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Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

For Runway 14/32 Extension & Other Associated Airport Improvements  
at Morris Municipal Airport  

Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota 
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepared this Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) for a project analyzing Runway 14/32 extension and other associated airport 
improvements at Morris Municipal Airport (MOX).  

In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 
FAA Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and based on 
the evaluation in the Final Environmental Assessment (FEA), there are no significant 
impacts associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, a Federal Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) will not be prepared and a FONSI is being issued.  This FONSI provides a 
review of the Proposed Action, mitigation requirements, and the basis for the FAA’s 
finding.  Specific details are defined further in the FEA. 

I. Purpose and Need  
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to pursue the following infrastructure goals: 

1. Address infrastructure in poor condition and at the end of its useful design life; 
2. Enhance airfield safety and efficiency for Airport users;  
3. Increase aircraft storage capacity for based Airport users; and 
4. Improve facilities for the design aircraft fleet using the Airport. 

 
The need for the Proposed Action is based on the following deficiencies at MOX: 

1. The existing runway, apron and hangar taxilane pavement is deteriorating and 
needs to be replaced; 

2. The existing pavement and airfield geometry, including runway length and apron 
layout do not meet the needs of Airport users and aircraft;  

3. The available aircraft storage space is insufficient to meet current and planned 
demands; and 

4. Other miscellaneous FAA and State airport design standards are currently not met. 
 

The Proposed Action will meet the Project purpose by addressing the needs for the Project 
through completion of the following objectives:  

1. Improve the airfield pavement condition; 
2. Meet runway length and strength needs for users; 
3. Provide safe and efficient aircraft parking apron layout; 
4. Accommodate user aircraft storage needs; and 
5. Meet other applicable FAA and State airport design standards. 

 
Further purpose and need details can be located in Chapter 2 of the FEA.  
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II. Alternatives Considered 
In accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, the EA identified and evaluated all reasonable 
alternatives.  The Final EA provides analysis of all the alternatives analyzed.    

The No Action Alternative identifies the consequences if the City of Morris were to maintain 
the existing Airport configuration, presuming existing pavements were reconstructed in-
place at the Airport. The No Action Alternative also includes the Airport working with 
Stevens County and Agrilite Electric Cooperate to extinguish or modify on-airport 
encumbrances. Agreements that are modified would require Airport Sponsor approval to 
enter Airport property, and ensure actions will not interfere with the operation of the Airport 
now and into the future. 

The No Action Alternative does not: 1) meet runway length and strength needs for users; 
2) provide safe and efficient aircraft movement and parking areas/layout; or 3) 
accommodate user aircraft storage needs.  

Four preliminary primary runway alternatives (A1, A2, A3, and A4) were identified. These 
alternatives all meet the Airport user needs, and therefore were evaluated as possible 
alternatives for the Project. 

Alternative A1: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 1,398 feet to 5,400 feet,   
implement ½-mile precision approach to Runway 32 

 
Alternative A1 results in a 5,400-foot runway length with a precision approach to the 
Runway 32 end to meet Key system airport requirements. It would require 160 acres of 
land acquisition, residential homeowner relocation, impacts to the Federal Waterfowl 
Production Area (WPA), the potential relocation of CSAH 7, and runway widening to 100 ft.   
 
Alternative A2: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 898 feet to 4,900 feet, implement 
½-mile precision approach to Runway 32 

 
Alternative A2 results in a 4,900-foot runway length with a precision approach to the 
Runway 32 end to meet Key system airport requirements. It would require over 142 acres 
of land acquisition, impacts to the WPA, the potential relocation of CSAH 7, and a runway 
widening to 100 feet. 
 
Alternative A3: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet to 4,899 feet, implement 
¾-mile non-precision approach to Runway 32 
 
Alternative A3 results in a 4,899-foot runway length with a ¾-mile non-precision approach 
to the Runway 32 end. The Airport is maintained as an Intermediate facility. This option 
would require 116 acres of land acquisition, impacts the WPA, and may result in the 
relocation of CSAH 7.  
 
Runway Alternatives A1, A2, and A3 are dismissed due to unacceptable environmental 
impacts to the City of Morris, including land acquisition and the potential for a realigned 
public road. 
 
Two preliminary terminal/hangar alternatives (T1, T2) were identified. These alternatives 
meet the Airport user needs, and therefore were evaluated as possible project alternatives. 
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Alternative T2: Construct New Terminal/Hangar Area in New Quadrant, Maintain 
Runway 4-22 

 
This Alternative maintains crosswind Runway 4-22 and constructs a new terminal/hangar 
area in another quadrant of the Airport, such as to the southeast of Runway 4-22. This 
alternative results in constructing a new hangar area separate from existing infrastructure 
and services. Actions would include grading the overall site, preparing new hangar sites 
(grading), constructing a new parking lot, constructing new aircraft storage hangars, 
constructing vehicular access roads and fencing and extending underground utilities. 
 
Alternative T2 was dismissed due to unacceptable impacts to the City of Morris, including 
developing a new remote hangar area separated from existing Airport infrastructure.   
 

III. Proposed Action  
Alternative A4: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet to 4,899 feet; maintain 1-
mile non-precision approach to Runway 32. (EA Figure 3-1) 

 
Alternative A4 meets the Project’s purpose and need and results in the longest runway 
length without triggering reclassification to a State Key Airport classification and associated 
design standards. Alternative A4 results in a 4,899-foot runway length with no changes to 
the existing 1-mile non-precision approach to the Runway 32 end. The Airport is 
maintained as an Intermediate facility. It requires up to 50 acres of land acquisition but 
does not impact the constructive use of the WPA or CSAH 7. 
 
Alternative A4 is the single alternative to meet all preliminary screening criteria (utilize 
existing Airport infrastructure, maintain intermediate airport classification, avoid public road 
impacts, avoid Section 4(f) resource impacts, and minimize land acquisition). 
 
Alternative T1: Develop Within Existing North Quadrant, Close Runway 4-22. (EA 
Figure 3-4) 
 
Alternative T1 (Develop within Existing North Quadrant, Close Runway 4-22) is the 
preferred terminal/hangar area alternative because it is the only alternative that meets 
preliminary screening criteria to utilize existing Airport infrastructure and meets the project 
purpose and need. Alternative T1 provides approximately 16 acres of new terminal area 
development space to the south and east of existing terminal/hangar area infrastructure 
within existing Airport property with the closure of turf crosswind Runway 4-22.  
 
