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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
AND FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED MIXED-USE BUSINESS PARK ON AN ENHANCED USE LEASE
AT GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA

Pursuant to provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code (USC) 4321 to
4270d, the implementing Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 1500-1508, and 32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP), the United
States (US) Air Force (Air Force) assessed the potential environmental consequences of activities
associated with the development of a mixed-use business park by Grand Forks County (County) under
the Air Force Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program under authority of 10 USC §2667 on an underutilized,
non-excess portion of Grand Forks Air Force Base (GFAFB), North Dakota (ND). The environmental
assessment (EA) prepared during the EIAP is hereby incorporated by reference.

BACKGROUND

GFAFB proposes to lease approximately 217 acres to the County for the purpose of developing,
constructing and operating a mixed-use business park. The County will develop the business park to
support research and development, testing and evaluation, and operations of unmanned aerial systems
(UAS), as well as activities centered on the development of sensor technology and data management.
The County will work with private developers to create a business park that will offer some of the
advantages of proximity to an Air Force base with the flexibility of a private development.

The purpose of the mixed-use business park will be to serve as a focal point for partnerships with other
communities, academic institutions and public and private organizations where remotely piloted aircraft
(RPA), sensor development, and data management are underway. In 2010, the 9th Reconnaissance
Wing and its Global Hawk UAS mission was assigned to GFAFB. The Department of Homeland Security
Customs and Border Protection has UAS operations and the University of North Dakota has UAS training
at GFAFB as well. Developing this business park at GFAFB may promote partnerships that could help
reduce costs, improve readiness and help fill the growing need for UAS pilots, maintenance technicians,
sensor operators and developers, and data analysts and managers. The need for the proposed action is
as an economic generator for the County and the region by creating jobs and expanding the tax base.

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action involves the development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use business park
on land leased by Grand Forks County from the Air Force at GFAFB. The County will work with private
developers to create a mixed-use business park that will support research and development, testing and
evaluation, training and operations of UAS, as well as activities centered on the development of sensor
technology and data management.

In addition, the County will, subject to any required Air Force approvals, conditions or restrictions,
reconnect the existing taxiway from the former aviation parking ramp to the operational runway. Individual
tenants approved by the County will need to specifically request Air Force permission and approval to use
the taxiway and runway to launch and recover RPA. The proposed action was analyzed to include the
launch and recovery of up to 100 RPA sorties per month (averaging 3 to 4 per day), subject to necessary
Air Force Strategic Basing Guidelines, evaluations, approvals, conditions or restrictions, and Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. If granted all necessary Air Force permissions, business park
tenants will conduct RPA sorties that consist of launch, climbing to an operational altitude, flying at
altitude, and returning to base. No live munitions will be carried by the RPA. Further, if approval or
permission is granted by the Air Force but launch and recovery of RPA sorties differs from the analysis
conducted in this EA then additional Air Force environmental impact analysis process (EIAP) will be
necessary prior to conducting any RPA activity.



Initial planning of the proposed action evaluated several locations throughout the base that met or nearly
met the selection standards. Ultimately, only one acceptable parcel was identified to evaluate further. The
EA evaluates the potential impacts of two action alternatives to the proposed action and the no action
alternative on air quality, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials
and wastes, geology and soils, land use, noise, transportation, utilities, socioeconomics, environmental
justice, and occupational health and safety. The only difference between the two alternatives is the layout
of the buildings and roads. Following the Jurisdictional Determination of waters of the United States (US),
including wetlands, by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the County proposed a second
conceptual layout of the business park in order to minimize wetland loss to the maximum extent
practicable; this revised layout is analyzed as Alternative 2.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Impacts resulting from the proposed action will come from construction and operation of the business
park and potential flight operations. Minor construction impacts will include construction air emissions,
runoff and sedimentation of disturbed soils, noise from construction equipment, and potential risks to
occupational health and safety of the construction workers. Adverse but less than significant impacts to
wetlands, grasslands, and migratory birds would result from the proposed action subject to compliance
with stipulated mitigation measures in the EA Mitigation Plan. A summary of the impacts is in Table 2-3 of
the Final EA. Using a conceptual site layout plan, Alternative 1 will result in adverse impacts on 4.675
acres of jurisdictional and 5.556 acres of isolated wetlands. In addition, 1.386 acres of jurisdictional and
2.807 acres of isolated wetlands will likely be disturbed during construction of the development, but will be
re-established when construction in that area is completed. USACE requires that disturbance to wetlands
be mitigated by avoidance, minimization, replacement, or compensation, in that order. The County
submitted a revised conceptual site layout plan that avoided several jurisdictional and isolated wetlands
and then minimized, to the maximum extent practicable, any remaining disturbance to wetlands. This
revised layout was assessed as Alternative 2 and will result in permanent impacts to 0.3135 acres of
jurisdictional and 0.4964 acres of isolated wetlands. In addition, 0.7380 acres of jurisdictional and 0.8029
acres of isolated wetlands will likely be disturbed during construction. Because the site plans are
conceptual at this time and may change depending on the needs of the individual tenants, the EA
evaluates the potential impacts of construction on 1 acre of jurisdictional and 1 acre of isolated wetlands.
If subsequent or actual site plans generate different impacts to wetlands or other environmental resources
than were analyzed in this Final EA then supplemental Air Force EIAP will be necessary prior to
implementing the plans.

Operational impacts for both alternatives will include some continuing air emissions, minor usage of
hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, noise from potential RPA flights, impacts on
traffic that will grow as the development grows, use of area utilities, beneficial impacts on the
socioeconomic resources of the region, with minor temporary impacts on an existing housing shortage,
and some potential risk to Air Force personnel and tenants from the potential increase in RPA flight
operations. All of these impacts along with incorporation of the mitigation actions and measures
presented in the EA’s, Appendix C Mitigation Plan will be less than significant.

Also, prior to completion of this Final EA, the Air Force notified applicable federal, state, and local
governmental agencies (See Final EA, Appendix A) for their comments and questions on the proposed
project. Additionally, a 30-day public comment period and a Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EA
was published which solicited questions or comments prior to completing the Final EA and Mitigation
Plan. Further, the Air Force accomplished its requirements under the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), Section 106 by contacting the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and federally listed or affiliated Native American tribes or their Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers (THPOs) affording them the opportunity to comment or discuss the project, or,
soliciting the opportunity to consult with tribal representatives. The ACHP provided guidance and the
SHPO determined there would not be any adverse effects to cultural or historic properties or resources.
The Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe (CRST) requested consultation with the Air Force and also requested
participation of the following tribes, Standing Rock Sioux Tribe (SRST), Sisseton-Wahpeton Ovate (SWO)
and The Spirit Lake Tribe (SLT), hereafter referred to as the “Tribes” for this discussion. Government to
Government consultations did occur between GFAFB and the Tribes which resulted in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). Documentation reflecting the Air Force's activities pursuant to agency notices, the



public comment period, and actions under the NHPA are discussed in greater detail in the Final EA and
supporting documentation is located in Appendix B.

MITIGATION

Due to the fill of more than 0.5 acres of wetlands, the County, with assistance from the Air Force, will
obtain an individual permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The USACE permit will stipulate the
mitigation measures needed for the County’s compliance with Section 404; however, after wetland impact
avoidance, USACE might request onsite enhancement of existing wetlands, which will be built into the
actual site plans.

A summary of mitigation measures incorporated into the proposed action to reduce potentially significant
impacts to less than significant or to minimize environmental impacts is in Table 2-4 of the Final EA and
provided herein.

A draft Mitigation Plan detailing these mitigation measures is in Appendix C of the EA. By implementing
the mitigations identified in the Final EA, the impacts from the proposed action will be less than
significant.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The preferred alternative for the proposed action is Alternative 2, because of its reduced impact on
wetlands from Alternative 1.

Summary of project features that mitigate environmental consequences

Potential Impact | Mitigation Measures by Grand Forks County
Water Resources
Avoid degradation of water quality from ¢  Obtain coverage under ND’'s NPDES General Permit for
project construction activities Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction
Activities

e Prepare and follow a site-specific Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan

e Avoid or minimize disturbance or loss of ¢ Reduce and relocate building footprints within project
wetlands in project area area to avoid as many ac of wetlands as practicable

e  During construction, flag/stake wetland boundaries to
keep workers from disturbing wetlands

e Mitigate for wetland loss by enhancing an existing
wetland or wetlands within the project boundaries.

e  Obtain a CWA Section 404 permit (with cooperation from
GFAFB) from the USACE. Comply with mitigation
measures required by the USACE in their CWA Section

404 permit
e  Comply with stormwater management e Use low-impact development techniques to maintain the
requirements under Section 438 of the pre-construction hydrology
EISA
e  Comply with North Dakota Department of * Prevent erosion of exposed soil surfaces and trapping
Health Construction and Environmental sediments being transported.
Disturbance Requirements e Control stream bank and stream bed disturbances to

minimize and/or prevent silt movement, nutrient
upsurges, plant dislocation, and any physical, chemical,
or biological disruption. Coordinate use of pesticides or
herbicides with those accepted for use by GFAFB on the
installation

e  Fill placed below the high water mark must be free of top
soils, decomposable materials, and persistent synthetic
organic compounds. Debris and solid waste will be
properly removed and impacted areas restored as nearly
as possible to the original condition.

Biological Resources

e Potential impact on migratory birds that | o |If practicable, time construction in the grassland area to




Potential Impact

Mitigation Measures by Grand Forks County

lay over or nest in project area

avoid the primary nesting season April 15 to July 15
(Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the INRMP)

To avoid construction delays, conduct preconstruction
surveys to look for and avoid any nesting grassland
birds or bald eagles (in trees). If nests are located in the
area, consult with USFWS for mitigation

Maintain native prairie/grassland in areas of the lease
that do not need to be disturbed until later phases of
construction

Reseed disturbed grassland areas as soon as possible
with native grassland seed mixes

e Potential impact on populations of lady's
slipper orchids documented in the
northwest corner of the project area

Before preparing the plans for development of the
northwestern-most parcel of the project area, conduct
surveys for white and yellow lady's slipper orchids and

avoid disturbing the existing population to the maximum
extent practicable

e Herbicide application will not be conducted in areas
where white or yellow lady’s slipper occurs

Cultural Resources

e If cultural resources are discovered e Halt construction and immediately notify the GFAFB
during construction EUL Project Coordinator and/or Cultural Resources
Manager of the discovery in order to accurately identify
and assess the discovery and to generate appropriate
responses based on applicable federal laws,
regulations and policies

* Follow stipulations of the MOU between affected Tribes
and the Air Force, provided the MOU is applicable to the
assessed cultural resources discovery.

Hazardous Materials and Waste

e Use of hazardous materials and e Prepare a Hazardous Waste Management Plan that
generation of hazardous wastes at the would stipulate the processes and procedures for
business park by the County or tenants managing, transporting, handling, storing, treating and

disposing of hazardous materials and/or hazardous

waste and substances generated within the business
park activities

e Grand Forks County has an average e  Buildings to be designed to reduce radon penetration to
indoor radon screening level above the the interiors.
USEPA radon guideline of 4 pCi/L.

Transportation
e Potential change in traffic patterns e Ensure that NDDOT adds turn lanes to US-2 at the
entrance to the development to prevent potential traffic
slowdowns on the highway
Utilities
e Impacts due to increased utility usage e Design and construct buildings to meet the requirements

for LEED Silver certification and incorporate as many
energy and water conservation initiatives as practicable

ND=North Dakota; NPDES=National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; GFAFB=Grand Forks Air Force Base, USACE=United
States Army Corps of Engineers; EISA=Energy Independence and Security Act, INRMP=Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan; USFWS=United States Fish and Wildlife Service; EUL=Enhanced Use Lease; MOU=Memorandum of
Understanding; USEPA=US Environmental Protection Agency; pCi/L=picoCuries per liter; NDDOT=North Dakota Department of
Transportation, LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, Air Force regulation 32 CFR 989.14(g), Air Force delegations of
authority, and, in consideration of the findings of the EA, incorporated herein, | find that there is no
practicable alternative to conducting the proposed action construction activities in wetlands and that
Alternative 2 and the Mitigation Plan includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to the wetlands.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on my review of the facts and analysis contained in this EA, which are incorporated herein, |
conclude the implementation of the preferred alternative (Alternative 2) at GFAFB will not have significant



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on my review of the facts and analysis contained in this EA, which are incorporated herein, |
conclude the implementation of the preferred alternative (Alternative 2) at GFAFB will not have significant
impacts on the environment, alone or when considered cumulatively with other proposed actions at the
installation. Accordingly, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be required. The signing of this
Finding of No Significant Impact completes the environmental impact analysis process, and an
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

/R, gW , Jun (4

QOHN H. BONAPART, JR. Date
ES, DAFC
Director, Installations and Mission Support
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT — PROPOSED MIXED-USE BUSINESS PARK ON AN ENHANCED USE
LEASE AT GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA

Lead Agency: United States (US) Air Force

Proposed Action: Development of a Mixed-Use Business Park by Grand Forks County on an Enhanced
Use Lease at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

Written comments and inquiries regarding this document should be directed to:
Ms. Jean Reynolds,
AFCEC/CZN,
2261 Hughes Ave, Ste 155
Lackland AFB, TX 78236-9853

Report Designation: Environmental Assessment

Abstract: This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental impacts of activities
associated with the development of a mixed-use business park by Grand Forks County (County) under the
United States (US) Air Force Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program under authority of 10 US Code §2667 on an
underutilized, non-excess portion of Grand Forks Air Force Base (GFAFB), North Dakota (ND). GFAFB
proposes to lease approximately 217 acres (ac) to the County for the purpose of developing, constructing, and
operating a mixed-use business park. The County would construct and develop the business park to support
research and development, testing and evaluation, and operations of unmanned systems, as well as activities
centered on the development of sensor technology and data management.

The activities associated with the proposed action include development, construction, and operation of the
proposed mixed-use business park upon execution of a 50-year land lease. The proposed action also includes
the use of unmanned aerial systems (UAS) to launch and recover remotely piloted aircraft (RPA) subject to
notice to the County, written request to the Air Force for its review, and approval and compliance with Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. The EA evaluates the potential impacts of two action alternatives to
the proposed action and the no action alternative on air quality, water resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, hazardous materials and wastes, geology and soils, land use, noise, transportation, utilities,
socioeconomics, environmental justice, and occupational health and safety. The only difference between the
two alternatives is the layout of the buildings and roads. The County proposed a second layout of the business
park in order to minimize wetland loss to the maximum extent practicable; this revised layout is analyzed as
Alternative 2. The EA will help decision-makers decide if a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be
issued for either alternative, or if an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) needs to be prepared. The EA will
also support the Finding of No Practicable Alternative for the disturbance of both jurisdictional and non-
jurisdictional wetlands.

Minor construction impacts would occur under both alternatives including construction air emissions, potential
impacts on migratory birds or other bird species of concern, runoff and sedimentation of disturbed soils, noise
from construction equipment, and potential risks to cultural resources and occupational health and safety of the
construction workers. These impacts would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would have a loss of
approximately 4.675 ac of jurisdictional and 5.556 ac of isolated wetlands whereas the revised layout of
Alternative 2 would have a loss of approximately 0.3135 ac of jurisdictional and 0.4964 ac of isolated wetlands.
Because the layout plans submitted for evaluation in this EA are conceptual and subject to change, the Air
Force is evaluating the impacts of up to 1 acre of jurisdictional wetland permanent impact, 1 acre of isolated
wetland permanent impact, and the potential temporary construction impacts within 15 feet around the
permanent structures. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was prepared after consultations between the
pertinent Tribes and the Air Force that specifies measures to be taken to resolve any issues if resources of
cultural or religious significance are discovered or identified pursuant to applicable National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) regulations.

Operational impacts would be the same under both alternatives and include some continuing air emissions,
minor usage of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, noise from potential RPA flights,
impacts on traffic that would grow as the development grows, use of area utilities, beneficial impacts on the
socioeconomic resources of the region, and some potential risk to Air Force personnel and tenants from the
potential increase in RPA flight operations. All of the operational impacts would be less than significant.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental impacts of activities
associated with the development of a mixed-use business park by Grand Forks County (County) on land
that would be leased to the County by Grand Forks Air Force Base (GFAFB) in accordance with the
United States (US) Air Force Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program under authority of Title 10 US Code
(USC) Section 2667. This document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, et seq.) by the County in coordination with the Air
Force Civil Engineer Center’s (AFCEC) NEPA Center and GFAFB.

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider environmental consequences in their decision-making
process. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the procedural
provisions of NEPA at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Sections 1500-1508 (40 CFR
1500-1508) mandate that all federal agencies use a systematic interdisciplinary approach to
environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that might affect the environment. The Air Force
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) is accomplished through adherence to CEQ regulations
and 32 CFR 989. These federal regulations establish both the administrative process and substantive
scope of the environmental impact evaluation designed to ensure that deciding authorities have a proper
understanding of the potential environmental consequences of a contemplated course of action.

Development of the proposed mixed-use business park would only commence upon satisfactory
completion of this EA and issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI) and any required
Findings of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA) for construction in either wetlands or floodplains.
Additionally, if the EA cannot sufficiently analyze the proposed project and alternatives, or if the EA
process identifies potentially significant impacts, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would need to
be conducted and the project would only proceed upon its satisfactory completion and issuance of a
Record of Decision.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

GFAFB proposes to lease approximately 217 acres (ac) to the County for the purpose of developing,
constructing and operating a mixed-use business park. The County would develop the business park to
support research and development, testing and evaluation, and operations of unmanned aerial systems
(UAS)!, as well as activities centered on the development of sensor technology and data management.
The County would work with private developers to create a business park that would offer some of the
advantages of proximity to an Air Force base with the flexibility and responsiveness of a private
development.

The purpose of the mixed-use business park would be to serve as a focal point for partnerships with other
communities, academic institutions and public and private organizations where unmanned vehicles,
sensor development, and data management are underway. In 2010, the 69th Reconnaissance Group and
its Global Hawk UAS mission were assigned to GFAFB. The Department of Homeland Security Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) has UAS operations and the University of North Dakota (UND) has UAS
training at GFAFB as well. The need for the action is as an economic generator for the County and the
region by creating jobs and expanding the tax base. Developing this business park at GFAFB may
promote partnerships that would help reduce costs, improve readiness and help fill the growing need for
UAS pilots, maintenance technicians, sensor operators and developers, and data analysts and managers.

1.2 LOCATION
GFAFB is located in Grand Forks County, North Dakota (ND) near the North Dakota-Minnesota state

boundary. According to the US Census Bureau (USCB), the County has a total area of 1,440 square
miles (mi?) and had a population of 66,861 in 2010 (USCB 2013). The City of Grand Forks is the county

1 UAS or unmanned aerial system refers to the full system for operating a remotely piloted aircraft (RPA), including
the ground-based operating systems and the RPA itself.

APRIL 2014 11



Environmental Assessment for an Enhanced Use Lease
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

seat of the County. The city incorporates an area of 19.91 mi? and had a 2010 population of 52,838.
GFAFB is 15 miles (mi) west of the city of Grand Forks encompassing 5,151 ac in an otherwise rural
area. US Highway 2 (US-2), forms the southern edge of GFAFB, separating the base from the city of
Emerado, a small community of 414 people, just south of the eastern side of the base. The proposed
lease/development area is in the southwest corner of the base along US-2 at an elevation of roughly 900
feet (ft) above mean sea level (msl) (Figure 1-1).

1.3 INTERAGENCY/INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP) is required under Air
Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7060 for the purpose of cooperating with other federal, state, and local
agencies and to consider their views on implementing a federal proposal. The Description of Proposed
Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) was provided to some federal and state agencies for their input. The
draft EA was sent to other relevant federal, state and local agencies for their comment and review. A copy
of the letters sent, a list of agencies to which the letters were sent, and any comment letters received are
included in Appendix A.

GFAFB also corresponded and consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), any
authorized Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs; described below), and the assigned Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) representative as needed or required to determine whether
there are any areas or property of concern involving the proposed business development site. Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7065 requires that
GFAFB engage in government to government consultations between the Air Force and federally listed or
affiliated tribes if requested and agreed to by the pertinent tribe(s) and that the consultation process be
completed prior to fully finalizing the EA. The 319 Air Base Wing (ABW) Commander and the Cultural
Resource Manager (CRM) at GFAFB sent letters on 22 October 2013 notifying the tribes and the THPO
of the proposed project, the area of potential affect (APE), prior surveys and findings, and inquiring
whether the tribes desired to engage in consultations pursuant to the NHPA, Section 106.

Historically, on prior projects sited on GFAFB, the tribes have not requested Section 106 consultations
and consistently replied that adverse effects to historic properties and resources would not occur and the
consultation process was not necessary; therefore, by 20 November 2013, during which time further
follow-up by GAFB occurred (telephone calls and/or emails) since the October letters, the CRM reported
that only one tribe, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe (CRST), requested Section 106 consultations on the
proposed action. The THPO for the CRST expressed concern that past surveys and data had not fully
considered whether there were any items or resources of cultural or religious significance to the tribe. The
CRST was particularly concerned that appropriate responses should occur in the event any gravesites or
human remains were found during pre-construction and actual construction activities. Subsequently the
CRST requested the GFAFB visit the CRST for consultation purposes. The 319 ABW Vice Commander,
CRM, Installation Support Team Cultural Resources, and AFCEC attended an onsite meeting on 05
December 2013 to open consultations, but due to a lack of obtaining Tribal quorum, were unable to
accomplish that task. The 319 ABW Vice Commander followed up after the meeting by sending
correspondence to the CRST on 20 December 2013 and invited them to visit the installation to view the
APE. On 04 February 2014, the GFAFB sent a proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to the
CRST to outline the purpose and need to engage in a base site visit allowing the CRST an opportunity to
present their concerns. To preliminarily discuss the proposed MOU, the 319 ABW Vice Commander, the
CRM, and Air Force legal counsel participated in consultations through a teleconference on 19 February
2014 (due to Air Force travel budget constraints), with the CRST THPO and his invitees, the
representatives from the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe (SRST) and the Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate (SWO).
The Spirit Lake Tribe (SLT) was also invited by the three named tribes above comprising the Tribal
Nations and the SLT agreed to participate. These named tribes are hereafter referred to as the “Tribes”.
The principal request by the Tribes was to access the APE on GFAFB to perform its own cultural
resources survey and discuss inadvertent discoveries during pre-construction and construction activities
of project development; thereafter, an MOU was drafted for the Tribes’ review. Initial discussions had
focused on a Programmatic Agreement (PA) but were later changed to an MOU at the direction of the
ACHP when the SHPO decided a PA was not necessary and only limited ACHP participation would be
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needed at this point. The 319 ABW evaluated the Tribes’ review and comments of the draft MOU and the
Final MOU was prepared and sent to the Tribes for its final review and signatures. The MOU is found in
Appendix B to this EA.

Additionally, the draft EA and draft FONSI/FONPA was made available for a 30-day public comment
period to solicit the input from several agencies, the public as well as other interested parties. A Notice of
Availability (NOA) for the draft EA was published in the Grand Forks Herald and the Grand Forks Air
Force Base Leader. A copy of the NOA along with a matrix of comments received and the MOU is
contained in Appendix B.

1.4 SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This EA identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential environmental impacts that are associated with
the County developing, constructing, and operating a mixed-use business park on underutilized, non-
excess land leased from GFAFB. Two conceptual layouts of the business park are evaluated as
alternatives in the EA. The proposed action also includes the launch and recovery of remotely piloted
aircraft (RPA) subject to notice to the County and written request to the Air Force for its review and
approval and compliance with applicable Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. This portion
of the proposed action would be the same between the two action alternatives. The potential
environmental effects of taking no action are also described.

Resources that have a potential to be impacted from the proposed action are considered in detail in this
EA in order to provide the Air Force decision-maker with sufficient evidence and analysis pursuant to 40
CFR 1508, EA, and 32 CFR 989, EIAP, on whether to approve a FONSI or prepare an EIS. The
resources analyzed in this EA are air quality, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources,
hazardous materials and wastes, geology and soils, land use, noise, transportation, utilities,
socioeconomics, environmental justice, and occupational health and safety.

