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Federal Aviation Administration 

Great Lakes Region 

 

Condensed Environmental Assessment 
The Condensed Environmental Assessment (Condensed EA) is appropriate for Great Lakes 
Region airport projects when a project:  
 
 Cannot be Categorically Excluded (CATEX), 
 Does not have significant impacts, and 
 A detailed Environmental Assessment (EA) is not needed. 
 
Proper completion of this document will allow the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and/or 
State Block Grant States, to determine whether the Condensed EA is appropriate for the proposed 
project and to support a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
Resource guidance used in preparation of this form comes from the FAA’s Order 1050.1E, 
“Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures” or subsequent revisions.  This order 
incorporates the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as the US Department of Transportation’s 
environmental regulations (including FAA Order 5050.4B or subsequent revisions), and other 
federal statues and regulations.  Accordingly, this form is intended to meet the Federal regulatory 
requirements of an EA. 
 
This format is appropriate if the proposed project’s involvement with, or impacts to, extraordinary 
circumstances are not notable in number or degree and do not rise to the level of a full EA.  
Consult with an Environmental Specialist at the FAA to determine if this form is appropriate 
for your project. 
 
To complete this form, the preparer should describe the proposed project and provide information 
on any potential impacts of the proposed project.  It will be necessary for the preparer to have 
knowledge of the environmental features of the airport.  Although some of this information may be 
obtained from the preparer’s own observations, environmental studies or other research may be 
necessary.  Complete consultation with applicable Federal, state, and local resource agencies 
responsible for protecting specially protected resources prior to submitting this form to the FAA.   
 
This form is not meant to be a stand-alone document.  Rather, it is intended to be used in 
conjunction with the applicable orders, laws, and guidance documents, and in consultation with 
the appropriate resource agencies.  
 
An appendix that contains all the figures, correspondence, and completed studies (or executive 
summaries of completed studies) should accompany the completed Condensed EA when 
submitted to the FAA for final approval. 
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Federal Aviation Administration - Great Lakes Region  

Condensed Environmental Assessment 
 
 
Project Location: 
Airport Name: Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Airport Identifier:  RWF 
Address:  500 Airport Road  
City: Redwood Falls County: Redwood State: MN 
 
 
Airport Sponsor Information: 
Point of Contact: James Doering 
Address: 333 Washington Street, PO Box 526 
City: Redwood Falls State: MN Zip Code: 56283 
Telephone Number: 507.637.5755 
Email: jdoering@ci.redwood-falls.mn.us 
 
 
Condensed EA Preparer Information: 
Point of Contact: Peter Langworthy, Bolton and Menk, Inc. 
Address: 12224 Nicollet Avenue 
City: Burnsville State: MN  Zip Code: 55337 
Telephone Number: (952) 890-0509 
Email: peterla@bolton-menk.com 
 
 
Identify all Attachments to this Condensed EA: 
Include aerial photos, maps, plans, correspondence, and completed studies (or executive summaries) 

Figure 1 – Project Location; Figure 2 – Proposed Actions; Figure 3 – Water Resources; Figure 4 – 
Relocation Parcel; Figure 5 – Salmon Property 
Appendix A – Airport Drainage Study, Preliminary Engineering Report; Appendix B – Section 106 
Correspondence;  Appendix C – Section 4(f) Documentation; Appendix D – Early Coordination 
Correspondence;  Appendix E – US Fish and  Wildlife Species Information;  Appendix F – NRCS 
Coordination for Farmland Impacts;  Appendix G – Wetland Investigation and Delineation Report; 
Appendix H – Agency Comments on Draft EA; Appendix I – Public Comments on Draft EA 
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Part I - General Project Identification 

 
PURPOSE AND NEED: 
Describe the problem that the project will address and the goals of the project. 

Purpose 
The purpose of the proposed improvements at the Redwood Falls Municipal Airport (RWF) is to bring 
the airport into compliance with FAA and State requirements and environmental regulations.  This will 
be achieved through land use control, elimination of airspace obstructions, improvements to the 
parallel taxiway, and stormwater management. 
 
Need 
RWF is a general aviation airport located in the City of Redwood Falls (Figure 1).  The airport has 
two runways, Runway 12/30 (paved) and Runway 5/23 (turf).  Runway 12/30 is 4,001 feet long by 
100 feet wide with a partial paved parallel taxiway.  Runway 5/23 is a turf crosswind runway that is 
2,081 feet by 200 feet wide.  RWF has approximately 9,800 operations a year and 17 based aircraft. 
 

Airspace Obstructions - RWF has airspace obstructions that penetrate the Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) Part 77 airspace surfaces for all runways.  Runway 5 has a displaced 
threshold due to obstructions (light poles) within the approach.  The FAR Part 77 Safe, Efficient 
Use and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace defines a set of imaginary airspace surfaces 
that surround an airport that include the primary, approach, transitional, horizontal and conical 
surfaces.  These surface dimensions vary depending on the runway surface type, configuration, 
and approach type.  FAA recommends airspace obstructions be lowered, removed or lighted.   
 
Land Use Control - RWF currently does not have control for the entire Runway Protection 
Zone (RPZ) or Clear Zone (CZ) for Runway 5, Runway 12 and Runway 23.  The FAA RPZ and 
the Mn/DOT Runway CZ are trapezoidal shaped areas centered on the runway centerline with 
the purpose of enhancing the protection of people and property on the ground.  RPZ 
dimensions are defined by FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Airport Design as a function of 
the critical aircraft type and approach visibility minimums.  CZ dimensions are defined by 
Mn/DOT Aeronautics rules and regulations for approach type and runway category.  Both the 
FAA and Mn/DOT recommend that airport sponsors have sufficient property interest in the RPZ 
and CZ to ensure compatible land use. 
 
RWF also does not own or control all of the area within the Building Restriction Line (BRL).  The 
BRL defines the limits of development for structures, except facilities required by their function 
to be located near runways and taxiways.  The FAA recommends that an airport sponsor have 
sufficient property interest in the BRL to ensure compatible land use. 
 
Parallel Taxiway - Runway 12/30 has a full length parallel taxiway that is partially paved.  The 
majority of the taxiway is turf.  The turf taxiway surface is not consistently able to accommodate 
the weight of larger aircraft.  In addition, it is closed during periods of high moisture saturation 
and during winter months.  This requires a pilot to taxi an aircraft along the length of the runway 
to reach the end of Runway 12 for takeoff.  It also requires a pilot to back-taxi on the runway to 
reach the Building Area after landing on the Runway 30 end.  The runway is intended for aircraft 
takeoff and landing operations.  Aircraft taxiing on the runway limits the use of the runway by 
other aircraft.  In addition, the airport does not have air traffic control on the airfield.  Therefore, 
pilots rely on visibility to maintain safe separation of operations.  Reliance on visual contact is a 
common safety practice, but visibility from an airplane cockpit while on the ground is limited by 
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the aircraft wing location, as well as windows that are designed to provide visibility at the 
elevation of the aircraft (i.e. to see other aircraft at the pilot’s elevation while in flight).   
 
Drainage - RWF is currently divided into three drainage areas (North, South and Northeast as 
depicted on Figure 1 in the airport Drainage Study included as Appendix A).  The South 
Drainage Area is comprised of approximately 132 acres and is served by a 12-inch drain tile 
that is part of the County Ditch 48 system.  The drain tile is in poor condition resulting in limited 
hydraulic capacity and is undersized for the drainage area.  After significant rain events, there is 
standing water in areas west of the terminal/hangar area for extended period of time.  This 
stresses/kills the grass and is a potential wildlife attractant.  

  

 
PROPOSED ACTION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE): 
Describe the preferred alternative in detail, including how the project fits into the airport layout plan. 

The Proposed Action includes the following components (Figure 2): 
 
Obstruction Removal - Obstructions will be cleared for the existing runway configuration to 
meet FAR Part 77 other-than-utility instrument requirements (34:1 approach slope – 34 feet 
horizontal, 1 foot vertical) for Runway 12/30 and visual utility requirements (20:1 approach 
slope) for Runway 5/23. The obstruction removal includes 12.7 acres of tree removal and the 
lowering/removal/mitigation of light poles within the Runway 5 approach to remove the displaced 
threshold currently in place.  To be conservative, the proposed action includes tree removal 
rather than tree trimming.  Tree trimming will be considered during development of the project 
and incorporated into the project as possible.   
 
Land Use Control – Land control through acquisition or easements for 45.1 acres of land within 
the FAA RPZ, Mn/DOT CZ, airspace obstruction areas, and areas within the BRL. A planned 
future update to the airport land use and airspace zoning ordinance will also help protect area 
surrounding the airport from potential new airspace and land use hazards.  
 
Parallel Taxiway - A 2,900’ x 35’ paved taxiway will be constructed to establish a paved full-
length parallel taxiway for Runway 12/30. This will reduce runway occupancy time, increase 
safety and the efficiency of aircraft operations at RWF, and meet FAA recommendations for this 
airport. 
 
Stormwater Management - A stormwater management system will be constructed to improve 
existing drainage conditions in the South Drainage Area and to meet NPDES requirements 
associated with the new impervious surfaces associated with the proposed parallel taxiway. This 
system will comply with requirements of FAA AC 150/5200-33B Hazardous Wildlife Attractants 
On or Near Airports for safety. A drainage basin as well as conveyance piping with discharge 
ultimately to County Ditch 54 is proposed. The conveyance system would be sized to be 
consistent with longer term development on the airport. 

 
 
 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 
Describe alternatives considered, including the Do-Nothing Alternative 

Alternatives that were considered included the following: 
 

 Parallel Taxiway northeast of Runway 12/30 versus southwest 
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 Drainage Basin and Outlet Locations 
 
Further information is provided below regarding the assessment of these alternatives and selection of 
the preferred alternative.   

 
 

Explain in detail the reason for eliminating each non-preferred alternative. 

Taxiway Location – It would be possible to locate the parallel taxiway northeast of the primary runway 
as opposed to southwest.   However, the southwest location is preferred for operational reasons.  It 
will be on the same side of Runway 12/30 as the terminal and hangar areas and taxiing movements 
will thus eliminate the need to cross the primary runway.  The northeast location for the parallel 
taxiway would not provide any significant benefits from an environmental perspective relative to the 
preferred southwest location.  
 
Drainage Basin – Approximately 500 feet of the new taxiway (0.85 acre, in the northwest portion) will 
be within the North Watershed of the airport which recently had a stormwater treatment system 
developed which can effectively accommodate the new taxiway drainage, complying with applicable 
NPDES and FAA requirements.  However, drainage from the remaining 1.4 acres of the new 
impervious taxiway surface will require treatment per NPDES requirements.  Various options were 
reviewed to handle this rather than the construction of the proposed basin as identified on Figure 2.  
A drainage outlet to the north is not feasible because of the unstable ravine conditions that would 
convey the additional run off.  The drainage outlet option to the west into an existing wetland complex 
is not feasible because the wetland grade is higher than the proposed basin elevation and because 
there is no existing drainage system readily available.  The drainage outlet option to the southwest to 
an existing drainage serving an industrial area system is not feasible because of the grade difference 
from east to west.  Additionally, this system is currently undersized.   

 

 
 

 
AIRPORT DESCRIPTION: 
Fill out the following information if the proposed project includes any changes to the existing airport design 
 

                                                    Existing                                     Proposed 
 

Runway: 12/30         No change   
     Length: 4,001 ft.        No change     ft.  
     Width: 100 ft.        No change   ft.  