Closing the crosswind runway has an effect on airfield wind coverage and, therefore it 
needs to be considered. FAA’s recommended wind coverage is 95%. Crosswind Runway 
4-22 is needed for 155 takeoffs and landings annually based on wind coverage. The 
Airport Sponsor considers the 94.21% wind coverage for FAA Airport Reference Code 
(ARC) A-I and B-I aircraft on the primary runway alone to be acceptable for airport 
operations. Runway closure is needed to provide sufficient space to meet the Project 
purpose and need. This reduction in airport utility is acceptable to the Airport Sponsor 
considering the resulting benefit of an expanded terminal/hangar area in the existing 
development quadrant. 
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Actions would include expanding the existing apron to the south, decommissioning turf 
crosswind Runway 4-22, extending the hangar site taxilane to the east, preparing new 
hangar sites (grading), constructing aircraft storage hangars, constructing vehicular access 
roads and fencing, and extending underground utilities.  
 
Airport Property Encumbrances. (EA Figure 2-3) 
 
Two (2) blanket encumbrances exist over the entirety of one or more airport-owned parcels 
and are not subordinate to MOX. The first encumbrance known as MIN-RE-001 provides 
Stevens County the right to explore for, mine, and remove iron ore or other minerals over 
airport Parcel 2 totaling 80 acres. The second encumbrance known as UTL-RE-003 is a 
right-of-way easement providing Agrilite Electric Cooperative the right to construct, operate 
and maintain electric transmission lines anywhere within airport Parcels 1-1963 and 2 
totaling 160 acres. Both airport Parcels 1-1963 and 2 contain at least a portion of Runway 
14/32 and 4/22. 
 
To the best of the City’s knowledge, Stevens County has not executed upon its right to 
mine for minerals on airport Parcel 2. Agrilite Electric Cooperate has constructed various 
underground electric lines within the right-of-way area to serve the airport. One line 
traverses around the Runway 14/32 Safety Area and is trenched below Runway 4/22.  
 
MIN-RE-001 and UTL-RE-003 encumbrances are not subordinate to the airport as 
required. These existing agreements may deprive the airport of its ability to fulfill its 
obligations for the land to function as a safe and efficient airport. The right granted in MIN-
RE-001 would be terminated. The blanket easement in UTL-RE-003 would be eliminated 
and replaced with an easement defining existing utility corridors with subordination to the 
airport. These changes are needed so existing or potential future land uses will not 
interfere with the safe and efficient operation of the airport.  No significant impact is 
anticipated to Stevens County or the Airport given the County has not executed upon their 
mineral rights. Existing Agrilite Electric Cooperative electric lines would be preserved 
under a revised right-of-way easement. There are no known plans to establish new electric 
lines within Airport property. 
 
MOX will work with the parcel owners to extinguish or modify on-airport encumbrances on 
Parcels 1-1963 and 2 so the use will not interfere with the safe and efficient operation of 
the airport as the preferred alternative.  
 
The FEA evaluated the following elements of the Proposed Action (EA Figure 3-6): 
 

• Reconstruct, strengthen, and groove Runway 14-32 pavements; 

• Acquire 17.7 acres of land in fee simple. Parcels are discontinuous parcels owned 
by same landowner.  Parcels include 06-0049-001 (west parcel – 9.71 acres), 06-
0052-000 (east parcel – 0.54 acres), and 06-0127-000 (south parcel – 7.45 acres). 

• Extend Runway 14-32 by 897 feet to the southeast for a total length of 4,899 feet, 
including grading, clearing, and paving; 

• Re-grade the existing runway shoulder and Runway Safety Area (RSA); 

• Extend parallel Taxiway A to serve to the extended Runway 14-32; 
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• Install Medium Intensity Runway Edge Lights (MIRL), 4-box Precision Approach 
Path Indicator (PAPI) lights, Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL), and lighted airfield 
guidance signs for Runway 14-32; 

• Establish a non-precision GPS-based instrument approach to the end of the 
extended Runway 32 end with no lower than 1-mile visibility and a decision altitude 
of 250 feet (same as existing); 

• Install obstruction light on the top of a light pole in the terminal/hangar area near the 
Runway 14 end; 

• Reconstruct existing aircraft parking apron and hangar taxilane pavements; 

• Expand aircraft parking apron by approximately 5,100 square yards (SY), and install 
eight (8) “nested” aircraft parking tie-down positions; 

• Construct 130’ x 24’ hangar site access road to existing hangars; 

• Install approximately 1,850 linear feet of fencing (5-feet high) and vehicular access 
gates around the public perimeter of the terminal/hangar area;  

• Update the Airport Ordinance in accordance with the proposed ALP per Minnesota 
State Statutes and Rules; 

• Extinguish or modify on-airport encumbrances for Parcels 1-1963 and 2 (EA Figure 
2.3); and 

• Close and decommission Runway 4-22 with project elements consisting of; 
o Extending hangar site taxilane from existing apron (600’ x 35’) onto 

decommissioned Runway 4-22 area; 
o Grading four (4) future hangar sites on decommissioned Runway 4-22; 
o Constructing up to four (4) aircraft storage hangar buildings on 

decommissioned Runway 4-22; 
o Constructing 700’ x 24’ hangar site access road, and adjacent automobile 

parking area on decommissioned Runway 4-22.  
 
Project construction is expected to begin in 2020 and would occur in annual phases over 
approximately three (3) years. 
 

IV. Environmental Consequences and Mitigation  
After careful analysis and consultation with various state and federal resource agencies, 
the Airport selected the proposed action as the preferred alternative.  This alternative 
satisfies the purpose and need for the project while causing minimal environmental 
impacts.  The FEA discusses the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action. 
Mitigation commitments are discussed below. 
 
The Airport shall implement the following mitigation measures as a condition of 
environmental approval of the proposed development listed in this FONSI to support 
existing and proposed aeronautical activities at the Airport: 
 

• The Airport will obtain any necessary permits prior to beginning construction.  

• For impacts to 0.10 acre of wetlands, wetland mitigation will be required as a 
condition of a Permit under Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act as well as 
the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). The Airport is planning offsite 
wetland mitigation banking within the same watershed. Wetland mitigation banks 
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are available within the Pomme de Terre watershed in Stevens County. Potential 
wetland mitigation banks that may be used are identified as Account 1565 or 1605. 