The present environmental analysis of the proposed business park development under two conceptual
plans and mapping allows for a baseline of environmental impact analysis in this EA that will facilitate and
reduce the time for specific design plan reviews and coordination of land uses stemming from the
incremental development phases over the life of the entire business park project. If during the course of
specific design plan reviews, significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns are discovered or the scope or proposed siting of any specific project associated with the
proposed action changes enough to be outside the coverage of the present EA analysis and findings,
then that project would no longer be covered by this EA. An additional environmental impact analysis
process must be undertaken which might result in further documentation to include a supplemental EA;
however, the new project undergoing an analysis process would not affect the other projects to the extent
they remain within the scope of this EA.
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Figure 1-1. Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 ALTERNATIVE SCREENING PROCESS

The County’s single proposal submission to the Air Force and GFAFB was for the development,
construction, and operation of a mixed-use business park. The County and Air Force considered available
and suitable non-excess property on GFAFB for potential development of the business park and
determined the parcel described as the preferred alternative would be carried forward in the
environmental analysis for this EA.

In selecting possible locations for the business park, the Air Force and County looked for sites that met
the following selection standards:

e Contiguous land area greater than 20 ac (largest plot possible and minimal wetlands preferred)
Areas within the perimeter fence line of the base, for security purposes
Near periphery of the base for ease of access/security concern (so the County’s tenants would
not have to enter the development through base security)

e Direct access or proximity to the flight line

e Unused (little or no demolition needed) with no identified future mission need

During the screening process, the Air Force and County looked at several locations around the base, but
ultimately identified only one acceptable parcel to evaluate further. The parcels that were considered, but
rejected before additional evaluation are discussed in Section 2.3.1.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action involves the development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use business park
on land leased by Grand Forks County from the Air Force at GFAFB. The County intends the
development to focus on UAS activities. The County would work with private developers to create a
mixed-use business park that would support research and development, testing and evaluation, training
and operations of UAS, as well as activities centered on the development of sensor technology and data
management.

In addition, the County would, subject to any required Air Force approvals, conditions, or restrictions,
reconnect the existing taxiway from the former aviation parking ramp to the operational runway. Individual
tenants approved by the County would need to specifically notify the County and request in writing for Air
Force consideration and approval to use the taxiway and runway to launch and recover RPA. This EA
evaluates the launch and recovery of RPA from GFAFB subject to necessary Air Force evaluations,
approvals, conditions, or restrictions, and FAA regulations. If granted all necessary Air Force permissions,
the requesting business park tenant would be allowed to launch RPA sorties that consist of launch,
climbing to an operational altitude, flying at altitude, and returning to base based on the scope of the
basic analysis conducted in this EA. No live munitions would be approved to be carried by the RPA.
Further, if approval or permission is granted by the Air Force but launch and recovery of RPA sorties
differs from the analysis conducted in this EA then additional Air Force environmental impact analysis
process (EIAP) will be necessary prior to conducting any RPA activity.

Although only one acceptable site location for the proposed development was identified, this EA
evaluates two conceptual layouts for the business park. Details of the County’s proposed development
plan and proposed flight operations are described under Alternative 1 in Section 2.3.3. Following the
wetland delineation within the project area, a second conceptual layout for the business park was created
in an effort to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the potential impacts on wetlands in the
project area. This second layout is described as Alternative 2 in Section 2.3.4. Most components of
Alternative 1 are the same under Alternative 2; only those features or actions that differ between the two
alternatives are described and analyzed under Alternative 2. If during the course of specific design plan
reviews, significant new circumstances arise relevant to environmental concerns or the scope of the
proposed siting of any specific project associated with the proposed action change enough to be outside
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the coverage of the present EA analysis and findings, then that specific project would no longer be
covered by this EA. An additional environmental impact analysis process must be undertaken which
might result in the need for further documentation, such as a supplemental EA; however, the new project
undergoing analysis would not affect the other projects within the business park to the extent they remain
within the scope of this EA.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES
231 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis

When the County approached GFAFB with the proposal for the mixed-use business park, the County and
Air Force considered available and suitable non-excess property on GFAFB to identify potential sites for
the development.

Six parcels were initially identified and compared to the selection standards listed above:

e Sunflake Housing Area—approximately 80 ac directly adjacent to the main entrance of the base
on B-3. This parcel was eliminated from consideration due to its greater distance from the airfield
and because it is not within the confines of the base security fence.

¢ Administrative parcel—approximately 18 ac located on Steen Blvd. Although slightly less than 20
ac, this parcel was initially evaluated during the site selection process. The parcel was eliminated
from consideration because there are plans to use it for the location of new base administrative
functions, it is not located in proximity to the flight line, and it has a relatively small usable land
area.

e Flight Line North—approximately 26 ac located north of existing three-bay hangar. This parcel
was eliminated from consideration because its interior location would prove difficult to maintain
security of the base. It also has been identified as the preferred location for additional Mission
Hangar Space and has a relatively large amount of wetlands.

e Munitions Storage Area Parcel—28 ac located east of the commercial gate. This parcel was
eliminated from consideration due to its greater distance from the flight line and because the
shape of parcel would make it difficult to efficiently develop usable space.

e Flight Line South—approximately 30 ac located on south end of Bravo-Ramp. This parcel was
eliminated from consideration due to significant wetlands and the fact that it has been identified
as a location for future Mission Facility Expansion.

The sixth parcel considered, in the southwest corner of the base, was determined to be the best and only
feasible choice for the proposed development. It is presented in more detail under Section 2.3.3,
Alternative 1—lInitial Layout.

2.3.2 No Action Alternative

CEQ regulations require evaluation of the no action alternative under NEPA. The no action alternative
serves as a baseline for evaluating the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development activity would not occur and the proposed
lease parcel would remain as underutilized non-excess property at the base.

2.3.3 Alternative 1—Initial Layout
Alternative 1 is the development, construction and operation a mixed-use business park on approximately

217 ac of land in the southwest corner of GFAFB. This alternative also includes the potential for RPA
flight operations, if approved, consisting of up to 100 sorties per month taking off from the GFAFB
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runway. The following discussion presents different types of development that would be located in the
lease area, the construction and demolition activities, infrastructure requirements, potential flight
operations, development management, and schedule.

2331 Development Types

Alternative 1 would include three primary development types within the business park—mixed-use
aviation, mixed-use office, and technology/data center facilities. Each of these types of development is
discussed below.

e Mixed-Use Aviation—the mixed-use aviation buildings would include two hangar spaces from
about 15,000 square feet (ft?) up to approximately 30,000 ft?> each, separated by a two-story core
that would include between 15,000 and 30,000 ft> of office or shop space. This type of
development would allow for aviation users, particularly maintenance and training operations, to
have both classroom/laboratory opportunities together with necessary hangar space for “hands-
on” capabilities. In lieu of hangar spaces, the buildings could have high-bay space or additional
office space that would be used in the place of hangar space.

In the layout for Alternative 1, the County expects to construct four of these mixed-use aviation
parcels on the west side of the Alpha Ramp, which is part of the proposed lease area. Each
parcel would be roughly 4 ac with approximately 45,000 ft? of building footprint, 48,555 ft? of
green space and 112 parking places. The western half, or roughly 3,286 ft, of the existing 20-ft
high security wall that encircles the Alpha Ramp may need to be demolished before beginning
construction on any of these parcels; however, some sections of the wall may remain to help
provide security for the maneuvering area of the Alpha Ramp.

e Mixed-Use Office—the mixed-use office facilities would have a primary focus on office uses,
augmented by additional spaces that could support training and some light industrial uses as
necessary. These buildings would range between 20,000 to 70,000 ft2.

The County proposes to develop the rest of the lease area (not on the existing Alpha Ramp) into
roughly 14 mixed-use office or technology/data center parcels with facilities of various sizes and
layouts depending on the needs of the tenant. Each parcel would be laid out to include the
appropriate building size, an average of about 50 percent green space, and sufficient parking for
the future occupants of the buildings.

e Technology/Data Center Facilities—these facilities would primarily house data processing and
storage activities. Uses could include traditional data center uses, or could include a Distributed
Ground Station (DGS), for either secure or non-secure data. Facilities would range from as small
as 40,000 ft? to as large as 150,000 ft2. These facilities would be generally the same as the
mixed-use office facilities except they would likely require a more robust cooling unit for computer
rooms and additional communications capacity.

A conceptual layout of the proposed development is shown on Figure 2-1. The mix of the building size or
layout may vary from the figure, depending on the tenants’ needs and detailed design considerations;
however, this layout is being used for the analysis of potential impacts of Alternative 1. The County
expects to complete the development in phases going from south to north, extending the infrastructure as
buildings are added to the north. The layout and individual building plans would be submitted to the Air
Force for review before construction of each phase. At that time, GFAFB would determine if the plans
conform to the proposed action covered in this EA. If not, a supplemental EA or EIS would need to be
conducted before proceeding with the proposed project.

As part of the GFAFB’s runway rebuilding project in 2006, roughly 230 ft of the Alpha Ramp taxiway that
connected to the base’s main runway was removed. In order to facilitate the potential future use of the
taxiway to move RPA from the development to the runway, the County would reconstruct that portion of
the 100-ft-wide taxiway.
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Figure 2-1. Proposed development plan for Alternative 1 on the Enhanced Use Lease parcel.

APRIL 2014 24



Environmental Assessment for an Enhanced Use Lease
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

Upon completion, the development of Alternative 1 would consist of:

e Up to 1.2 million ft2 of building footprint

e Parking lots comprising approximately 1.2 million ft? (for approximately 2,500 parking spaces),
e Roads covering about 680,000 ft? including a new section of perimeter road

e Taxiway repair of roughly 23,400 ft?

During the construction process, the development may also require some demolition, such as:

e Approximately 3,286 ft (or half) of the 20-ft-high security wall
¢ Roughly 2,900 ft of the Alpha Ramp Perimeter Road on the outside of the security wall that would
be torn down (western half)

Parts of the security wall may be used in place; however, the County wants the option to remove it if
needed in their final plans. Likewise, the Alpha Ramp Perimeter Road may be incorporated into the new
paved road rather than removed.

Construction activities and materials would promote as many Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) points as possible to meet the requirements for LEED Silver certification. The proposed
development would also incorporate pollution prevention procedures (e.g., vegetating open areas to
reduce sediment transport in stormwater runoff), and energy and water conservation initiatives into all
facilities and activities where practicable or as required by local or state regulations or guidelines. All
construction and demolition debris would be recycled for reuse as much as possible, or would be
gathered, sorted, transported and disposed off-base pursuant to applicable federal, state and local
regulations or ordinances.

2.3.3.2 Infrastructure Requirements

Air Force policy requires that the lease-holder obtain its utilities from private service contracts whenever
possible. If a local utility provider is not willing or able to provide service to the lease development, the
base can offer a tie-in to its service distribution system. As of March 2013, Alternative 1 would receive
electricity, natural gas, and water from the local service providers; however, sanitary sewer services
would be provided by GFAFB (Giltner 2013). Alternative 1 would include construction of the utility tie-ins,
most of which would be provided by main lines along US-2. The different utility line(s) needed for
connection to the various providers’ systems is shown on Figure 2-2. The approximate lengths of the tie-
ins are as follows:

Water line—5,300 ft
Sewer line—6,500 ft

e Electrical and back up electrical lines—6,300 ft to the off-base substation and 5,500 ft to the on-
base substation

¢ Natural gas line—10,000 ft

e Secure communications—4,000 ft

e Unsecure communications—10,000 ft

The utility lines throughout the development would be put in place beneath roadways to the maximum
extent practicable. Alternative 1 would also require the construction of a security access gate from US-2
at the southeast corner of the proposed lease area. Currently, a median break and gate exist at the south
end of the Alpha Ramp, which aligns with the intersection of US-2 and 27th Street NE. The North Dakota
Department of Transportation (NDDOT) has plans to add turn lanes at the existing median break and has
already secured funding for the 2014 project (NDDOT 2013). The roadway into and out of the
development would be paved. Internal roadways would be a mix of two-, three-, and four-lane paved
roadways. The perimeter road on the base side of the new fence would be gravel.
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Roughly 3,700 ft of new security fencing would be installed along the north and east edges of the
development so that the entire development would be segregated from the base proper. A new perimeter
road would be constructed on the base side of the fence to replace the perimeter roads that fall within the
lease parcel. The aviation mixed-use buildings would serve as a security entry point to the aircraft apron
of the Alpha Ramp. Two entry points between the development and the rest of the base, one along the
northern fenceline and the other at the entrance from US-2 to the right through the new fenceline would
be provided in the perimeter fencing for Air Force access to the lease parcel as needed. A controlled
access gate at the Alpha taxiway would also be installed if airfield access is granted by the Air Force.
Improvements to the existing east Alpha Ramp entry gate on Alert Avenue would also be made. In
addition, the existing crash gate at the south entrance would be moved east to a secondary location.

Alternative 1 is ultimately anticipated to have 800,000 to 1,200,000 ft> of mixed-use facilities including
light industrial uses, hangars, classroom/training facilities, administrative office uses, and data centers in
a campus style development. There is no anticipated residential, recreational, or heavy industrial
component to the proposed development. The ultimate population of the development is estimated to be
approximately 2,500 to 3,000 workers at build-out.

To accommodate these users, the following table (Table 2-1) summarizes the estimated water and
wastewater requirements.

Table 2-1. Water and wastewater system demands at build-out

System Per Capita Demand Average Daily Demand | Peak Daily Demand
Water 25 gpcd 75,000 gpd 150,000 gpd
Wastewater 20 gpcd 60,000 gpd 120,000 gpd

gpcd = gallons per capita per day; gpd = gallons per day

Water would be provided for the development by Grand Forks Traill Water Users, Inc. A water main exists
in the easement for US-2 and would be connected to a series of looped 8-inch (in) and 10-in mains
generally following the proposed roadways. Fire hydrants would be spaced 300 ft apart in accordance
with UFC 3-230-10A. Wastewater collection and treatment would be provided by the base. Currently,
there is no wastewater collection system at the Alpha Ramp or other parts of the proposed EUL area.
Approximately 6,500 ft of force main and a lift station would be needed to connect the gravity mains from
the development to the base’s wastewater system at the lift station at Building 509.

Electricity would be provided from Nodak Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NEC). The development would be
served by an underground distribution loop using a series of pad mount outdoor distribution switches
connected in a feed-through configuration. The circuits would be installed either in concrete-encased duct
banks or by direct bury. The electrical system would be constructed in accordance with accepted industry
standards for underground electrical distribution. Transformers would be placed adjacent to each
structure in accordance with required anti-terrorism/force protection (ATFP) stand-off distances. Each
building would have individual meters.

The proposed development is expected to be primarily for non-government operations; therefore, it would
not be connected into GFAFB’s secure telecommunications and data infrastructure; however, connection
to base emergency medical and fire services is expected. The communications infrastructure would be
constructed such that it meets all Department of Defense (DOD) requirements in the event that some
operations within the area convert to government operations at a later time. Telecommunications service
would be provided from a private provider through a franchise or service agreement. The provider would
run the necessary media to and within the on-site infrastructure duct banks.

Two well-defined drainage ditches run from south to north across the development parcel. Surface
drainage flows north to the Turtle River via these drainage ditches that transect the project site. New
storm sewers would be installed to collect run-off from roadways and paved areas. In accordance with
Section 438 of the 2009 Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA), natural hydrology would be
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maintained or restored to the maximum extent technically feasible. Site design would incorporate
stormwater retention and reuse technologies to minimize changes to the off-site drainage. In addition,
Grand Forks County Zoning Resolution Storm Water Management requires the site design to
accommodate the 100-year/24-hour storm, which for this site is approximately 5 ac-ft of storage. No
changes are anticipated to the existing surface drainage from the Alpha Ramp area.

2.3.3.3 Development Management

To implement this development concept, Grand Forks County would enter into a 50-year land lease with
the Air Force. The lease would establish a plan for orderly and efficient development of the parcels and
would provide right of entry, enable environmental characterization and compliance, and memorialize the
development concept and plan. It would also describe utility corridors and general access points, and
provide for the intent to cooperatively work together with the Air Force to solve contingencies for the
mutual benefit of the development.

The County would work with the prospective tenants through typical design phases consisting of pre-
design, schematic design, design development and construction documents. The plans would reflect Air
Force design and use guidelines and the GFAFB Architectural Compatibility Plan. Throughout these
phases the County would submit supporting documentation to GFAFB for review. The County would also
comply with applicable building codes adopted by Grand Forks County Planning and Zoning. The
County’s contractor(s) for the development would be required to schedule and submit for required
inspections and approval procedures for construction materials and design requirements, including
engineering design submittals.

2.3.3.4  Flight Operations

The County currently does not have any tenants with Air Force approval to access and use any
constructed and/or existing taxiway or runway on GFAFB to conduct RPA flight operations; however, the
County would like to have a baseline level of RPA flight operations evaluated in this EA so that a
prospective tenant could request the appropriate review and approvals from the Air Force for such
operations and which might also minimize the time needed to conduct the Air Force’s environmental
impact analysis process when a written request is actually submitted. In addition to Air Force approval to
use the runway at GFAFB, the potential flight operations covered under this EA would need to follow FAA
regulations regarding UAS flights.

For purposes of accomplishing a reasonable baseline environmental analysis of the flight activities in this
EA, the County projects that tenants seeking Air Force permission would need to launch up to 100 RPA
flights per month, or an average of three to four per day, from GFAFB. RPA flight operations would entail
launching an RPA, having it climb to an operational altitude, flying at altitude, and returning to base. The
tenant, if approved by the Air Force to perform flight operations from GFAFB, would need to file a flight
plan with airfield operations to schedule takeoffs and landings and ensure that there would be no conflicts
in use of the airspace around GFAFB. RPA flight operations could occur at any time of day on any day of
the week (24/7).

Specific tenants have not been identified; therefore, the specific UAS that might be tested, trained on, or
used by tenants of the development are not known; however, there are two main types of RPAs that are
representative of the UAS that may be operated at the development: the Global Hawk (RQ-4) and the
Predator (MQ-1). These systems are already located at GFAFB for training and operating missions. Some
characteristics of both the Global Hawk and Predator RPAs are shown on Figure 2-3.

2.3.35 Schedule

The construction schedule for each proposed building is roughly 12 to 18 months and is dependent on the
timing of the design schedule relative to the weather cycle of the region. Infrastructure construction could
range from 8 to 12 months depending upon the timing of its design schedule relative to the weather cycle
of the area.
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The County anticipates starting the development at the southern edge along US-2 and working northward
as tenants are acquired; however, this is subject to change if an early tenant wants to lease one of the
aviation mixed-use parcels on the former Alpha Ramp. For purposes of the impact analyses, it is
assumed that one-third of the infrastructure and one-sixth of the buildings (roughly three buildings) would
be constructed every 2 years—infrastructure would be completed in approximately 6 years, whereas the
buildings and the rest of the development in 10 to 20 years. The potential demolition of the Alpha Ramp
wall and the connection of the taxiway to the runway would occur in years two and three, respectively.

GLOBAL HAWK (RQ-4)

Manufacturer: Northrop Grumman
Wingspan: 130.9 ft

Length: 47.6 ft

Height: 15.4 ft

Speed: 310 knots True Air Speed (TAS)
Maximum altitude: 60,000 ft above msl|
Maximum payload: 3,000 pounds (Ib)

Photo courtesy of Northrop Grumman/NASA 2012

PREDATOR (MQ-1)
Manufacturer: General Atomics
Wingspan: 55 ft
Length: 27 ft
Height: 6.9 ft
Horsepower: 101 horsepower (hp; 115 hp max.)
Speed: 84 miles per hour (mph; 70 knots), up to
135 mph
Altitude: up to 25,000 ft above msl,
generally 10,000-15,000 ft
Maximum payload: 450 Ib

gt
L Al

L ey
Photo courtesy of United States Air Force (2006a)

Figure 2-3. Global Hawk and Predator remotely piloted aircraft.

234 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Alternative 2 would be developed on the same 217 ac site as Alternative 1. The only difference between
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 is the proposed layout of the development. The layout on Figure 2-1 is an
example of the development initially proposed by the County. It was used to provide estimated numbers
for the analysis of impacts. The layout for Alternative 2 is shown on Figure 2-4. This layout was
developed following the Jurisdictional Determination of wetlands by the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) in order to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the impact on wetlands, both
jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional, in the project area.

The revised layout still proposes to have approximately 1.2 million ft? of building footprint, but less overall
paved area with parking and roads totaling about 1.6 million ft? instead of 1.88 million ft?> with the original
layout. More importantly, the buildings and roads have been moved so that the four largest wetland areas
would remain undisturbed (see Section 4.2.3). The revised layout would not change the types of
development that would be located in the lease area, the basic construction and demolition activities,
infrastructure requirements, potential flight operations, development management, or schedule. A
comparison of the two alternatives is provided in Table 2-2.
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Figure 2-4. Proposed development plan for Alternative 2 on the Enhanced Use Lease parcel.
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Table 2-2. Comparison of features of the alternatives

Feature Alternative 1 Alternative 2

EUL Size 217 ac 217 ac

Building footprint 1.2 million ft? 1.2 million ft?

Paved roads and parking areas 1.88 million ft? 1.60 million ft?

Number of building lots 18 18

Security fencing 3,700 ft 3,700 ft

Gates 2 new access gates, 1 improved | 2 new access gates, 1 improved
access gate, 1 taxiway gate access gate, 1 taxiway gate

Acres of jurisdictional wetlands 4.674 ac (203,599 ft?) 0.314 ac (13,678 ft?)

permanently impacted

Acres of non-jurisdictional 5.556 ac (242,019 ft?) 0.496 ac (21,606 ft?)

wetlands permanently impacted

Acres of jurisdictional wetlands 1.386 (60,374 ft?) 0.738 (32,147 ft?)

temporarily impacted

Acres of non-jurisdictional 2.807 ac (122,272 ft?) 0.809 ac (39,596 ft?)

wetlands temporarily impacted

EUL=Enhanced use lease, ac=acre, ft>=square feet; ft = feet

2.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences for each resource area and each alternative are summarized below in
Table 2-3.

The term “Mitigation” is specifically defined at 40 CFR 1508.20 as follows:

a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.

b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.

c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during
the life of the action.

e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

The features or activities that have been incorporated into the proposed action to mitigate any potentially
significant impacts to less than significant are listed in Table 2-4. Except where noted, all of the mitigation
measures would be incorporated into either alternative. Additional details of the mitigation measures
incorporated into the project are listed in the project-specific Mitigation Plan in Appendix C. This plan
would be modified as needed to account for minor changes in the final design plans when they are
presented to the Air Force for review.
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Table 2-3. Summary of environmental consequences

Resource Area

Alternative 1—lInitial Layout

Alternative 2—Revised Layout

No Action Alternative

Air Quality

Construction: Short-term construction related

emissions would be negligible and not significant.
Operation: Minor long-term increase in emissions

would not be significant
Flight Operations: Minor long-term increase in
emissions but would not be significant

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Water Resources

Construction: Minor impact on water quality;
adverse, but not significant, impact on wetlands;
no impact on stormwater management
Operation: None

Flight Operations: None

Construction: Similar effects on water
quality and stormwater management as
with Alternative 1; adverse, but
substantially reduced impacts on
wetlands than Alternative 1

Operation: Same as Alternative 1

Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Biological Resources

Construction: Loss of vegetation and habitat
would be adverse, but not significant. No T&E
species present.

Operation: None

Flight Operations: Potential BASH concerns
would not be significant.

Construction: Same as Alternative 1, but
would reduce/minimize impact to
wetland or grassland habitats
Operation: Same as Alternative 1

Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Cultural Resources

Construction: Little likelihood
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Hazardous Materials
and Waste

Construction: Slight short-term increase in use
and disposal of hazardous materials and waste
but would not be significant

Operation: Minor long-term increase in use and
disposal of hazardous materials and waste but
would not be significant

Flight Operations: Same as operation

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Geology and Soils

Construction: Minor short-term soil disturbance
would not be significant

Operation: None

Flight Operations: None

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Land Use Construction: Permanent change in land use, Construction: Same as Alternative 1 Construction: None
compatible with existing land use plans and Operation: Same as Alternative 1 Operation: None
would not be significant Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1 | Flight Operations: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None
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Table 2-3 (continued). Summary of environmental consequences

Resource Area

Alternative 1—lInitial Layout

Alternative 2—Revised Layout

No Action Alternative

Noise

Construction: Short term increase in noise levels
would not be significant

Operation: None

Flight Operations: Minor long-term changes in
predicted noise contours would not be significant

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Transportation Construction: Temporary, short-term increase in | Construction: Same as Alternative 1 Construction: None
traffic would not be significant Operation: Same as Alternative 1 Operation: None
Operation: Long-term increased traffic is within Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1 | Flight Operations: None
capacity of existing roads and not significant.
Flight Operations: RPA flights in non-restricted
airspace would not cause significant effects.