Pavement Strength: 32,000 lbs. (SW), 
42,000 lbs. (DW) 

        No change   

NAVAIDS: LPV/GPS, VOR, PAPI, 
MIRL,REIL 

        No change    Federally Owned:   No    

Approach Minimums: 280’ MDA, 1 mile vis.         No change   
Critical Aircraft (e.g. B-II) : B-II         No change   
RPZ Area: 1,000’ x 500’ x 700’         No change   

 
  
 Existing                                     Proposed 
 

Runway: 05/23         No change   
     Length: 2,081 ft.        No change     ft.  
     Width: 200 ft.        No change   ft.  
Pavement Strength: N/A – Turf         No change   
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NAVAIDS: None         No change    Federally Owned:   No    
Approach Minimums: N/A -  Visual         No change   
Critical Aircraft (e.g. B-II) : A-I (Small)         No change   
RPZ Area:    1,000’ x 250’ x 450’         No change   

 
 

 
Remarks: MN/DOT Clear Zone: 1,700’ x 500’ x 1010’ (Runway 12/30, other-than-utility); 1,200’ x 

250’ x 490’ (Runway 5/23, utility).  Approach slope: 34:1 (Runway 12/30 other-than-utility); 
20:1 (Runway 5/23, utility). 

 
 
LAND ACQUISITION: 

 Amount (acres) 
Land Use Types Permanent Easement 

Residential 3.0  
Commercial 0.0  
Agricultural 26.9  
Forest 8.7  
Wetlands 1,500 SF within Forest  
Other: Open/Grassed 4.5  
Other: Transportation  2.0  

TOTAL 45.1  
 

 

Remarks:  
 
 
 

PROJECT SCHEDULE: 
Discuss the proposed schedule for the project, including permits and construction. 

2012 – Complete NEPA Process 
2013 – Acquire land for RPZ, Clear Zone for Runway 23, and for BRL for Runway 12/30 
2014 – Mitigate Runway 5/23, other Transitional FAR Part 77 obstructions 
2016 – Acquire land for RPZ, obstruction removal for Runway  12 
2017 – Mitigate Runway 12/30 FAR Part 77 obstructions 
2017 – Construct parallel taxiway, drainage improvements    

 
 
 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: 
Succinctly describe existing environmental conditions of the potentially affected area.   

As can be seen on Figure 2, the airport is surrounded by the following land uses and features: 
 

 To the north: agricultural fields, rural residential housing, wooded ravine 
 To the east: wooded ravine, agricultural fields, aggregate mining operations 
 To the south: agricultural fields, truck and equipment sales, light industrial, State Highway 19,  
 To the west: light industrial, agricultural fields, County Highway 101 

 
The Redwood River is approximately one mile west-northwest of the northwest end of Runway 12/30.  
The Minnesota River is approximately 1.5 miles north-northeast of Runway 12/30.  The confluence of 
these rivers is approximately 1.4 miles directly north of the northwest end of Runway 12/30.   A steep, 
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wooded ravine dropping down to the Minnesota River valley begins approximately 1,000 feet 
northeast of the Runway 12/30.    
 
Further information regarding the affected environment is provided as appropriate under the 
respective environmental impact categories (e.g. Wetlands).   

 
Part II – Environmental Consequences 

 
Air Quality     
  Yes  No 
Is the project in an air quality nonattainment or maintenance area?   X  

If Yes, is the:     
Project listed on Presumed to Conform List     
Project accounted for in State Implementation Plan     
Project emissions below applicable de minimis levels     

Does the project require an air quality analysis?   X  
Does the project require an air quality analysis for construction impacts?   X  
       
Remarks: 
 

To meet NEPA requirements as defined in the FAA Air Quality Handbook, an air quality 
analysis is required at General Aviation airports with more than a total of 180,000 general 
aviation and air taxi annual operations.  Existing and future RWF operational levels are 
substantially below this threshold.  Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build alternative 
will have air quality impacts. 

 
 
 

               

Coastal Areas               
     Yes  No    
Is the project located in a Coastal Barrier Resource System?   X      
Is the project located in a Coastal Zone Management Program?   X      

If Yes, Is a consistency finding required?         
 

Remarks: The Proposed Action is not located in a Coastal Barrier Resource system as defined 
under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 (amended by the Coastal Barrier 
Improvement Act of 1990).  It is not in any Coastal Zones as defined under the Coastal 
Zone Management Act of 1972.  Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build alternative 
will have Coastal Area Impacts.  

 
 
 

Compatible Land Use     
 Yes  No  
Will proposed action comply with local/regional development patterns for the area? X   
Is the proposed project located near or will it create a wildlife hazard as defined in FAA 

Advisory Circular 150/5200-33, “Wildlife Hazards on or Near Airports”? 
  X 

Has coordination with USDA Wildlife Services occurred? X   
Is a Wildlife Assessment required?   X 

 
Remarks: The project will enhance land use compatibility by providing Airport acquisition and control 

of land within the FAA Runway Protection Zones, Mn/DOT Runway Clear Zones, airspace 
obstruction areas, and areas within the Building Restriction Line (BRL).  
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Property acquisition to obtain fee control over the Runway 12 Mn/DOT Clear Zone 
would include 13.2 acres northwest of River Road. A portion of the 12.4 acre 
portion of the Salmon property is enrolled in the Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program (CREP); a combination of the Federal Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP) and the Minnesota Re-invest in Minnesota (RIM) 
program. In this instance the portion of the Salmon property in CREP includes a 
15-year CRP contract dated July 5, 2000, expiring in 2015. The CRP is not eligible 
for renewal and upon expiration, the parcel reverts solely to the RIM program per 
the Perpetual Rim Conservation Easement held by the Minnesota Board of Water 
and Soil Resources (BWSR) dated September 28, 2000. A portion of the property 
is also under an existing avigation easement as depicted on Figure 5. 
 
The property was enrolled in CRP under a Wetland Restoration practice. If 
alteration to the vegetation (tree topping or removal) on the property under 
easement would be proposed prior to expiration of the CRP contract, coordination 
with the USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA) would be required to ensure the 
alteration is suitable with the wetland restoration goals established for the site. If 
alteration to the vegetation on the property would be proposed after expiration of 
the CRP contract, coordination with the Redwood Soil and Water Conservation 
District (SWCD) would be required. The property is considered a grassland 
practice under the RIM program and tree removal is not opposed when 
maintaining grasslands. The current property owner performs routine burning to 
discourage encroachment of trees and other woody vegetation. 
 
The Perpetual RIM Conservation Easement does not prohibit transfer of 
ownership, but the RIM easement and restrictions would remain with the property 
in perpetuity. If only a portion of the parcel were acquired, the perpetual easement 
would remain on both fragments of the original parcel. The property must always 
be kept with natural vegetative cover and the restored wetland area maintained. 
The remainder of the Salmon parcels, both within and outside of the Conservation 
Easement, would be allowed to continue under the respective easement and/or 
zoning restrictions. However, acquisition of a portion of the parcel could pose a 
challenge to the prescribed burning practices and limit recreational opportunities of 
the current owner. 
 
If the City were unable to acquire the property in fee, an extension in the area of 
the existing avigation easement to include the outer portions of the Mn/DOT Clear 
Zone could provide alternative protection. The CREP property represents the 
majority of the property necessary to allow fee control over the Mn/DOT Clear 
Zone. Even without fee acquisition, the perpetual Conservation Easement 
requiring maintenance of natural vegetative cover would serve as a secondary 
protection against incompatible development. 
 
The detention basins that would be used on the airport property will be 48-hour dry ponds 
so as not to attract water fowl or other birds, per FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33. 
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Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build alternative will have Compatible Land Use 
impacts.  

 
 
 

Construction Impacts     
     
Will construction of the proposed project: Yes  No 

Increase ambient noise levels due to equipment operation X   
Degrade local air quality due to dust, equipment exhaust, or burning debris   X 
Deteriorate water quality when erosion or pollutant runoff occur   X 
Disrupt off-site and local traffic patterns   X 

 
Remarks: The Proposed Action involves three construction elements: a) taxiway pavement, b) 

stormwater management enhancements (detention basin and conveyance), and c) tree 
trimming and/or removal.  The work for first two of these elements will be typical for each 
respective type of project, and no abnormal conditions or impacts are anticipated.  There 
will be some noise created by construction equipment, but this will be temporary in nature 
and will be typical of the type of construction involved.  There will be some dust and 
equipment exhaust associated with the construction activities, but not at levels that will 
violate applicable regulations or significantly degrade local air quality conditions.  There 
will be no on-site burning of debris. 
 
More than one acre of land will be disturbed. Therefore, a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit will be obtained, and associated Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction activities.  If the 
work elements are constructed as separate projects, NDPES requirements and any other 
applicable construction-related regulatory requirements will be met for each element.   
 
Tree removal activities in ravine areas have the potential to result in erosion and related 
impacts.  City staff has consulted the DNR Southern Region Forester on the project 
(August 2012).  Based on this consultation the following tree removal approach will be 
implemented: 
 

 Remove only trees that are obstructions or are relatively close to penetrating 
airspace limits. 

 Leave root systems in place during the removal of existing trees (i.e., no clearing 
and grubbing).  Spray stumps with herbicide to restrict re-growth. 

 Plant native grasses on the slopes around the stumps to further help hold soils in 
place.    

 
City staff will coordinate further with DNR staff during the preparation of final plans and 
specifications for tree removal in the ravine area.    
 
The No Action alternative does not involve construction and thus would have no impacts. 
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Cultural Resources 
 

Results of Research                   
Eligible or Listed Resources Present:      Yes       No       

 Archaeology   X       
 History/Architecture   X       

 
Project Effect 

 
Yes 

 
 

 
N/A 

 
SHPO/FAA Approval Dates 

No Historic Properties Affected         X    FAA – September 2012; SHPO October 6, 
2012 

No Adverse Effect      
Adverse Effect      

 

Completed Documentation  Yes        N/A SHPO/FAA Approval Dates 
Historic Properties Short Report      
Historic Property Report          X      FAA – September 2012; SHPO October 6, 

2012 
Archaeological Records Check/ Review      
Archaeological Phase I Survey Report          X     FAA – September 2012; SHPO October 6, 

2012 
Archaeological Phase II Investigation Report      
Archaeological Phase III Data Recovery      
APE, Eligibility and Effect Determination            X     FAA – September 2012; SHPO October 6, 

2012  
Memorandum of Agreement      

 
Describe all efforts to document cultural resources using the categories outlined in the remarks box.   Include any additional 
Section 106 work required, such as mitigation or deep trenching.   

Remarks: Area of Potential Effect (APE): The APE is the area or areas an undertaking may directly or 
indirectly affect any historic resource, if such resources exist.  The APE (Appendix B) for this 
project includes airport property, land proposed for acquisition, and all property within the viewshed 
(the area which the project may visually impact).   
 
Coordination with Consulting Parties: In September 2011, the FAA sent the SHPO the APE for 
review.  The SHPO concurred with the APE in a letter dated October 6, 2011 (B).   
 
Archaeology: The archaeological field survey identified one isolated artifact (21RW0073) in the 
area where Pond C was proposed.  The artifact was observed on the surface of an agricultural 
field.  Four radial shovel tests did not identify any additional cultural resources.  The artifact 
appears to be an isolated artifact, which is not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP).  In addition, Pond C has been removed from the project. 
 