• The Airport will protect wetlands and waters of the U.S. not directly impacted by the 
Proposed Action during construction. 

• Use of BMPs to avoid additional unnecessary and/or unauthorized impacts to 

surface waters and aquatic resources.   

• Extinguish or modify on-airport encumbrances on Parcels 1-1963 and 2 so the use 
will not interfere with the safe and efficient operation of the airport. The right granted 
in MIN-RE-001 would be terminated. The blanket easement in UTL-RE-003 would 
be eliminated and replaced with an easement defining existing utility corridors with 
subordination to the airport.   
 

• In the event that human remains or cultural resources are discovered during 

construction, all work will cease until MOX notifies appropriate authorities, the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), State Archeologist, and the FAA Dakota 

Minnesota Airports District Office (ADO). MOX shall protect the area with carefully 

placed tarps or construction back fill until cultural resource concerns have been 

appropriately addressed, and MOX will take action to comply with the National 

Historic Preservation Act, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 

Act, and the Archeological Resources Protection Act, as appropriate. 

• During construction, in the event that previously unknown contaminants are 

discovered or if a reportable spill occurs, work shall cease until the Airport notifies 

appropriate local, state, and Federal agencies. 

• If endangered species are sighted during construction, work shall cease in the 

immediate area of the endangered species and all sightings shall be reported to the 

USFWS, MNDNR and the FAA.  

V. Public Review and Comment 
Public involvement is a vital component of the NEPA process.  The Draft EA was released 
for agency and public review from January 14, 2020-February 13, 2020. Agency and public 
comments received during the comment period were considered in the development of the 
FEA.  Responses to all verbal and written comments are provided in the FEA and 
Appendices H and I.   

During the Draft EA comment period, Airport property title research discovered two (2) 
blanket encumbrances existing over the entirety of one or more the airport-owned parcels.  
Information regarding extinguishing or modification of the encumbrances was included in 
appropriate sections of the FEA and included as an errata to the FEA.  

VI. Finding 
I have carefully and thoroughly considered the facts contained in the attached EA.  Based 
on that information, I find the proposed Federal action is consistent with existing national 
environmental policies and objectives of Section 101(a) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other applicable environmental requirements.  I also find 



the proposed Federal action will not significantly affect the quality of the human
environment or include any condition requiring any consultation pursuant to section
102(2)(C) of NEPA. As a result, the FAA will not prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for this action.

Having met all relevant requirements for environmental considerations and consultation,
the proposed action is authorized to be taken when other requirements have been met.
These decisions are taken pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 40101, et seq. The FAA findings
regarding the proposed airport improvements, and any necessary funding for the Morris
Municipal Airport, constitute an order of the Administrator, which is subject to review by the
Courts of Appeals of the United States, in accordance with the provisions of Section 1006
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, 49 U.S.C. § 46110.

APPROVED:

DISAPPROVED:

Andy Peek, ADO Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office

DATE:
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Errata Sheet 

BACKGROUND 
 
This errata sheet logs required updates to address additional proposed actions added to the 
Final Environmental Assessment (EA) resulting from new information discovered during the 
30-day public comment period in January-February 2020. The required changes were 
determined not to rise to the level of significance to require a new public comment period.  
 
Airport property title research was recently completed. The research discovered two (2) 
blanket encumbrances that exist over the entirety of one or more the airport-owned parcels.  
 
The first encumbrance known as MIN-RE-001 was established in June 1946 and provides 
Stevens County the right to explore for, mine, and remove iron ore or other minerals over 
airport Parcel 2 totaling 80 acres. The second encumbrance known as UTL-RE-003 is a right-
of-way easement established in February 1971 providing Agrilite Electric Cooperative the right 
to construct, operate and maintain electric transmission lines anywhere within airport Parcels 
1-1963 and 2 totaling 160 acres. Existing electric lines serve the airport. Both airport Parcels 
1-1963 and 2 contain at least a portion of Runway 14/32 and 4/22 as seen in Figure 2-3 
found in Section 2.2.5 of the Final EA. 
 
MIN-RE-001 and UTL-RE-003 encumbrances are not subordinate to the airport as required. 
These existing agreements may deprive the airport of its ability to fulfill its obligations for the 
land to function as a safe and efficient airport. The right granted in MIN-RE-001 would be 
terminated. The blanket easement in UTL-RE-003 would be eliminated and replaced with an 
easement defining existing utility corridors with subordination to the airport. These changes 
are needed so existing or potential future land uses will not interfere with the safe and efficient 
operation of the airport. 
 
PROPOSED ACTION 
 
An additional proposed action has been added to the Final EA to address the new discovery of 
information. 
 

• Extinguish or modify existing on-airport encumbrances.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Based on input received from the encumbrance holders (Stevens County & Agrilite Electric 
Cooperative), the additional proposed action is not anticipated to have a significant impact 
to the airport or the encumbrance holders.  
 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES 
 
Table 1 on the following page logs the updates made to the Final EA to address airport 
property encumbrances.  
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Table 1: Final EA Changes for Additional Proposed Action 
 

# Description of Change Location in 
Document 

1 Added “On-Airport Encumbrances” bullet and text to 
describe the need 

Section 2.2.5 
Page 2-10 

2 
Prepared new “Blanket Airport Encumbrances” figure to 

depict blanket airport encumbrances and existing 
underground electric lines within this area. 

Section 2.2.5 
Figure 2-3 (new) 

3 Added “Extinguish or modify on-airport encumbrances” to 
Proposed Actions list 

Section 3.3 
Page 3-13 

4 Added “Extinguish or Modify On-Airport Encumbrances” to 
Proposed Actions graphic. 

Section 3.3 
Figure 3-6 (revised) 

5 Added “Extinguish or Modify On-Airport Encumbrances” to 
Alternative A4 graphic. 

Section 3.2.1.5 
Figure 3-1 (revised) 

6 Added “Extinguish or Modify On-Airport Encumbrances” to 
No Action Alternative graphic. 

Section 3.2.1.5 
Figure 3-2 (revised) 

7 
Added “Airport Property Encumbrances” section to the 

Affected Environment chapter to provide additional 
information about the existing conditions. 

Section 4.4.1 
Page 4-10 

8 
Added new “Airport Property Encumbrances” section to the 
Environmental Consequences chapter to describe how the 
actions are not anticipated to result in a significant impact. 