Utilities Construction: None Construction: Same as Alternative 1 Construction: None

Operation: Long-term increase in utilities usage
is within system capacity and would not be
significant

Flight Operations: None

Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Socioeconomic
Factors

Construction: Beneficial through creation of jobs
Operation: Beneficial for jobs, tax base. Phased
construction would make adverse effects to area
schools and housing less than significant

Flight Operations: None

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Environmental
Justice

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

Occupational Health
and Safety

Construction: None

Operation: None

Flight Operations: Air Force and FAA approval
process results in less than significant effects

Construction: Same as Alternative 1
Operation: Same as Alternative 1
Flight Operations: Same as Alternative 1

Construction: None
Operation: None
Flight Operations: None

T&E = threatened and endangered; BASH = Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard; RPA = remotely piloted aircraft; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration
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Table 2-4. Summary of project features that mitigate environmental consequences

Potential Impact

Mitigation Measures by Grand Forks County

Water Resources

e Avoid degradation of water quality from
project construction activities

Obtain coverage under ND’s NPDES General
Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with
Construction Activities

Prepare and follow a site-specific Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan

e Avoid or minimize disturbance or loss of
wetlands in project area

Reduce and relocate building footprints within
project area to avoid as many ac of wetlands as
practicable

During construction, flag/stake wetland
boundaries to keep workers from disturbing
wetlands

Mitigate for wetland loss by enhancing an
existing wetland or wetlands within the project
boundaries.

Obtain a CWA Section 404 permit (with
cooperation from GFAFB) from the USACE.
Comply with mitigation measures required by the
USACE in their CWA Section 404 permit

e Comply with stormwater management
requirements under Section 438 of the
EISA

Use low-impact development techniques to
maintain the pre-construction hydrology

e Comply with North Dakota Department of
Health Construction and Environmental
Disturbance Requirements

Prevent erosion of exposed soil surfaces and
trapping sediments being transported.

Control stream bank and stream bed
disturbances to minimize and/or prevent silt
movement, nutrient upsurges, plant dislocation,
and any physical, chemical, or biological
disruption. Coordinate use of pesticides or
herbicides with those accepted for use by
GFAFB in the installation.

Fill placed below the high water mark must be
free of top soils, decomposable materials, and
persistent synthetic organic compounds. Debris
and solid waste will be properly removed and
impacted areas restored as nearly as possible to
the original condition.

Biological Resources

¢ Potential impact on migratory birds that
lay over or nest in project area

If practicable, time construction in the grassland
area to avoid the primary nesting season April 15
to July 15 (Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
INRMP)

To avoid construction delays, conduct
preconstruction surveys to look for and avoid any
nesting grassland birds or bald eagles (in trees).
If nests are located in the area, consult with
USFWS for mitigation

Maintain native prairie/grassland in areas of the
lease that do not need to be disturbed until later
phases of construction

Reseed disturbed grassland areas as soon as
possible with native grassland seed mixes
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Table 2-4 (continued). Summary of project features that mitigate environmental consequences

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures by Grand Forks County
¢ Potential impact on populations of lady’s e Before preparing the plans for development of
slipper orchids documented in the the northwestern-most parcel of the project area,
northwest corner of the project area conduct surveys for white and yellow lady’s

slipper orchids and avoid disturbing the existing
population to the maximum extent practicable

e Herbicide application will not be conducted in
areas where white or yellow lady’s slipper occurs

Cultural Resources

e If cultural resources are discovered e Halt construction and immediately notify the
during construction GFAFB EUL Project Coordinator and/or Cultural
Resources Manager of the discovery in order to
accurately identify and assess the discovery and
to generate appropriate responses based on
applicable federal laws, regulations and policies

e Follow stipulations of the MOU between affected
Tribes and the Air Force, provided the MOU is
applicable to the assessed cultural resources

discovery
Hazardous Materials and Waste
e Use of hazardous materials and e Prepare a Hazardous Waste Management Plan
generation of hazardous wastes at the that would stipulate the processes and
business park by the County or tenants procedures for managing, transporting, handling,

storing, treating and disposing of hazardous
materials and/or hazardous waste and
substances generated within the business park

boundaries
e Grand Forks County has predicted e Buildings to be designed to reduce radon
average indoor radon screening level penetration to the interiors.
above the USEPA radon guideline of 4
pCi/L.
Transportation
e Potential change in traffic patterns e Ensure that NDDOT adds turn lanes to US-2 at
the entrance to the development to prevent
potential traffic slowdowns on the highway
Utilities
e Impacts due to increased utility usage e Design and construct buildings to meet the

requirements for LEED Silver certification and
incorporate  as many energy and water
conservation initiatives as practicable

ND = North Dakota; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; CWA = Clean Water Act; GFAFB =
Grand Forks Air Force Base; USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers; EISA = Energy Independence and
Security Act; INRMP = Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife
Service; EUL = Enhanced Use Lease; MOU = Memorandum of Understanding; USEPA = United States
Environmental Protection Agency, pCi/L = picoCuries per liter; NDDOT = North Dakota Department of Transportation;
LEED = Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

APRIL 2014 215




Environmental Assessment for an Enhanced Use Lease
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

This page intentionally left blank

APRIL 2014 216



Environmental Assessment for an Enhanced Use Lease
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 AIR QUALITY
3.1.1 Definition of the Resource

Air quality is determined by the type and concentration of pollutants in the atmosphere, the size and
topography of the air basin, and local and regional meteorological influences. The significance of local
pollutant concentrations is determined by comparing them to national and/or state ambient air quality
standards. Under authority of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
has established nationwide air quality standards, more commonly known as the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) (Table 3-1). These standards represent maximum allowable atmospheric
concentrations for seven “criteria” pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide,
particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter (PMu1o), particulate matter less than or
equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PMzs), ozone, and lead. Primary standards set limits to protect
public health, including the health of "sensitive" populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.
Secondary standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility;
and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. NAAQS are defined in terms of concentration
determined over time. Short-term standards (1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour periods) have been established
for acute health effects and may be exceeded only once per year for an area to be considered ‘“in
attainment”. Long-term standards for chronic health effects are never to be exceeded (USEPA 2009).
Based on measured ambient air criteria pollutants, the USEPA designates areas of the US as having air
quality equal to or better than the NAAQS (attainment) or worse than the NAAQS (non-attainment).

States may establish their own standards as long as they are at least as stringent as the national
requirements. North Dakota has adopted a more stringent set of standards, termed the North Dakota
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NDAAQS) (also listed in Table 3-1). A State Implementation Plan (SIP) is
a detailed description of the program that the State proposes to use to enforce the CAA regulations. The
CAA requires USEPA to review and approve each SIP.

Section 176(c) of the CAA is known as the General Conformity Rule and is codified as 40 CFR 51,
Subpart W. Under the General Conformity Rule, no federal agency can approve any activity that does not
conform to an applicable SIP. Specific conformity criteria are listed in 40 CFR 51.858. The General
Conformity Rule only applies in areas that are in non-attainment or maintenance (40 CFR 51.853 [K]).

Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires states to issue Field Operating Permits for major
stationary sources of air emissions. A major stationary source would include a military base that emits
more than 100 tons per year (TPY) of any one criteria air pollutant, 10 TPY of a hazardous air pollutant,
or 25 TPY of any combination of hazardous air pollutants. Emissions below these quantities are
considered “de minimus”. The Prevention of Significant Deterioration requirements of the CAA affect
construction of new major stationary emission sources in areas that attain the NAAQS and serves as a
pre-construction permitting system.

Greenhouse gases (GHG) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions occur from
natural processes as well as human activities. The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates, in
part, the earth’s temperature. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, in its Fourth Assessment
Report issued in 2007, stated that warming of the earth’s climate system is unequivocal, and that most of
the observed increase in globally averaged temperatures since the mid-20th Century is very likely due to
the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations (IPCC 2007). The most common
GHG emitted from natural processes and human activities include carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous
oxide.

On a national scale, federal agencies are addressing emissions of GHG by reductions mandated in
federal laws and executive orders (EOs). Most recently, EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental,
Energy, and Transportation Management; and EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy,
and Economic Performance were enacted to address GHG in detail, including GHG emissions inventory,
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reduction, and reporting. Several states have promulgated laws as a means to reduce statewide levels of
GHG emissions. The North Dakota Department of Health (NDDH) Environmental Health Section issued
the Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule in 2010, which requires owners/operators to report GHG emissions
for facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more annually of GHGs.

Table 3-1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Primary Standards SOEICET
Standards North Dakota
Pollutant =
Averag"]g Standards
; Level Level
Time
Carbon 8-hour @ 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) none Same as federal
Monoxide 1-hour @ 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) none Same as federal
Lead (in total Rolling 3- 0.15 pg/m?3 Same as primary Same as federal
suspended month
particles) average®
Nitrogen Annual © 53 ppb (100 pg/ms3) Same as primary Same as federal
Dioxid
loxiae 1-hour® 100 ppb (188 pg/md) Same as primary Same as federal
Ozone 8-hour ¥ 75 ppb (147 pg/m?3) Same as primary Same as federal
Particulate 24-hour ® 150 pg/m? Same as primary Same as federal
Matter greater than
10 micrometers
(PMao)
Particulate Annual © 12.0 pg/ms 15.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m3
Matter (PMz.) 24-hour @ 35 ug/m?® Same as primary 35 pg/m?3
Sulfur Annual 30 ppb (85 pg/m?d) 0.5 ppm 3-hour 1-hour/0.035 ©
Dioxide 24-hour 140 ppb (365 Hg/m?’) (1,300 @ 24-hour/0.075®
® 3 pg/m3) Secondary-same as
1-hour 75 ppb (196 pg/m?) federal
Hydrogen sulfide No federal No federal standard No federal Instantaneous 10 ppm
standard standard (14 mg/m3) 10
Annual/0.02 ppm
(28 ug/m?) ©
24-hour/0.10 ppm
(140 pg/m3) @
1-hour/0.20 ppm
(280 pg/ms) 1)

ppm = parts per million by volume; mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter of air; ppb = parts per billion by volume;
pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air

Source: USEPA 2013a; NDDH 2013.

(@ Not to be exceeded more than once per year.

@ The form of the 1-hour standard is the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the yearly distribution of 1-hour
daily maximum NO2 concentrations.

@) Annual standards are arithmetic means.

@ To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone
concentrations measured at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm (effective
27 May 2008).

) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.

®  Annual arithmetic mean, averaged over 3 years

(' The 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations averaged over 3 years

@) The 99th percentile of 1-hour concentrations averaged over 3 years.

©) The 98th percentile of 1-hour concentrations averaged over 3 years.

(19 Not to be exceeded.

(11 Not to be exceeded more than once per month.
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3.1.2 Existing Conditions

GFAFB is located in Grand Forks County, which is within North Dakota Air Quality Control Region
(AQCR) 172. AQCR 172 consists of the all counties in North Dakota with the exception of Metropolitan
Fargo. As defined in 40 CFR 81.335, Grand Forks County is designated as attainment/unclassifiable for
all criteria pollutants. The NDDH renewed GFAFB’s Title V Permit to Operate, no. T5-F78004, in 2012
and it is good for 5 years.

3.2 WATER RESOURCES
3.2.1 Definition of the Resource
3.2.11 Groundwater

Groundwater is the water that is stored in, and moves through, spaces in underground layers of soil,
sand, and rock, and are known as aquifers (The Groundwater Foundation 2012). The speed at which
water moves through an aquifer is dependent on size of the spaces in the soil or rock and how these
spaces are connected. The water in aquifers is discharged to the surface through springs into lakes and
streams. It can also be brought to the surface through wells. Groundwater is recharged by rain and snow
melt. Shortages occur when groundwater is used faster than it is recharged. The SDWA is primarily
administered by USEPA, which sets standards for drinking water quality and oversees the states,
localities, and water suppliers who implement those standards.

3.2.1.2 Surface Water

Surface waters are primarily lakes, rivers, estuaries, coastal waters, and wetlands. The NDDH has
several programs that deal with various aspects of protecting the quality of water resources in the state.
Some of these programs are from the USEPA delegating authority to issue and enforce permits to ND,
while others result from laws and regulations promulgated by the ND legislature. ND Water Quality
Standards are presented in the ND Century Code (NDCC) Chapter 33-16.

The principal laws governing pollution of the nation’s surface water resources are the federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1972, or Clean Water Act (CWA), and Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). The Acts
use water quality standards, permitting requirements, and monitoring to protect water quality. The USEPA
sets the standards for water pollution abatement for all waters of the US under the programs contained in
the CWA; however, in most cases, gives qualified states the authority to issue and enforce permits. For
this analysis, water resources include surface water, groundwater, wetlands, and floodplains.

Impaired waters are those surface waters with levels of pollutants that exceed state water quality
standards. Every 2 years, states must publish lists (referred to as 303[d] lists) of those rivers, streams,
and lakes that do not meet their designated uses because of excess pollutants. Total maximum daily
loads (TMDLs) of pollutants for the listed water bodies are established by the NDDH and approved by
USEPA (2008b).

3.2.1.3 Wetlands

The USACE defines wetlands (in 33 CFR 328.3[b]) as "those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas." The USACE Wetland Delineation
Manual defines wetlands as areas that have positive indicators for hydrophytic vegetation, wetland
hydrology, and hydric soils (Environmental Laboratory 1987). Wetlands provide rich habitat for a diverse
range of plant and animal species, protection from flooding and erosion, and are also important to the
nutrient cycle.
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Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the USACE, to issue
permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the US, including wetlands. Waters of
the US (33 CFR Section 328.3[a]) are those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb
and flow of tide, and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands.

Traditional navigable waters (TNWSs) and their adjacent wetlands are jurisdictional (USEPA 2007).
Likewise, non-navigable tributaries of TNW that are relatively permanent waters (RPWs) and typically flow
year-round or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically three months), as well as wetlands
that directly abut such tributaries are jurisdictional. In general, a seasonal RPW is synonymous with
intermittent and a year-round RPW with perennial stream systems.

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, both jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional, and preserve and enhance the natural
and beneficial values of wetlands. It also requires that agencies avoid construction, or providing financial
assistance for new construction, located in wetlands to the extent practicable. When actions cannot
completely avoid adverse effects on wetlands, the Federal agency must prepare a Finding of No
Practicable Alternative (FONPA) and obtain all applicable and appropriate permits from the authorized
regulatory agencies and follow required mitigation measures when necessary.

Department of Defense (DOD) Instruction (DODI) 4715.03 establishes policy for compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local statutory and regulatory requirements, EOs, Presidential
memorandums, and other DOD policies for the integrated management of natural resources including
lands, air, waters, coastal, and nearshore areas managed or controlled by DOD.

According to the Instruction, the principal purpose of DOD lands, waters, airspace, and coastal resources
is to support mission-related activities. Natural resources conservation programs must guarantee DOD
continued access to its land, air, and water resources for realistic military training and testing. DOD
installations must also demonstrate stewardship of natural resources in their trust by protecting and
enhancing those resources for mission support, biodiversity conservation, and maintenance of ecosystem
services. The lands, waters, airspace, and coastal resources must be managed for multiple uses when
appropriate, including sustainable yield of all renewable resources, scientific research, education, and
recreation.

DOD components, such as GFAFB, are directed to use a watershed-based approach to manage
operations, activities, and lands so as to avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands, groundwater, and surface
waters on or adjacent to installations. With respect to wetlands, DODI 4715.03 states the following:

(1) DOD components shall ensure no net loss of size, function, and value of wetlands, and will
preserve the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out activities in accordance
with EO 11990 and the White House Office on Environmental Policy Protecting America’s
Wetlands: A Fair, Flexible, and Effective Approach, issued 24 August 1993.

(2) When avoidance of wetlands and other waters of the US is not practicable, and impacts have
been minimized, participation in an approved off-site mitigation bank or in-lieu fee instrument
is encouraged as sound conservation planning. Off-site mitigation may provide a preferred
alternative to meet watershed protection and ecosystem goals and meet future mission
requirements. The enhancement, creation, or restoration of wetlands or streams on DOD
property may also be an acceptable means for mitigating mission impacts on wetlands.

(3) In the event that discharges of pollutants into wetlands or other US waters are necessary,
DOD installations must obtain appropriate permits and complete mitigation.

3.2.1.4  Floodplains

Floodplains are defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as the lowland and
relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including, at a minimum, that area subjectto a 1
percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year (44 CFR 9.4), which is known as the 100-year
flood. EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent practicable,
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adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and
indirect support of floodplain development. Floodplains provide for flood and erosion control support that
helps maintain water quality and contribute to sustaining groundwater levels. Activities within a floodplain
have a potential to affect the flooding of lands downstream of the activity. Floodplains also provide habitat
for plant and animal species, recreational opportunities and aesthetic benefits.

3.215 Stormwater Management

Section 438 of the EISA requires that any federal development with a footprint that exceeds 5,000 ft?
must maintain or restore pre-development hydrology. Agencies have two options to demonstrate that they
are maintaining pre-development hydrology: managing on-site the total volume of rainfall from the 95th
percentile storm or managing on-site the total volume of rainfall based on a site-specific hydrologic
analysis. Federal agencies can comply with Section 438 by using a variety of stormwater management
practices that are low impact including, for example, reducing impervious surfaces by using vegetative
landscapes, porous pavements, cisterns and green roofs.

The CWA also regulates point discharge of pollutants to receiving waters of the US under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program administered by the USEPA or authorized
states (NDDH is authorized to implement the NPDES program). The NPDES stormwater program
requires construction site operators engaged in clearing, grading, and excavating activities that disturb 1
ac or more, including smaller sites in a larger common plan of development or sale, to obtain coverage
under an NPDES permit for their stormwater discharges. Generally, construction sites can be covered
under the state’s General Permit for Construction, which requires, in most cases, the preparation and
implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

DOD environmental regulations require installations to have detailed spill control and response
procedures and to implement stormwater pollution prevention BMPs. Each installation maintains base-
wide stormwater protection measures; Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plans;
and Hazardous Materials Management Plans. Compliance with these plans reduces the potential for
adverse effects on water quality.

3.2.2 Affected Environment
3.2.21 Groundwater

Groundwater in Grand Forks County occurs in unconsolidated glacial drift aquifers, and in rocks of
Cretaceous and Ordovician age underlying the glacial deposits. The two primary aquifers underlying
GFAFB are the Emerado Aquifer and the Dakota Aquifer. The Emerado Aquifer is a major glacial drift
aquifer underlying GFAFB approximately 50 to 75 feet below ground surface. Water quality in the
Emerado Aquifer is generally poor, probably due to upward leakage of poor-quality groundwater from
underlying bedrock aquifers. The principal bedrock aquifer in the area is the Dakota Aquifer, which is a
widespread regional aquifer present in most of the Great Plains states. Wells tapping the Dakota Aquifer
in the vicinity of GFAFB are generally in the 100- to 200-foot depth range. The primary use of
groundwater from the Dakota Aquifer is livestock watering. Groundwater quality is very saline and
generally unsuitable for domestic and most industrial uses (GFAFB 2011).

3.2.2.2 Surface Water

GFAFB is located within the Red River Basin. The Red River originates in northeastern South Dakota,
and flows northward forming the border between North Dakota and Minnesota. The Turtle River is a
tributary to the Red River that drains approximately 311 mi?, including GFAFB. The headwaters (North
and South Branch) of Turtle River originate approximately 10 mi west of GFAFB, and the river flows in an
east-northeast direction joining the Red River approximately 25 mi northeast of GFAFB (GFAFB 2011).
The NDDH has designated the Turtle River a Class Il stream under its Water Quality Standards (in NDCC
33-16-02), which means it may require additional treatment to meet drinking water standards, but can be
used for irrigation, propagation of life for resident fish species, and water recreation. Streams in this
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classification may be intermittent making them less beneficial to uses such as municipal water, fish life,
irrigation, bathing, or swimming (NDDH 2010). The 25.27-mi section of the Turtle River (Waterbody ID:
ND-09020307-019-S_00) into which the project area flows is listed as impaired under CWA Section 303d
by the NDDH Water Quality Division for arsenic, cadmium, fecal coliform, and selenium (NDDH 2012).

3.2.2.3 Wetlands

The Red River Basin contains thousands of natural wetlands and prairie potholes. These wetlands have a
profound effect on the hydrologic flow regime of streams and the residence time of water within the basin.
Wetlands on GFAFB occur frequently in drainage ways, low-lying depressions, and potholes. Previous
wetland assessments conducted at GFAFB include a wetland identification and delineation from 1999, a
site-wide wetland assessment and summary in 2004, a site-specific wetland delineation of the new
proposed fire station area in 2005, a selected wetland delineation in 2006, a wetlands characterization
project in 2007, a wetland inventory and assessment in 2011, and two project/site-specific wetland
delineations conducted in 2012. All of these efforts have been compiled into comprehensive GIS files.

Due to the presence of potential wetland features, a wetland delineation was conducted for the entire
project area. The wetland delineation report Wetland Delineation Final Report Proposed Mixed-Use
Business Park on an Enhanced Use Lease at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, August 2013,
was submitted to the USACE with a request to verify results and determine whether the features identified
in the report as wetlands or waters of the US would fall under USACE jurisdiction and be subject to a
CWA 404 permit for any the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the US. The USACE
Jurisdictional Determination is included in Appendix D.

Wetland delineation field surveys were conducted on the 217-ac project area in June and July 2013. The
resulting effort identified 32 wetlands totaling 23.795 ac within the project boundary (Figure 3-1). Of the
23.795 ac of wetlands delineated, 11 wetlands totaling 14.069 ac exhibited a physical connection to
wetlands that had been identified as jurisdictional in previous studies (GFAFB 2012) and eventually
connected to downstream TNW. No physical connection to other wetlands or TNW was observed for the
remaining 21 wetlands mapped in the project area that totaled 9.726 ac. All 32 wetlands within the project
area were categorized as palustrine emergent (PEM) wetlands (GMI 2013). The wetlands, size, and
whether they are jurisdictional or isolated are listed in Table 3-2.

3.2.2.4  Floodplains

The 100-year floodplain of the Turtle River is located in the northwest corner of GFAFB. A portion of the
100-year floodplain of a tributary to Kelly’s Slough is located in the southeast corner of the base near the
sewage lagoons (GFAFB 2011). None of the project area is within the 100-year floodplain.

3.2.25 Stormwater Management

Runoff at GFAFB flows primarily into grassy drainage ditches on the west, northwest, north, and south
sides of the installation. From these ditches, runoff drains north and west into Turtle River or east into
Kelly Slough, a tributary to Turtle River, through outfalls permitted by the NDDH for storm water
discharges from an industrial activity (Permit #NDR02-0314). The project area drains northward through
three ditches that eventually feed into the West Ditch, which also collects runoff from the runways, before
turning west to discharge into Turtle River.
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Figure 3-1. Jurisdictional and isolated wetlands within the project area (GMI 2013; USACE 2013).
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Table 3-2. Wetlands delineated in project area and jurisdictional determination by

United States Army Corps of Engineers (GMI 2013; USACE 2013)

Wetland number Size (ac) Jurisdictional Isolated

FLS-01 1.149 X

FLS-02 4.048 X
FLS-06 0.730 X
FLS-07 8.011 X

FLS-08A 0.144 X
FLS-08B 0.030 X
FLS-08C 0.143 X
FLS-08D 0.012 X
FLS-09 1.686 X
FLS-10 3.650 X

FLS-13 0.614 X

FLS-17 0.042 X
FLS-31A 0.115 X

FLS-31B 0.107 X

FLS-31D 0.213 X

FLS-31F 0.161 X

FLS-31G 0.014 X

FLS-31H 0.023 X

FLS-31I 0.011 X

FLS-53 0.504 X
FLS-54 0.332 X
FLS-55 0.079 X
FLS-56 0.181 X
FLS-57 0.153 X
FLS-58 0.354 X
FLS-59 0.130 X
FLS-60 0.033 X
FLS-61 0.743 X
FLS-62 0.163 X
FLS-63 0.041 X
FLS-64 0.158 X
FLS-65 0.022 X
Totals 23.795 14.069 9.726
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33 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
3.3.1 Definition of the Resource

Biological resources include plant and animal species and the habitats in which they occur. For this
analysis, biological resources are divided into the following categories: vegetation, wildlife, and protected
species. Vegetation and wildlife refer to the plant and animal species, both native and introduced, which
characterize the region. Protected species are plant and animal species in need of protection to ensure
that the species do not decline to extinction.