Historic Properties: The Terminal Building, a North Memorial Air Care Building, two heavily 
modified T-Hangars, and a small moveable shed were reviewed to determine if any of the 
structures are eligible for listing on the NRHP.  All of the buildings were constructed between the 
late 1970s to present except for the two T-Hangars.  The T-Hangars were originally constructed in 
the late 1940s to early 1950s.  They have been altered with the expansion of additional T-Hangars 
over the years and the replacement of a gabled roof.  Due to the alterations, the T-Hangars no 
longer retain their historic character and were found not to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.   
 
Documentation, Findings: The FAA has determined that a finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected is appropriate for this project (Appendix B).  The SHPO Concurred with this finding. 
 
 
Public Involvement: Notification of the No Historic Properties Affected finding was provided during 
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the public involvement period for the Draft EA.  
 

Department of Transportation Section 4(f)     
     
Does the project area contain:   Yes     No   

Publicly owned Park/Recreation Areas       X               
Wildlife and/or Waterfowl Refuges        X       
Historic Properties           X       

        
Completed Documentation     FAA Approval 
Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation         X    
“De minimis“ Impact X           September 24, 2012 

(Preliminary Finding) 
Only to be used for the following circumstances: 
o Historic Properties: project includes No Adverse Effect Finding with SHPO/THPO concurrence 
o Parks, Recreation Areas, or Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges: project will not adversely affect activities, features, and 

attributes of the property and the official with jurisdiction concurs with the finding 
 

Refers to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (now 49 USC § 303).  Discuss De minimis impacts below.  
Individual Section 4(f) documentation must be separate Draft and Final documents.  

Remarks: Two or three small trees will be removed adjacent to a City-owned trail along County 
Highway 101 west of the airport.  The FAA has determined, in a preliminary Section 4(f) 
Finding (September 24, 2012), that the proposed federal action will not significantly affect 
the pedestrian/bike trail and therefore constitutes a de minimis Section 4(f) impact.  The 
City has concurred with this determination in a letter dated September 26, 2012.  The 
preliminary Section 4(f) Finding and the City’s concurrence letter are included in 
Appendix C.  Opportunity for public and agency review and comment on this material 
was provided during the 30-day public comment period for this Environmental 
Assessment.  
 
The No Action alternative would not impact any parks, recreation areas or 
wildlife/waterfowl refuges.   

 
 
 

Ecological Resources     
           

 
 

Describe the various types of flora (plants), fauna (fish, birds, reptiles, mammals, etc), and habitat located in the project area.  
Indicate if the project will have any impact on these species or their habitat. 
Remarks: RWF is located in the Minnesota River Prairie Subsection of the North Central Glaciated 

Plains Ecological Section in the Minnesota DNR’s Ecological Land Classification Program.  
Pre-settlement vegetation was primarily tallgrass prairie, with many islands of wet prairie.  
Currently, agriculture is the dominant land use.  DNR information indicates that upland 
prairie species to be common throughout most of the Subsection. 
 
The airport is largely surrounded by cultivated cropland, roadways, and urban and/or 
residential development.  The flora, fauna, and habitat associated with these areas are 
typical of such areas in this part of Minnesota.   As is discussed further under the 
Wetlands heading, there is a series of wetlands bounded by the airport, urban 
development, and County State Aid Highway 101, and one wetland area just north of 
Runway 30.   Based on information provided by the Minnesota Department of Natural 

Biotic Resources        
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resources, the wooded area northeast of RWF is a mesic hardwood forest which includes 
Bur Oak, Green Ash, Elm, and other common species.   
 
The project is not anticipated to have significant impacts on flora, fauna, and their habitat.  
The trees that will be cleared for obstruction removal in the wooded area northeast of the 
airport will be a small percentage of the overall forest, generally in edge locations.  The 
DNR’s Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist (Region 4, New Ulm), did not 
express concern with the proposed action based on the early coordination information 
provided (Appendix D, Agency Correspondence).   The Natural Heritage Information 
Service (NHIS) review provided by the DNR concluded that the proposed action would not 
adversely affect any protected or known rare features (see Appendix D).   
 
The No Action alternative would not have impacts to ecological resources. 

 
  

 
 

Threatened or Endangered Species Yes  No     
Is the project within the known range of any federal species?   X     
Does the project area contain any critical habitat?   X     
Is Section 7 formal consultation required for this action?   X     
Are there any State threatened or endangered species in the area?   X     

 
Remarks: Please refer to attached correspondence with the DNR indicating no adverse effects to 

rare species (Appendix D).  Based on the US Fish and Wildlife Service website, there is 
only one federally listed Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate species in 
Redwood County: Prairie Bush Clover (lespedeza leptostachya, a Threatened Species, 
see Appendix E).   The habitat for this species is damp to dry soils supporting tall grass 
prairie.  The proposed project will not impact any open prairie areas.  During early 
coordination activities, the US Department of Interior received preliminary project 
information including mapping and did not comment. 
The area of the Salmon property that is in CREP easement (see Page 8) includes a 
wetland restoration. Potential habitat for the Prairie bush clover is limited in this area by 
the wet soils and lack of prescribed burning necessary to discourage competition by other 
vegetation. Regardless of the potential, the Proposed Action would not result in direct or 
indirect impacts to the Salmon property and the available habitat would remain as 
described above. 

 
 
 

Energy and Natural Resources     
 Yes  No  
Will the project result in energy impacts during or after construction?   X 
Will demand exceed supply?   X 
Are scarce or unusual materials required for the proposed project?   X 
Will the project change existing aircraft fuel consumption?   X 

 
Remarks: Energy in the form of fuel will be consumed during construction and obstruction removal 

activities.  Demand will not exceed supply.  No significant impacts are anticipated.  The 
project will not result in an increase in demand for energy or natural resources. 
 
The No Action alternative would not have energy or natural resource impacts. 
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Environmental Justice (EJ)                                                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                                                            Yes             No                
Are any EJ populations located within the project area?     x 
Will the project result in adversely high or disproportionate impacts to the EJ population?     x 

 
Remarks: Census data gives no indication of EJ populations in the project area. The project is not 

anticipated to have significant impacts to any surrounding residents or populations.   
 
The No Action alternative would not have Environmental Justice impacts.   

 
 

     
Farmland         

 Yes  No      
Will the project affect any Agricultural Lands?  x        
Is there any Prime Farmland (per NRCS) in the project area? x        
NRCS-CPA-1006 Form score: 131        

 

Remarks: Approximately five acres will potentially be converted to non-agricultural use with the 
project (stormwater detention basin).  According to NRCS information, one of these acres 
is Prime and Unique Farmland.  The completed NRCS-CPA-1006 Form is included in 
Appendix F.  According to FAA guidance, if the NRCS-CPA-1006 Form score is less than 
160, the project does not have the potential for adverse farmland impacts and no further 
evaluation is required.   
 
The No Action alternative would not have Farmland impacts. 

 
 
 

Floodplains             

 Yes  No     
Is the project located in a FEMA designated floodplain?      X      

 

Attach the corresponding FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) or other documentation in the appendix. 

 Remarks: Floodplain mapping presenting FEMA information is provided on Figure 3.  Neither the 
Proposed Action nor the No Build alternative would have floodplain impacts.   

 
 

    

         
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act Section 6(f)      
 Yes  No 
Are there areas acquired or improved with Land and Water 
Conservation Fund grant assistance? 

  X 

Section   

Remarks: Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build would impact 6(f) lands.   
 

 
 
 

Light Emissions and Visual Effects     
 Yes  No  
Will the project result in airport-related lighting impacts?   X 
Does the proposed project fit with the existing environment? X   



Federal Aviation Administration – Great Lakes Region 
Airport: Redwood Falls Municipal Airport    Project: Safety and Drainage Improvements         

This is page 14 of 23.                      Date: 
 
December 2012 

 
This form is only applicable for Great Lakes Region projects 

 
Remarks: The Proposed Action is anticipated to include blue retro-reflective edge markers in the 

new paved taxiway, but may also include Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting (MITL).  This 
would bring airfield pavement lighting approximately 200 feet closer to potential receptors 
to the southwest, relative to the existing Runway 12/30 lighting.  The land uses to the 
southwest are industrial and commercial.  The closest receptor to potential lighting 
associated with the new taxiway is the Mn/DOT Truck Station approximately 1,400 feet to 
the southwest.  Lighting impacts are not anticipated.   
 
The proposed actions will not add new structures, equipment or other features 
inconsistent with the existing visual environment, architecture, historic or cultural setting, 
or land use planning for the community.   
 
The No Build Alternative will not have Light Emission or Visual Effect impacts.  

 
 
 

Noise    

 Yes  No 
Will the project change the current noise levels?   X 
Are there non-compatible land uses within the 65 DNL?   X 
Will the project create temporary (less than 180 days) noise impacts? X   
Is a noise analysis required in accordance with FAA regulations?   X 

 
Remarks: The project construction will involve temporary elevated noise levels typical to the required 

construction activities.  These increases will be minor, temporary, and minimized through 
the use of best management practices (BMPs).  The 65 DNL is assumed to be on the 
airport property due to the types and volumes of aircraft operations.  Operational volumes 
at RWF are well below the thresholds requiring noise analysis according to Appendix A, 
Section 14.6 of FAA Order 1050.1E. 
 
The No Build alternative would not have noise impacts. 

 
 
 

Social Impacts    
 Yes  No 
Will the proposed action result in the relocation people, businesses or farms? x   

    
Number of relocations: Residences: 1 Businesses:  Farms:  Other:  
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Remarks: 
 

The property acquisition in fee anticipated for the Proposed Action is depicted on 
Figure 2.  This includes a total of 45.1 acres from 14 parcels.   A breakdown of the 
acquisition areas by general land use type is summarized below in the table below. 
 

Land Use Type Number of Parcels 
Affected* 

Total Acreage 

Open Field/Drainage 2 4.5 
Rural Residential 2 3.0 
Agricultural Cropland 8 26.9 
Wooded Ravine Area 3 8.7 
Transportation 1 2.0 

*Two parcels have two land use types affected. 
 
There are three potential full acquisitions and the rest are partial acquisitions.  Two of 
the full acquisitions are Open Field/Drainage, and one is Rural Residential. 
 
There is only one relocation that could be required.  The City may need to acquire one 
residential property in its entirety for the purposes of tree trimming or removal.  This 
property is northwest of Runway 12 as depicted on Figure 4.  It was initially envisioned 
that this would only be a partial acquisition, but pending further analysis and 
coordination with the homeowner, it may be a total acquisition.  For the purposes of this 
EA evaluation, it was assumed that this would be a total acquisition.   
 
The property is approximately 2.0 acres and is rural residential.  If a full acquisition is 
required, the City will meet the requirements established in the Uniform Real Property 
Acquisition and Relocation Act of 1970, as amended, and as put forth in FAA Order 
5100.37B (Land Acquisition & Relocation Assistance for Airport Projects) and FAA 
Advisory Circular 150/5100-17 (Land Acquisition and Relocation for AIP-Assisted 
Projects).    
The No Build alternative would not have social impacts.   

 
 
 

Socioeconomic Impacts    
    
Will the proposed action result in:  Yes  No 

A change in business or economic activity in the project area   X 
An impact on local public service demands   X 
Induced/Secondary impacts   X 
 

Remarks: Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Build alternative would have socioeconomic 
impacts.   