Section 5.9.1 
Page 5-10 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 AIRPORT BACKGROUND 
 
The Morris Municipal Airport (FAA identifier MOX or Airport) is located in Stevens County in 
west central Minnesota, approximately 3 miles west of Morris. The Airport’s location and 
surrounding features are shown graphically in Figures 1-1 and 1-2.  
 
The Airport is owned and operated by the City of Morris. MOX has two runways including primary 
Runway 14-32 and a turf crosswind Runway 4-22. Runway 14-32 is paved and lighted, 4,002 feet 
long and 75 feet wide. Airfield pavements are physically designed to serve aircraft with a 
maximum takeoff weight (MTOW) up to 14,000 pounds in a single-wheel landing gear 
configuration. Runway 4-22 has a turf surface and is 2,637 feet long and 145 feet wide. Other 
airside facilities at MOX include a taxiway system that provides access between the runways and 
terminal/hangar area. This includes a full parallel taxiway “Taxiway A” with three entrance or exit 
taxiways serving Runway 14-32, and a single access “Taxiway A1” to the terminal/hangar area.  
 
A 9,600 square yard (SY) aircraft parking apron provides aircraft parking, loading/unloading 
of passengers and cargo, and maneuvering space. Landside facilities with airside connections 
include five separate aircraft storage hangars providing approximately 36,000 square feet of 
storage and related support space. Each of the hangars is served by a taxilane providing 
aircraft with airside access. Figure 1-3 graphically depicts the existing Airport facilities. The 
Airport has 18 based aircraft and has an estimated 6,120 annual takeoffs and landings 
according to aviation activity forecasts approved by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
in October 2018. 
 
1.2 PREVIOUS PLANNING STUDIES 
 
The City of Morris completed an Airport Master Plan (AMP) study for the Airport, which was 
adopted by the City Council in August 2019. The AMP prepared aviation activity forecasts 
(approved by FAA in October 2018) and evaluated the Airport’s airside and landside facilities to 
meet aeronautical needs. The AMP concluded that Runway 14-32 needs to be extended and 
strengthened to serve turbojet-aircraft (see Appendix A). Additionally, the apron needs to be 
expanded to meet FAA airport design standards, and the hangar area needs to be expanded to 
meet the Airport’s growing based aircraft needs. Graphics of alternatives reviewed in the AMP 
are included in Appendix B.  
 
1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The AMP implementation plan identifies anticipated Federal funding participation in projects 
through the Airport Improvement Program (AIP). Projects funded under AIP require 
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
 
The Environmental Assessment (EA) is an informational document used by decision-makers 
and the public to consider a Proposed Action. An EA evaluates the effects of a Proposed 
Action on the surrounding built and natural environment. This EA has been prepared in 
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and 
FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. The FAA Airports Division must evaluate this EA under NEPA and issue an 
environmental determination. 
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2.0 Purpose and Need 

The purpose & need chapter describes the problem(s) to be addressed by the Federal 
action. The Federal action involves review and approval by the FAA as well as using FAA 
funding for Proposed Action at the Airport.  
 
2.1 PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action at the Airport is to pursue the following infrastructure 
goals: 
 

1. Address infrastructure in poor condition and at the end of its useful design life; 
2. Enhance airfield safety and efficiency for Airport users;  
3. Increase aircraft storage capacity for based Airport users; and 
4. Improve facilities for the design aircraft fleet using the Airport. 

 
2.2 NEED 
 
The need for the Proposed Action is based on the following deficiencies at MOX: 
 

1. The existing runway, apron and hangar taxilane pavement is deteriorating and needs 
to be replaced; 

2. The existing pavement and airfield geometry, including runway length and apron 
layout do not meet the needs of Airport users and aircraft;  

3. The available aircraft storage space is insufficient to meet current and planned 
demands; and 

4. Other miscellaneous FAA and State airport design standards are currently not met. 
 

The Proposed Action will meet the Project purpose by addressing the needs for the Project 
through completion of the following objectives, as described further in the following 
subsections:  
 

1. Improve the airfield pavement condition; 
2. Meet runway length and strength needs for users; 
3. Provide safe and efficient aircraft parking apron layout; 
4. Accommodate user aircraft storage needs; and 
5. Meet other applicable FAA and State airport design standards. 

 
2.2.1 Improve the Airfield Pavement Condition 
 
The Airport’s primary runway (Runway 14-32) was originally paved in 1961 and was last 
reconstructed in 1984. Runway 14-32, the aircraft parking apron, and hangar taxilanes 
underwent major rehabilitation in 2003. A 600-foot extension to Runway 14-32 was also 
completed in 2003. These airfield pavements have been maintained, repaired, and 
rehabilitated as needed since their original construction. 
 
A pavement evaluation for the Airport was last completed in 2016 and assigns average 
pavement condition index (PCI) ratings to airfield pavements based on a visual inspection of 
distress types, quantities, and severities. PCI ratings range from zero (failed) to 100 
(excellent). A map of the 2016 PCI values is in Figure 2-1. The average existing and future 
PCI ratings and corresponding pavement condition details for each airfield pavement 
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element is found in Table 2-1. At the end of the next five years (2024), Runway 14-32 
pavement is projected be in poor condition, while apron and hangar taxilane pavements are 
projected to be in failing condition. FAA deems pavements in poor or worse condition to be 
justified for reconstruction of the pavement section down to its subgrade.  
 

Table 2-1: MOX Runway, Apron & Hangar Taxilane Pavement Condition Index 
 

Surface 

Average 
Existing 

PCI 
(2016) 

Average 
Existing 

Condition 

Average 
Future 

PCI 
(2024) 

Average 
Future 

Condition 

Runway 14-32 61 Fair 53 Poor 
Apron 27 Poor 9 Failed 
Hangar Taxilanes 20 Serious 0 Failed 
Taxiways A, A1, A2, A3 100 Excellent 76 Satisfactory 

Source: MOX Pavement Condition Report (2016) 
Notes: Area-weighted average PCI values calculated, estimated 3 PCI/year drop 

 
The freeze-thaw cycle results in movements in the pavement, causing cracking, leading to 
uneven surfaces and pavement pieces breaking away. Loose aggregate is hazardous to 
aircraft operations, aircraft maintenance vehicles and personnel. The Airport has completed 
regular maintenance and several crack seal projects to keep airfield pavements in a safe 
and serviceable condition to maximize its useful life. However, some airfield pavements 
have reached their useful design life and now need to be replaced. Runway 14-32, apron 
and hangar taxilane pavements need to provide a 20-year design life to meet FAA 
standards. Taxiways A, A1, A2, and A3 need to be rehabilitated to extend their useful life.  
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2.2.2 Meet Runway Length and Strength Needs for Users 
 
2.2.2.1 Primary Runway Length 

 
Runway 14-32 is currently 4,002 feet long. This length does not meet airport user needs 
associated with the critical design aircraft fleet (defined below). Runway length varies at an 
airport based on aircraft performance of the critical design aircraft fleet, weather conditions, 
runway surface conditions, phase of flight (takeoff or landing), flight origin and destination, 
as well as passenger, cargo, and fuel loads. 
 

• FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5000-17, Critical Aircraft and Regular Use 
Determination defines the “critical aircraft” for runway length as “the single aircraft, 
or grouping of aircraft with similar operational requirements, that have the longest 
runway length requirement that makes regular use of the runway.”  

• FAA defines “regular use” as “500 annual operations, including both itinerant and 
local operations but excluding touch-and-go operations. An operation is either a 
takeoff or landing.”  

• FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Recommendations for Airport Design states 
“the design objective for the main runway is to provide a runway length for all 
airplanes that will regularly use it without causing operational weight restrictions.”  

 
The critical design aircraft fleet is derived from the MOX AMP (August 2019) and related 
aviation activity forecasts approved by FAA in October 2018. The critical design aircraft fleet 
at MOX consists of turbojet-powered aircraft that weigh greater than 12,500 pounds but 
less than 60,000 pounds. The most demanding aircraft within the critical design aircraft 
fleet is used to determine the appropriate primary runway length at MOX. These aircraft 
include the Cessna Citation CJ3 (Model 525B) and Cessna Citation XLS (Model 560XL) 
airplanes. A detailed runway length analysis was completed for these airplanes and is 
included in Appendix A. 
 
Primary runway length needs were first evaluated utilizing FAA guidance provided in AC 
150/5325-4B, Chapter 3, for turbojet-powered aircraft weighing more than 12,500 pounds 
but less than 60,000 pounds. The AC divides the fleet category into two groupings based on 
performance capability: “75 percent of fleet” and “100 percent of fleet”. The two aircraft 
that make up the MOX critical design aircraft fleet fall into the “75 percent of fleet” 
subcategory. Additionally, the AC provides for two aircraft loading conditions, namely “60 
percent useful load” and “90 percent useful load”. The “90 percent useful load” condition 
applies to the MOX critical design aircraft fleet for runway length because the aircraft user 
will be performing flights at nearly a 100 percent useful load (fuel, passengers, cargo) to 
destinations near the range limits of the aircraft, approximately 1,200 nautical miles from 
MOX.  
 
The AC recommends a primary runway length of 7,000 feet for landing operations in wet 
runway conditions. To determine the primary runway at MOX, individual takeoff and landing 
length requirements for the critical design aircraft fleet were evaluated. The primary runway 
length analysis considered critical design aircraft needs for two operational scenarios as 
defined in Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 25: Airworthiness Standards: Transport 
Category Airplanes: 
 
Scenario 1 - Takeoff Field Length, which is the length required for an airplane to complete 
takeoff operations and reach a specific height above the runway and/or abort the takeoff 
and come to a complete stop. It would use the greatest length of the following criteria:  
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a. 115 percent of the length required for an airplane to begin its takeoff roll, accelerate 
down the runway, liftoff, and achieve a height of 35 feet above the runway; or 

b. Distance required for an airplane to begin its takeoff roll, accelerate to a calculated 
critical speed, abort the takeoff, and come to a complete stop; or 

c. Distance required for an airplane to begin its takeoff roll, accelerate down the 
runway, achieve a calculated critical speed, lose power in one engine, continue the 
takeoff and achieve a height of 35 feet above the runway. 

 
Scenario 2 - Landing Distance, which is the distance from a point 50 feet above the runway 
threshold to the point the aircraft touches down and comes to a full stop on the runway.  
 
The primary runway lengths were evaluated using calculations from the Airplane Flying 
Manual (AFM) for each critical design aircraft in the fleet and procedures identified in AC 
150/5325-4B, Chapter 4. Additional factors considered include MOX elevation, typical 
summer month average high temperature, still air conditions, runway gradient, flap 
settings, and runway surface conditions. Takeoff and landing distance calculations were 
adjusted to account for reduced braking action associated with wet and slippery pavement 
conditions. Airport user operational considerations were also factored into runway length 
calculations. The calculations are based on takeoff operations at maximum takeoff weight to 
perform fully-loaded flights from MOX to long-range (+/- 1,200 nautical mile distance) 
destinations, and a reduced landing weight to account for fuel burn on a long-range flight 
returning to MOX. The runway length calculations are summarized in Table 2-2. Based on 
the runway lengths analysis, a recommended runway length of 4,900 feet would be needed 
to meet the safety and operational needs of the MOX critical design aircraft fleet. 
 

Table 2-2: MOX Runway Length Needs for Critical Design Aircraft 
 

Aircraft Type 
Phase 

of 
Flight 

Runway 
Surface 

Condition 

Aircraft 
Weight 

Field 
Length 

Annual 
Operations 

Cessna Citation CJ3 
Takeoff Wet 13,870 lbs. 4,300 feet 

260 Landing Wet 11,500 lbs. 3,900 feet 

Cessna Citation XLS 
Takeoff Wet 20,200 lbs. 4,800 feet 

260 
Landing Wet 16,500 lbs. 4,900 feet 

    Source: MOX Airport Master Plan (August 2019) 
 
An additional consideration includes the Minnesota State Aviation System Plan (SASP), as 
established by the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), Office of Aeronautics, 
which identifies needs and guiding principles for maintaining the state’s aviation 
infrastructure. The current primary runway length at MOX is 4,002 feet. The 2020 SASP 
Phase I Classification White Paper proposes classifying MOX as a “Large Intermediate” 
airport based on its existing runway length of at least 3,800 feet and less than 4,900 feet. A 
runway length of 4,900 feet or greater would classify an airport as a “Key General Aviation” 
facility, requiring additional facility improvements, airspace, and land protection areas 
identified in the 2020 SASP Phase I Airport Metrics White Paper. The Airport does not want 
to implement the facility requirements of a Key General Aviation airport at this time. 
Additional facility requirements include but are not limited to lower approach visibility 
minimums that result in larger Runway Protection Zone (RPZs) and additional land 
acquisition areas. 
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2.2.2.2 Strength 
 

The existing pavement strength of Runway 14-32 and the aircraft parking apron is 12,500 
pounds. According to FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, airfield pavements are 
constructed to provide adequate support for the loads imposed by aircraft fleet using the 
Airport. The maximum takeoff weight (MTOW) for the critical design aircraft fleet is greater 
than 20,200 pounds as shown in Table 2-2, which exceeds the existing pavement strength. 
The Proposed Action would reconstruct pavements at adequate pavement strength to 
accommodate the critical design aircraft fleet. 
 