3.3.1.1  Vegetation

The Federal Noxious Weed Act (7 USC 2801 et seq.), enacted in January 1975, established a federal
program to control the spread of noxious weeds. It gave the Secretary of Agriculture authority to
designate plants as noxious weeds by regulation, and to inspect, seize and destroy products, and to
guarantine areas, if necessary to prevent the spread of such weeds.

EO 13112, Invasive Species, was issued in 1999 to enhance federal coordination and response to the
complex and accelerating problem of invasive species. The EO defines an invasive species as a species
not native to the region or area whose introduction (by humans) causes or is likely to cause harm to the
economy or the environment, or harms animal or human health (NISC 2005).

3.3.1.2  Wildlife

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661-667¢) requires consultation with the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the fish and wildlife agencies of States where the "waters of any stream or
other body of water are proposed or authorized, permitted or licensed to be impounded, diverted . . . or
otherwise controlled or modified" by any agency under a Federal permit or license. The purpose of the act
is to recognize the vital contribution of wildlife resources to the nation and to require equal consideration
and coordination of wildlife conservation with water resources development programs.

3.3.1.3  Protected Species

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) provides a program for the conservation of threatened and
endangered plants and animals and the habitats in which they are found. The lead federal agencies for
implementing ESA are the USFWS and the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Fisheries Service. The law requires federal agencies, in consultation with the USFWS and/or the
NOAA Fisheries Service, to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of designated critical habitat of such species.

Under the ESA (16 USC 1536), an “endangered species” is defined as any species in danger of extinction
throughout all or a large portion of its range. A “threatened species” is defined as any species likely to
become an endangered species in the foreseeable future. USFWS/National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) also maintains a list of species considered to be candidates for possible listing under the ESA.
Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, USFWS/NMFS has attempted
to advise government agencies, industry, and the public that these species are at risk and might warrant
future protection under the ESA. The USFWS also maintains a species of conservation concern list. This
list includes unprotected species that are likely to become candidate species in the future under the ESA.

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 USC 668a-d) was enacted to protect America’s
national symbol, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). The golden eagle is a similar-appearing
eagle, especially in immature life stages, and, therefore, was added to ensure protection of the bald
eagle. The BGEPA, originally passed in 1940 and as amended, provides for the protection of the bald
eagle and the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) by prohibiting the take, possession, sale, purchase,
barter, offer to sell, purchase or barter, transport, export or import, of any bald or golden eagle, alive or
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dead, including any part, nest, or egg, unless allowed by permit. The USFWS defines disturbance to
eagles as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based
on the best scientific information (1) injury to the eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest abandonment” (50 CFR Part
22.3).

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703-712) authorizes the US commitment to comply with
international conventions (i.e., with Japan, Russia, Canada, and Mexico) for the protection of migratory
bird resources. The conventions protect selected species of migratory birds that occur in the US and each
country at some time during the annual life cycle of the species. EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, was signed by President Clinton in January 2001. The EO directs
executive departments and agencies to take further actions to implement the MBTA by developing a
Memorandum of Understanding with the USFWS to promote the conservation of migratory bird
populations.

In addition to Federal laws, there are several programs involved with bird conservation. Each of these
programs has a list of birds they are concerned with protecting. The DOD Partners in Flight (PIF) program
is a cooperative, non-advocacy partnership among federal, state and local government agencies,
philanthropic foundations, professional organizations, conservation groups, industry, the academic
community, and private individuals. PIF was founded in 1990 in response to declining populations of
migratory birds, and to provide for conservation of birds not covered by existing conservation initiatives.
DOD bird conservation programs are a vital part of this initiative. The DOD PIF program supports and
enhances the military mission while it works to develop cooperative programs and projects with PIF
partner organizations ensuring a focused and coordinated approach for the conservation of resident and
migratory birds and their habitats (DOD PIF 2011).

The 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act mandated USFWS to identify species,
subspecies, and populations of all nongame birds that, without additional conservation actions, are likely
to become candidates for listing under the ESA. Birds of Conservation Concern 2008 (USFWS BCC
2008) is the most recent list identifying non-federally listed migratory and non-migratory bird species that
represent the highest conservation priorities. The BCC list is available at national and regional scales; the
region encompassing GFAFB is the Prairie Pothole Bird Conservation Region.

North Dakota has no state endangered species act, but in 1975 the ND Legislature passed the Nature
Preserves Act (NDCC 55-11), which gives the ND Parks and Recreation Department the responsibility to
set aside a system of natural areas and nature preserves for the benefit of ND citizens. Under this act, the
department administers programs for Nature Preserves, Natural Areas Registry, and the Natural Heritage
Inventory. This Natural Heritage Inventory lists animal and plant species of concern within the state, and
ranks them by using an accepted international system. Species are ranked on a 1 to 5 scale, based on
number of known occurrences, threats, sensitivity, area occupied, and other biological factors throughout
the species’ range.

3.3.2 Affected Environment
3.3.2.1  Vegetation

GFAFB is located within the tall-grass prairie portion of the bluestem prairie region. Historically, tall-grass
and mixed grass prairie communities dominated this region and their deep roots formed a thick and
continuous layer. The historic bluestem prairie was bounded by forested areas to the east and short-
grass plains to the west. Trees and shrubs were scarce, and generally limited to riparian areas and other
depressions. Very little of the former bluestem prairie remains intact, as much of the remaining area not
lost to agriculture has undergone invasion by trees and shrubs due to lack of fire and the grazing of large
herds of bison. Fire, acting in conjunction with topography and climatic variation, positively influences tall-
grass prairie diversity and composition.
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Current vegetation on GFAFB largely stems from planting that occurred in the 1950s once initial
construction of the base was complete. GFAFB was planted with a DOD-established grass mix, including
three introduced cool season grasses that continue to dominate the majority of the base today; smooth
brome (Bromus inermis), red fescue (Festuca rubra), and Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis). Certain
areas of the base, including 70 acres of the project area, were reseeded during the 2010-2011 growing
season with native grasses (warm and cool season), including western wheat grass (Pascopyrum smithii),
big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), switchgrass (Panicum
virgatum), sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans), and others. The
area of the base where the development would occur has been undergoing conservation management for
prairie grassland as described in detail in the base’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(INRMP).

In 2005, hay restoration was conducted in some of the hayfield lease areas including the southern half of
the hayfield that extends into the northeastern corner of the project area with 23 ac of overlap. The area
was reseeded with a mixture of native grasses such as western wheat grass, slender wheatgrass (Elymus
trachycaulus), green needlegrass (Nassella viridula), sideoats grama, and switchgrass. In addition to the
hay, much of the project area is categorized as disturbed lowland (wet) prairie, sedge meadows, and
shallow marsh. This wet prairie community consists of prairie pothole marshes formed in moraines of
undulating glacial till throughout the northern plains. The classification of wetlands on the project area and
determination of whether they fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE is discussed in Section 3.2, Water
Resources.

Noxious weeds have been an increasing issue at GFAFB. The current list of noxious weeds on GFAFB
includes absinth wormwood (Artemisiaabsinthium), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), diffuse knapweed
(Centaurea diffusa), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), musk thistle
(Carduus nutans), spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa), and perennial sowthistle (Sonchus
arvensis). Canada thistle was recorded as moderately abundant in the project area during 2008-2009
biological surveys (GFAFB 2011).

3.3.22  Wildlife

GFAFB supports a diversity of wildlife species nestled in an agricultural landscape. Wildlife species
observed on the base range from small mammals, such as mice, to larger ungulates, such as white-tailed
deer (Odocoileus virginianus). A diverse group of migratory birds, including waterfowl and neo-tropical
migrants, have also been observed on base. The base contains limited fish habitat; low water levels
within wetlands, drainage channels, the reflection pond, and stormwater detention areas are generally
insufficient to support fish populations (GFAFB 2011).

The mammals observed at GFAFB are primarily small mammals common to grassland habitats, including
the plains pocket gopher (Geomys bursarius), the Richardson’s ground squirrel (Spermophilus
richardsonii), the thirteen-lined ground squirrel (Spermophilus tridecemlineatus), the white-tailed
jackrabbit (Lepus townsendii), and the striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis). All of these species are common
to eastern North Dakota. The most common of the larger mammals is the white-tailed deer found mostly
in the western and southern portions of the base. Other large mammals observed on-base include
coyotes (Canis latrans) and moose (Alces alces) (GFAFB 2011).

Although no formal survey has been conducted for amphibians and reptiles on the base, two reptiles and
four amphibians have been observed at GFAFB during the recent and past biological surveys.
Amphibians observed include two species of concern, the northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens), an S1
state-ranked species and under review for listing as a federally threatened species in the western US,
and the Canada toad (Bufo hemiophrys), also known as the Dakota toad and identified as a Level |
Species of Conservation Priority (Hagen et al. 2005). Other amphibian species observed on base are the
American toad (Bufo americanus), and wood frog (Rana sylvatica). Reptiles observed on base include the
common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis) and painted turtle (Chrysemys picta). Tiger salamanders
(Ambystoma tigrinum) and chorus frogs, although not documented to occur on base during the 2009
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Biological Survey, are common amphibians found in prairie wetlands and potentially occur on base
(GFAFB 2011).

There are 229 bird species known to occur on GFAFB with 105 breeding species recorded. Forty-two of
those species have been recorded on the project area. Grassland and wetlands provide important habitat
for grassland birds like the upland sandpiper. Prairie potholes are a rich and very important habitat type
particularly in regard to their value as the sole breeding habitat for many waterfowl species and as
stopover sites for resting and feeding for all types of birds. The most common species observed utilizing
the base include red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), clay-
colored sparrow (Spizella pallida), and American goldfinch (Carduelis tristis).

3.3.2.3  Protected Species

No federally listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur on GFAFB (GFAFB 2005).
There is no critical or significant habitat present on GFAFB. Species listed by the USFWS as endangered
and having the potential to reside within Grand Forks County include the gray wolf (Canis lupus) and
whooping crane (Grus americana). Neither of these species has ever been documented on or near
GFAFB.

Previous lists of threatened or endangered species that may be present in Grand Forks County also
contained the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). On 28 June 2007, the bald eagle was formally
removed from the list of federally threatened and endangered species (50 CFR 17); however, it remains
federally protected by both the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668a-d) and the MBTA (16
USC 703-712). Bald eagles have been observed at GFAFB harassing waterfowl near the sewage
lagoons, feeding on road kill in the area, and hunting in the Turtle River riparian area. There is a
documented bald eagle nest approximately 2 mi east of the installation on the west side of Kelly’s Slough
National Wildlife Refuge. During the 2009 winter bird survey (GFAFB 2010), a bald eagle was observed
near the Turtle River riparian area. Golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) also have been observed migrating
through the area during the spring time near the sewage lagoons in 2009 and 2010 (North Wind 2011).

Although not currently listed on the federal threatened or endangered species list, the northern leopard
frog (Rana pipiens) is a candidate for listing as threatened under the ESA (USFWS 2009a). The northern
leopard frog has been observed at GFAFB. The northern leopard frog is designated a “sensitive species”
in U.S. Forest Service Region 1 (Northern Region—northern Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, northwest
South Dakota) although sensitive species status does not provide any special protection (GFAFB 2011).

Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii), a candidate species under the ESA and a species of concern by
several conservation programs, is an uncommon breeding resident of North Dakota that nests on the
ground in native grasslands of intermediate height (North Wind 2011). Although this bird has not been
observed at GFAFB, it has been documented in the Oakville Prairie located just southeast of the
installation.

For GFAFB’s INRMP, the list of species present on the base was compared to the various lists of species
of concern created by the conservation programs mentioned in Section 3.3.1 and compiled to create a
comprehensive GFAFB “Species of Concern” list to document species observed and recorded on
GFAFB. From that list, 72 species (64 birds, 4 plants, 2 mammals, and 2 amphibians) have been
documented on GFAFB (North Wind 2011). The list from the INRMP is included in Appendix E. Further
sorting this list by just those bird species of high priority concern and those that have been recorded on
the project’'s 217 ac produced a list of 24 species of concern that could potentially be found in the habitat
found on the project area. Of these species, seven have been sighted regularly in the project area during
breeding bird surveys: bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), sedge wren
(Cistothorus platensi), sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus), short-eared owl (Asio
flammeus), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). In
addition, a sharp-tailed grouse lek has been seen in the project area. All of these have been ranked as
high priority for conservation management in the Species of Concern Management Plan (North Wind
2011).
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Of the four plant species of concern, patches of white lady’s slippers (Cypripedium candidum) and lesser
yellow lady’s slippers (C. parviflorum var. parviflorum) have been documented in the grassland/wetland
area west of the flightline, including one patch within the northwest corner of the project area (North Wind
2011).

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
341 Definition of the Resource

Cultural resources are prehistoric and historic sites, districts, structures, artifacts, or any other physical
evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific,
traditional, religious, or other reasons. A historic district is an area that “...possesses a significant
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or
aesthetically by plan or physical development” (NPS 2011).

Numerous laws and regulations require that possible effects on cultural resources be considered during
the planning and execution of federal undertakings. These laws and regulations stipulate a process of
compliance, define the responsibilities of the federal agency proposing the actions, and prescribe the
relationships among involved agencies. In addition to NEPA, the primary laws that pertain to the
treatment of cultural resources during environmental analysis are the NHPA (especially Sections 106 and
110), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), the American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(AIRFA), and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). Section 106 of
NHPA, as implemented by 36 CFR Part 800, requires that federal agencies give the ACHP a “reasonable
opportunity to comment” on planned actions. Federal agencies must consider whether their activities
could affect historic properties that are already listed, determined eligible, or not yet evaluated under the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) criteria. Properties that are either listed on or eligible for
listing in the NRHP are provided the same measure of protection under Section 106. In addition to the
ACHP, Air Force Instruction AFI 32-7065 requires that consultations between the Air Force and Indian
Tribes are conducted on a government-to-government basis and that the consultation process be
completed prior to finalizing any NEPA documents (EA/FONSI).

The following criteria have been established as guidance for evaluating potential entries to the NRHP.
“Significance” in American history, architecture, archeology, and culture is granted to districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association, and that meet at least one of the following criteria:

e An association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
history (Criterion A)

e An association with the lives of persons significant in history (Criterion B)

e Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; represent the
work of a master; possess high artistic value; or represent a significant and distinguished entity
whose components may lack individual distinction (Criterion C)

e Have yielded, or may likely yield, information important in prehistory or history (Criterion D)

Resources less than 50 years of age must be evaluated under Criterion Consideration G: Properties That
Have Achieved Significance in the Last Fifty Years. This criterion requires that such resources be
“exceptionally important” to qualify for listing. Resources less than 50 years of age must also meet the
criteria for resources 50 years or older (i.e., A, B, C, or D) and retain their integrity.

3.4.2 Existing Conditions

The APE for cultural resources is the entire 217-ac proposed action site. No specific cultural resources
surveys were conducted for this proposed action.
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3.4.2.1  Previous Investigations at Grand Forks Air Force Base

A 235-ac area on GFAFB was surveyed for cultural resource properties by the UND Archaeological
Research in 1989. Two sites and three isolated finds were identified (Artz 1989). In 1995 and 1996, a
Class lll intensive archaeological survey of GFAFB was conducted by Parsons Engineering Science. The
survey identified four sites and three isolated finds. All six sites and six isolated finds were determined not
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Crane et al. 1996; SAIC 2011). This latter survey covered roughly the
northern half of the APE, which was considered to have a high to medium potential for the presence of
cultural resources. The southern half of the APE was thought to have a low probability for having cultural
resources (GFAFB 2012a).

In 1998, the north and south rights-of-way of portions of US-2 were surveyed for cultural resources for the
NDDOT. No prehistoric or historic cultural resource sites were observed within the inventory area (GFAFB
2012a).

In 1996, Geo-Marine, Inc. conducted an inventory of 27 buildings located at GFAFB. There are no longer
any buildings within the APE; the buildings on the Alpha Ramp had not been recommended for inclusion
on the NRHP. Additionally, an inventory and evaluation of all buildings and structures built between 1956
and 1964 was conducted in 2011. The survey found no cohesive Cold War landscape or potential base
historic district (SAIC 2011).

Although there is not any evidence of Native American sacred sites or other properties or resources of
traditional religious and cultural importance within the APE for this proposed action, GFAFB corresponded
with federally recognized tribes that are or may be affiliated with the area comprising the installation.
GFAFB also corresponded and consulted with the SHPO, any authorized THPOs, and/or the assigned
ACHP representative as needed or required to determine whether there are any areas or property of
concern involving the proposed business development site. The 319 ABW Commander and the CRM at
GFAFB sent letters on 22 October 2013, notifying the Tribes and the THPO of the proposed project, the
APE, prior surveys and findings, and inquiring whether the Tribes desired to engage in consultations
pursuant to the NHPA, Section 106. Historically, on prior projects sited on GFAFB, the Tribes have not
requested Section 106 consultations and consistently replied that adverse effects to historic properties
and resources would not occur and the consultation process was not necessary; therefore by 20
November 2013, during which time further follow-up by GAFB occurred (telephone calls and/or emails)
since the October letters, the CRM reported that only one tribe, the CRST, requested Section 106
consultations on the proposed action. The THPO for the CRST had expressed concern that past surveys
and data had not fully considered whether there were any items or resources of cultural or religious
significance to the tribe. The CRST was particularly concerned that appropriate responses should occur
in the event any gravesites or human remains were found during pre-construction and actual construction
activities. Subsequently, the CRST requested the GFAFB visit the CRST for consultation purposes. The
319 ABW Vice Commander, CRM, Installation Support Team Cultural Resources, and AFCEC attended
an onsite meeting on 05 Dec 2013 to open consultations, but due to a lack of obtaining Tribal quorum,
were unable to accomplish that task. The 319 ABW Vice Commander followed up after the meeting by
sending correspondence to the CRST on 20 December 2013 and invited them to visit the installation to
view the APE. On 04 February 2014, the GFAFB sent a proposed MOU to the CRST to outline the
purpose and need to engage in a base site visit allowing the CRST an opportunity to address their
concerns. To preliminarily discuss the proposed MOU, the 319 ABW Vice Commander, the CRM and Air
Force legal counsel participated in consultations through a teleconference on 19 February 2014 (due to
Air Force travel budget constraints), with the CRST THPO and his invitees or representatives from the
SRST, and the SWO. The Spirit Lake Tribe was invited by this group of Tribal Nations and agreed to
participate later. The principal request by the Tribes was to access the APE on GFAFB to perform its own
cultural resources survey and discuss inadvertent discoveries during pre-construction and construction
activities of project development; thereafter, a MOU was drafted for the Tribes’ review. Initial discussions
had focused on a PA but were later changed to an MOU at the direction of the ACHP when the SHPO
decided a PA was not necessary and only limited ACHP participation would be needed at this point. The
319 ABW evaluated the Tribes’ review and comments of the draft and a Final MOU was prepared and
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sent to the Tribes for its final review and final signatures. The Final MOU between GFAFB and the Tribes
is found in Appendix B of this EA.

3.4.2.2 Previously Identified Archaeological Properties

Two archaeological sites and three isolated finds are within 1 mi of the APE. One isolated find, a distal
portion of a flake and a calcined mammal bone, is on the northern boundary of the APE. All of these
cultural resources have been determined not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Artz 1989; Crane et al.
1996; SAIC 2011).

3.4.2.3  Historic Resources (Buildings or Structures)

No historic resources have been identified within the APE.
3.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTES
3.5.1 Definition of the Resource

The terms “hazardous material,” “hazardous waste,” and “hazardous substance” all have very specific
legal and scientific definitions in federal regulations. “Hazardous materials” are defined under the US
Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations (49 CFR Parts 100 through 199) as chemicals the
Secretary of Transportation has determined to present risks to safety, health, and property during
transportation. DOT regulations include requirements for shipping papers, package marking, labeling,
transport vehicle placarding, and training of personnel handling hazardous materials.

“Hazardous wastes” are defined and regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. RCRA considers a waste
hazardous if it meets certain levels of reactivity, ignitability, corrosivity, or toxicity, or is otherwise listed as
a hazardous waste in 40 CFR Part 261. In general, RCRA regulations address day-to-day management
of these wastes. RCRA regulations include very detailed and specific requirements for facilities that
generate, transport, treat, store, or dispose of hazardous wastes.

The majority of RCRA-regulated hazardous waste is produced by large-quantity generators (LQGS),
defined as facilities that produce 1,000 kilograms (kg; 2,200 pounds [Ib]) or more of hazardous waste per
month. Small-quantity generators (SQGSs) are facilities producing more than 100 kg (220 Ib) but less than
1,000 kg (2,200 Ib) of hazardous waste per month. Wastes considered “acutely” hazardous are regulated
at 1 kg (2.2 Ib) per month. All generators, unless they are “conditionally exempt” SQG (those generating
less than 100 kg per month), must treat, store, or dispose of their wastes at RCRA-permitted facilities.

“Hazardous substances” are defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA, or Superfund) as chemicals that are harmful to human health or the
environment if spilled or otherwise released into the environment. They are further defined as:

e Any element, compound, mixture, solution, or substance designated as hazardous under section
102 of CERCLA.

e Any hazardous substance designated under section 311(b)(2)(a) of the CWA, or any toxic
pollutant listed under section 307(a) of the CWA. There are more than 400 substances
designated as either hazardous or toxic under the CWA.

e Any hazardous waste having the characteristics identified or listed under section 3001 of the
RCRA.

¢ Any hazardous air pollutant listed under section 112 of the CAA, as amended. There are over 200
substances listed as hazardous air pollutants under the CAA.

e Any imminently hazardous chemical substance or mixture which the USEPA Administrator has
"taken action under" section 7 of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA).
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The definition of hazardous substance specifically excludes petroleum, including crude oil and any
fraction thereof, unless specifically listed (40 CFR 300.5). Spills of oil and other petroleum products are
regulated under the CWA when in areas where they will, or eventually could, enter waterways.

The Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) is used by the Air Force to identify, characterize, and
remediate past environmental contamination on Air Force installations. Past procedures for managing
and disposing wastes, although accepted at the time, resulted in contamination of the environment. The
ERP has established a process to evaluate past disposal sites, control the migration of contaminants,
identify potential hazards to human health and the environment, and remediate the sites.

3.5.2 Existing Conditions

GFAFB is a hazardous waste SQG (USEPA Identification Number ND3571924759). GFAFB does not
maintain a permitted hazardous waste storage area. Hazardous waste generated at GFAFB includes
bead blast media, spent solvents, stripping chemicals, waste paint and paint booth filters, antifreeze filters
and sludge, waste amalgam (from dental lab), and shelf life expired materials (GFAFB 2012b). Aircraft
maintenance facilities are the largest generators of hazardous waste at the installation, accounting for
approximately 90 percent of hazardous waste (GFAFB 2012b).

GFAFB has seven ERP sites and two Areas of Concern (AOCs) that consist of historic landfills, fire
training areas, past equipment maintenance activity areas, gasoline stations, and the bulk petroleum, oil,
and lubricant transfer area (GFAFB undated). NDDH added 48 suspected AOCs to the ERP list in
September 1993 that were then grouped with the ERP sites into 20 Solid Waste Management Units
(SWMUs). The SWMUs are subject to RCRA Corrective Action and are regulated by a RCRA Corrective
Action permit. Primary contaminants in soils and sediments include elevated levels of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). Primary contaminants in groundwater include fuels and solvents (USAF
2008a).

None of the ERP sites or AOCs are located within the project area. The closest ERP site is the Explosive
Ordnance Detonation Area (EODA), OT-05, which consists of approximately 90 ac located just north of
the of the panhandle portion of the project area. It was active from 1966 to 1993 and was used to explode
unserviceable munitions, starter cartridges (pre-1980), and other small devices by burning or detonation.
Elevated levels of lead were identified during site investigations; however, the results of the Total
Concentration Leaching Potential analyses, the determination of whether the soils are a hazardous waste
under RCRA (40 CFR 261.), were below detection limits, indicating that lead is unlikely to migrate in
leachate from the EODA site. OT-05, EODA, is closed and no further response actions are planned. The
NDDH approved no further action on 21 August 1995 (USAF 2006b).