 
 
 

Solid and Hazardous Waste     

 Yes  No  
Is there an Environmental Due Diligence Audit (EDDA) Phase I Report? x    

If Yes, is EDDA Phase II required/completed   x  
If Yes, is EDDA Phase III required/completed     

Does the project require the use of land that may be contaminated?   x  
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Will the proposed project generate solid waste? X    
If Yes, are local disposal facilities capable of handling the additional waste? X    

 
Remarks: A Phase I EDDA was prepared consistent with ASTM E1527-05 for the proposed 

acquisition areas.   In addition, the MPCA website which tracks environmental 
contamination sites was consulted.  No environmental contamination was identified for the 
acquisition areas or the other project areas.  The EDDA process identified some minor 
debris in one of the acquisition areas in the wooded ravine northeast of Runway 23.  This 
material will not require Phase II analysis.  The EDDA recommended that this material be 
removed upon acquisition.    
 
If the home on the property identified on Figure 4 is ultimately demolished (see discussion 
under Social Impacts heading), this work will comply with state and federal regulations 
that require the structure be inspected for hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead 
based paint, and other materials, and that these materials need to be disposed of 
consistently with applicable regulations.   
 
The No Build alternative would not have solid or hazardous waste impacts.   

 
 
 

Water Quality 
 

    

Streams, Rivers, Watercourses & Jurisdictional Ditches Yes  No  
Are there Streams, Rivers, Watercourses or Ditches in/near the project area? X     
Is there any Wild, Scenic or Recreational Rivers in/near the project area?   X  
      
Other Waters      
Are there any lakes or ponds in/near the project area?   X   
Are there other surface/below surface waters in/near the project area?   X   

 
Remarks: Existing Conditions: County Ditch 52 (Crow Creek), which is approximately 2,500 feet 

south of airport property, receives some drainage from the airport property.  The 
Minnesota River in the general vicinity of Redwood Falls is classified as Scenic in the 
DNR’s Wild and Scenic Rivers Program.  It is approximately 6,000 feet from the project 
area.  This distance is not considered “near” the project area.  The closest lake to RWF is 
Tiger Lake, approximately 0.5 mile to the east-northeast. 
 
Proposed Drainage Improvements: The drainage improvements identified in this EA are 
based on analysis in Airport Drainage Study for Redwood Falls, Preliminary Engineering 
Report, Bolton & Menk, Inc., 2012.  This study is attached as Appendix A.  The existing 
drainage system serving the overall airport is depicted on Figure 1 of this study. 
 
The grassed areas west of the Runway 12/30, north and south of Runway 5 is currently 
drained by a tile system which is in poor condition and is undersized.  This leads to 
standing water after rain events for extended periods of time.  This represents a wildlife-
attraction concern. 
 
The proposed drainage system improvements identified on Figure 2 will reduce the 
ponding conditions in this portion of the airfield by replacing the existing non-functional 
drain tile.  For the area south of Runway 5, a new inlet will direct drainage into the 



Federal Aviation Administration – Great Lakes Region 
Airport: Redwood Falls Municipal Airport    Project: Safety and Drainage Improvements         

This is page 17 of 23.                      Date: 
 
December 2012 

 
This form is only applicable for Great Lakes Region projects 

conveyance system.  The proposed infiltration pond north of Runway 5 has sufficient 
capacity to treat runoff from the 1.4 acres of new impervious surface associated with the 
proposed taxiway not already treated by being in a watershed to the northwest with 
adequate treatment capacity.  It will also reduce existing ponding after rain events north of 
Runway 5.  It is sized to meet NPDES water quality standards as well as FAA 
requirements regarding timely drawdown.   
 
To limit life cycle infrastructure investment requirements, the new drainage elements 
(basin and conveyance) identified on Figure 2 will be designed consistently with 
anticipated future (20-year timeframe) improvements at RWF.  These future 
improvements, which will result in 13 acres of new impervious surface, will include 
extending Runway 12/30 as well as substantial terminal and hanger improvements.   
 
With the proposed surface water management system as identified on Figure 2, drainage 
from the new taxiway will be directed to the detention basin identified west of the 
intersection of Runway 12/30 and Runway 5/23.  It will then be conveyed via new buried 
pipe as depicted on Figure 2 to a new buried pipe running parallel to County Highway 1.  
This pipe will outlet to County Ditch 52.   
 
County Ditch 52 serves a drainage area of 15.2 square miles and has approximate flows 
rates of 124 cubic feet per second (cfs), 413 cfs and 1,050 cfs for the 2-year, 10-year and 
100-year storm events, respectively.  County Ditch 52 discharges into County Ditch 
22/Crow Creek, which serves a total drainage area of 33.6 square miles and ultimately 
discharges into the Minnesota River.  The proposed airport outfall routing to County Ditch 
52 is approximately 4.5 miles upstream of the Minnesota River outfall location.  The 
proposed airport drainage system design will comply with all applicable regulatory 
requirements, and the resulting drainage to County Ditch 52 is not anticipated to have 
adverse water quality impacts. 
 
The No Build alternative would not have water quality impacts.   

 
 
 

Wetlands     
  Yes  No  
Are there wetlands in/near the project area?      x   
         
 Total wetland area:        0.2       acre(s)   Total wetland area impacted:        0     acres(s)  

 
 

Wetland 
No. 

Classification Total Size 
(Acre) 

Impacted 
Acres 

Jurisdictional 
 

Non-
Jurisdictional 

Comments 

W3 PEMB (Type 2)  0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
W5 PEMB (Type 2  0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
W6 PEMA (Type 1)  0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
1 PEMA (Type 1) 0.2 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
2 PFOA (Type 1L) N/A 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
3 PFOA (Type 1L) N/A 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
4 PEMB (Type 2) N/A 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
5 PEMB (Type 2) N/A 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
6 PEMB (Type 2) NA 0.0 Undetermined Undetermined  
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Completed Documentation  Yes   No     
Wetland Delineation Report  x         
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (see remarks)  N/A   N/A   
Mitigation Available  N/A   N/A   

 
Individual Wetland Finding 

 

 
Alternatives that will not result in any wetland impacts are not practicable because such 
avoidance would result in (Mark all that apply and explain): 

 
Yes 

  
No 

 

Substantial adverse impacts to adjacent homes, business or other improved properties; N/A  N/A 
Substantially increased project costs; N/A  N/A 
Unique engineering, maintenance, or safety problems; N/A  N/A 
Substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts, or  N/A  N/A 
The project not meeting the identified needs N/A  N/A 

 
Discuss measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate wetland impacts.  Make sure to include mitigation ratios. 
Remarks:  Figure 3 depicts water resource information, including wetlands. The National Wetlands 

Inventory (NWI) shows four wetlands within Airport property. The area west of the runway 
intersection was subject to wetland delineated in 2006 and included identification of three 
seasonally flooded wetlands within Airport property as shown on Figure 3. Wetlands W5 
and W6 are partially drained by an existing 6-inch drain tile that crosses under the cross-
wind runway and connects to a pair of intakes to the east (part of the County Ditch 48 
system).  
 
Additional delineation work was conducted at the airport in 2011 to identify potential 
wetland habitat in the remainder of the airport. The resulting study, Wetland Investigation 
and Delineation Report (Bolton & Menk, Inc., November 2011) describes one wetland that 
was delineated and identified five other probable wetlands in the general project area.  
The Wetland Investigation and Delineation Report is provided as Appendix G.  The five 
probable wetland areas were not formally delineated because the project activities (tree 
trimming and/or removal) will not result in loss of wetland habitat.   
 
The proposed project would not result in filling in wetland habitat. Obstruction removal 
activities will occur in the areas of Wetland 2 and Wetland 3. Tree removal activities will 
be conducted during the winter season and will not include stump removal to avoid ground 
disturbance within the wetland. 
 
Construction of the proposed stormwater facility improvements on the west side of the 
airport would avoid direct impacts to the existing wetlands. The two nearby wetlands (W5 
and W6) are currently partially drained. The proposed stormwater basin would be only two 
or three feet deep and would not be expected to alter the hydrology of the nearby 
wetlands any further than existing conditions. The outlet from the proposed basin would 
be designed to avoid W5 as depicted on Figure 3.  
 
Wetlands W5 and W6 are partially drained, seasonally flooded wetlands that typically do 
not contain standing water of substantial depth. The proposed detention basin will drain 
completely within 48 hours of the rain event per FAA requirements.  The creation of the 
drainage basin in proximity to W5 and W6 is not anticipated to cause an unusual or 
unacceptable wildlife hazard.      
 
The No Build alternative would not have wetland impacts.   
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Cumulative Impacts 
  Yes No 
When considered together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development projects on or off the airport, would the proposed project produce a 
cumulative effect on any of the environmental impact categories above? 

  X  

  

 
Remarks: The following projects have been constructed in recent years: 

 
 Frontage road/drainage improvements at Trunk Highway 19 and County Highway 

19 
 Airport drainage improvements in watershed serving the northern portions of the 

airport, including large basins northwest and west of Runway 12 
 Ponderosa Business Park development, approximately 15 acres, west of 

Runway 12, adjacent to County Highway 101 
 Titan Machinery facility directly south of Trunk Highway 19, approximately 1/3 

mile east of County Highway.   
 
These projects will not interfere with the ability of regulatory requirements to be met for the 
Proposed Action as identified in this EA.  When considered with these projects, the 
Proposed Action will not combine to create impacts meriting further NEPA review.  The 
Proposed Action will not foreseeably limit the ability for future development in the larger 
project area to comply with applicable regulatory requirements.  There are no known 
future projects which would combine with the Proposed Action to create significant 
environmental impacts.   
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Part III – Permits, Mitigation, Coordination and Public Involvement 
 
PERMITS/MITIGATION 

 
Permits 
List all required permits for the proposed project & indicate if any problems are anticipated in obtaining the permit 

Remarks: Stormwater: The project will require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit because the proposed actions will involve the disturbance of more than 
one acre of land. 
 
Wetlands: Some of the tree clearing will take place within two probable wetland areas.  
These activities will not result in wetland loss, and thus a formal permit is not anticipated.  
 
Mn/DOT Permits:  

 Driveway Permit – Minnesota Rule 8810.4400 
 Utility Accommodation Permit  (long form permit TP-2525) – Minnesota Rule 

8810.3300 
 Work Within a Right-of-Way (long for permit TP-1723) – Minnesota Rule 

8810.3300 
 Aviation Clearance from Office of Aeronautics – Minnesota Rule 8800.1200 
 Oversize and Overweight Permit – Minnesota Statute 169.80-169.87 

 
Mitigation 
Describe all mitigation measures for the proposed project.  Include any impacts that cannot be mitigated or those that cannot 
be mitigated below threshold levels.  Also, provide a description of any resources that must be avoided during construction. 

Remarks: Construction: A construction NPDES permit will be obtained for the taxiway component of 
the project and associated best management practices will be used to mitigate potential 
impacts.  Regarding tree removal in the ravine area northeast of Runway 23, mitigation 
will include leaving stumps of removed trees in place and planting native grasses on the 
slopes around the stumps to help hold soils in place.  This mitigation approach is based 
on consultation with DNR Forestry staff, and further coordination with DNR will take place 
during the final design process.   
 
Wetlands: Tree removal in probable wetland areas will take place during frozen ground 
conditions.   

 
 
 

EARLY COORDINATION 
 
List each agency coordinated with, the date coordination was sent, and if a response was received in the following table.  
Make sure to include a copy of the response in the appendix. 