2.2.2.3 Surface Treatment 
 
MOX has existing and demand for turbojet aircraft operations, with based turbojet(s) 
forecast to be located at the Airport within the next five years. FAA AC 150/5300-13A, 
Airport Design recommends grooving or providing other surface pavement friction on 
runways that serve turbojet operations. According to FAA AC 150/5320-12, Measurement, 
Construction, and Maintenance of Skid-Resistant Airport Pavement Surfaces, the runway 
surface braking performance of turbojet aircraft with high landing speeds, particularly when 
wet, is a significant safety consideration. Cutting or forming transverse grooves in existing 
or new pavement is a proven and effective technique for providing skid-resistance and 
prevention of hydroplaning during wet weather. FAA considers the grooving of runways 
serving or expected to serve turbojet-powered aircraft to be high priority safety work and 
should be accomplished during initial construction. 
 
2.2.3 Provide Safe and Efficient Aircraft Parking Apron Layout 
 
MOX has an apron approximately 9,600 square yards (SY) in size. The apron provides space 
for aircraft fueling, short-term and long-term aircraft parking, loading and unloading of 
passengers and cargo, and aircraft maneuvering. The apron has a total of 10 “push-in” 
aircraft parking tie-down positions for aircraft with wingspans of 49 feet or less. 
 
FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, establishes airport design standards for a safe and 
efficient airport. FAA recommends designing runway and other facilities to meet design 
standards for the most demanding aircraft regularly using the airport. The existing and 
future (2021) critical design aircraft fleet is categorized as Airplane Design Group (ADG) II 
and Taxiway Design Group (TDG) 2, with criteria defined in Table 2-3. ADG is based on 
aircraft wingspan, and TDG is based on landing gear geometry. 
 

Table 2-3: MOX Apron Design Standards 
 

Design Element Group 
Number Criteria 

Airplane Design Group 
(ADG) II Wingspan: 49-78 feet 

Tail Height: 20-29 feet 
Taxiway Design Group 
(TDG) 2 Main Gear Width: 15-20 feet  

Cockpit to Main Gear Distance: 40-62 feet 
       Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A, MOX Airport Master Plan (August 2019) 
 
Taxilanes provide access from taxiways to aircraft parking positions and other terminal 
areas. FAA AC 150/5300-13A requires taxilanes meet safety area and object free area 
(OFA) requirements to provide sufficient wingtip clearance to enhance the safety of aircraft 
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operations. The single existing apron taxilane is designed for ADG-I aircraft with wingspans 
less than 49 feet. The apron does not have sufficient area for the safe and efficient activities 
of the ADG-II critical design aircraft fleet (e.g., maneuvering, fueling, and parking 
operations).  
 
Currently, parked aircraft and fueling airplanes are within the OFA and prevent pilots from 
safely maneuvering the critical design aircraft to their destination. The existing aircraft 
parking tie-down configuration is designed for “push-in” operations, meaning pilots must 
manually push their aircraft back by hand into a tie-down position. The larger and heavier 
critical design aircraft fleet requires aircraft to be maneuvered under power into and out of 
each parking position. Larger aircraft currently park in undesignated positions within areas 
reserved to meet taxilane OFA standards. Figure 2-2 depicts these deficiencies graphically. 
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2.2.4 Accommodate User Aircraft Storage Needs 
 
MOX has approximately 36,000 square feet of storage hangar buildings for aircraft storage 
and supporting uses. The aircraft storage hangar is currently used by 18 aircraft based at 
MOX or reserved for transient aircraft use to keep aircraft protected from the weather.  
The MOX AMP (August 2019) identifies a need for two new turbojet-powered aircraft to be 
based at MOX, which require approximately 10,000 square feet of new aircraft storage 
space. As depicted in Figure 2-2, there is no feasible hangar development space in the 
existing MOX terminal/hangar area that meets airport design standards for the primary and 
turf crosswind runway configuration.  
 
Aircraft storage space requires several infrastructure elements for it to efficiently function: 
 

• Access to the airfield; 
• Nearby access to utility infrastructure such as electrical and water service;  
• Provide safe and efficient access to the airfield; 
• Reasonable proximity to aviation support facilities (e.g. fuel); and 
• Ground transportation access.  

 
Access taxilanes at MOX need to be designed to serve ADG-II turbojet aircraft to be stored 
at MOX, including adequate vehicular access to the hangar building to allow pilots and 
passengers to efficiently access their aircraft. Vehicular access along aircraft taxilanes 
should be minimized to reduce the risk of a potential aircraft-vehicle conflict. Fencing and 
controlled access gates are needed to separate aircraft and vehicle traffic. An access road 
and parking lot adjacent to the hangar is also needed, while meeting all applicable airport 
design standards and zoning setback requirements. 
 
2.2.5 Meet Other FAA and State Airport Design Standards 
 
Airport design standards allow the facility to safely and efficiency serve aircraft that 
regularly use the airport. The size, shape, and type of design standards are defined by the 
critical design aircraft fleet and runway approach type. The aviation activity forecasts (FAA 
2018) identify the near-term critical design aircraft fleet as a large airplane (greater than 
12,500 pounds maximum takeoff weight) with a B-II Airport Reference Code (ARC). The 
existing approach type to each end of Runway 14-32 is a non-precision instrument approach 
with visibility minimums no lower than 1 mile.  
 