While the Alpha Ramp was being used, there were three underground storage tanks (USTs) for storing
diesel fuel for emergency power generation (Buildings B807, B849, and B859) and another UST for
storing heating oil (also Building B807). When the two USTs at Building 807 were removed in 2008,
petroleum-contaminated soil was encountered in the excavation of the 6,000-gallon UST used for heating
oil. One of the soil samples collected contained 756 parts per million (ppm) of TPH. A groundwater
sample collected from the excavation contained 1.1 ppm TPH. On the other side of Building 807, a 4,000-
gallon UST that stored diesel for emergency power generation was also removed; however, there were
no indications of contamination from the excavation (NDDH 2008). When a 2,000-gallon UST that had
contained diesel for emergency power was removed in 2009, no contamination was found in the
excavation (Legend 2009). Other than the sampling done during this tank removal, the soil and
groundwater beneath the Alpha Ramp have not been sampled (Klaus 2013).

According to the NDDH UST Program, clean up levels in soil and groundwater are determined on a site-
by-site basis, but in general, the action level for TPH in soils is 100 ppm and in groundwater 0.5 ppm
(NDDH 2006). GFAFB has been operating a land treatment facility permitted by NDDH since December
1997. Petroleum contaminated soil and sludge are taken to the land treatment facility for treatment to
reduce concentrations of petroleum constituents. Although no documentation is available to show
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whether or not contaminated soil from the Building 807 UST removal was taken to the land treatment
facility, that is the purpose of the facility so it would seem likely.

Alert aircraft were fueled and, if necessary, maintained on the Alpha Ramp. Aircraft believed to have been
fueled on the Alpha Ramp include the B-52H/G, B1-B, KC-135A/R, KC-10, SR-71, F-101B, F-106, F-15,
and F-16. Jet fuels including JP-4, JP-7, and JP-8 were used. Spills may have occurred during fueling or
maintenance activities. No documented fires or crashes occurred on the Alpha Ramp; a previously
reported fire of a B-52 on the Alpha Ramp actually occurred on the Charlie Ramp on the other side of the
runway (Klaus 2013). There is no documentation of any spills or substances leaking through the
pavement at the Alpha Ramp, although some minor spills may have gone unreported.

The USEPA has established a guidance radon level of 4 picocuries per liter (pCi/L) in indoor air for
residences; however, there have been no standards established for commercial structures. Radon gas
accumulation greater than 4 pCi/L is considered to represent a health risk to occupants. Grand Forks
County is listed in Zone 1 for radon. In Zone 1 areas, the predicted average indoor radon screening level
is above the USEPA radon guideline of 4 pCi/L (USEPA 2013c). All facilities on GFAFB are required to be
tested for radon, and if levels approach or exceed 4 pCi/L, proper features or equipment are installed to
reduce exposure levels below a level of insignificance.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
3.6.1 Definition of the Resource

Geological resources are the surface and subsurface materials of an area and their inherent properties,
such as topography and soil composition. Topography is the surface configuration of the earth that
includes natural or man-made changes in elevation and form, such as mountains or man-made hills. The
term “soil” generally refers to unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other parent material. Soils
are products of weathering and other physical and chemical processes that act on parent material. Soll
characteristics can determine the ground’s ability to support land-use activities.

3.6.2 Existing Conditions

GFAFB is in the Red River Region of the Central Lowland Physiographic Province, defined as the flat
glacial Lake Agassiz Plain. The Red River currently flows through the middle of the Province (Bluemle
and Biek 2007). Topography at the installation is relatively flat, gently sloped to the northeast, with
elevations ranging from 900 to 880 ft above msl. In the vicinity of the installation, underlying Cretaceous
bedrock belonging to the Belle Fourche, Mowry, New Castle, and Skull Creek Formations occur that are
overlain by about 130 ft of glacial till and 95 ft of lacustrine deposits (Bluemle 1988; USAF 2010). Bedrock
strata dip gently towards the center of the Williston Structural Basin in the west (USAF 2006a). The glacial
deposits are composed of silts, clays, sand, and gravel generally 225 ft thick, comprised of approximately
95 ft of clay- and silt-rich deposits from glacial Lake Agassiz which covers approximately 130 ft of glacial
till containing isolated deposits of sand and gravel (USAF 2006a).

Soils at the proposed development site consist of the Antler Mustinka silt loam which is poorly drained
and ranges from moderately saline to nonsaline, and the Gilby Loam, also poorly drained but with
nonsaline to very slightly saline characteristics. Surficial urban soils lie under the Alpha Pad (NRCS
2012).

3.7 LAND Use

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource

Land use describes the activities that take place in a particular area and generally refers to human
modification of land, often for residential or economic purposes. It also refers to use of land for

preservation or protection of natural resources. It is important as a means to determine if there is
sufficient area for proposed activities and to identify any potential conflicts with local land use plans. This
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section of the EA describes the on-base and off-base land-uses that could potentially be affected by the
development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use business park.

Land uses are classified differently by the entities with jurisdiction over the area. The Air Force installation
land use planning uses 12 general land use classifications for functional relationship analysis: Airfield,
Aircraft Operations and Maintenance, Industrial, Administrative, Community (Commercial), Community
(Service), Medical, Housing (Accompanied), Housing (Unaccompanied), Outdoor Recreation, Open
Space, and Water (USAF 1998). The Grand Forks County Land Use Plan uses four broad categories:
agricultural/vacant, residential, commercial/industrial, and institutional/public land (Grand Forks County
2006).

AFI 32-7062, Air Force Comprehensive Planning, outlines responsibilities for developing, implementing
and maintaining General Plans. Two principal planning studies specific to an installation are prepared and
maintained by the Air Force. The first is an Installation General Plan which is similar to a locality’s Master
Plan, covering land use, transportation, and capital improvement projects. To achieve the many goals and
objectives specific to GFAFB’s missions, policies and recommendations are identified in the Installation
General Plan for preservation of flight line access for those uses that require it, and refraining from
creating land uses that would be incompatible in areas of higher accident potential or predicted noise
exposure. The second, an Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study, has as its objective the
prevention of encroachment by uses that would be incompatible with the mission of a military airfield.
Land uses may be incompatible by virtue of: (1) being located in an area of increased aircraft accident
potential; (2) being located in an area of higher than ordinary predicted noise exposure stemming from
aircraft operations; or (3) having land uses that adversely affect operations at an airfield, e.g., tall
structures or uses that emit smoke, light, or glare or attract birds.

Planning efforts off installation are undertaken by Grand Forks County, the township of Mekinock, and the
incorporated municipalities lying within the county, principally the City of Emerado. The most recent
iteration of a master plan developed by the County, the Grand Forks County 2035 Land Use Plan, was
adopted in March 2006; there is no corresponding plan for the City of Emerado. The City of Emerado’s
jurisdiction includes all lands within the corporate limits of the City and an area extending 0.5 mi in all
directions from the corporate boundaries of the City.

The Grand Forks County Land Use Plan takes into account current and future land use with the
philosophy that promotes growth in areas with municipal services, allows for managed residential growth,
and preserves open space including agriculture, recreation, and natural heritage and environmentally
sensitive areas. As part of the land use plan, Grand Forks County maintains an Airfield Reserve Area in
areas adjacent to major airfield facilities, including GFAFB, to prevent conflicting land uses within the
County. The goals and policies work toward preventing incompatible uses within these areas and include:
limiting rural residential developments in the Airfield Reserve Area to a density of one unit per 15 ac;
preventing any additional rural development in the Accident Potential Zone (APZ); supporting the air
transportation needs of the US military, the State of ND, the County, and local communities; and
maintaining and enhancing the character of the area adjacent to the airfield for current and future
missions of Air Force.

3.7.2 Existing Conditions

The affected environment consists of GFAFB and vicinity. Off-base resources consist of land immediately
adjacent to GFAFB and include areas lying within Grand Forks County and the City of Emerado, ND.

3.7.2.1 Grand Forks Air Force Base Land Use

GFAFB occupies approximately 5,151 ac. The installation, near the center of Grand Forks County, is
located primarily within the Mekinock Township and borders Blooming Township to the east, Chester
Township to the southeast, and Oakville Township to the south.
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The land use and visual characteristics of GFAFB are typical of most military installations (see Figure 3-
2). The airfield consists of a single north-south oriented runway in the western half of the installation with
the operations area, maintenance facilities, administrative areas, and residential areas in the eastern
portions of the base. In addition to the airfield, the western portion of the installation consists of open
space land uses. The most western portion, including the proposed project area, has been identified as
unconstrained land that would be appropriate for aircraft operations and maintenance (GFAFB 2006). The
areas along the edge of the runway and taxiways and to the north and south of the runway ends have
restricted land use due to airfield safety criteria including height restrictions, lateral clearances, clear
zones, and takeoff safety zones. Several outdoor recreational areas occur within these restricted areas
including a golf course at the south end of the runway and a natural area at the north end of the runway.

The area immediately east of the runway and taxiways is used for airfield operations and maintenance
and industrial uses. The administrative, community, medical, and housing areas lie to the east of these
areas. Outdoor recreation areas and open space occur in the eastern portion of the installation as well.

A Clear Zone (CZ) is real estate shaped in a 3,000- by 3,000-ft square, centered on and abutting each
end of a runway, and containing approximately 207 ac. Open space (undeveloped) and agricultural uses
(excluding raising livestock) are the only uses deemed compatible in a CZ. The entire 414 ac lying within
the two CZs at GFAFB are owned by the Air Force (on installation) and are within compatible uses. The
eastern edge of the proposed development lies along the western edge of the southern CZ.

APZs | and Il extend off base north and south of the installation, beginning where the CZ ends, and
extending an additional 5,000 ft (APZ 1) and 7,000 ft (APZ II). APZ | extends across the installation
boundary and APZ Il lies entirely off installation. The 1995 AICUZ Study indicated that land use within the
APZs are undeveloped or in agricultural production (GFAFB 1995) and current conditions are similar.

3.7.2.2 Off Installation Land Use

GFAFB lies within the southeastern quadrant of the Mekinock Township within the central portion of
Grand Forks County. In general, land use in Grand Forks County is mostly open and used primarily for
agricultural purposes; however, an area of urban and suburban uses lie approximately 15 mi to the east
within the Grand Forks metropolitan area. The proposed development area is up against the southwest
corner of the GFAFB fence line. The land use to the west is agriculture and open space. US-2 is on the
south side of the development with agricultural land extending south of the highway. The city of Emerado
lies south of the southeast corner of the base, more than 1 mi east of the proposed development.

3.8 NoOISE
3.8.1 Definition of the Resource

Noise is defined as a sound that, if loud enough, can induce hearing loss or is otherwise undesirable
because it interferes with ordinary daily activities, such as communication or sleep. Sound becomes noise
once a human reacts to it, most often in terms of annoyance. A human’s reaction to noise varies
according to the duration, type, and characteristics of the source; distance between the source and
receiver; receiver’'s sensitivity; background noise level; and time of day. Noise (or sound level pressures
[SLP]) interrelate and interact with other resource areas, principally land use and occupational health and
safety, but they also influence biological and cultural resources as well.

SLP is measured as the decibel (dB), which when adjusted for human hearing is the A-weighted decibel
or dB(A). The day-night average sound level (DNL) describes a receiver's cumulative noise exposure
from all events occurring during a 24-hour period; events occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM
(“environmental night”) are increased by 10 dB to account for greater nighttime sensitivity to noise events.
Based on an USEPA report (1974), hearing loss is not expected in people exposed to 75 DNL or less.
The Air Force considers areas with DNL less than 65 to be acceptable for any use (Air Force 1998a). A
more detailed discussion of noise and its measurement and effects is presented in Appendix F.
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3.8.2 Existing Conditions

GFAFB is in a rural setting with a relatively low ambient noise level. Daily sources of noise off base
include vehicle noise, routine operation of equipment and machinery (e.g., generators, heating and air
equipment), and operation of construction equipment. The noise environment at GFAFB primarily
consists of noise created from aircraft operations. Currently, GFAFB operations include approximately
730 annual sorties, primarily Predator and Global Hawk RPAs, conducted approximately 200 days per
year, which averages to approximately 3 to 4 sorties per day. Approximately 24 percent of these occur at
night between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M (USAF 2010a).

The most recent AICUZ study conducted for GFAFB was in 1994 when they had approximately 30 KC-
135R tanker flights per day (USAF 1995); the AICUZ report was revalidated in 2003, which negated the
need to redo the study. A new AICUZ study has not been performed since the KC-135R tankers left
GFAFB in December 2010. The noise contours from that AICUZ study are shown on Figure 3-2.

Under current operations no off-base residents are exposed to any noise greater than 65 dB (USAF
2010a). The on-base noise contours conform largely to the perimeter of the runway, and aircraft
operations and maintenance areas including a small portion of the Alpha Ramp.

3.9 TRANSPORTATION
3.9.1 Definition of the Resource

For this evaluation, transportation is defined as the vehicular roadway system that enables persons and
goods to move about a given area. The number of vehicles that can pass over a given portion of roadway
during a specified period of time measures the roadway capacity. This capacity is usually considered in
terms of levels of service, which is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic
stream; it is described in terms of speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions,
comfort and convenience, and safety.

In traffic analyses, performance measures include level of service (LOS), delay, and volume-to-capacity
(v/c) ratio. The LOS is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream and
motorists' perceptions of those conditions. In general, the following terms define the LOS (Rodrigue et al.
2009):

A= Free flow

B=Steady

C=Steady but limited
D=Steady at high density
E=Saturated
F=Congested

3.9.2 Existing Conditions

GFAFB is bounded by US-2 on the south and 25th Street NE (also known as Highway B-3) on the east,
(see Figure 1-1). Primary access to the installation is by the main gate from 25th Street NE connecting to
Steen Boulevard. A South Gate for limited access commercial traffic is along the southern base
boundary, providing direct access from US-2 to Eielson Street, the main south to north arterial on the
installation. Additional accesses are fenced and gated and only used for emergency access or
maintenance. One of the additional accesses aligns with 27th Street NE across from where the business
park development entrance is proposed.

US-2 in the vicinity of GFAFB is a four-lane divided highway with median crossings at intersections and
an interchange at the 25th Street NE junction. The annual average daily traffic along US-2 near GFAFB is
provided in Table 3-3. The Reference Post markers for the traffic data for US-2 are shown on Figure 3-3.
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Table 3-3. United States Highway 2 annual average daily traffic
near Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota

Highway Segment Direction Year AADT TAADT
RP 329 to RP 341 Eastbound 2011 2,191 574
RP 341.72 to RP 343.11 Eastbound 2011 3,188 728
RP 343.11 t0 349.71 Eastbound 2011 4,045 780
RP 337 to RP 341 Westbound 2011 2,475 535
RP 341.53 to 342.70 Westbound 2011 2,706 539
RP 343.11 t0 349.71 Westbound 2011 4,050 780

AADT = annual average daily traffic; TAADT = annual average daily traffic for trucks; RP = reference post
Source: NDDOT 2012.

LOS has not been calculated for this portion of US-2. According to the Highway Capacity Manual
(Transportation Research Board [TRB] 1994), the maximum ideal lane capacity for a multilane highway
segment is 2,200 vehicles per hour. Given that the annual average daily traffic (AADT) for the segments
near GFAFB are only one to two times that number per day rather than per hour, the LOS should be A,
for free flow.
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3.10 UTILITIES
3.10.1 Definition of the Resource

Utilities are defined as those services that provide amenities such as potable water, electric and natural
gas supply, wastewater and stormwater management, and communications. The affected environment for
the utilities resource is defined as the entire installation and includes the services provided by both on-
installation facilities and off-installation providers.
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3.10.2 Existing Conditions

NEC provides electrical power to GFAFB via two 69-kilovolt (kV) feeder lines. Two substations distribute
power on the base, namely the Steen substation located at the intersection of the rail spur and Alert
Avenue, and Eielson substation, located across County Highway B3 (USAF 2006a). The majority of the
electrical system consists of underground lines. Emergency electrical power is supplied to critical facilities
on the installation by emergency backup generators installed to support mission facilities, utility services,
and contingency situations (USAF 2006a). The development would receive its power directly from NEC,
although it would likely go through one of these two substations.

A 14-in water main from the City of Grand Forks enters the base near the main gate with 1.87 million
gallons per day (gpd) pumping capacity. It is likely that the development would get its water delivered
through an 8-in main from the Traill Rural Water District (TRWD).

The GFAFB sewage system is designed to feed sewage treatment facilities via a system of gravity and
force mains with a total of nine lift stations in the total collection system at the installation. The sewage
treatment system is operated by the base and located on base property less than 1 mi east of the base.
The treatment system consists of four treatment cells: one primary, two secondary, and one tertiary cell.
The discharge from the lagoon flows into the south drainage ditch, a primary drainage basin. The lift
stations are for discharge into the primary lagoon cell. As of 2010 the lagoons had ample capacity for
future base expansion (USAF 2010b). Sewage treatment is the only utility that would be provided by
GFAFB.

Storm water at GFAFB is managed through open channels, catch basins, and underground concrete
pipes guiding flow through unpaved ditches (USAF 2010b). Storm water leaves the installation through
nine storm water outfalls including the southeast, northeast, northwest, and west ditches. The installation
operates under a North Dakota Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPDES) Industrial Storm Water
Permit (Permit No. NDRO05-0000). The permit authorizes the discharge of storm water associated with
industrial activity to surface waters, in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, and
other conditions.

Under Section 438 of the EISA, federal projects that exceed 5,000 ft? are required to maintain or restore
natural hydrology to the maximum extent technically feasible (USEPA 2009). Technical guidance has
been developed by the USEPA, in close coordination with other federal agencies, for the implementation
of Section 438. This guidance generally focuses on methods for retaining rainfall on-site through
infiltration, evaporation/transpiration, and reuse to the same extent that occurred prior to development.
Practices commonly used to comply with Section 438 include reducing impervious surfaces, using
vegetation, porous pavement, cisterns, and green roofs.

The communications system on the installation consists of fiber optic cable between buildings and twisted
pair copper cable for in-building conductivity. Service and infrastructure are available to support a wide
range of communication requirements such as voice, data, video, wireless, land mobile radio, aircraft
communications, and security systems (USAF 2010b). At this time, the development is not expected to
connect to any physical aspect of the base’s communication system, although there would need to be
radio capabilities for potential flight operations.

3.11 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES
3.11.1 Definition of the Resources

Socioeconomic analyses generally include investigations of the prevailing population, income,
employment, housing conditions, and community services of a community or region of influence (ROI).
The socioeconomic conditions of a community or ROI could be affected by changes in the rate of
population growth, changes in the demographic characteristics, and changes in economic activity (e.g.,
employment, income, industrial and commercial growth) within the community or ROI caused by the
implementation of an action.
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3.11.2 Existing Conditions
3.11.2.1 Population

GFAFB lies entirely within Grand Forks County, adjacent to the City of Emerado, and within the Grand
Forks, ND-Minnesota (MN) Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA2?). The base occupies an area of
approximately 5,151 ac and is centrally located in Grand Forks County. For the purposes of this analysis,
the ROI is defined as the census tracts surrounding and including GFAFB (114, 117, 119, and 120;
Figure 3-4). In 2010, the population in the ROl was about 10,901, a decrease of 14.5 percent from 2000
(USCB 2000a, 2010a) (Table 3-4). This decrease may be due, in part, to the 2005 Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) in which 1,434 military and 2,803 direct and indirect jobs in the region were lost between
2006 and 2011 (University of lllinois — DOD-OEA 2012). Conversely, between 2000 and 2010, the
populations of North Dakota, Grand Forks County, and the Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA increased by 8.9,
1.1, and 1.0 percent respectively (USCB 2000a, 2000b, 2010a, 2010b).

In the ROI, the average annual per capita income from 2007 to 2011 was estimated to be $25,306, less
than that of the state, county or the MSA (USCB 2011a; Table 3-5); however, median household incomes
in the ROI over the same time frame averaged $57,756, more than $10,000 higher than the median
household income for the state, county, or the MSA.

Grand Forks
AFB

_Grand Forks

Figure 3-4. Census tracts within the Proposed Action Region of Influence (USCB 2009).

2 The Grand Forks ND-MN MSA encompasses Grand Forks County, North Dakota and Polk County, Minnesota.
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Table 3-4. Population characteristics for North Dakota, Grand Forks County, the Grand Forks,
North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area’, and the Region of Influence for the
Proposed Action for census years 2000 and 2010

Census Year Population Population
Location ch
2000 2010 kel
North Dakota 642,200 672,591 8.9%
Grand Forks County 66,109 66,861 1.1%
Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA 97,478 98,461 1.0%
ROI 15,527 13,268 -14.5%

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence
Source: USCB 2000a, 2000b, 2010a, 2010b
(1) The Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA includes Grand Forks County, ND, and Polk County, MN.

3.11.2.2 Income and Employment

In 2000, the unemployment rate in the ROI was approximately 2.9 percent, nearly equal to that of the
state and county; however, in 2010 the unemployment rate in the ROI decreased to 1.8 percent, lower
than the state, county, or MSA (BLS 2013, USCB 2000c, 2010c; Figure 3-5). In April 2012, the
unemployment rate in ND was 3.0 percent and it went up to 3.5 percent in April 2013. The Grand Forks
MSA was 4.3 percent in both April 2012 and April 2013 (BLS 2013b). No 2012 or 2013 numbers were
available for the ROI. The largest employment sector in all the evaluated areas is educational services,
health care, and social assistance (USCB 201la; Table 3-5). In the ROI, the next largest civilian
employment sector is public administration, while it is retail trade for the state, county, and MSA. The
proportion of the work force employed by the Armed Forces is larger in the ROI compared to that of the
state, county, or MSA.

Table 3-5. Five-year estimate (2007-2011) of annual income for North Dakota, Grand Forks County,
and the Grand Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area’, and the Region of
Influence surrounding the Proposed Action

Grand Forks Grand Forks,
North Dakota County ND-MN MSA' ROI
Per Capita Income $27,305 $25,807 $25,317 $25,306
Median Household Income $49,415 $46,050 $46,951 $57,756

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence
Source: USCB 2011a
@) The Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA includes Grand Forks County, ND, and Polk County, MN.

3.11.2.3 Housing

With the exception of the ROI, housing growth in North Dakota, Grand Forks County, and the Grand
Forks, ND-MN MSA has been positive (Table 3-6). Between 2000 and 2010, housing in the ROI
decreased (Table 3-7), specifically in Census Tract 119 (GFAFB); which had a decrease in housing of
46.8 percent between 2000 and 2010. In 2000, there were 1,516 housing units available in Census Tract
119, this dropped to 807 in 2010, a decrease of 46.8 percent (USCB 2000d, 2010d). This decrease is
mostly due to the 2005 BRAC at GFAFB that cut 1,434 military personnel on the base between 2006 and
2011 (University of lllinois — DOD-OEA 2012).
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@ Calculated percentages are the averages of the Census Tracts included in the ROI.
@ The Grand Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area includes Grand
Forks County, North Dakota and Polk County, Minnesota.
Figure 3-5. Unemployment rates in 2000 and 2010 for North Dakota, Grand Forks County, Grand
Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Area?, and the Region of Influence surrounding the
Proposed Action (BLS 2013, USCB 2000c, 2010c).

The availability of housing in the ROI and county, as well as in the city of Grand Forks is currently in short
supply (Jewett 2013a; City of Grand Forks Blue Ribbon Housing Commission [BRHC] 2012); however,
the housing market is beginning to correct itself. According to the City Planner, several large subdivisions
throughout the city are in planning or early construction phases. The number of apartments being
constructed is at an all time high (Jewett 2013Db).

3.11.2.4 Public Services
Education

There are nine public school districts in Grand Forks County. The Grand Forks Public School District is
the largest district, with 12 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and 2 high schools. The district serves
more than 7,000 students in Grand Forks and the children residing on GFAFB. In the 2012-2013 school
year, the district averaged a 19.24 student-to-teacher ratio (ND Department of Public Instruction 2013).
The district has a present capacity of roughly 10,000 students (Thompson 2013).

Law Enforcement

Law enforcement for the proposed development would be provided by the Grand Forks County Sheriff's
Department. The Department currently has 36 sworn deputies serving out of the main office in the City of
Grand Forks, approximately 19 mi east of the project area, and another office in Larimore, approximately
13 mi west of the project area (Grand Forks County Sheriff Office 2013; Google Earth 2013).

