X  

 

Northern 
Long-Eared 
Bat 
(Mammal) 

 

 
T 

FAA Review required for work involving the removal of trees or buildings, ground disturbance in areas 
with caves, mines, and rock crevices, or work on structures. A final 4(d) rule with programmatic 
biological opinion (PBO) has been released by the USFWS. Further guidance: 
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/s7.html 
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/pdf/S7FrameworkNLEB17Feb2016.pdf 

 X  X 

 

Leedy’s 
Roseroot 
(Plant) 

 
T 

FAA Review required for work along cool wet groundwater-fed limestone cliffs, as well as cliffs 
characterized by the presence of cracks in the rocks.   X  

 

Western 
Prairie Fringed 
Orchid 
(Plant) 

 

T 

FAA Review required for all ground disturbing activities on non-flooded, undisturbed ground, known 
habitat, and native prairie. High probability of species in or near the Sheyenne National Grassland or 
the Big Sioux River Valley.   X  

 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/s7.html
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/pdf/S7FrameworkNLEB17Feb2016.pdf


 

Piping Plover 
Critical Habitat 

 
D 

FAA Review required for ground disturbing activities within ½ mile of designated piping plover critical 
habitat or known nesting sites. See link for piping plover designated critical habitat maps: 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/ 
https://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/es/species/birds/pipingplover/sdunit1.pdf   X  

.  

Dakota Skipper 
Critical Habitat 

 

D 

FAA Review required for ground disturbing activities within 0.6 mile of proposed Dakota Skipper critical 
habitat. See link for Dakota Skipper proposed critical habitat maps: 
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/dask/fCHmaps/daskchND.pdf 
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/dask/fCHmaps/daskchSD.pdf 

  X  

 

Poweshiek 
Skipperling 
Critical Habitat 

 

D 

FAA Review required for ground disturbing activities within 0.6 mile of proposed Poweshiek Skipperling 
critical habitat. See link for Poweshiek Skipperling proposed critical habitat maps: 
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/posk/fCHmaps/PS_ND_1_2.pdf 
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/posk/fCHmaps/poskchSD.pdf 

  X  

 

 

http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/pipingplover/
https://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/es/species/birds/pipingplover/sdunit1.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/dask/fCHmaps/daskchND.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/dask/fCHmaps/daskchSD.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/posk/fCHmaps/PS_ND_1_2.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/insects/posk/fCHmaps/poskchSD.pdf


July 15, 2020

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

South Dakota Ecological Services Field Office
420 South Garfield Avenue, Suite 400

Pierre, SD 57501-5408
Phone: (605) 224-8693 Fax: (605) 224-1416
http://www.fws.gov/southdakotafieldoffice/

In Reply Refer To: 
Consultation Code: 06E14000-2020-SLI-0970 
Event Code: 06E14000-2020-E-02526  
Project Name: Rapid City Sanitary Sewer Replacement
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat.

http://www.fws.gov/southdakotafieldoffice/
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A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(16 U.S.C. 703-712, as amended), as well as the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 
U.S.C. 668 et seq.). Projects affecting these species may benefit from the development of an 
Eagle Conservation Plan (ECP), see guidance at this website (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/ 
eagle_guidance.html). An ECP can assist developers in achieving compliance with regulatory 
requirements, help avoid “take” of eagles at project sites, and provide biological support for 
eagle permit applications. Additionally, we recommend wind energy developments adhere to our 
Land-based Wind Energy Guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts 
to migratory birds and bats.

We have recently updated our guidelines for minimizing impacts to migratory birds at projects 
that have communication towers (including meteorological, cellular, digital television, radio, and 
emergency broadcast towers). These guidelines can be found at:  
 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm 
http://www.towerkill.com 
 
According to National Wetlands Inventory maps, (available online at http://wetlands.fws.gov/) 
wetlands exist adjacent to the proposed construction corridor. If a project may impact wetlands or 
other important fish and wildlife habitats, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) and 
other environmental laws and rules, recommends complete avoidance of these areas, if possible. 
If this is not possible, attempts should be made to minimize adverse impacts. Finally if adverse 
impacts are unavoidable, measures should be undertaken to replace the impacted areas. 
Alternatives should be examined and the least damaging practical alternative selected. If wetland 
impacts are unavoidable, a mitigation plan addressing the number and types of wetland acres to 
be impacted, and the methods of replacement should be prepared and submitted to the resource 
agencies for review. 
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▪
▪
▪
▪