Resource Agency Date ECL 
Sent 

Date Response 
Received 

Date Draft EA 
Sent 

Date 
Response 
Received  

Federal 
US Army Corps of Engineers, 
Regulatory Functions 

July 18, 2011 August 9, 2011 October 23, 2012  

US Army Corps of Engineers, St. 
Paul District 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
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US Environmental Protection 
Agency 

July 18, 2011 July 26, 2011 October 23, 2012 November 5, 
2012 

US Fish and Wildlife Service July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
Federal Aviation Administration July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
US Department of Agriculture, 
Wildlife Services 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

State 
MN Department of Agriculture July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
MN Department of Commerce July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
MN Department of Health July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
MN Department of Natural 
Resources, Region 4 
Environmental Assessment 

July 18, 2011 August 5, 2011 
telephone 

conversation 

October 23, 2012  

MN Department of Natural 
Resources, Planning Director’s 
Office 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

MN Department of Natural 
Resources, NHIS Review 

June 22, 2011 August 5, 2011 October 23, 2012  

MN Pollution Control Agency, 
Environmental Review Unit 

July 18, 2011 August 30, 2011 October 23, 2012 November 21, 
2012 

MN Department of 
Transportation, Environmental 
Services 

July 18, 2011 August 19, 2011 
(District 8) 

October 23, 2012  

Board of Water and Soil 
Resources 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

State Archaeologist July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
Minnesota Historical Society July 18, 2011 August 10, 2011 October 23, 2012  
MN/DOT Aeronautics July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
Local 
Redwood County, County 
Engineer 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

Redwood County, Environmental 
Director 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

Redwood Soil and Water 
Conservation District 

July 18, 2011 August 2, 2011 October 23, 2012  

Honner Township July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
Other 
Redwood Area Development 
Corporation 

July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  

Minnesota River Board July 18, 2011  October 23, 2012  
 
Remarks: Early coordination responses have been compiled and are found in Appendix D.    In 

general, the letters identified regulatory requirements which may or may not apply to this 
specific project.   
 
During the 30 day agency review period for the Draft EA, there were two agency 
comments as identified in the table above; from the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), respectively.  These 
responses are included in Appendix H.  They did not express concerns with the proposed 
action and do not require responses. The MPCA letter identified that state and federal 
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requirements regarding inspection of structures prior to demolition for hazardous materials 
and disposing these materials properly would need to be met if the home identified on 
Figure 4 is ultimately demolished.  Language has been added to this Final EA under the 
Solid and Hazardous Waste heading to include the information referenced in the MPCA’s 
comment letter.     

 
 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

Some level of public involvement is encouraged for every Federal Action.  The level of public involvement should be 
commensurate with the proposed action.  Discuss any public involvement activities (legal notices, letters to affected 
property owners and residents, meetings, special purpose meetings, newspaper articles, etc.) for this project. 
 
Remarks: On July 22, 2011 an early coordination information package was sent by the City of 

Redwood Falls to all property owners within one quarter mile of the airport.  This package 
included a map of the proposed improvements as well as text providing background 
information and describing the project elements and the overall environmental review 
process.  The cover letter requested that property owners contact the City and/or its 
consultant with comments, questions, or concerns.   The City received two comments in 
this process.  One from a business west of Runway 5 with a question regarding the 
allowable building height for a planned expansion.  The other comment came from a 
homeowner directly north of Runway 12 expressing a preference for tree trimming as 
opposed to clearing on her property.  In both of these cases the City Public Works Project 
Coordinator met with those making comments and addressed their issues to their 
satisfaction.  
 
On November 1, 2012, the availability of the Draft EA was announced in the Redwood 
Gazette.  This opened the 30 day public review period for the document and announced 
the availability of the Draft EA for review at the following locations:  Redwood Falls 
Municipal Airport, Redwood Falls Public Library, and the Redwood Falls City Hall.  In 
addition, a letter was sent to landowners whose property would be directly affected by the 
project, in the form of obstruction removal and/or land acquisition, notifying them of the 
availability of the document and the official comment period.  Four public comments were 
received.  They are included in Appendix I, along with responses to each.  These 
comments all came from landowners whose properties are identified in the EA for fee 
acquisition (two total acquisitions, two partial).  The responding landowners had 
comments or questions regarding the land acquisition process and/or whether or not land 
acquisition is necessary as identified in the EA.  The City of Redwood Falls will provide 
ongoing communications with landowners regarding land acquisition schedules and 
procedures.  Final determinations of the boundaries of acquisition, fee versus easement 
acquisition, and other acquisition issues will be made during the land acquisition phase of 
implementing the proposed action.  This phase will include discussions between the City, 
FAA, MnDOT, and the applicable landowner as appropriate. 

 
Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds Yes  No 
Is the project anticipated to involve substantial controversy concerning community and/or 
natural resource impacts? 

  X 
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INTRODUCTION 

 The City of Redwood Falls is considering making additional drainage 

improvements to the airport property.  The City of Redwood Falls has a population over 

5,000 and is required to follow the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Phase II permit requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

(MS4s).  The NPDES Phase II permit process requires storm water treatment for any 

project that creates more than one acre of new impervious surfacing. 

 This report is an amendment to the 2007 Preliminary Engineers Report Drainage 

Study (Bolton & Menk, Inc.).  In 2007, the City of Redwood Falls along with Area II 

Minnesota River Basin Project Inc. completed phase 1 of the airport drainage 

improvements within the North Watershed.  These improvements included the 

construction of an infiltration pond on the north end of the main runway and an outlet 

control structure to reduce the peak flows to the ravine downstream of the pond outlet.  

Therefore, detailed discussions regarding drainage improvements to the North Watershed 

have been omitted from this amended drainage study report. 

 The existing outlet for the South Watershed area is a 12-inch tile that is part of the 

Redwood County Ditch No. 48 system.  This outlet is in poor condition and is undersized 

for the drainage area it serves.  The storm sewer outlet for the South Watershed area is to 

the south and ultimately to County Ditch No. 52.  County Ditch No. 52 is not on the 

impaired water list. 

 The City of Redwood Falls has implemented a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) to reduce the discharge of pollutants, to protect water quality and to 

satisfy the appropriate water quality requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  A 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has been approved by the Minnesota Pollution 

Control Agency (MPCA) and the Federal EPA that requires the City of Redwood Falls to 

reduce its contribution of phosphorous by 30% based on the year 2000 levels.  The 

MPCA is also requiring the City of Redwood Falls to treat runoff from all industrial areas 

and an airport is considered as an Industrial Use.   

 A SWPPP for industrial activities at the Redwood Falls Municipal Airport was 

prepared by the City and implemented in August, 2010.  The SWPPP for the airport 
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incorporates the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) guidance along with the General 

Permit requirements.  

 The Redwood Falls City Council has authorized Bolton & Menk, Inc. to amend 

the Airport Drainage Study dated January 2007 to support  the 2012 Airport 

Environmental Assessment (EA).  Portions of the costs for the improvements as 

described herein are proposed to be shared between the FAA and the City of Redwood 

Falls.  Consideration for the proposed improvements has been initiated by the Airport 

Commission and City Council.   

 This report will present preliminary investigations, discoveries and design 

considerations for use in determining the engineering feasibility of the construction of the 

referenced work.  In addition, preliminary project cost approximations will be presented 

for use in determining the financial feasibility of the proposed improvements.  The scope 

of the proposed improvements includes storm sewer and retention pond construction.  

Proposed improvements described in this report for the 5-year scenario will be evaluated 

for environmental impacts in the EA. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 The general layout of the area includes various wetlands in the northwest area of 

the study boundary (see Figure 1) and some localized low spots in the southeast area of 

the study boundary.   The area north of runway 12-30 drains north to multiple ravines.   
   Areas west of runway 12-30, north and south of runway 5 experience standing 

water after storm events for an extended period of time.  Redwood County Ditch No. 48 

provides the storm water outlet for the area.  The 12-inch ditch tile for this area is in poor 

condition resulting in limited hydraulic capacity and is undersized for the drainage area it 

serves.  The drainage patterns for the surrounding properties are proposed to remain 

unchanged.  Approximately 39 acres of non-airport property has historically drained to 

the airport property and is included in the south watershed boundary (See Figure No. 1).    

 The area south of the primary runway (South Watershed) consists of 

approximately 132 acres.  The South Watershed generally flows in the southeast 

direction.  The area to the north of the turf crosswind runway, 5-23, drains to two 

separate wetlands and a localized low-point where it is drained by a 6-inch diameter tile 
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that is a part of the Redwood County Ditch No. 48 ditch system.  The area between the 

crosswind runway and the airport terminal/hangar area drains to a centralized low-point 

where it is drained by two intakes connected to Ditch No. 48.  The outlet from these two 

intakes is a 12-inch diameter tile flowing southeast and ultimately connects to the 12-inch 

diameter County Ditch No. 52 tile.  The remaining portion of the South Watershed drains 

in the direction of the intersection of T.H. 19/71 & C.S.A.H. No. 1 where it is collected 

into the storm sewer system that was constructed as a part of the T.H. 19/71 Frontage 

Road Improvement project in 2003.  Storm water treatment ponds were constructed as a 

part of the Frontage Road Improvements in the northwest and northeast quadrants of the 

intersection of T.H. 19/71 & C.S.A.H. No. 1 (See Figure No. 1).  The outlets for these 

ponds are connected to the existing 12-inch diameter Ditch No. 48 tile that drains to the 

southeast. 

REVIEW OF OUTLET OPTIONS NO. 1 ‐ 3 

 In 2007, the City of Redwood Falls along with Area II Minnesota River Basin 

Project Inc. completed Phase 1 of the airport drainage improvements.  The existing 

Airport South Watershed drainage is currently served by an aging tile drainage system 

which is undersized and hydraulically deficient.  Discharge outlet improvements are 

required to support airport safety improvements as well as to improve drainage conditions 

in the west-southwest portions of the airfield.  Regarding the new impervious surface 

(taxiway) generally north of the crosswind runway,  a drainage outlet to the north is not 

feasible because of the unstable ravine conditions that would convey the additional run 

off and that run off would be redirected from the historical trend.  The drainage outlet 

option to the west into an existing wetland complex is not feasible based upon the 

wetland grade is higher than the proposed pond elevation and because there is no existing 

drainage system readily available.  The drainage outlet option to the southwest to an 

existing drainage system is not feasible because of the grade difference from east to west.  

Additionally, the drainage system southwest of the airport is within a heavily developed 

setting and the system is in need of upsizing.   
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 The prior 2007 drainage report1 included three South Watershed outlet options 

(No. 1 – No. 3) for the City’s consideration.  A brief description for each of the outlet 

options, summarized from the 2007 report, are provided below: 

 Outlet option No. 1 proposes an outfall to be constructed along the eastern 

ditch of C.S.A.H. No. 1.  The outfall pipe would discharge into County Ditch 

No.52.  

o Project cost: $1,618,000 

o Maintains existing drainage patterns 

o Could be constructed in existing ROW 

o Construction corridor is not fully developed  

 Outlet option No. 2 proposes an outfall to be constructed south of T.H. No. 

71.  The outfall pipe would discharge into a branch of County Ditch No. 52. 

o Project cost:$1,659,000 

o Maintains existing drainage patterns 

o Additional ROW/Easements may be required 

o Construction corridor is not fully developed  

 Outlet Option No. 3 proposes an outfall to be constructed along an existing 

ravine located to the NE of the airport.  The outfall pipe would discharge into 

an unnamed Minnesota River tributary.   

o Project cost:$1,853,000 

o Does not maintain existing drainage patterns 

o Difficult to construct within a ravine. 

o Additional ROW/Easements may be required 

o Construction corridor is substantially developed  

It is our recommendation that Option No.1 provides the best viable drainage 

improvement option for the City’s airport based upon the following: 

o Option No. 1 will require less easement/right-of-way consideration as 

compared to Option No. 2.   

o The construction route is less developed for Option No. 1 when 

compared to Option No. 2.   