Fire Protection
Fire protection for the proposed development would be provided by the Emerado Volunteer Fire

Department about 3 mi from the site. The department has 22 volunteer fire fighters and another 8 non-fire
fighter volunteers.
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Table 3-6. Five-year estimates (2007-2011) employment characteristics of North Dakota, Grand
Forks County, and the Grand Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area’, and
the Region of Influence surrounding the Proposed Action

e North Grand Forks | Grand Forks, 2
Employment Characteristics Dakota County ND-MN MSA ROI
Zcr)gglatlon 16 years and over in labor 376,826 39617 56.441 7702
Percent in Armed Forces® 1.6% 3.0% 2.2% 12.2%
Population and Percent by Occupation of Civilian Employed
Civilian employed population 358,106 36,650 54,422 6,570
Agnc_:ulture, forgs_try, fishing and 8.6% 3.3% 4.6% 9.6%
hunting, and mining
Construction 7.0% 6.1% 6.2% 8.1%
Manufacturing 7.4% 6.7% 7.9% 7.5%
Wholesale trade 3.3% 2.5% 2.8% 3.0%
Retall trade 12.1% 14.9% 14.3% 8.8%
Itrizﬁgzgortatlon and warehousing, and 5 4% 4.0% 4.2% 5.0%
Information 1.7% 1.5% 1.6% 1.7%
Finance and insurance, an_d real 6.0% 3.8% 3.8% 2 4%
estate and rental and leasing
Professional, scientific, and
management, and administrative and 6.6% 6.2% 5.8% 4.6%
waste management services
Educauc_)nal services, and health care 24 6% 32 5% 31.0% 28.1%
and social assistance
Arts, entertainment, recreation, and 7 9% 9.9% 9 20 5.8%
accommodation and food services
Othgr services, except public 4.6% 4.1% 4.4% 3.6%
administration
Public administration 4.9% 4.4% 4.1% 11.9%

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence

Source: USCB. 2011a

(@ The Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA includes Grand Forks County, North Dakota and Polk County, Minnesota.
@ Calculated percentages are the averages of the Census Tracts included in the ROI.
@) People on active duty with the United States Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard.

Table 3-7. Number of available housing units in 2000 and 2010 and percent change in North
Dakota, Grand Forks County, and the Grand Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan
Statistical Area’, and the Region of Influence surrounding the Proposed Action

Region 2000 (2005) 2010 (élirri?si)
North Dakota 289,677 317,498 9.6%
Grand Forks County 27,373 29,344 7.2%
ROP 5,048 5,468 (2.1%)
Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA (43,233)? 43,954 1.7%

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence

Source: USCB 2000d; 2005; 2010d

@) The Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA includes Grand Forks County, ND, and Polk County, MN.
@ Housing data for MSAs not available until 2005.

@) Calculated percentages are the averages of the Census Tracts included in the ROI.
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Medical Facilities

The Altru Health Systems, a not-for-profit health care system, has 10 practice locations in Grand Forks
County with 265 hospital beds (Altus 2013). The University of North Dakota School of Medicine and
Health Sciences also has various facilities throughout the Grand Forks region.

3.12 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
3.12.1 Definition of the Resource

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, requires federal agencies to consider as a part of their action, any disproportionately highly
adverse human health or environmental effects to minority and low-income populations. Agencies are
required to ensure these potential effects are identified and addressed. According to the CEQ (1997), a
minority population should be identified if it is composed of American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or
Pacific Islander, Black (not of Hispanic origin), or Hispanic population groups that either exceed 50
percent of the population in an area, or the minority population percentage of the affected area is
meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population. A minority
population can be defined by race, by ethnicity, or by a combination of the two distinct classifications.
Race as defined by the USCB (2011b) includes:

e White — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or
North Africa;

e Black or African American — A person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa;

e American Indian or Alaska Native — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North
and South America (including Central America) and who maintain tribal affiliation or community
attachment;

e Asian — A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or
the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia,
Pakistan, or the Philippine Islands;

e Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders — A person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands; and

e Some Other Race — Those not included in the White, Black or African American, American Indian
or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander race categories, and also
includes multiracial, mixed, interracial, or a Hispanic or Latino subgroup (e.g., Mexican, Puerto
Rican, Cuban, or Spanish).

The USCB defines ethnicity as either being of Hispanic origin or not being of Hispanic origin. Hispanic
origin is defined as “a person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin regardless of race” (USCB 2011b).

Each year the USCB defines the national poverty thresholds, these are measured in terms of household
income dependent upon the number of persons within the household (USCB 2013). In 2011, individuals
earning $11,945 or less and a family of four (two adults and two children) earning $23,283 or less were
classified as falling below the poverty threshold (USCB 2013). Census tracts in which at least 20 percent
of the residents fall below the poverty threshold are classified as poverty areas and tracts where 40
percent are in poverty are classified as extreme poverty areas (USCB 2011d).

3.12.2 Existing Conditions

In 2010, the majority population in the State of North Dakota, Grand Forks County, the Grand Forks, ND-
MN MSA, and the ROI, was classified as White (Table 3-8). The largest population of minorities within the
state, county, MSA and ROI was classified as American Indian and Alaska Native comprising 5.4, 2.5,
2.1, and 1.1 percent of the overall population, respectively. Because the percentage of minority
populations of these geographic areas was less than 50 percent, and there was not a minority population
percentage in the affected area meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the
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general population, they were not classified as a minority population that must be identified. None of the
census tracts within the ROI are classified as poverty areas or extreme poverty areas, and all census
tracts are equal to or below state, county and MSA poverty levels (Table 3-9).

Table 3-8. Demographic makeup of North Dakota, Grand Forks County, the City of Grand Forks,
and the Grand Forks, North Dakota — Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area’, and the Region of
Influence surrounding the Proposed Action for 2010

North Grand Grand
Demographic Dakota Forks Forks, ND- ROI?
County MN MSA

Total Population 672,591 66,861 98,461 10,695
Percent Male 50.5 51.4 51.0 52.1
Percent Female 494 48.6 49.0 47.9
Percent White 90.0 90.3 91.3 96.3
Percent Black or African American 1.2 2.0 1.7 0.7
Per_cent American Indian and Alaska 54 o5 51 11
Native

Percent Asian 1.0 1.9 1.5 0.5
II;er(_:ent Native Hawaiian and Other 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

acific Islander

Percent Some Other Race 0.5 0.8 1.1 0.4
Percent Two or More Races 1.8 2.4 2.3 1.0
Percent Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2.0 2.9 3.7 1.3

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence

Source: USCB 2010e

(@) The Grand Forks Metropolitan Statistical Area includes Grand Forks County, ND, and Polk County, MN.
@ Calculated percentages are the averages of the Census Tracts included in the ROI.

Table 3-9. Poverty status for North Dakota, Grand Forks County, and the Grand Forks, North
Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan Statistical Area', and the Region of Influence surrounding the
Proposed Action for 2011

North Grand Grand ROI Census Tracts
Forks Forks, ND-
Dakota County MN MSA 114 117 119 120
Percent Individuals 12.3 16.7 152| 112| 53| 35| 89
Below Poverty
Percent Families 73 7.2 7.4 85| 19| 30| 70
Below Poverty

ND = North Dakota; MN = Minnesota; MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area; ROI = region of influence

Source: USCB 2011a

@) The Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA includes Grand Forks County, ND, and Polk County, MN.

3.13

3.13.1 Definition of the Resource

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY

Title 40 CFR 989.27 requires that the EIAP for a proposed action assess direct and indirect impacts of
proposed actions on the safety and health of Air Force employees and others at a work site. The EIAP
document does not need to specify compliance procedures; however, the EIAP documents should
discuss impacts that require a change in work practices to achieve an adequate level of health and

safety.
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Safety and accident hazards can often be identified and reduced or eliminated. Necessary elements for
an accident-prone situation or environment include the presence of the hazard itself together with the
exposed (and possibly susceptible) population. The degree of exposure depends primarily on the
proximity of the hazard to the population. Activities that can be hazardous include transportation,
maintenance and repair activities, and the creation of extremely noisy environments. The proper
operation, maintenance, and repair of vehicles and equipment carry important safety implications. Any
facility or human-use area with potential explosive or other rapid oxidation process creates unsafe
environments for nearby populations. Extremely noisy environments can also mask verbal or mechanical
warning signals such as sirens, bells, or horns.

3.13.2 Existing Conditions

Numerous federal and state laws and regulations, as well as DOD and AFIs and guidance manuals
govern safety operations at GFAFB. No Air Force employees work in the proposed development area
except for the periodic security patrol or the occasional use of the Alpha Ramp for training exercises. In
addition, the GFAFB Natural Resource Manager must enter the open space area to monitor and track the
health of the ecosystems of the base.

Because of community interest and the potential threat of deer to the airfield, a bow-hunting program at
GFAFB has been developed. The open areas of the lease area (not on the Alpha Ramp) are included in
the areas where bow hunting is permissible. Due to base requirements necessary to ensure safety and
military security, only active duty military and dependents, retired military and dependents, and DOD
civilians are eligible to apply for permits to hunt in the designated areas. Each hunter must notify security
forces prior to entering the field to hunt in their designated area.

As of January 2013, there are no Explosive Quantity Distance Arcs around the Alpha Ramp or any
location southwest of the flight line. According to the Deputy Fire Chief MSgt Jason P. Barnard, there
have been no aircraft fire incidents or accidents in the past 10 years.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental analysis of the proposed business park development that follows uses two conceptual
site layout plans and mapping to allow for a baseline of environmental impact analysis in this EA that will
facilitate and reduce the time for specific design plan reviews stemming from the incremental
development phases over the life of the entire business park project. If during the course of specific
design plan reviews, significant new circumstances arise relevant to the environmental concerns of the
proposed siting and the proposed action changes enough to be outside the coverage of the present EA
analysis and findings, then that design plan would no longer be covered by this EA. An additional EIAP
must be undertaken, which might result in the need for further documentation, such as a supplemental
EA; however, the design plan undergoing analysis would not affect the other development projects within
the business park to the extent they remain within the scope of this EA.

To facilitate the discussion of potential impacts from Alternatives 1 and 2, the layout of the proposed
business park and wetland features identified during the field surveys in June and July 2013 are
presented on Figures 4-1 and 4-2. Figures 4-1 and 4-2 are the same as Figures 2-1 and 2-4, provided
again for the ease of comparison. These figures are found in the Wetland Impact sections of each
alternative.

4.1 AIR QUALITY
Impacts to air quality would be considered significant if project emissions:

e Cause or contribute to a violation of any national or state ambient air quality standard
e Expose sensitive receptors to substantially increased pollutant concentrations
e Represent an increase of 10 percent or more in an affected area’s emissions inventory

411 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, there would be no emissions from construction or operation of the
business park and no emissions from additional flight operations at GFAFB.

41.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Alternative 1 includes construction of the proposed business park, potential demolition of the Alpha Ramp
wall and perimeter road, operation of the business park (building heating and cooling and commuting),
and potential flight operations. Each of these components would have an effect on air quality. Although
parts of the Alpha Ramp wall and Perimeter Road may be left in place rather than demolished, the
demolition of these features is included in the assessment of air quality impacts to represent the worst-
case.

4121 Construction and Demolition

The proposed construction would result in minor increases in fugitive dust (PMao) from disturbance to soils
and increased combustion emissions (VOCs, carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], and nitrogen
oxide [NOx]) from the use of construction equipment. The quantity of uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions
from a construction site is proportional to the area of land being worked and the level of construction
activity. Emissions from activities associated with site clearing, grading, and from vehicular traffic moving
over the disturbed site would be greatest during the initial site preparation activities and would vary from
day to day depending on the construction phase, level of activity, and prevailing weather conditions. The
California Air Resources Board (CARB) has developed an emissions factor for unmitigated fugitive dust
conditions of 0.22 tons (T) of PMio per ac per month (CARB 2002). Watering exposed soil at the
beginning and end of each day decreases the amount of fugitive dust released into the atmosphere from
construction operations and trucks driving on unpaved surfaces by as much as 50 percent (SMAQMD
2004). Other best management practices for fugitive dust control include:
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e Stabilizing open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemical/organic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to both inactive and active sites,
during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

e Installing wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate, and operating water
trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

e When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage and limit
speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-moving equipment to 10 mph.

The combustion emissions generated during both the construction and the demolition processes were
estimated using USEPA emission factors for construction equipment and an estimate of what equipment
would be used and for how long. Due to the lack of details about the construction and demolition
processes at this time, estimates of construction equipment usage were derived from construction
estimating standards (SMAQMD 2004). Emission factors were estimated in pounds per day, which were
multiplied by an estimate of hours per day the equipment would be working and the number of days the
equipment would be on site. These emissions were then compared to 2008 Grand Forks County
emissions. The emissions associated with construction and demolition activities would be negligible and
would not affect the local air quality.

These calculations are presented in Table 4-1 with details in Appendix G.

Table 4-1. Combustion emission totals for Alternative 1 compared to
Grand Forks County and North Dakota

NOx (T) VOC (T) COo (T PM+o (T)'
Grand Forks County? 2,929 2,411 15,015 5,397
North Dakota? 145,229 39,517 235,059 122,005
Total construction and 45.46 8.38 70.04 26.05
demolition emissions
Project emissions as .% of 155 0.35 0.47 0.48
County annual emissions

NOx = nitrogen oxide; T = tons; VOC = volatile organic compound; CO = carbon monoxide; PMio =

particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter; % = percent

@ Emissions factors for the sources were not available for PMzs; therefore, PM emissions are for PM1o
only.

@ Source: USEPA 2013b

@) Emissions include fugitive dust emissions with combustion PMzo.

The combustion of fossil fuels by construction equipment and construction worker’s vehicles during
commutes contribute to an increase of GHG. Construction equipment emits approximately 22.4 Ib of
carbon dioxide (COz2) per gallon of diesel and commuter vehicles emit an average of 19.6 Ib of CO2 per
gallon of gasoline (DOE-EIA 2006). The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
UREBIS9 model estimates construction worker vehicle miles traveled by multiplying the square footage of
the office or industrial park by an emissions factor based on type of construction project (e.g., single
family homes versus office or industrial park). This value is then multiplied by an emissions factor for CO2
in pounds per mile to derive an estimate of pounds of CO:2 generated for an office or industrial park. For
the 1.2 million ft? planned for Alternative 1, the total CO2 generated would be about 25,200 T over the 10
to 20 years that construction would occur, or roughly 2,100 TPY.

The Department of Energy — Energy Information Administration (DOE-EIA) estimates that in 2010, gross
CO2 emissions in North Dakota were 52.5 million metric tons or 57.09 million tons (DOE-EIA 2005).
Approximately 2,100 TPY of CO2 were estimated to be emitted by the development construction, which is
less than 0.0037 percent of the North Dakota statewide CO2 emissions; therefore, the construction of
Alternative 1 would have a negligible contribution towards the North Dakota statewide GHG emissions.
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41.2.2 Business Park Operations

Emissions during business park operations would come from the external combustion sources within the
heating and cooling system, back-up generators for emergency power, and any chemicals or devices
used by the individual tenants. The emissions from external combustion units depend on a variety of
factors including the size/type of the combustor, firing configuration, fuel type, control devices used,
operating capacity, and whether the system is properly operated/maintained. The details of the heating
and cooling systems are not known at this time; therefore, these emissions could not be calculated;
however, the County plans to incorporate energy and water conservation initiatives into all facilities and
activities, where practicable, or as required by local or state regulations or guidelines. It also intends to
seek LEED Silver certification for the development; therefore, the emissions from the heating and cooling
of the buildings would be a minor impact to the surrounding air quality.

GFAFB has roughly 35 diesel engine-driven emergency generators ranging from approximately 20 to
1,200 brake horsepower (bhp)? listed on their Title V air permit. These emission sources are classified as
“‘insignificant” due to the operating hours and the limits of insignificance provided in NDAC 13-15-14-
06(4)(c), which are roughly 2 TPY for the priority pollutants. Even at full build-out the proposed
development would be unlikely to need as many of the emergency generators as GFAFB (fewer
buildings); therefore, the impact of these generators on air quality would be minor.

4.1.2.3  Flight Operations

For the GFAFB RPA Beddown EIS, emissions from both the Global Hawk and the Predator were
calculated on a per sortie basis. Global Hawks were assumed to conduct one 12- to 15-hour sortie per
day, and Predators were assumed to conduct two 8-hour sorties per day. Emissions were calculated for
the length of time that the RPA would be below 6,000-ft altitude, because above that height, the
emissions would be above the mixing zone and would be insignificant in areas where the air quality is in
attainment for all priority pollutants (USAF 2010a). The emissions per sortie for both the Global Hawk and
the Predator are presented in Table 4-2. For this analysis, the Global Hawk and Predator are being used
as examples of the types of UAS that a tenant could request approval to fly. It is more likely that all 100
sorties per month (the maximum assumed for either alternative) would be of one type or the other, not
split 50-50; therefore, the annual emissions calculated assuming that all 100 sorties per month are Global
Hawks and assuming that all 100 sorties per month are Predators are also provided in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2. Per sortie and annual emissions from flight operations

Emissions co NOx SO2 PM VOC

Global Hawk per sortie (Ib) 0.319 1.851 0.188 0.045 0.060

Predator per sortie (Ib) 0.418 0.164 0.007 0.007 0.300

Annual Global Hawk

@ 100 sorties/month (Ib/Y) 382.48 2,221.69 225.84 54.29 72.19
Global Hawk TPY 0.191 1.111 0.113 0.027 0.036

Annual Predator

@ 100 sorties/month (Ib/Y) 501.23 197.06 8.57 8.57 359.86
Predator TPY 0.251 0.099 0.004 0.004 0.180

Ib = pound(s); Ib/Y = pound(s) per year, TPY = ton(s) per year

As seen in Table 4-2, all priority pollutants would be generated at less than 2 TPY, and would be
considered insignificant emission sources per NDAC 13-15-14-06(4)(c).

3 Brake horsepower (bhp) is the measure of an engine's horsepower before the loss in power caused by the gearbox,
alternator, differential, water pump, and other auxiliary components such as power steering pump, muffled exhaust

system, etc.
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41.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Alternative 2 would also consist of construction of the proposed business park, potential demolition of the
Alpha Ramp wall and perimeter road, operation of the business park (building heating and cooling and
commuting), and potential flight operations. Since the overall footprint of the construction would be similar
to the layout in Alternative 1, the difference in construction emissions would be negligible. As with
Alternative 1, the need for emergency generators would be much less than the base at large, so the
impact on air quality would be minor. There would be no difference in flight operations between the two
alternatives.

4.2 WATER RESOURCES

A potential impact on water resources would be significant if it were to result in one of the following
scenarios:

¢ Reduce water availability to existing users or interfere with the supply

e Create or contribute to overdraft of groundwater basins or exceed safe annual yield of water
supply sources

o Adversely affect water quality or endanger public health by creating or worsening adverse health
hazard conditions

e Threaten or damage unique hydrologic characteristics

e Violate established laws or regulations that have been adopted to protect or manage water
resources of an area.

4.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
disturbance of water resources in the project area.

422 Alternative 1—Original Layout

Alternative 1 has the potential to affect water resources in three ways: the runoff of sediment or other
contaminants to Turtle River, the reduction in the acreage of wetlands on GFAFB, and/or the increase in
impervious surfaces affecting stormwater management.

4221 Water Quality

Stormwater runoff from construction activities can have a significant impact on water quality. As
stormwater flows over a construction site, it can pick up pollutants like sediment, debris, and chemicals
and transport these to a nearby drainage system or directly to a river, lake, or coastal water. Polluted
stormwater runoff can harm or kill fish and other wildlife. Sedimentation can destroy aquatic habitat, and
high volumes of runoff can cause stream bank erosion.

Since Alternative 1 would cover more than 1 ac in area, coverage under ND’'s NPDES General Permit for
Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction Activities would need to be obtained by the County.
The Air Force would need to file a Notice of Intent with NDDH and the County and its developers would
prepare a site-specific SWPPP that includes BMPs to reduce the potential for soil erosion and prevent
contaminant-laden stormwater from leaving the construction site. Site-specific BMPs would be developed
during the construction design phase, but the following general BMPs would be used to reduce the
potential for adverse impacts on water quality:

e Minimize soil exposure by clearing only the land needed for the current phase of construction.
e Control soil erosion by covering exposed soils, if practicable, whenever the construction area is
idle.
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e Install perimeter controls and sediment trapping devices, such as silt fences, fiber logs, small
sediment basins, and vegetative buffer strips.

e Use inlet protection, such as berms or geo-fabrics, where runoff would enter the major drainage
ways.

e Avoid tracking and depositing sediment off site by removing sediment from construction vehicles
before they leave the site.

e Prevent soil contamination by fuels or other chemicals by using general construction site waste
management (good housekeeping), preparing and adopting a spill prevention and control plan,
and establishing appropriate vehicle maintenance and washing areas.

In addition, the following guidelines for minimizing degradation to waterways during construction were
provided by the NDDH during the public comment period, and constitute the minimum requirements of the
Department:

e Soils. Prevent the erosion of exposed soil surfaces and trapping sediments being transported.
Examples include, but are not restricted to, sediment dams or berms, diversion dikes, hay bales
as erosion checks, riprap, mesh or burlap blankets to hold soil during construction, and
immediately establishing vegetative cover on disturbed areas after construction is completed.
Fragile and sensitive areas such as wetlands, riparian zones, delicate flora, or land resources will
be protected against compaction, vegetation loss, and unnecessary damage.

e Surface Waters. All construction which directly or indirectly impacts aquatic systems will be
managed to minimize impacts. All attempts will be made to prevent the contamination of water at
construction sites from fuel spillage, lubricants, and chemicals, by following safe storage and
handling procedures. Stream bank and stream bed disturbances will be controlled to minimize
and/or prevent silt movement, nutrient upsurges, plant dislocation, and any physical, chemical, or
biological disruption. The use of pesticides or herbicides in or near these systems is forbidden
without approval from the NDDH.

e Fill Material. Any fill material placed below the high water mark must be free of top soails,
decomposable materials, and persistent synthetic organic compounds (toxic concentrations). This
includes, but is not limited to, asphalt, tires, treated lumber, and construction debris. The NDDH
may require testing of fill materials. All temporary fills must be removed. Debris and solid wastes
will be removed from the site and the impacted areas restored as nearly as possible to the
original condition.

The use of these BMPs would make any degradation of water quality from Alternative 1 minor and not
significant.

4222 Wetland Loss

Wetland delineation of the 217-ac project area identified 14.069 ac of jurisdictional and 9.726 ac of non-
jurisdictional (isolated) wetlands. Laying the site plan for Alternative 1 over the wetlands shows that with
that layout, 4.674 ac of jurisdictional and 5.556 ac of isolated wetlands would be permanently impacted
(Figure 4-1). These are wetlands that fall under the proposed building or other paved area outlines. In
addition, a 15-foot off-set line was drawn around the buildings and paved areas and the area of
jurisdictional and isolated wetlands between the building and paved area outlines and the off-set line was
calculated as the area needed for construction of the development features. The figures used to note
these impact areas and the individual size of the impact areas are presented in Appendix H.
Construction impacts of 1.386 ac of jurisdictional and 2.807 ac of isolated wetlands would be temporary,
and would be re-established when construction in that area was permitted to the extent allowed by the
USACE and Air Force. Six culverts would need to be placed to allow for roads to cross over wetlands or
drainage channels. Although most utility lines in the development will be designed to follow the roadways,
if the final design affects additional wetlands, the extra temporary disturbance would be included in the
impact acreage and restored following Air Force and USACE guidance or requirements.
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Initially, the County’s plan for reducing the impact to wetlands was to “move” them or construct new
wetlands within the development to serve as both wetland mitigation and stormwater management. The
layout for Alternative 1 included a 7.85-ac retention basin in the far northwest corner of the project area
and more wetland/retention areas between the Alpha Ramp wall and the access road to the west of the
wall. The linear wetland that cuts through the parcel providing drainage from south to north would remain
much as it is with the added culverts of two road crossings. To disturb and replace 4.674 ac of
jurisdictional wetlands would require that the County and/or its representatives to apply for a permit from
the USACE under Section 404 of the CWA. The Air Force would assist as necessary and allowed. As a
condition of that permit, the USACE would require the County to first try to avoid or reduce the loss of
wetlands to the maximum extent practicable (see Alternative 2) and enhance existing wetlands within the
project area using a one-to-one replacement ratio.

In addition to Section 404, the County would need to ensure “no net loss of wetlands” as required by EO
11990 and DODI 4715.03. These policies not only apply to jurisdictional wetlands, but also to the isolated
wetlands. To the extent practicable and allowed or approved by the USACE and the Air Force, the County
would mitigate for the impact on isolated wetlands also by enhancing existing wetlands within the project
area using a one-to-one replacement ratio. As long as the conditions of the Section 404 permit and the
requirements of EO 11990 are met by the County in the final construction plans, Alternative 1 would have
adverse, but not significant, impacts on wetlands in the project area.