 
Please check with your local wetland management district to determine whether Service interest 
lands exist at the proposed project site, the exact locations of these properties, and any additional 
restrictions that may apply regarding these sites. The Offices are listed below. If you are not sure 
which office to contact, we can help you make that decision.  
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Huron Wetland Management District, Federal Building, Room 
309, 200 4th Street SW, Huron, SD 57350; telephone (605) 352-5894. Counties in the Huron 
WMD: Beadle, Buffalo, Hand, Hughes, Hyde, Jerauld, Sanborn, Sully. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lake Andes Wetland Management District, 38672 291st Street, 
Lake Andes, South Dakota; telephone (605) 487-7603. Counties in the Lake Andes WMD: 
Aurora, Bon Homme, Brule, Charles Mix, Clay, Davison, Douglas, Hanson, Hutchinson, 
Lincoln, Turner, Union, Yankton. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Madison Wetland Management District, P.O. Box 48, Madison, 
South Dakota, 57042, telephone (605) 256-2974. Counties in the Madison WMD: Brookings, 
Deuel, Hamlin, Kingsury, Lake, McCook, Miner, Minnehaha, Moody. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sand Lake Wetland Management District, 39650 Sand Lake 
Drive, Columbia, South Dakota, 57433; telephone (605) 885-6320. Counties in the Sand Lake 
WMD: Brown, Campbell, Edmunds, Faulk, McPherson, Potter, Spink, Walworth. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Waubay Wetland Management District, 44401 134A Street, 
Waubay, South Dakota, 57273; telephone (605) 947-4521. Counties in the Waubay WMD: Clark, 
Codington, Day, Grant, Marshall, Roberts. 
 
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office. 
 
You are welcome to contact our office at the address or phone number above for more 
information.  
 
Thank you. 

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Migratory Birds
Wetlands
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

South Dakota Ecological Services Field Office
420 South Garfield Avenue, Suite 400
Pierre, SD 57501-5408
(605) 224-8693
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 06E14000-2020-SLI-0970

Event Code: 06E14000-2020-E-02526

Project Name: Rapid City Sanitary Sewer Replacement

Project Type: WASTEWATER FACILITY

Project Description: The Rapid City Regional Airport proposed to remove the existing 
wastewater lagoon and connect to the Rapid City Water Reclamation 
Facility located approximately 2 miles southwest of the existing lagoon. 
The connection will through a series of underground pipe and a lift station 
located adjacent to Airport Road.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/place/44.035209531684984N103.06844405550343W

Counties: Pennington, SD

https://www.google.com/maps/place/44.035209531684984N103.06844405550343W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/44.035209531684984N103.06844405550343W
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1.

Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 4 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Birds
NAME STATUS

Least Tern Sterna antillarum
Population: interior pop.
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8505

Endangered

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Whooping Crane Grus americana
Population: Wherever found, except where listed as an experimental population
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758

Endangered

1

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8505
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758
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Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.



07/15/2020 Event Code: 06E14000-2020-E-02526   1

   

USFWS National Wildlife Refuge Lands And Fish 
Hatcheries
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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1.
2.
3.

Migratory Birds
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to 
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider 
implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS 
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. 
To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see 
the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that 
every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders 
and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data 
mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For 
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative 
occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional 
information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other important information about your migratory 
bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be found 
below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures 
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE 
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and 
breeding in your project area.

NAME
BREEDING 
SEASON

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention 
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain 
types of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Breeds Dec 1 to 
Aug 31

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird Conservation 
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

Breeds Jan 1 to 
Aug 31

1
2

https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680
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1.

2.

3.

Probability Of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be 
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project 
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the 
FAQ “Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or attempting 
to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your 
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week 
months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see 
below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher 
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in 
the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for 
that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee 
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 
0.25.
To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of 
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum 
probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence 
in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on 
week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.
The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical 
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the 
probability of presence score.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across 
its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project 
area.