There are additional FAA Airport Design and MnDOT Office of Aeronautics standards that 
need to be met for MOX to safely and efficiently serve the critical design aircraft fleet. 
Notable elements that fall into this category include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Runway Shoulder & Runway Safety Area. Runway shoulders reduce soil erosion 
and enhance drainage away from the runway. The Runway Safety Area is the surface 
surrounding the runway suitable for reducing the risk of damage to aircraft in the 
event of an excursion from the runway. Re-grading of the unpaved shoulder along 
the edge of the existing runway and a 650-foot portion of the existing Runway 14/32 
RSA is needed to meet existing FAA Airport Design standards. 

• Crop Restrictions. The Airport Sponsor leases on-airport land for agricultural 
production for revenue to support the cost of airport maintenance and operations. 
There are crops within the crop restriction line associated with an ARC B-II runway 
with non-precision instrument approaches. Crops must be removed in certain areas 
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to meet FAA Object Free Area (OFA) standards and Agricultural Operations at 
Minnesota Airports State guidelines for existing and proposed runway development. 

• Visual Navigational Aids. The existing Runway 14/32 lighting system was 
constructed in 1984 and expanded in 2003. The lighting system exceeds its useful 
life and has service reliability issues; therefore, it needs to be replaced. Visual 
navigational aids also need to be installed to replace the existing system and serve 
the runway extension. Visual navigation aids needed include medium-intensity 
runway edge lighting (MIRL), visual glide slope indicators (VGSI), runway end 
identifier lights (REIL), and airfield guidance signs. Airfield guidance signs need to be 
lighted to improve visibility in night and low visibility conditions. 

• Obstruction Lighting. Lighting airspace obstructions make structures more visible 
to aircraft and improves aviation safety. Installing a steady burning red obstruction 
light on top of an on-airport light pole that penetrates the FAA departure surface 
near the Runway 14 end is recommended for operational safety at MOX. 

• Parallel Taxiway. A parallel taxiway connects both runway ends allowing aircraft to 
efficiently enter and exit the runway. It improves airfield safety by minimizing the 
time aircraft are on the runway. MOX currently has a full-length parallel taxiway. An 
extension of the parallel taxiway is needed in conjunction with the runway extension 
for the taxiway to serve its intended purpose. The taxiway also allows the Airport to 
meet FAA line-of-sight standards for an extended Runway 14-32. 

• Airport Safety Zoning Ordinance. Public airports in Minnesota must have airport 
safety zoning ordinance (Airport Ordinance) in compliance with Minnesota State 
Statutes Chapter 360 and Minnesota Rule Chapter 8800.2400 to receive grant 
monies for construction. The current Airport Ordinance does not match the minimum 
standards for Runway 14-32 shown on the proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP) 
update as studied in the AMP, and therefore, the Airport Ordinance needs to be 
updated to meet State standards. 

• On-Airport Encumbrances. Agreements within airport property must not deprive 
the airport of its ability to fulfill its obligations for the land to function as a safe and 
efficient airport. As shown in Figure 2-3, MOX has two (2) blanket encumbrances to 
airport parcels. Existing encumbrances need to be extinguished and/or modified so 
existing or potential future uses do not interfere with the airport. Any encumbrances 
that are proposed to remain need to be subordinate to the airport.  

 

  



!

1-1963

 2 

 3 

1C

1-2013

Run
way 4

-22
Runway 14-32

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA
RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

RSA

o0 250 500125 Feet

BLANKET AIRPORT ENCUMBRANCES Morris Municipal Airport (MOX)
Figure 2-3 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

SOURCES: ESRI IMAGRY; FAA AGIS SURVEY (SEPT, 2017); WENCK FIELD DELINEATION (JUN, 2019)

Airport Property Line
Airport Parcel Line

Runway Safety Area
Electric Co-Op Underground Line (Approx.)

MIN-RE-001 Encumbrance
UTL-RE-003 Encumbrance

 2 Airport Parcel ID

NOTES:MIN-RE-001: Stevens County Mineral Rights
UTL-RE-003: Agrilite Electric Cooperate Right-Of-Way Easement



 

February 2020 3-1  
  

 

3.0 Alternatives 

The alternatives chapter compares the No Action, the Proposed Action, and reasonable 
alternatives (if any), and each alternative’s ability to meet the purpose and need of the 
Project, as well as potential environmental effects. Factors considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives include technical, economic, and environmental impacts. The result of the 
analysis is the identification of a preferred alternative for further environmental impact 
evaluation. 
 
3.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 
 
The City of Morris adopted an AMP study for the Airport in August 2019. The AMP identified 
future facility needs for the 20-year planning period through year 2036. The AMP included 
an alternatives analysis to meet the same near-term objectives as described in the purpose 
and need of this EA. A public informational meeting was held on February 26, 2019 to 
review the draft plan with interested members of the public. After the public informational 
meeting, the City of Morris commenced an environmental review process under NEPA for 
near-term Proposed Actions. While the AMP study is a planning process that informs NEPA 
review, it is not an environmental review process satisfying the requirements for NEPA.  
 
3.2 RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
This section summarizes the range of alternatives considered for evaluation in this EA, 
derived from the AMP study. Each alternative must be reasonable, feasible, and achieve the 
Project’s purpose and need. The Project’s purpose and need would be achieved through the 
implementation of two main components: 1) runway extension/improvements; and 2) 
terminal/hangar area improvements/development. These Project components formed the 
basis of alternatives development and evaluation in the AMP study, and resulted in 
evaluation of two separate sets of alternatives for the Project, one for the runway extension 
and one for the terminal/hangar area. The AMP study compared four preliminary primary 
runway alternatives and compared two preliminary terminal/hangar area alternatives. 
 
The range of alternatives was established using the following criteria: 
 

1. Maintain Existing Airport Site. The development of a new airport site would likely 
require substantial impacts to one or more environmental resources such as 
wetlands, farmlands, or surface waters. Additionally, the drive time to the nearest 
suitable airport (Alexandria Municipal Airport / Chandler Field) is 50 driving minutes 
(42 miles) from Morris, and does not enhance the efficiency for MOX users. 
Therefore, alternatives that would construct improvements off-site are not 
considered reasonable or feasible by this EA. Alternatives that maintain the existing 
Airport site are reasonable and feasible to be considered in this EA. 