4.2.2.3 Stormwater Management

A large portion of Alternative 1 would be buildings or pavement that would result in an increase of
impervious surfaces. The creation of impervious surfaces has the potential to decrease stormwater quality
and increase stormwater quantity, particularly during large rain events. Overland storm flows pick up
contaminants and carry them into receiving water bodies. Large areas of impervious pavement that once
were pervious soils increase the speed at which stormwater enters channels; if a drainage channel
cannot accommodate the increased volume of stormwater, areas upstream or downstream can flood.

The Alpha Ramp covers 1.219 million ft? (28 ac), not all of which is within the 217 ac project area.
Following full build-out, there would be roughly 3.103 million ft? (72 ac) of buildings, parking lots, and
roads. Per the layout for Alternative 1 on Figure 2-1, 68,824 ft?> (1.6 ac) of the proposed development is
existing pavement on the Alpha Ramp; therefore, the impervious surfaces would increase by roughly
3.035 million ft? (70 ac) or one and one-half times the existing pavement of the Alpha Ramp.

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, Section 438 of the EISA requires that natural hydrology be maintained or
restored to the maximum extent technically feasible. Predevelopment site hydrology must be maintained
or restored to the maximum extent technically feasible with respect to temperature, rate, volume, and
duration of flow. Predevelopment hydrology would be calculated and site design would incorporate
stormwater retention and reuse technologies to the maximum extent technically feasible. Post-
construction analyses would be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the as-built stormwater
reduction features. The development would also need to satisfy Grand Forks County Zoning Resolution
Storm Water Management requirements, which require that the site be designed to accommodate the
100-year/24-hour storm, or in this case approximately 5 ac-ft of storage. With these elements to the plan
of Alternative 1, there would be no adverse affects regarding stormwater management.
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Figure 4-1. Wetlands affected by Alternative 1.

Note: The label “retention” indicates where a retention pond could be located. During the final design process, the size and specific location would be determined
with retention ponds fully segregated from the wetlands.
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4.2.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Due to the acreage of wetlands, both jurisdictional and isolated, that would be impacted by the original
proposed layout (Alternative 1), the County revised the conceptual layout to avoid and minimize the loss
of wetlands to the maximum extent practicable, while maintaining a viable business development plan. As
shown in Table 4-3 and on Figure 4-2, Alternative 2 substantially reduces the amount of wetlands that
would be disturbed by the business development.

Table 4-3. Impacts on wetlands for both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 REEIETN &
Impact

Permanent Impacts on Wetlands
Permanent impacts on jurisdictional 4.430 acres 0.0346 acres 99.2%
wetlands (excluding culverts)
Permanent impacts on jurisdictional 0.2445 acres 0.2789 acres -14.1% (gain)
wetlands from culvert placement
Permanent impacts on isolated 5.556 acres 0.4964 acres 91.1%
wetlands
Total permanent impacts on wetlands 10.23 acres 0.8109 acres 91.3%
(jurisdictional, isolated, and culverts)
Temporary Impacts on Wetlands
Temporary impacts on jurisdictional 1.152 acres 0.4695 acres 59.2%
wetlands
Temporary impacts on jurisdictional 0.2340 acres 0.2685 acres -14.7% (gain)
wetlands from culvert placement
Temporary impacts on isolated 2.807 acres 0.8092 acres 71.2%
wetlands
'I_'ot_al t_e mporary impacts on wetlands 4.194 acres 1.547 acres 63.1%
(jurisdictional, isolated, and culverts)
Number of culverts 6 7 +1

4231 Wetland Loss

Laying the revised conceptual site plan for Alternative 2 over the wetlands shows that 0.314 ac of
jurisdictional and 0.496 ac of isolated wetlands would be permanently impacted by the revised layout. The
figures used to note these impact areas and the individual size of the impact areas are presented in
Appendix H. In addition, 0.738 ac of jurisdictional wetlands and 0.803 ac of isolated wetlands would be
temporarily disturbed during construction of the development, but would be re-established as construction
in the area was completed. As discussed in Section 4.2.2.2, the permanent impacts were calculated by
measuring the wetland areas that fall under the proposed buildings, other paved area outlines, or
culverts. The temporary wetland impacts were calculated by summing the wetland areas between the
permanent loss areas and a 15-foot off-set line drawn around them. Seven culverts would need to be
placed to allow for roads to cross over wetlands or drainage channels. Because the layout plan submitted
for Alternative 2 is conceptual and subject to change, the Air Force is evaluating the impacts of up to 1
acre of jurisdictional wetland permanent impact and 1 acre of isolated wetland permanent impact, and the
potential temporary construction impacts around the permanent structures.
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Figure 4-2. Wetlands affected by Alternative 2.
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As with Alternative 1, the County would need to apply for a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of
the CWA for Alternative 2. To disturb and mitigate for an acre of jurisdictional wetlands and the other
wetland impacts indicated, the County or its representatives would need to apply for an individual permit
with the Air Force’s assistance, if necessary and allowed. The County would be responsible for mitigating
for the remaining loss of wetlands as stipulated by the USACE permit, which would likely stipulate
enhancing existing wetlands within the project area using a one-to-one replacement ratio.

As noted in Alternative 1, the Air Force would continue to have oversight and would be responsible to
ensure that the County and its representatives’ development activities in wetlands results in “no net loss
of wetlands” as required by EO 11990 and DODI 4715.03, which apply to both the jurisdictional and
isolated wetlands. To the extent practicable and allowed or approved by the USACE and the Air Force,
the County would mitigate for the impact on isolated wetlands also by enhancing existing wetlands within
the project area using a one-to-one replacement ratio. As long as the conditions of the Section 404
permit and the requirements of EO 11990 are met by the County in the final construction plans,
Alternative 2 would have adverse but substantially less impacts on wetlands in the project area than
Alternative 1.

4.2.3.2 Stormwater Management

The construction of Alternative 2 would employ the BMPs and follow the requirements of ND’s NPDES
General Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction Activities as mentioned under
Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would also manage stormwater runoff to hold back the quantity of runoff from
the 100-year/24-hour storm, or approximately 5 ac-ft of water. The impacts of Alternative 2 on water
quality and stormwater management would be the same as with Alternative 1, which is minor and not
significant or none, respectively.

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impacts on biological resources would be significant if the alternative resulted in:

e A significant adverse effect to any federally, state, or locally regulated or regionally sensitive
species or valuable natural resource (sensitive plant/animal community);

e A significant adverse effect to endangered, threatened or candidate species or if it adversely
modified or destroyed their critical habitat under ESA; or

e Significant adverse effects on birds protected under GFAFB’s comprehensive “Species of
Concern” list.

4.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
disturbance of biological resources in the project area. Parts of the area would continue to be periodically
cut for hay. This area would also remain available for potential additional prairie restoration projects as
recommended in the 2011 INRMP (GFAFB 2011).

4.3.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout
4.3.2.1  Vegetation

Implementing Alternative 1 would not result in significant impacts to vegetation at GFAFB. Construction of
the mixed-use business park would occur on 217 ac in the southwest corner of the base; which contains
approximately 163 ac or about 10 percent of the roughly 1,550 ac of grassland or hay fields on GFAFB
(calculated by acreages provided in the Species of Concern Management Plan [North Wind 2011]). This
area is primarily comprised of non-native cool season grasses and hay fields.

Standard construction BMPs (e.g., hay bales/silt fences along the edges of the disturbed areas, drip pans
under construction vehicles, hazardous waste/spill response plan, daily collection of human trash, port-a-
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potties) would be used to protect adjacent habitat from degradation and contamination. The unused
portions of grasslands would be maintained as recommended in the INRMP to control noxious weeds and
promote native grassland species. Implementation of Alternative 1 would have an adverse, but not
significant effect on vegetation communities in the project area.

4.3.2.2  Wildlife

There are several species that use the project area for forage, cover, breeding, and nesting. The 2009
Biological Survey identified 49 bird species, 2 mammal species, and 1 reptile species in the southwest
corner of GFAFB either within or in close proximity to the proposed project area. Clearing and developing
217 ac at the site would displace any wildlife currently inhabiting this area or exclude it from future use by
transitory or migratory species. Some of the wildlife would be able to relocate to adjacent property, while
those transitory and migratory species may be able to locate other areas for foraging, breeding, and
nesting; moreover, a build out schedule occurring over a 10- to 20-year timeframe would be less
disruptive to wildlife communities than the entire proposed project acreage being developed over a short
period of time. The impacts of Alternative 1 on wildlife would be adverse, but not significant.

4.3.2.3  Protected Species

Based on the 2011 INRMP, no threatened or endangered species have been documented on GFAFB. As
such, there would be no negative impacts to threatened or endangered species from the implementation
of Alternative 1.

As mentioned in Section 3.3.2.3, bald eagles have been observed at GFAFB harassing waterfowl near
the sewage lagoons, feeding on road Kkill in the area, and hunting in the Turtle River riparian area. Golden
eagles have been observed migrating through the area during the spring time. Prior to any construction in
the project area, a survey would be conducted to determine if any bald eagle nests exist within line-of-
sight of the development. These surveys would be scheduled to take place before leaf-out so that nests
are visible, which is usually between March 1 and May 15.

For GFAFB’s INRMP, the list of species present on the base was compared to the various lists of species
of concern created by the conservation programs mentioned in Section 3.3.1 and compiled to create a
comprehensive GFAFB “Species of Concern” list to document species observed and recorded on
GFAFB. From that list, 72 species (64 birds, 4 plants, 2 mammals, and 2 amphibians) have been
documented on GFAFB (North Wind 2011). The list from the INRMP is included in Appendix E. Further
sorting this list by those bird species of high priority concern and those that have been recorded on the
project’s 217 ac, produced a list of 24 species of concern that could potentially be found in the habitat on
the project area. Of these species, seven have been sighted regularly in the project area during breeding
bird surveys: bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), sedge wren
(Cistothorus platensi), sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus), short-eared owl (Asio
flammeus), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). In
addition, the 2009 Biological Survey identified a sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus) lek
(male breeding display area) and nests within the proposed project area (GFAFB 2010). All of these have
been ranked as high priority for conservation management in the Species of Concern Management Plan
(North Wind 2011).

Four plant species categorized as ND Species of Concern have been documented on GFAFB (2011), of
which white lady’s slipper (Cypripedium candidum) and lesser yellow lady’s slipper have been
documented in the grassland/wetland area west of the flightline, including one patch within the northwest
corner of the project area (North Wind 2011). To reduce the potential for impacts on the populations of
lady’s slippers orchids in the northwest corner of the project area, the County would conduct a survey for
these sensitive plants prior to developing specific site plans for development of the northwestern-most
parcel of the project area and attempt to avoid impacts on the plants to the maximum extent practicable.
In addition, herbicide application would not be conducted in areas where white or yellow lady’s slipper
occurs.
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Development of the proposed project area would decrease the amount of unimproved habitat on GFAFB
that would be available for some North Dakota conservation species. The principal reason for the decline
of some grassland bird species is habitat loss. The amount of land that would be developed is small in
comparison to the amount of grassland habitat in the state or even on the installation; as mentioned in
Section 4.3.2.1, the project area as a whole contains less than 10 percent of the grassland or hay fields of
the base. Grassland habitat would remain undisturbed until construction is ready to start in that specific
area. Only the amount of area needed for construction within a phase would be disturbed in that phase.
Once construction is completed on a particular building/lot, available areas will be reseeded with native
grasses to the extent practicable. Potential impacts to ground-nesting birds would be further reduced by
timing development to occur outside of the primary nesting season. The 2011 INRMP suggests that
waiting until July 15 or later to mow or hay the prairie habitat would allow most grassland nesting birds
enough time to fledge their young. Similarly, the impacts of the development construction activities
involving major ground disturbance within the grassland areas would potentially be delayed until after July
15. If construction needs to begin before July 15, a preconstruction survey would be conducted to
determine if there are any migratory bird nests on the ground. If nests are located within the area to be
disturbed, the USFWS would be consulted and the area would be avoided until the fledglings leave the
nest.

By following the mitigation presented in this section and detailed in the Mitigation Plan presented in
Appendix C, the impacts on protected species expected under Alternative 1 would be adverse, but not
significant.

4.3.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

The reduced impact on wetlands under Alternative 2 would also reduce the impact on vegetation and
habitat. The proposed layout for Alternative 2 reduces the acreage of wetlands lost from 10.23 ac to
0.811 ac. The area of roads and parking areas (non-building footprint) would be reduced from
approximately 1.88 million ft? to 1.6 million ft2. The overall site would still be 217 ac; however, there would
be additional space for bird foraging and nesting within the site. The same mitigation measures that would
be followed for Alternative 1 would also be followed for Alternative 2; therefore, the impacts of Alternative
2 on biological resources would be adverse, but not significant.

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Significant impacts to cultural properties would occur only if the alternatives would adversely affect
historic properties. An adverse effect is an undertaking that diminishes the integrity of a property’s
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association or in other words, damages the
gualities of the historic property that make it eligible for listing in the NRHP. An adverse effect can occur
through the destruction or alteration of the property, isolation from or alteration of the environment,
introduction of intrusive elements (visual, audible, or atmospheric), neglect, and the transfer, lease or sale
of the property (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and GSA Interagency Training Center 1995).

The nature and potential significance of cultural resources in the potentially affected areas were identified
by considering the following definition: Historic properties, under 36 CFR Part 800, are defined as “any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the
NRHP.” For the purpose of these regulations, this term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are
related to and located within such properties. The term “eligible for inclusion in the National Register”
includes both properties formally determined as such by the Secretary of the Interior and all other
properties that meet NRHP-listing criteria.

4.4.1 No Action Alternative

For the no action alternative, current conditions would not change and no impact on cultural resources
would occur at GFAFB.
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4.4.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout
4.4.2.1  Archaeological Resources

No significant archaeological resources are present within the APE; therefore, the proposed action is not
expected to encounter, impact, or have any effect on archaeological resources.

4.4.2.2  Traditional Cultural Properties

Although there is not any evidence of Native American sacred sites or other properties or resources of
traditional religious and cultural importance within the APE for this proposed action, GFAFB corresponded
with federally recognized tribes that are or may be affiliated with the area comprising the installation.
GFAFB also corresponded and consulted with the SHPO, any authorized THPOs, and/or the assigned
ACHP representative as needed or required to determine whether there are any areas or property of
concern involving the proposed business development site. The 319 ABW Commander and the CRM at
GFAFB sent letters on 22 October 2013 notifying the Tribes and the THPO of the proposed project, the
APE, prior surveys and findings, and inquiring whether the Tribes desired to engage in consultations
pursuant to the NHPA, Section 106. Historically, on prior projects sited on GFAFB, the Tribes have not
requested Section 106 consultations and consistently replied that adverse effects to historic properties
and resources would not occur and the consultation process was not necessary; therefore by 20
November 2013, during which time further follow-up by GAFB occurred (telephone calls and/or emails)
since the October letters, the CRM reported that only one tribe, the CRST, requested Section 106
consultations on the proposed action. The THPO for the CRST had expressed concern that past surveys
and data had not fully considered whether there were any items or resources of cultural or religious
significance to the tribe. The CRST was particularly concerned that appropriate responses should occur
in the event any gravesites or human remains were found during pre-construction and actual construction
activities. Subsequently the CRST requested the GFAFB visit the CRST for consultation purposes. The
319 ABW Vice Commander, CRM, Installation Support Team Cultural Resources, and AFCEC attended
an onsite meeting on 05 December 2013 to open consultations, but due to a lack of obtaining Tribal
guorum, were unable to accomplish that task. The 319 ABW Vice Commander followed up after the
meeting by sending correspondence to the CRST on 20 December 2013 and invited them to visit the
installation to view the APE. On 04 February 2014, the GFAFB sent a proposed MOU to the CRST to
outline the purpose and need to engage in a base site visit allowing the CRST an opportunity to address
their concerns. To preliminarily discuss the proposed MOU, the 319 ABW Vice Commander, the CRM
and Air Force legal counsel participated in consultations through a teleconference on 19 February 2014
(due to Air Force travel budget constraints), with the CRST THPO and his invitees or representatives from
the SRST, and the SWO. The SLT was invited by this group of Tribal Nations and agreed to participate
later. The principal request by the Tribes was to access the APE on GFAFB to perform its own cultural
resources survey and discuss inadvertent discoveries during pre-construction and construction activities
of project development; thereafter, a MOU was drafted for the Tribes’ review. Initial discussions had
focused on a PA but were later changed to an MOU at the direction of the ACHP when the SHPO
decided a PA was not necessary and only limited ACHP participation would be needed at this point. The
319 ABW evaluated the Tribes’ review and comments of the draft and a Final MOU was prepared and
sent to the Tribes for their final review and final signatures. The Final MOU between GFAFB and the
Tribes is found in Appendix B of this EA.

4.4.2.3  Historic Resources (buildings and structures)

Alternative 1 is expected to have potentially minimal impact to historic resources. In the event any such
resources are discovered during pre-construction and construction activities, these activities would be
stopped until an appropriate identification of the discovery is determined. The Grand Forks County
developer or representatives will be instructed to immediately notify the GFAFB EUL Project Coordinator
and/or the CRM of the discovery. The GFAFB CRM would proceed with appropriate notifications required
by law, Air Force guidance, or the MOU for appropriate determinations of the discoveries; however, it is
expected that there will not be any historic resources uncovered within the APE; therefore, there would be
no effect on cultural resources.
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4.4.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

As with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 is also expected to have potentially minimal impact to cultural
resources. The same responses discussed with Alternative 1 should occur.

4.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTES
Impacts from hazardous materials or hazardous wastes would be significant if the alternative:

e Generates, uses, or stores hazardous materials or hazardous wastes in violation of federal or
state regulations

e Exposes construction workers to increased health risks from working in existing contamination
without proper training and equipment.

45.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
change in hazardous materials usage or hazardous wastes generation.

45.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Hazardous materials are handled routinely for construction and demolition activities. The construction
contractor working on the proposed development would comply with all applicable permits and use
standard BMPs designed specifically to minimize the risk of environmental contamination and harm to
human health. The construction contractor would comply with storm water regulations under the CWA to
prevent exposure of storm water runoff to construction materials or sediment; therefore, construction use
of hazardous materials would produce a negligible impact on human health or the environment. Because
Grand Forks County is in a zone of high potential radon levels, the County engineers would design the
buildings to reduce the amount of radon that can seep into the interiors.

The County and/or some of its tenants at the business park may have the need to transport to and use
hazardous materials for things such as parts washing, painting or stripping, and fuel for backup
generators at the business park. Because the individual tenants for the business park are not known at
this time, the types and quantities of hazardous materials likely to be used or hazardous wastes that
would be generated for Alternative 1 are not known; however, just as any civilian business that uses
hazardous materials or generates hazardous wastes, the County and each tenant would be responsible
for following the applicable Federal and state laws and regulations for transporting, handling, storing,
treating and disposing of hazardous materials and/or hazardous waste. No disposal of any hazardous
waste would occur on either the leased parcel or GFAFB.

Because the proposed business park tenants are not expected to consist of Federal agencies like the
other tenants on the base, the business park tenants would not participate in the GFAFB environmental
management programs. As a condition of the lease, the County would prepare a Hazardous Waste
Management Plan (HWMP) that would stipulate the processes and procedures for transporting, handling,
storing, treating and disposing of hazardous materials and/or hazardous waste within the business park.
The HWMP would be prepared before any hazardous materials are brought onto the project site. Any
releases of hazardous wastes to the environment would be the responsibility of the tenant and the
County. Provisions in the Air Force lease with the County, and stipulated in the HWMP, would specify the
actions the County would need to take with respect to notifying the Air Force of the release. As the overall
lessee, the County would be responsible for ensuring that its tenants abide by the laws and regulations;
therefore, the impact of using hazardous materials or generating hazardous wastes would be minor and
not significant.

45.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The impacts on geological resources and soils would be significant if the alternative exposed soils to
uncontrolled erosion or contamination.

46.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
change to the geology or soil in the area.

4.6.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Development under Alternative 1 would require grading and excavation of soils to establish structural
foundations, buried utilities, and the taxiway for runway connection. Because the terrain is relatively flat
with deep sediments and changes in elevation are not expected, topography and geology would not be
affected by Alternative 1. In the eastern half of the proposed development, soils have been previously
disturbed by construction of the abandoned Alert Pad and its access road, whereas the western half is
open grassland. Impacts to soil would be minor and temporary with implementation of the following
actions:

Providing best management practices including stockpiling topsoil

Covering exposed soil with erosion control blankets or temporary vegetative covers
Installing erosion control fencing to minimize off-site soil transport from precipitation
Watering exposed soils to prevent wind erosion

Controlling compaction from heavy machinery

Seeding or mulching disturbed area upon completion of construction

Permanent features to minimize off-site soil transport during precipitation would be designed for the
development; therefore, no significant impact would occur from implementation of Alternative 1.

4.6.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout
Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
4.7 LAND USE

A comparative methodology is used to determine impacts to land use at GFAFB. Flight operations, facility
operations, and any construction or modification activities associated with each alternative were
examined and compared to existing land use conditions and land use plans. Effects were identified as
they related to changes in land ownership and use classifications, extent of changes, potential conflicting
uses on and off the base, and accessibility concerns.

4.7.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, no change to land
use would occur.

4.7.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Implementation of Alternative 1 includes the development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use
business park. Land use in the project area would change from Open Space to Industrial and Aircraft
Operations and Maintenance. This change is consistent with the Grand Forks General Plan which
identifies the project area as unconstrained land for expansion. Although the eastern edge of the
proposed development abuts the western edge of the southern CZ, it is completely outside the CZ and
APZ, and would not result in conflicts with airfield CZs or APZs. Land use beyond the vicinity of the
airfield would not be affected by the additional RPA flight operations in Alternative 1. Although there
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would be a change in land use in the project area, it is compatible with existing land use plans; therefore,
Alternative 1 would have no adverse impact on land use.

4.7.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout
Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
4.8 NoISE

When evaluating noise effects, several aspects are examined, including: (1) the degree to which noise
levels generated by training and operations, as well as ongoing construction, demolition, and renovation
activities would be higher than the ambient noise levels; (2) the degree to which there would be hearing
loss and/or annoyance; and (3) the proximity of noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, schools,
hospitals, parks) to the noise source. An environmental analysis of noise includes the potential effects on
the local population. Such an analysis estimates the extent and magnitude of the noise generated by the
proposed and alternative actions. For purposes of analysis of activities associated with the development
of a mixed-use business park, impacts would be considered significant if the either of the alternatives
resulted in a 2-dB DNL increase in persistent noise exposure (e.g., airfield operations) at a sensitive
receptor. In addition, based on AICUZ guidance, land-use compatibility recommendations begin when
predicted noise exposure levels exceed 65 dB(A) DNL. As such, this can also provide an indicator as to
when impacts could be considered significant.

For areas of predicted noise exposure less than the 65 dB(A) DNL, a preferred method of analyzing
potential impacts is to examine prevailing ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors and compare the
predicted noise exposure from the proposed action or its alternatives. Some increases of noise levels are
not readily apparent to listeners. It is well accepted that sound level increases below 3 dB(A) are not
perceptible. Additionally, due to the logarithmic nature of the dB, the doubling of a noise event level
creates a 3-dB increase. Table 4-4 presents noise levels and their corresponding perception.

Table 4-4. Decibel changes and perception

Changes in Noise Levels in dB(A) General Perception
3 Just Noticeable
5 More Noticeable
10 Twice as Loud
20 Much Louder

dB(A) = A-weighted decibel

48.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative the construction activities associated with the development of a mixed
business park and associated increases to aircraft operations would not occur; therefore, no change to
the baseline noise environment would occur.

4.8.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Implementation of Alternative 1 includes the development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use
business park. For noise effects stemming from construction activities and ongoing operations of facilities,
the affected environment is narrowly focused and compact, and generally would include the area lying
within ¥2 mi to 1 mi of the proposed development. Several houses are located within 1 mi of the proposed
development; however, the closest is more than 2,000 ft from the nearest boundary. Noise associated
with the operation of machinery on construction sites is typically short-term, intermittent, and highly
localized. The loudest machinery generally produces peak SPLs ranging from 86 to 95 dB(A) at 50 ft from
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the source (Table 4-5). It is important to note that the peak SPL range for construction equipment noise
does not take into account the ability of sound to be reflected/absorbed by nearby objects, which would
further reduce noise levels. Additionally, interior noise levels are typically reduced by 18 to 27 dB(A) due
to the noise level reduction properties of the building’s construction materials (FAA 1992).