                                                      
1 Redwood Falls Airport Drainage Study, Preliminary Engineering Report, 2007, Bolton & Menk, Inc. 
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o Unlike Option No. 3, Option No. 1 maintains existing drainage 

patterns. 

The City of Redwood Falls prefers the development of drainage Option No. 1. 

PROPOSED IMRPOVEMENTS   

 Drainage improvements at the airport are proposed to help manage the storm 

water quality and rate at which the water discharges from the site.  The proposed 

improvements in and around the airport need to meet the applicable Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular requirements, Minnesota Pollution Control 

Agency (MPCA) requirements, Redwood Falls Municipal Airport SWPPP requirements 

and the City of Redwood Falls SWPPP requirements.  The drainage areas in this report 

were analyzed using the existing watershed plus airport property improvements as 

included in the current 5-year airport improvement plan evaluated in the EA.  Proposed 

5-year airport improvements in the EA include the following: 

 Construct full parallel taxiway 

 Acquire land for airport safety improvements 

 Remove natural-growth drainage obstructions 

 Construct necessary drainage improvements 

 The 20-year airport master plan was also analyzed to take into consideration the 

affects of the ultimate drainage improvements.  Proposed 20-year airport master plan and 

ultimate improvements include the following: 

 Terminal and hangar area expansion 

 Runway 12-30 extension 

 The Best Management Practice (BMP) chosen for this application is proposed to 

be infiltration basins.  Based on the Minnesota Strom Water Manual, infiltration basins 

have an average total phosphorous removal rate of 65% and a maximum total 

phosphorous removal rate of 90%.  Based on this information and the drainage study, the 

infiltration basins will meet the requirements of the FAA, MPCA, Airport SWPPP and 

City of Redwood Falls MS4s SWPPP.   

 All infiltration ponds for this drainage study are proposed to drain completely 

within 48 hours (See Attached HydroCAD models).  This will meet the requirements of 
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the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B Hazardous 

Wildlife Attractions On or Near Airports and reduce the attraction of waterfowl and 

wildlife attractions to these areas.  In order to meet the required FAA’s draw-down 

requirements, pond bottoms will be constructed with a 4-inch to 6-inch underdrain pipe 

network.  The existing soil matrix infiltration characteristics can vary widely and would 

recommend site specific porosity test to be performed prior to construction.  The 

infiltration velocity may be higher than the assumed number but the rate of flow will be 

governed by the size of the outlet tile.  The proposed ponds have been designed for a 100-

year storm event (5.9-inches of rain over a 24 hour period of time).  The proposed 

HydroCAD models are included in this report as appendices.  These ponds will also be 

designed to meet MPCA’s water quality requirements.   

SOUTH WATERSHED  OVERVIEW      

 For the purpose of this drainage study, the South Watershed was analyzed using 

the 20-year master plan improvements considering the planned 5-year improvements 

evaluated in the EA.  The 5-year improvements are depicted on Figure 2, and the 20-year 

improvements are depicted on Figure 3.  The South Watershed consists of approximately 

132 acres.  Of this total, approximately  93 acres are located within the airport property 

boundary and 39 acres are located outside of the airport property boundary.  The study 

assumes that storm water management improvements will be constructed off of airport 

property should any land change occur to the 39 acre area. 

 Approximately 1.4 acres of new impervious surface will be created in the South 

Watershed as a result of the construction of the full bituminous parallel taxiway.  Since 

the proposed taxiway construction will create an additional impervious surface of more 

than 1 acre, storm water quality measures are required to be constructed along with a 

viable outlet.  The new pond (60P) is proposed to be constructed south of the runway 12-

30 and west of the turf crosswind runway, as shown on Figure No. 2.  Pond 60P will be 

sized for the 5-year improvements, which includes the parallel taxiway, but the outlet will 

be sized to accommodate the 20-year master plan drainage improvements in order to 

provide a viable drainage outlet for current and future improvements while keeping future 

additional construction costs to a minimum.    
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 The South Watershed is proposed to be discharged via a new outlet pipe 

constructed along County Road No. 1 as shown on Figures No. 2 & 3.  Below is a 

detailed discussion of the South Watershed and ultimate drainage improvements. 

 The 20-year airport master plan for this area includes extending the primary 

runway 12-30.  Improvements also include terminal and hangar improvements as shown 

on Figure No. 3.  All totaled, these improvements will create over 13 acres of new 

impervious surface.  Therefore in the future an additional storm water treatment pond 

(Pond 25P) will be required near the terminal/hangar area (See Figure No. 3).  Areas on 

the west and east sides of the cross wind turf runway 5-23 shall be reserved at this time 

for future storm water management improvements.  Figure No.3 shows the location and 

approximate size of the future storm water treatment ponds. 

 Pond 60P is proposed to be located south of the primary runway 12-30 and north  

of the cross wind turf runway 5-23 (See Figure 2).  Two sub-watersheds drain to Pond 

60P: 60S and 70S.  Sub-watershed 60S is proposed to include a portion of the bituminous 

parallel taxiway.  Sub-watershed 60S is primarily existing agricultural area.  Sub-

watershed 70S is proposed to have a bituminous parallel taxiway constructed through it 

and the area between the taxiway and the runway 12-30 is proposed to be routed to Pond 

60P with a culvert extending through the taxiway and into the pond as Depicted on 

Figure 2.   

 Sub-watershed 20S is proposed to have future hangars constructed within the 

watershed.  The outlet for this area (20P) will be a storm sewer main extending from the 

airport access road routed along the common property line between the airport and the 

City’s industrial park (See Figure No. 3).  Sub-watershed 21S is located between the 

runway 12-30 and the proposed parallel bituminous taxiway on the south side of the cross 

wind turf runway 5-23.  The outlet for this area will be a culvert extending from the 

taxiway and into sub-watershed 20S and ultimately to the common outlet pipe 

constructed along the common property line.   

 Pond 25P is proposed to be located immediately west of the airport access road 

(See Figure No.3).  Two sub-watersheds drain to Pond 25P.  Sub-watershed 25S consists 

of existing industrial property along with airport building and pavement areas.  Sub-

watershed 25S drains directly to proposed pond 25P.  Sub-watershed 30S is proposed to 
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remain unchanged.  Sub-watershed 30S drains from the east to the west to a localized 

low-point on the east side of the airport access road.  A 36-inch diameter culvert is 

proposed to be constructed from the east side of the access road and outlet into Pond 25P 

(See Figure No. 3).  Pond 25P is proposed to be an infiltration pond meeting the 

requirements of the FAA and the water quality requirements of the MPCA. 

 The existing outlet for the South Watershed area is a 12-inch tile that is part of the 

Redwood County Ditch No. 48 system.  This outlet is in poor condition, hydraulically 

deficient, and is undersized for the drainage area it serves.  The poor drainage conditions 

allows for standing water for long periods of time which stresses/kills the existing 

grassed areas while attracting wildlife;  therefore, it is proposed to construct a new 

drainage outlet network.  The existing 12-inch diameter tile has inadequate capacity to 

provide airport drainage in compliance with FAA AC 150/5200-33B. 

SOUTH WATERSHED ‐PHASE I (EA WORK) 

 The first phase of Outlet Option No. 1 includes constructing a storm sewer outlet 

pipe that parallels C.S.A.H. No. 1 on the east side.  The purpose of Phase I improvements 

would be to serve the existing and 5-year airport improvements drainage needs, 

considering future  20-year development.  In this option, Pond 60Pdrains south to the 

southwest corner of the existing airport property, turns east paralleling the south airport 

property line to Airport Road where it is proposed to connect to a manhole.   Existing 

ponding in sub-drainage area 20S would be reduced through an inlet directing drainage to 

the 24” east-west pipe along the southern boundary of the airport as depicted on Figure 2.   

From the manhole referenced above, the combined 36-inch diameter outlet would then 

continue south to T.H. 19/71.   

 At the intersection of T.H. 19/71 & C.S.A.H. No. 1, the proposed 54-inch outlet 

pipe would continue south 2,300-feet on the east side of C.S.A.H. No. 1 to County Ditch 

No. 52 (See Figure No. 2). 

 Mn/DOT may have future plans to improve T.H. 19/71 to an urban section with 

curb and gutter on both sides.  At this time it is assumed that Mn/DOT would construct a 

storm water treatment pond and complete  a Mn/DOT outlet to Ditch No. 52.  No 
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provisions have been included to accommodate storm water flow from areas other than 

airport property. 

SUMMARY OF PROBABLE APPROXIMATION OF PROJECT COSTS: 

 Included herein is a summary of the estimated items of work as identified in this 

report along with their associated approximate cost (See Exhibit No. 1).   The estimate is 

a probable approximation of the project cost based upon current, average, municipal 

bidding prices and is subject to variations based on several conditions including: 

construction bidding environment, construction time period, scope of work, economic 

conditions, inflation and unforeseen items of work not identified in this report.  It is 

recommended that the City include a reasonable contingency to compensate for 

variations in construction bidding, interim financing, etc.  The summary of the estimated 

project costs is as follows: 

EXISTING WATERSHED + 5‐YEAR MASTER PLAN AIRPORT PROPERTY 

IMPROVEMENTS 

South Watershed – Outlet Option No.1  = $1,832,430 

 The proposed project may be funded by two possible sources; City of Redwood 

Falls and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).   

DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Option No. 1 as described in this report is the recommended outlet improvement 

option.  The proposed Outlet Option No. 1 (54-inch outlet pipe along C.R. No. 1 to 

County Ditch No. 52) improvements are feasible from an engineering perspective and are 

practical for meeting the needs of the airport and the City.  If the proposed improvements 

are determined to be financially feasible, it is recommended that the City secures 

Mn/DOT Aeronautics and/or Federal Aviation Administration approval and funding of 

the drainage improvement site layout.  After approval from these agencies it is 

recommended that the City proceed with the wetland mitigation procedures, property 

acquisition and authorize the preparation of construction plans and specifications and 

proceed to advertise the proposed work for competitive bids.
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FIGURE NO. 1 - EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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FIGURE NO. 2 - PHASE I - 5 - YEAR MASTER PLAN 
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FIGURE NO. 3 - ULTIMATE - 20 - YEAR MASTER PLAN 
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Page 1 of 1 Exhibit 1

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COST ESTIMATE
EXISTING CONDITIONS + AIRPORT PROPERTY + NON AIRPORT PROPERTY IMPROVEMENTS
AIRPORT DRAINAGE STUDY - 2012 AMENDMENT
REDWOOD FALLS, MINNESOTA

OPTION 1 - 5 YEAR MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN

\\Metrosouth1\h\REDW\T41103023\3_Preliminary_Design\B.  Environmental Review\EA\Drainage\Final Study\[Redwood Falls AP_Option 1_full.xls]TRENCH_5year