Survey Effort ( )
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys 
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of 
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe
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▪

▪

▪

 no data survey effort breeding season probability of presence

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant 
information. The exception to this is areas off the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on 
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC Vulnerable

Golden Eagle
BCC - BCR

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/ 
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds http://www.fws.gov/birds/ 
management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/ 
conservation-measures.php
Nationwide conservation measures for birds http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/ 
management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

Migratory Birds FAQ
Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts 
to migratory birds. 
Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize 
impacts to all birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly 
important when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in 
the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very 
helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding 
in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures and/or 
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of 
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified 
location? 
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
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1.

2.

3.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian 
Knowledge Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, 
and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as 
occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as 
warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act 
requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or 
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your 
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list 
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds 
potentially occurring in my specified location? 
The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data 
provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing 
collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information 
becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and 
how to interpret them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me 
about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my 
project area? 
To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, 
wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab 
of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of 
interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds guide. If a bird on your 
migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your 
project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds 
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds? 
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

"BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern 
throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);
"BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation 
Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA; and
"Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on 
your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) 
potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types of development or activities 
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing).

http://www.avianknowledge.net/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/eagle-management.php
http://avianknowledge.net/index.php/phenology-tool/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://neotropical.birds.cornell.edu/Species-Account/nb/home
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
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Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, efforts should be made, 
in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC 
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can 
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles, 
please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects 
For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species 
and groups of bird species within your project area off the Atlantic Coast, please visit the 
Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides 
birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird 
model results files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical 
Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic 
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use 
throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this 
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study 
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list? 
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid 
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report 
The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of 
birds of priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for 
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does IPaC 
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location”. Please be 
aware this report provides the “probability of presence” of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that 
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look 
carefully at the survey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no 
data” indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effort is the key component. If the survey 
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In 
contrast, a low survey effort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of 
certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for 
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might 
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you 
know what to look for to confirm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement 
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, 
should presence be confirmed. To learn more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell 
me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory 
birds” at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits/need-a-permit.php
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Wetlands
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to 
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine 
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
PEM1A
PEM1C
PEM1Ch
PEM1Cx

FRESHWATER POND
PABFh

RIVERINE
R4SBC
R5UBFx

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1A
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1Ch
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1Cx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PABFh
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=R4SBC
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=R5UBFx
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�������������������������������������� ! �"�#��$%!& '��%"&() !! '*+,-*./.*01 "02*.3-*0!&+.3-024*1 546-,!&+.3-024*1 !�7���89��� �7�����7�� ��::���� ����8 �7�����7�� �7����;7�<��::���� =� �787���� ����8 �7>78 �787���� ����8 ����8�?� ����8�����@�?� A�����7����B�OIOIR NMKOPL OPPKNJI PIIKQML JKIMI GIKQLP GNKGNP GKMPN POKQOO GGKMOO LHH GOKPOG JLKGJP I GOOOIOGR NQKJMN OPMKNJG PINKGGM JKPPG GIKGMH GNKGMN GKMPN POKJOO GGKMHP LHH GOKPHO JJKQGJ I GOJOIOOR NHKLQI OJGKGHO PGIKMMO JKMPJ QKQJL GNKGQH GKMPN PGKLIJ GGKQNL LHH GOKJNJ JPKHNQ I GONOIOPR MIKNQQ OJJKQQQ PGLKLMN LKOPO MKGGP GNKOIO GKMPN PIKOQP GGKHPM LHH GOKLPN JOKQGH I GOMOIOJR MGKMGP OJQKPPI POIKIJP LKJIL NKMNQ GNKOGL GKMPN PIKGOJ GOKIGI LHH GOKNIH JOKMPP I GOHOIOLR MOKNMO OLGKLNO POJKOPJ LKJML NKQJJ GNKOOQ GKMPN PIKOQP GOKIQP LHH GOKNQO JOKHNL I GPGOIONR MPKNNO OLJKQNQ POQKLPI LKLJM NKHOG GNKOJG GKMPN PIKJJL GOKGLM LHH GOKMLN JPKOIG I GPP
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