As noted in Section 3.8.2, noise associated with construction activities is typically short-term, intermittent,
and highly localized. Construction noise does not typically generate a predicted noise exposure of 65
dB(A) DNL or greater because, even at extremely high rates of operation, the equipment itself does not
generate noise so intense that averaged over a year it would produce a 65 dB(A) DNL. The construction
activities included under Alternative 1 would include site preparation, building, and paving activities. The
cumulative noise produced from construction sources would be expected to be about 94 dBA at 50 ft from
the source. The sound level would decrease with increased distance from the source resulting in a level
of approximately 68 dBA at 1,000 ft and 58 dBA at 3,000 ft (USAF 2010a). Houses near the project area
would not be exposed to levels greater than 65 dBA. Additionally, construction activities would occur over
an extended period and would generally be much lower than this level. Adherence to standard Air Force
Occupational Safety and Health regulations minimizes the risk of hearing loss to construction workers.
These regulations require hearing protection along with other personnel protective equipment and safety
training. Additional engineering controls that could be implemented to reduce noise include substituting
existing equipment with quieter equipment and/or retrofitting existing equipment with damping materials
or mufflers. Overall impacts associated with construction noise would not be significant.

Table 4-5. Peak sound pressure level of construction equipment from a distance of 50 feet

Equipment SPL
Bulldozer 95 dB(A)
Scraper 94 dB(A)
Front Loader 94 dB(A)
Backhoe 92 dB(A)
Grader 91 dB(A)
Crane 86 dB(A)

SPL = sound pressure level (noise from a single source);
dB(A) = A-weighted decibel
Source: Reagan and Grant (1977)

The most recent AICUZ study conducted for GFAFB was in 1994 when they had approximately 30 KC-
135R tanker flights per day (USAF 1995); the AICUZ report was revalidated in 2003, which negated the
need to redo the study. A new AICUZ study has not been performed since the KC-135R tankers left
GFAFB in December 2010. The noise level contours from the AICUZ are presented on Figure 3-2. For
the Final EIS for the BRAC Beddown and Flight Operations of Remotely Piloted Aircraft at Grand Forks
Air Force Base, North Dakota (USAF 2010a) noise level contour maps were generated to represent the
noise levels with only the CBP UAS in operation and the noise conditions of the beddown of RPA and
departure of the KC-135Rs (USAF 2010a). The projected noise level contours for the RPA Beddown, only
the CBP UAS operations, and the AICUZ study in 1994 are quite similar, especially in the east-west
direction parallel to the runway. The noise contours for the KC-135R extend farther in the north-south
direction, likely due to the aircraft’s heavier nature and slower ascent. In the vicinity of the proposed EUL,
all three sets of contours indicate that the entire EUL area would fall outside of the 65 dB(A) contour,
meaning that the DNL for the business development would be less than 65 dB(A) (see Figure 3-2).
Except for a noise spike near the munitions storage area on the AICUZ contours, none of the aircraft
scenarios produce noise levels above 65 dB(A) at the location of sensitive receptors. Using these
previously modeled noise contours, any changes in noise levels as a result of implementation of
Alternative 1 would not be significant.
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4.8.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout
Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
4.9 TRANSPORTATION

Impacts to transportation would be significant if traffic counts, roadway design and geometry, or
signalization reduces the LOS or does not meet safety criteria as a result of implementation of either
alternative. The impacts of flight operations on other air transportation would be significant if the RPA
flights created unsafe conditions for other Air Force, government, or civilian air traffic.

49.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, Grand Forks County development would continue as described in the
Grand Forks County Land Use Plan, the GFAFB Master Plan, and consistent with the most current traffic
conditions described in Section 3.9.2. As a result, no change to existing transportation facilities or traffic
conditions would occur on or near GFAFB. Likewise access to the installation would not change.

49.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

The proposed development would be segregated from GFAFB by fencing with one planned public access
point via US-2. Access to the site would be from US-2 across from an existing intersection with north-
south oriented 27th Street NE (Figure 1-1). The existing access is a single-lane gravel two-track with no
turn lane from westbound US-2. Access from eastbound US-2 would be via an existing median crossing
that currently has no turn lane. The roadway into and out of the proposed development would be a four-
lane undivided section (49-ft width) with curb and gutter. Internal roadways would be a mix of four-lane
undivided and three-lane roadways (37-ft width). A security road would be constructed on the north and
east sides of the development’s fenced perimeter and at least three entry points between the base and
development site would be provided for Air Force access to facilitate emergency response and
environmental conservation activities.

Construction-related traffic consisting of heavy vehicles, trucks, and cars would be temporary and
sporadic, in accordance with proposed development plans. At build out, 2,500 to 3,000 employees would
be expected to access the site daily. If each employee used individual vehicles and made two trips per
day (one to and one from the facility), an estimated 5,000 to 6,000 daily trips would be generated. Four-
lane US-2 has the capacity to handle similar traffic volumes on an hourly rather than daily basis (USAF
2004); thus, no adverse impact to LOS or transportation would likely occur. No impact to GFAFB
installation traffic is expected as the development would be completely segregated from the rest of the
base.

The County proposes to conduct a traffic study prior to occupation of the business park. It anticipates that
the study will indicate the need to construct right and left turn lanes into the site from US-2 to safely
accommodate traffic movements out of the site at peak periods. According to the Draft 2014-2017 North
Dakota Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan, the NDDOT has plans to make the turn lane
modifications on US-2 in this area in Fiscal Year 2014. With the turn lanes installed, the impacts of
Alternative 1 on traffic would be minor.

Any potential flight operations would require coordination and approval from the Air Force to use the
runway at GFAFB. Alternative 1 does not grant any tenant of the business park Air Force approval to use
the runway. In addition to Air Force approval, flight operations would also need FAA approval. As long as
flight operations for Alternative 1 follow the regulations or guidelines developed by the FAA for UAS, the
impact of flight operations on other air transportation would be minor.

4.9.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Impacts for this alternative would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
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4.10 UTILITIES

Impacts to utilities would be considered significant if services provided to the development exceed the
capacity of the existing utility.

4.10.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to current utilities requirements or usage at GFAFB or surrounding communities.

4.10.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Air Force policy requires that the lease-holder obtain utilities from private service contracts whenever
possible. If the local utility provider is not willing or able to provide service to the lease development, the
base can offer a tie-in to its service distribution system. As of March 2013, Alternative 1 would receive
electricity, natural gas, and water from the local service providers; however, sanitary sewer services
would be provided by GFAFB (Giltner 2013).

4.10.2.1 Electrical Distribution

The proposed development would connect to one of the existing electrical substations via a buried line.
Each building/facility would have an electrical meter and the tenant would be responsible for power
usage. The County plans to have the buildings designed and constructed to meet the requirements for
LEED Silver certification and incorporate as many energy and water conservation initiatives as
practicable; therefore, the impact on the electrical capacity would be minor and within the capacity of the
existing system.

4.10.2.2 Water Systems

Water for the development would be obtained from the TRWD 8-in main that runs along the north side of
US-2. The system within the proposed development would consist of a series of looped 8-in and 10-in
mains generally following the proposed roadways. No adverse impacts to existing water systems or
capacity are expected.

4.10.2.3 Wastewater

Wastewater collection and treatment would be provided by the base. The sewer lines used when the Alert
Ramp was active have been capped and plugged, so a new force main would be constructed from the
proposed development across the airfield to the Building 509 Lift Station. The roughly 6,500-ft long force
main would generally follow the alignment of the abandoned force main that previously served the Alert
Ramp. GFAFB has indicated that there is sufficient capacity of their wastewater system to handle the load
from the development; therefore, the impact on the sewer system would be minor.

4.10.2.4 Stormwater System

Two well-defined drainage ditches run from south to north across the proposed development area.
Surface drainage flows north to the Turtle River via these drainage ditches. New storm sewers would be
installed to collect run-off from roadways and paved areas. Section 438 of the EISA requires that natural
hydrology be maintained or restored to the maximum extent technically feasible. Predevelopment site
hydrology must be maintained or restored to the maximum extent technically feasible with respect to
temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow. Predevelopment hydrology would be calculated and site
design would incorporate stormwater retention and reuse technologies to the maximum extent technically
feasible. Post-construction analyses would be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the as-built
stormwater reduction features. The development would also need to satisfy Grand Forks County Zoning
Resolution Storm Water Management requirements, which requires that the site be designed to
accommodate the 100-year/24-hour storm, or in this case approximately 5 ac-ft of storage. With these
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elements to the plan of Alternative 1, there would be no adverse affects regarding stormwater
management.

4.10.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

The same utilities would be required and the requirements for stormwater management would not
change; therefore, the impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.

411 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

Significance for socioeconomic resources varies depending on the setting of the alternative; however, 40
CFR 1508.8 states that indirect effects may include those that are growth inducing and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern of population density or growth rate. Factors considered in
determining whether the alternative would have significant adverse impacts include the extent or degree
to which its implementation would result in the following: 1) change the growth rate or concentrations of
population; 2) substantially reduce employment, personal income, or tax revenues; 3) conflict with
housing projections and policies set forth in the installation or regional government plans, 4) displace
existing housing; or, 5) disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community.

411.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the development of the mixed-use business park would not occur.
Consequently, there would be no construction of the business development at GFAFB that could create
additional jobs within the ROI. Implementing the No Action Alternative would not change the population
growth rate, employment opportunities, tax base, or housing availability within the ROI. Similarly, there
would be no effects on the social or economic characteristics in the ROI.

4.11.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Implementing Alternative 1 would result in short- and long-term impacts to several socioeconomic
resources within the ROIl. The development of the business park would not affect the number of
personnel assigned to or employed by GFAFB; however, the portion of the current hay lease on the
development site would be eliminated. Due to the projected long-term availability of jobs that would be
created from development of the business park, the population within the ROI would be expected to
increase. The Grand Forks County 2035 Land Use Plan estimated that between 2000 and 2010, the
population of Grand Forks County would grow between 8.0 and 12.7 percent to approximately 71,379 to
74,484 (Grand Forks County 2006); however, it only grew 1.1 percent to 66,861 (USCB 2010a). The
population in the Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA only grew at 1.0 percent between 2000 and 2010.
Conversely, the population within the ROI decreased 14.5 percent in that timeframe, likely due to BRAC
2005 as noted in Section 3.11.2.1. Population growth projections between 2010 and 2020 are for an
estimated 1 percent population growth in Grand Forks County, or about 669 additional residents (BBC
Research & Consulting 2012). Alternative 1 is expected to create an estimated 2,500 to 3,000 jobs by
completion of the development. The build-out is scheduled to occur over a 10- to 20-year timeframe,
increasing the availability of long-term construction jobs. Grand Forks County and the ROl may see a
population growth greater than both historic trends and County projections as a result of the immigration
of new employees and their families from the growth of directly and indirectly related employment
opportunities.

Since the purpose of the business park development is to support research and development, testing and
evaluation, and operations of UAS activities, it is expected that, outside the construction-based jobs, the
majority of the directly related jobs would be in the professional, scientific, management, and educational
services sectors. In addition, the immigration of employees and their families to fill directly related jobs
would drive the creation of indirectly related jobs in such areas as the retail, food services, and housing
sectors.
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Creation of additional employment opportunities as described above would be expected to decrease an
already low unemployment rate, although a majority of the directly related jobs would likely be filled from
outside of the Grand Forks region. The unemployment rate for North Dakota is ranked as the lowest in
the United States; in 2010 the unemployment rate for the state was 2.7 percent and the average rate in
the census tracts that make up the ROl was 1.8 percent. The increased employment opportunities could
also decrease the unemployment rates for the Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA since it would be expected that
many of the construction jobs would be sourced from local businesses in that area.

An influx of the maximum projected jobs (3,000) into the ROI, County, and MSA, directly related to the
development, would increase employment by 39.0, 7.6, and 5.3 percent, respectively. Because
development is scheduled to occur over a 10- to 20-year time frame, these increases would be spread
out over that time. The most immediate increase would likely be realized with jobs in the construction
sector. The addition of professional, scientific, management, and educational jobs in the ROl would be
expected to change the employment characteristics of the ROI and County, and to a lesser extent the
Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA. In addition, there would likely be increases to sectors indirectly related to the
development such as retail, food and other services, health, manufacturing and public administration.
Median individual and household income may increase somewhat in the ROI and County as the
percentage of employment shifts to higher paying professional, scientific, and management jobs. In
addition, the direct (business park) and indirect (housing) availability of long-term construction jobs would
also attract more people to the area.

The County estimates that the tax base would increase by more than $69 million during the first 5 years
of development. At the end of the 20-year development period, provided all the facilities are constructed,
the county tax base would increase by an estimated $220 million. In addition, an increase of median
individual and household incomes would also increase the tax base in the ROI, county, and the MSA.
Implementing Alternative 1 would provide beneficial impacts to employment, income, and tax revenues
within the ROI, Grand Forks County, and the Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA.

The availability of housing in the ROI and county, as well as in the city of Grand Forks is currently in short
supply; however, several large subdivisions throughout the city are in planning or early construction
phases. The jobs created by the development of the business park would be spread out over 10 to 20
years, with the first jobs not being filled until after completion of the initial two facilities, which are
expected to be completed within 2 years. The development and construction of the proposed business
park would likely spur even more housing development in the higher value homes because the jobs being
created include professional, scientific, management, and educational services positions that would be
able to afford higher priced homes. Although this type of housing construction is good for the construction
industry and the tax base, it is not necessarily good for lower income residents. The proposed
development would include lighting typical of a mixed-use business park. Lighting would be consistent
with energy conservation measures and lighting intensity on the installation, including illumination
associated with security needs. The closest residence is more than 2,000 ft from the nearest boundary,
southeast of the proposed development and toward the more developed portions of the installation.
Alternative 1 would have an adverse, but not significant impact on area housing.

The Grand Forks Public Schools currently has the capacity to accept nearly 3,000 more students and has
a five-year program to monitor and evaluate the enroliment growth. They anticipate that some school
boundary lines may need adjustment as certain areas of the city grow faster than others, and new
schools may need to be constructed to grow beyond their current capacity (Thompson 2013). Because
the influx of employees to the business development would occur over time, the district appears to be
prepared to manage the school enrollment increases the new employees would bring; therefore,
Alternative 1 would have an adverse, but not significant impact on area schools.

There would be additional responsibility for law enforcement and fire protection from the County Sheriff's
Department and Emerado Volunteer Fire Department; however, it is unlikely that this development would
significantly overload the capabilities of either department. With the UND School of Medicine and Health
Sciences in the City of Grand Forks, as well as other regional health care providers, the influx of families
of the employees of the development would not overburden the regional medical services.
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4.11.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout
Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
4.12 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental justice is achieved when everyone, regardless of race, culture, or income, enjoys the same
degree of protection from environmental and health hazards and has equal access to the decision-making
process. Significant environmental justice impacts would result if access to decision-making documents
were denied or if any adverse environmental or health effects occurred from an action that would
disproportionately and highly adversely affect minority or low-income populations.

4.12.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the proposed development would not occur; therefore, there would be no
potential disproportionate impacts from development to minorities or low-income populations.

4.12.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Since none of the census tracts within the ROl meet the definition of a concentrated minority area or
poverty area, potential impacts would not be disproportionate.

4.12.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout
Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
4.13 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY

An impact on occupational health and safety would be significant if there was a substantial increase in
risk to the safety and health of Air Force employees, others at GFAFB, or employees associated with the
proposed development.

4.13.1 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative the construction activities associated with the development of a mixed
business park and associated increases to aircraft operations would not occur; therefore, no change to
the existing health and safety risk would occur.

4.13.2 Alternative 1—Initial Layout

Implementation of Alternative 1 includes the development, construction, and operation of a mixed-use
business park, and the potential flight operations of UAS upon flight approval of both the FAA and the Air
Force.

Because the development area would be restricted from the rest of the base, the construction and
demolition contractors would not interact with base traffic or personnel; therefore, there would be no
expected increase in risk to base personnel from these operations. Contractors working at the
development site, as well as employees of tenant organizations upon development completion, would
follow industry accepted safety practices.

The UAS flight operations from Alternative 1, as with other aviation activities at the base, poses potential
risks to the military, civilian, and other tenant personnel at GFAFB. Flight operations from tenants of the
development would only be conducted under the approval of both the Air Force and FAA. The Air Force
would need to approve use of its runway and airspace for take-off and landing of the RPAs. If granted
approval from the Air Force, the GFAFB Flight Operations would need to schedule the sorties in with the
existing uses of the flight line and runway and the managed air space around the base. The Air Force has
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several manuals and instructions for the safe use of its airfields and would be responsible for maintaining
safe operations.

In addition to Air Force approval to use the GFAFB runway and airspace, the activities of UAS as a result
of Alternative 1 would need FAA approval to fly. The County is anticipating the designation of North
Dakota as a test area for the FAA integration of UAS into the national airspace (NAS) as a result of the
passage of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012. If that happens, the FAA would promulgate
regulations and rules to be followed by UAS operators to ensure that the airspace integration does not
impose a risk on the operators or the public. Currently, the FAA requires that someone wishing to fly an
RPA apply for and receive a Special Airworthiness Certificate, in the Experimental Category in order to fly
in the NAS. To obtain a certificate, applicants must demonstrate that their UAS can operate safely within
an assigned flight test area and cause no harm to the public. The act of issuing the certificate requires
FAA to ensure that the operation of the UAS would not increase the risk to Air Force personnel on the
ground or the public.

Due to the extensive Air Force and FAA approval processes and their respective management of the
runway and airspace, RPA flight operations as a result of Alternative 1 would have an adverse, but not
significant impact on occupational health and safety.

4.13.3 Alternative 2—Revised Layout

Impacts for Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

The CEQ defines cumulative effects as the “impacts on the environment which result from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR
1508.7). Although individual impacts of various actions might be minor, taken together their effects could
be significant.

5.1 PAST, ONGOING, AND REASONABLE FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS

Cumulative effects can occur when a relationship exists between a proposed action and other actions
expected to occur in a similar location or during a similar time period. Actions overlapping with or in
proximity to the proposed action would be expected to have more potential for a relationship than those
more geographically separated. Similarly, actions that coincide, even partially, in time have a potential for
cumulative effects.

The most relevant past, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to the proposed action are
the numerous installation development projects being implemented at GFAFB to fulfill its current and
future mission needs. An EA was conducted in 2010 to evaluate the impacts of 10 demolition, 13
construction, and 7 infrastructure projects over a 5-year period. In addition, the EIS evaluating the
beddown of an RPA mission at GFAFB identified 22 construction, demolition, renovation, and repair
projects necessary to support the mission.

For flight operations, the ongoing actions with potential cumulative effects include the three flying units at
GFAFB: the CBP has two Predator B RPA; the 69th Reconnaissance Squadron has six Global Hawk RQ-
4 Block 40; and the North Dakota Air National Guard has four Predator (MQ-1) as well as the use of the
base by UND for their UAS pilot training program. The Air Force is currently preparing an EIS for the KC-
46A formal training unit (FTU) and the first main operating base (MOB1) basing action. GFAFB is one of
the reasonable alternative locations evaluated for the MOB1 mission in the EIS; therefore, it is mentioned
under cumulative impacts.

5.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

This section addresses the impacts of the cumulative scenario and then the extent that the alternatives
would contribute to that impact. Since the only difference between the two alternatives is the layout of the
buildings and roads, and the resulting difference in the loss of wetlands, all of the cumulative effects are
evaluated for Alternative 1, whereas Alternative 2 is only mentioned when the cumulative effect would be
different than Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 involves the construction and operation a mixed-use business park and potential flight
operations conducted by one or more tenants of the development. There are also several construction
projects associated with the past, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The potential
impacts resulting from the construction activity are generally localized and individually of relatively short
duration, except for the loss of wetlands and grassland habitat for migratory birds. The Air Force and the
County would need to ensure that the construction contractors for all of the construction demolition and
infrastructure projects use BMPs for air quality, water quality, and soils to reduce any potential impacts on
those resources.

The proposed action’s effects on wetlands would be adverse, but not significant with Alternative 2. The
development plans would avoid impacting wetlands to the maximum extent practicable and would
mitigate by minimization and restoration for the wetland disturbance that could not be avoided along with
other requirements or activities stipulated by the USACE issued 404 Permit under the CWA. Very few of
the other projects identified in the cumulative environment had much, if any, impact on wetlands. Those
projects would also need to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands, so the cumulative impact would be
less than significant.
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The proposed action’s effects on grassland and habitat for migratory birds would be cumulative with other
construction projects within the base; however, the proposed action would minimize, to the maximum
extent practicable, any impacts on grassland or wetland habitats.

Operational impacts are long-term and may have a broader impact on some resources. Although the
operation of heating and cooling equipment and emergency generators would contribute to air quality
impacts, AQCR 172 is in attainment for all priority pollutants and the cumulative activities at GFAFB would
not be expected to have a major effect on air quality.

Because Alternative 1 would not be using the hazardous waste management or on-base utilities, other
than sewage collection and treatment, there would be no cumulative impact on those resources.
Cumulative effects to hazardous waste management and utilities off the installation would be minor, as
the existing infrastructure can accommodate the relatively small increases in hazardous waste generation
and utilities usage. The sewage treatment system has accommodated larger on-base populations in the
past; therefore, there is adequate capacity to handle the cumulative increase in personnel.

Cumulative effects could be created with transportation and socioeconomic resources. US-2 has
accommodated larger personnel commute volumes in the past; therefore, with the planned improvements
at the entrance to the business park, there should be no significant adverse cumulative effects on traffic.
The cumulative effect of the business park on the socioeconomic resources of Grand Forks County would
be beneficial. Although unemployment is low, either alternative could generate high paying professional
jobs in the region. The cumulative impact on the housing shortage may have a short-term negative impact
on the cost of housing in the region; however, the development is expected to bring in additional housing
construction jobs to help fill the need for housing.

There could be increased safety and noise issues with respect to the addition of RPA flight activity,
especially if the KC-46A MOB 1 were assigned to GFAFB. As with the CBP, the flight operations from the
proposed action would not be required to fly in restricted airspace; therefore, there would be no
cumulative impact due to airspace closure. The Air Force would be responsible for making sure that
cumulative flight operations do not pose a safety issue for take-off and landing. The requirements
imposed on the flight operations by the FAA either through regulations on the test area airspace or
through a Certificate of Authorization (COA) or other FAA approval would keep the cumulative use of the
airspace safe. The Air Force has flown much louder aircraft on a regular basis from GFAFB; therefore, the
cumulative effect on noise by the additional RPA flights would not be significant.

53 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.16) specify that environmental analyses must address “...the relationship
between short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity.” Special attention should be given to impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the
environment in the long-term or pose a long-term risk to human health or safety. A short-term use of the
environment is generally defined as a direct consequence of a project in its immediate vicinity. Changes
to long-term productivity generally refer to negative impacts to the long-term quality of the land, air or
water.

The only change with the long-term productivity of the development area is the conversion of the wetland
and hay lease land uses to buildings, roads and other infrastructure. EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands,
requires federal agencies to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve
and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. With cooperation from GFAFB, the County
and its representatives are working with the USACE to ensure that any disturbance to wetlands would be
appropriately mitigated, thereby avoiding any adverse long-term productivity. The hay lease is used by
GFAFB in this area as a conservation management tool. The hay lease is not a significant aspect of the
open area of the base; therefore, the impact on the habitats in the area would have an adverse, but not
significant, effect on long-term productivity.
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54 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

NEPA requires that environmental analysis include identification of any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.
Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources
and the effects that the use of these resources has on future generations. Irreversible effects primarily
result from the use or destruction of a specific resource that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time
frame. Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be
restored as a result of the action.

Resources used for either alternative include building materials (for construction of facilities), concrete
and asphalt (for parking lots and roads), and various material supplies (for infrastructure) and would be
irreversibly lost. These resources are not in short supply, would not limit other unrelated construction
activities, and would not be considered significant. In addition, energy resources used as a result of the
proposed action would be irretrievably lost. These include petroleum-based products (e.g., gasoline and
diesel), natural gas, and electricity. During construction, gasoline and diesel would be used for the
operation of construction vehicles. During operation, gasoline or diesel would be used for the operation of
privately owned and vehicles and the RPAs. Natural gas and electricity would be used by operational
activities of the development. Consumption of these energy resources would not place a significant
demand on their availability in the region.
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