5/6/2012

ITEM 
NO. ITEM UNIT UNIT PRICE

ESTIMATED 
QUANTITY ESTIMATED COST

1 MOBILIZATION LUMP SUM $10,000.00 1 $10,000.00

2 CLEAR AND GRUB TREES LUMP SUM $3,000.00 1 $3,000.00

3 BIT REMOVAL & RECONSTRUCT SQ YD $40.00 400 $16,000.00

4 CONCRETE C&G REMOVAL & RECONSTRUCT LINEAR FOOT $20.00 150 $3,000.00

5 TILE REPAIR LINEAR FOOT $20.00 200 $4,000.00

6 COMMON EXCAVATION - POND (E.V.) CUBIC YARD $10.00 18000 $180,000.00

7 4" - 6" PERFORATED UNDERDRAIN PIPE LINEAR FOOT $14.00 4800 $67,200.00

8 12" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS V LINEAR FOOT $28.00 550 $15,400.00

9 15" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS V LINEAR FOOT $35.00 20 $700.00

10 18" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $38.00 868 $32,984.00

11 24" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $42.00 2200 $92,400.00

12 30" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $55.00 30 $1,650.00

13 36" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $75.00 100 $7,500.00

14 36" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, TRENCHLESS LINEAR FOOT $500.00 310 $155,000.00

15 42" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $120.00 30 $3,600.00

16 42" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, TRENCHLESS LINEAR FOOT $600.00 220 $132,000.00

17 54" RCP STORM SEWER PIPE, CLASS III LINEAR FOOT $200.00 2350 $470,000.00

18 15" RCP APRON EACH $600.00 1 $600.00

19 18" RCP APRON EACH $1,000.00 3 $3,000.00

20 54" RCP APRON EACH $3,000.00 1 $3,000.00

21 CONSTRUCT STORM SEWER STRUCTURE, 4020-48" LINEAR FOOT $350.00 10 $3,500.00

22 CONSTRUCT STORM SEWER STRUCTURE, 4020-54" LINEAR FOOT $400.00 64 $25,600.00

23 CONSTRUCT STORM SEWER STRUCTURE, 4020-72" LINEAR FOOT $500.00 127 $63,500.00

24 CONSTRUCT STORM SEWER STRUCTURE, 4020-78" LINEAR FOOT $650.00 46 $29,900.00

25 CONSTRUCT CONTROL STRUCTURE EACH $2,000.00 1 $2,000.00

26 CASTING ASSEMBLY, STORM EACH $600.00 12 $7,200.00

27 RIPRAP, RANDOM CUBIC YARD $90.00 300 $27,000.00

28 CONNECT TO EXISTING STORM SEWER EACH $500.00 4 $2,000.00

29 EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL LUMP SUM $30,000.00 1 $30,000.00

30 SEEDING ACRE $2,000.00 10 $20,000.00

SUBTOTAL $1,411,734.00

CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (10%) $141,173.40

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST $1,552,907.40

ENGINEERING & ADMINISTRATION (18%) $279,523.33

TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $1,832,430.73

EXHIBIT #1
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Telephone Record 
Project No. T41.103023 Date: August 5, 2011 

Client: City of Redwood Falls  
 Incoming 

 Outgoing 

Phone: 507.359.6073   

Project: Redwood Falls EA Time:       

Person Contracted: Kevin Mixon   
 AM 
 PM 

Organization & 
Location: DNR, New Ulm; general resource review     

  Recorded By: Langworthy 

 

 

Summary of Conversation 

1. I called Kevin to follow up on the early coordination package we had sent out on July 18, 2011.  I said that we had 
sent a separate Natural Heritage Database Information Service (NHIS) request for T and E species to DNR in St. 
Paul, but wished to get his thoughts from a general resources impact perspective. 

2. He said that he had reviewed our package and some preliminary data sources he has regarding natural resource 
inventories.  He said that he had no issues with the project at this time.   

3. He said that he did not anticipate any significant impact issues to come out of the separate NHIS search and review, 
but of course we will have to wait for that to confirm.    

Decision and Task: 

N/A 

 
 



 
www.mndnr.gov 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

 
 

                        
   
       

                            

August 5, 2011            Correspondence # ERDB 20120019  
 
Mr. Peter Langworthy 
Bolton & Menk, Inc. 
12224 Nicollet Avenue  
Burnsville, MN  55337-1649 
 
RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Improvements;  
T113N R35W Sections 32 & 33 and T112N R35W Section 5; Redwood County 
  
Dear Mr. Langworthy, 
 

As requested, the above project has been reviewed for potential effects to known occurrences of rare 
features.  A search of the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) did identify rare features 
within an approximate one-mile radius of the proposed project, but these records did not include any federally 
listed species and were either historical or not of concern given the project details that were provided with the 
data request form.  As such, I do not believe the proposed project will adversely affect any known occurrences of 
rare features. 

The Natural Heritage Information System, a collection of databases that contains information about 
Minnesota’s rare natural features, is maintained by the Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Department 
of Natural Resources.  The NHIS is continually updated as new information becomes available, and is the most 
complete source of data on Minnesota's rare or otherwise significant species, native plant communities, and other 
natural features.  However, the NHIS is not an exhaustive inventory and thus does not represent all of the 
occurrences of rare features within the state.  Therefore, ecologically significant features for which we have no 
records may exist within the project area.   

For environmental review purposes, the results of this Natural Heritage Review are valid for one year; 
the results are only valid for the project location (noted above) and project description provided on the NHIS 
Data Request Form.  Please contact me if project details change or if an updated review is needed.   

Please note that locations of the gray wolf (Canis lupus), federally-listed as threatened and state-listed as 
special concern, and the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), federally-listed as threatened, are not currently tracked 
in the NHIS.  As such, the Natural Heritage Review does not address these species.  

Furthermore, the Natural Heritage Review does not constitute review or approval by the Department of 
Natural Resources as a whole.  Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and 
potential effects to these rare features. Additional rare features for which we have no data may be present in the 
project area, or there may be other natural resource concerns associated with the proposed project.  For these 
concerns, please contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist (contact information available 
at http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html).  Please be aware that additional site 
assessments or review may be required.  

Thank you for consulting us on this matter, and for your interest in preserving Minnesota's rare natural 
resources.  An invoice will be mailed to you under separate cover.   
 
      Sincerely, 
 

 
          Lisa Joyal 

      Natural Heritage Review Coordinator

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological and Water Resources, Box 25 

500 Lafayette Road 

St. Paul, Minnesota  55155-4025 

Phone: (651) 259-5109      E-mail: lisa.joyal@state.mn.us 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html�














 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

Us Fish and Wildlife Species Information 



U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Prairie Bush Clover
(Lespedeza leptostachya)

The prairie bush clover is a threatened
species.  Threatened species are animals
and plants that are likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future.
Endangered species are animals and
plants that are in danger of becoming
extinct.  Identifying, protecting, and
restoring endangered and threatened
species is the primary objective of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
endangered species program.

What is prairie bush clover and where
does it occur?
Prairie bush clover (Lespedeza
leptostachya) is a federally threatened
prairie plant found only in the tallgrass
prairie region of four midwestern states.

It is a member of the bean family and a
midwestern “endemic” – known only
from the tallgrass prairie region of the
upper Mississippi River Valley.

Why be concerned about prairie bush
clover?
Like all native species, prairie bush
clover has its own specific niche in the
ecosystem and its own unique
relationships to other plants and animals
with which it lives.  The loss of prairie
bush clover could result in the
disappearance of as yet unknown
dependent species such as tiny predatory
insects specialized to live on its seeds.

Prairie bush clover possesses a unique
genetic and chemical makeup, different
from that of any other species. This
genetic information has an unknown
potential value. For example, cultivated
crops such as wheat and corn have been
developed and improved by using wild
relatives as breeding stock. Prairie bush
clover and round headed bush clover
(Lespedeza capitata) provide the only
potential native genetic stock for
breeding of cold tolerant bush clovers
suitable for the midwest.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Alkaloids from wild plants are used as
the active agents in anesthetics,
insecticides, anticancer drugs and muscle
relaxants.  Loss of prairie bush clover
would eliminate forever the opportunity
for future biological research and the
potential for such medical and
agricultural benefits.

What does prairie bush clover look
like?
Prairie bush clover is a member of the
pea family.  Also known as slender-leaved
bush clover, it has a clover-like leaf
comprised of three leaflets about an inch
long and a quarter inch wide. Flowering
plants are generally between nine and
eighteen inches tall with the flowers
loosely arranged on an open spike.

The pale pink or cream colored flowers
bloom in mid-July. The entire plant has a
grayish-silver sheen, making it easy to
distinguish from its more round-leaved
cultivated relative, the sweet clover
(Melilotus species).  The only closely
related bush clover species that is
widespread throughout the range of
prairie bush clover is the round headed
bush clover. This plant is similar in color
but more robust, with leaflets about 1-1/2
inches long and 3/8 inches wide and a
tight round flowering head. The more
southern Virginia bush clover (Lespedeza
virginica) overlaps the range of prairie
bush clover in Illinois.  Although it has
slender leaves like the prairie bush
clover, Virginia bush clover can be
distinguished by the fact that its leaves
are closer together on the stem and its
flowers are the brighter pink.

What laws protect prairie bush clover?
Prairie bush clover was listed as
threatened under the Endangered
Species Act in February 1987.  The
Endangered Species Act prohibits the
removal or destruction of prairie bush
clover on Federal lands or in knowing

violation of any state law protecting the
species.

In addition to its Federal status, prairie
bush clover is listed as endangered or
threatened in each of the four states
where it occurs.

Specific provisions of state law vary from
state to state and can be obtained from
the appropriate state contact listed at
the end of this fact sheet.

As a general guideline, citizens should
contact these agencies before engaging
in any action that would alter a
population of prairie bush clover,
including the removal of plants or

Photo by USFWS; Phil Delphey

The showy pink flowers of prairie bush
clover are less often seen than the
silvery-green pods because of the plant's
short blooming season and its ability to
produce pods directly from flowers that
never open.



harvest of seeds for research or for
commercial sale.

It is not a violation of law for private land
owners to continue agricultural activities
on their own lands where prairie bush
clover occurs.  Although heavy summer
grazing appears to have an adverse effect
on prairie bush clover, populations
exposed to light grazing appear to be less
affected.

The effect of mowing remains unknown,
although the concentration of bush
clover in unmown areas of hayland
suggests that long term late-summer
mowing removes the seeds, thus
reducing population size.

Caution should be exerted to assure that
herbicides do not affect bush clover
populations. Users of herbicides should
always be sure to follow label directions
and restrictions.

Why is prairie bush clover rare?
Prairie bush clover’s rarity is probably
best explained by the loss of its tallgrass
prairie habitat.  At the beginning of the
19th century, native prairie covered
almost all of Illinois and Iowa, a third of
Minnesota and six percent of Wisconsin.
Prairie with moderately damp to dry
soils  favored by prairie bush clover was
also prime cropland; today only scattered
remnants of prairie can be found in the
four states.  Many of today’s prairie bush
clover populations occur in sites that
escaped the plow because they were too
steep or rocky.

How is prairie bush clover  threatened?
Prairie bush clover is listed as a federally
threatened species because it is likely to
become endangered with extinction in all
or a significant portion of its range.
Some of the surviving populations are
threatened by conversion of pasture to
cropland, overgrazing, agricultural
expansion, herbicide application, urban
expansion, rock quarrying, and
transportation right-of-way maintenance
and rerouting; hybridization with the
more common round-headed bush clover
has also been identified as a potential
threat in some areas.

Who knows the location of prairie bush
clover populations?
Up-to-date information on the status and
location of populations is maintained in

computerized databases of the state's
Natural Heritage Program and is used
for environmental review and
conservation planning. A federally-
appointed recovery team uses this
information to help the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service plan for the protection
of the species and to assess progress
toward its recovery.

Information from these databases is
available to consulting firms and state
agencies preparing environmental
assessments of proposed projects.

Where is prairie bush clover protected?
Approximately 40 percent of the known
prairie bush clover sites are protected as
dedicated state nature preserves,
scientific and natural areas and
preserves managed by private
conservation organizations such as The
Nature Conservancy.

A large number of prairie bush clover
sites occur on private lands where
farmers or other landowners have
maintained the species through
conservation-minded agricultural
practices. Many landowners are proud to
have such a rare species on their land
and keep the plant in mind when
planning agricultural activities. Prairie
bush clover persists on lightly grazed
prairie pastures, haylands, and prairie
remnants that families have maintained
for their own enjoyment.

How are prairie bush clover preserves
managed?
Prairie bush clover is one of many native
prairie species that occur in prairie
preserves.  Frequent fires historically
maintained the composition and treeless
structure of the tall-grass prairie.
Today’s remnants are often invaded by
non-native grasses that create a buildup
of mulch and by woody species that
shade out bush clover populations.  For
these reasons, natural area managers
have reintroduced prescribed fires as a
way of maintaining the natural balance of
species in the prairie ecosystem and
remove invasive woody plants by cutting
and spot application of herbicide.

Such fires are carefully planned and
controlled by teams of trained managers. 
Research suggests that although
summer fires can be detrimental to
emerging prairie bush clover plants,
early spring fires are not harmful.

Although prescribed burns are an
important prairie management tool,
burning every year, with no years of rest,
may be harmful to prairie bush clover.
Annual burns may result in a cover of
native warm-season grasses that is too
dense.

At times when fire cannot be used to
control shrubby invasion, handcutting or
haying may be used to maintain the open
prairie condition required by prairie bush
clover for flowering.

Whom do I contact?
In Illinois Contact:
Illinois Department of Natural
Resources
Office of Resource Conservation
One Natural Resources Way
Springfield, IL  62711
(217/782-2685)

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1511 47th Avenue
Moline, IL 61265
(309/757-5800)

In Iowa Contact:
Conservation and Recreation Division
Iowa Department of Natural Resources
502 E 9th St.
Des Moines, IA 50319-0034
(515-281-3891)

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1511 47th Avenue
Moline, IL 61265
(309/757-5800)

In Minnesota Contact:
Minnesota Natural Heritage Program
Department of Natural Resources
Box 7, 500 Lafayette Road
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155
(651/259-5136)

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
4101 American Blvd. E.
Bloomington, Minnesota 55425-1665 
(612/725-3548)

In Wisconsin Contact:
Bureau of Endangered Resources
Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 7921
Madison, Wisconsin 53707 
(608/267-5037)

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2061 Scott Tower Drive
New Franken, Wisconsin 54229 
(920/866-1717)
Illinois Natural Areas InvAentory
Illinois Department of Conser-
vation

November 2009
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NRCS Coordination for Farmland Impacts 
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Wetland Investigation and Delineation Report 
 

































sharedapps
Pencil

sharedapps
Line

sharedapps
Text Box
1.14 acres filled and mitigated as part of the Ponderosa Business Park Development (2009)













 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX H 

 

Agency Comments on Draft EA 
 





• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
520lafayetteRoadNorth I St.Paui,Minnesota 55155-4194 I 651-296-6300 

800-657-3864 I 651-282-5332 TTY I www.pca.state.mn.us I Equal Opportunity Employer 

November 20, 2012 

Mr. Peter Langworthy 
Bolton & Menk, Inc. 
12224 Nicollet Avenue 
Burnsville, MN 55337 

Re: Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment 

Dear Mr. Langworthy: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment (EA) 
for the Redwood Falls Municipal Airport project (Project) located in the city of Redwood Falls in 
Redwood County, Minnesota. The Project consists of various improvements to the airport. 
Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory 
responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff has the following comment for your 
consideration. 

In the event the residential property to be acquired by the airport is to be demolished, the 
demolition must be in compliance with state and federal regulations that require the structure 
be inspected for hazardous materials such as asbestos, lead based paint, light ballasts, 
thermostats, stored chemicals, ozone depleting chemicals, etc. Regulated asbestos-containing 
materials (RACM) should be abated prior to demolition activities. A "Notification of Asbestos 
Related Work" must be submitted to the Minnesota Department of Health by a licensed 
asbestos inspector ten working days prior to conducting abatement activities, if abatement of 
160 square feet, 260 linear feet, or 35 cubic feet of RACM is required. A "Notification of Intent 
to Perform a Demolition" must be submitted to the MPCA 10 working days prior to the 
commencement of demolition. Flaking lead based paint that may be present on the structure 
should be encapsulated or removed and properly disposed of off site at the appropriate 
disposal facility prior to demolition activities. Any lead based paint chips that are present on the 
ground following demolition should also be removed and properly disposed of off site at the 
appropriate disposal facility. The project proposer should also consider recycling as much of the 
structure materials as possible to reduce the volume of material disposed of in the landfill. If 
you have any questions regarding demolition issues or asbestos and lead paint abatement, 
please contact Sean O'Connor in our St. Paul office, at 651-757-2620. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please provide your specific responses to 
our comments and notice of decision on the need for an Environmental Impact Statement. 
Please be aware that this letter does not constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all 
elements of the Project for the purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the MPCA. 



Mr. Peter Langworthy 
Page 2 
November 20, 2012 

-- ------

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the Project proposer to secure any required permits and to 
comply with any requisite permit conditions. If you have any questions concerning our review 
of this EA, please contact me at 651-757-2508. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Kramar 
Planner Principal 
Environmental Review Unit 
Resource Management and Assistance Division 

KK:mbo 

cc: Ken Westlake, EPA, Chicago 
Craig Affeldt, MPCA, St. Paul 
Randy Hukriede, MPCA, Willmar 
Sean O'Connor, MPCA, St. Paul 
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Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment Process 

Verbal Comments on Draft Environmental 
 

Jo Kremin (110 Burr Oak Road, Redwood Falls) – Conversation with Jim Doering, Redwood Falls Public 

Works Project Manager  

 

Comment: 

Ms. Kremin called on November 13, 2012 with questions regarding the Runway 12 obstructions in 

regards to timing and process of the acquisition that includes her house.  She would like to be involved 

with the appraiser selection.  Ms. Kremin was invited to put her comments in writing, but chose not to. 

 

Response: 

As identified in the body of the Environmental Assessment, the City will meet the requirements 

established in the Uniform Real Property Acquisition and Relocation Act of 1970, as amended, and as 

put forth in FAA Order 5100.37B (Land Acquisition & Relocation for Airport Projects) and FAA Advisory 

Circular 150/5100-17 (Land Acquisition and Relocation for AIP-Assisted Projects). 

 

The typical process is that the airport sponsor (in this case, the City of Redwood Falls) uses a licensed 

appraiser to perform the initial appraisal.  Another licensed appraiser is then hired to perform a review 

appraisal as a check on the assumptions and methods of initial appraisal.  The landowner has the option 

to have their own appraisal done also; the cost of this appraisal is eligible for reimbursement by the 

airport sponsor per Federal guidelines.  If there are significant differences between the appraisals, 

mutually agreeable terms are negotiated or an appraisal review of the owner appraisal is completed to 

reconcile differences.   

 

The land acquisition process is separate from and follows the NEPA process.  The Kremin acquisition is 

not scheduled until 2016 per the latest Airport Capital Improvement Plan.  Further information will be 

provided to Ms. Kremin and further coordination will take place as part of the land acquisition process 

moving forward.     

 

Carlton Burke (138 Woodhill Road, Redwood Falls) – Conversation with Jim Doering, Redwood Falls 

Public Works Project Manager  

 

Comment: 

Mr. Burke visited with Mr. Doering at the City on November 14, 2012.  He had questions regarding the 

acquisition process for his wooded and undeveloped parcel north and east of Runway 23.  These 

questions included when the appraisals would be conducted and by whom.  Mr. Burke also questioned 

the identified extent of acquisition in this area based on the local topography.  Mr. Burke was invited to 

put his comments in writing, but chose not to.   

 

Response: 

Please refer to information on the land acquisition process provided in the response to the Jo Kremin, 

above.   

 

For the purposes of the Environmental Assessment process, the “worst case” or most extensive area 

was identified for fee acquisition which would be required for the purposes of tree removal and land use 

control within the federal (FAA) Runway Protection Zone and the state (MnDOT) Clear Zone per 



applicable policies.  The actual area that will need to be acquired in fee will be subject to further 

technical review and coordination between the City, the FAA, and MnDOT, as well as Mr. Burke as 

appropriate to meet airport safety requirements given the site conditions.  This work will be outside of 

the scope of the NEPA process and will be conducted as part of the land acquisition process.     

 



1

Peter Langworthy

To: Marcus Watson
Subject: RE: Airport acquisition

 

 

Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2012 11:41 AM 

To: jdoering@ci.redwood-falls.mn.us 

Subject: Airport acquisition 

 

Jim; 

  As a follow up to our conversation last week, I feel that the acquisition 

of 13 acres of my CREP ground is totally unnecessary. The entire 34 acre 

field in section 32 is enrolled in a perpetual conservation easement, which 

requires the maintenance of native prairie groundcover. I do prescribed 

burns on this property every 3 to 5 years to maintain the prairie and 

prevent the development of invasive trees. 

Selling the 13 acres to the airport would make managing these burns on my 

remaining property more difficult. I'm also concerned about losing access to 

this property for hunting and hunting dog training purposes. 

Since this pertual (CREP)easement prevents development, and does not present 

conflicts with maintaining the airport clear zone requirements, I 

question the need for airport fee title acquisition.    Thanks, Mike 

 

 

Michael Salmon 

853 North Swain St 

Redwood Falls. MN 

507-644-2741 



Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment Process 
Response to Michael Salmon Correspondence 

 
The Environmental Assessment identifies acquisition in fee of the defined area as a “worst case,” or 
most extensive scenario for the purposes of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental 
review.  The action defined for the Salmon property is consistent with MnDOT policy regarding land use 
control within the Clear Zone.  However, other factors may be considered in the final determination of 
fee acquisition versus easement for the property.  This determination will be subject to further technical 
review and coordination between the City, FAA, MnDOT, and Mr. Salmon as appropriate.   
 
  





Redwood Falls Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment Process 

Response to Northern Con-Agg, LLP Letter 

 

The Environmental Assessment identifies acquisition in fee of the defined area as a “worst case,” or 

most extensive scenario for the purposes of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental 

review.  The actual extent of the acquisition area, and the final determination of fee acquisition versus 

easement will be subject to further technical review and coordination between the City, FAA, MnDOT, 

and Northern Con-Agg as appropriate.   

 

The land acquisition process as part of implementing the proposed action is separate from and follows 

the NEPA review process.    If fee acquisition is ultimately pursued for portions of the Northern Con-Agg 

property, the presence and economic value of sub-grade mineral deposits would be considered in the 

appraisal process.  As identified in the body of the Environmental Assessment, the City will meet the 

requirements established in the Uniform Real Property Acquisition and Relocation Act of 1970, as 

amended, and as put forth in FAA Order 5100.37B (Land Acquisition & Relocation for Airport Projects) 

and FAA Advisory Circular 150/5100-17 (Land Acquisition and Relocation for AIP-Assisted Projects).     

 

  