2. Utilize Existing Airport Infrastructure. Re-orienting runways or developing new 
terminal/hangar areas would significantly increase the Project cost because new 
supporting infrastructure (e.g. terrain grading, pavement utilities) would be needed 
to serve a new runway orientation. The existing primary runway orientation meets 
user needs with 94.21% wind coverage for smaller aircraft, and 96.98% wind 
coverage for the design aircraft fleet. Re-orienting runways or developing new 
terminal/hangar areas would also require additional land disturbance and cause 
greater environmental impacts. Therefore, alternatives that would re-orient runways 
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or develop new terminal/hangar areas are not considered reasonable or feasible by 
this EA. Alternatives that utilize existing Airport infrastructure are reasonable and 
feasible to be considered in this EA. 

3. Maintain Intermediate Airport Classification. Intermediate airports have based 
and lighted runways capable of accommodating all single-engine aircraft, some 
multi-engine aircraft, and some business jets. A runway length of 4,900 feet or 
greater triggers Key system airport classification and additional infrastructure 
recommendations and requirements from the State of Minnesota, including but not 
limited to lower instrument approach weather minimums. The City as the Airport 
Sponsor does not need any runway approach improvements at this time. A runway 
length of 4,899 feet is considered to meet the purpose and need because it 
eliminates virtually all of the existing operational restrictions. 

4. Avoid Public Road Impacts. Minnesota State Trunk Highway (TH) 28 is located 
approximately 1,100 feet from the existing Runway 14 end along the runway’s 
extended centerline to the north. A Runway 14-32 extension to the northwest would 
trigger the need to realign TH 28 and 510th Avenue to meet FAA Airport Design 
standards, and therefore, a Runway 14-32 extension to the northwest is not 
reasonable. The closest public road to the southeast of Runway 14/32 is County 
State Aid Highway (CSAH) 7 located approximately 3,400 feet from the Runway 32 
end along the runway’s extended centerline. Due to the impacts to roadways to the 
northwest, the range of alternatives for an extension of Runway 14/32 is limited to 
the southeast.  

5. Avoid Section 4(f) Public Lands. Effects to resources protected under Section 4(f) 
of the Department of Transportation Act in the area need to be avoided, if possible. 
Section 4(f) public lands in the area include the Mud Creek Waterfowl Production 
Area (WPA) owned by the Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). Alternatives that avoid impacts to Section 4(f) lands are given higher 
preference. 

6. Minimize Land Acquisition. Sufficient land needs to be acquired to meet FAA and 
State Airport Design standards for the critical design airplane fleet. Lands to be 
under airport sponsor control (fee acquisition) include areas within the Runway 
Object Free Area (OFA), FAA Runway Protection Zone (RPZ), and areas within the 
35-foot Building Restriction Line (BRL) if practicable. The Airport Sponsor desires to 
minimize land acquisition, and therefore evaluated and compared alternatives with 
the least amount of acquisition acreage required. 

 
3.2.1 Preliminary Primary Runway Alternatives 
 
Four preliminary primary runway alternatives (i.e., A1, A2, A3, and A4) were identified, 
screened using the criteria described above and presented in the AMP study. These 
alternatives all meet the Airport user needs, and therefore were evaluated as possible 
alternatives for the Project. The alternative features and planning-level impacts are 
described below and summarized in Table 3-1 (below). AMP alternatives graphics can be 
found in Appendix B. 
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3.2.1.1 Alternative A1: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 1,398 feet to 5,400 
feet, implement ½-mile precision approach to Runway 32 

 
This Alternative A1 results in a 5,400-foot runway length with a precision approach to the 
Runway 32 end to meet Key system airport requirements. It would require 160 acres of 
land acquisition, residential homeowner relocation, impacts to the Federal Waterfowl 
Production Area (WPA), the potential relocation of CSAH 7, and a runway widening to 100 
feet.  
 
3.2.1.2 Alternative A2: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 898 feet to 4,900 feet, 

implement ½-mile precision approach to Runway 32 
 

This Alternative A2 results in a 4,900-foot runway length with a precision approach to the 
Runway 32 end to meet Key system airport requirements. It would require over 142 acres 
of land acquisition, impacts to the WPA, the potential relocation of CSAH 7, and a runway 
widening to 100 feet. 
 
3.2.1.3 Alternative A3: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet to 4,899 feet, 

implement ¾-mile non-precision approach to Runway 32 
 
This Alternative A3 results in a 4,899-foot runway length with a ¾-mile non-precision 
approach to the Runway 32 end. The Airport is maintained as an Intermediate facility. This 
option would require 116 acres of land acquisition, impacts the WPA, and may result in the 
relocation of CSAH 7.  
 
3.2.1.4 Alternative A4: Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet to 4,899 feet, 

maintain 1-mile non-precision approach to Runway 32 
 

This Alternative A4 results in a 4,899-foot runway length with no changes to the existing 1-
mile non-precision approach to the Runway 32 end. The Airport is maintained as an 
Intermediate facility. It requires up to 50 acres of land acquisition but does not impact the 
constructive use of the WPA or CSAH 7. 
 

Table 3-1: Preliminary Primary Runway Alternatives Comparison Matrix 
 

Features & Impacts Alternative 
A1 

Alternative 
A2 

Alternative 
A3 

Alternative 
A4 

Runway Extension Direction Southeast Southeast Southeast Southeast 
Runway Extension Length 1,398’ 898’ 897’ 897’ 

Runway Dimensions 5,400’ x 100’ 4,900’ x 100’ 4,899’ x 75’ 4,899’ x 75’ 
Runway 14/32 Approach Visibility ½-mile ½-mile ¾-mile 1-mile 

Airport Classification Key Key Intermediate Intermediate 
Residential Relocation Yes No No No 

Land Acquisition 160 acres 142 acres 116 acres 50 acres 
Public Road Realignment Possible Possible Possible No 

Section 4(f) Resource Impacts Yes Yes Yes No 
Meets Purpose & Need Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Sponsor’s Preferred Option No No No Yes 

    Source: MOX Airport Master Plan (August 2019) 
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3.2.1.5 Preferred Primary Runway Alternative  
 

AMP Alternatives A1, A2, and A3 are dismissed due to environmental impacts unacceptable 
to the City of Morris, including land acquisition and the potential for a realigned public road. 
Alternative A4 (Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet), as shown in Figure 3-1, 
meets the Project’s purpose and need and results in the longest runway length without 
triggering reclassification to a State Key Airport classification and associated design 
standards. Proposed Airport safety zones to protect the preferred primary runway 
alternative and the proposed ALP development are shown in Figure 3-3. 
 
Alternative A4 (Extend Runway 14-32 southeast by 897 feet to 4,899 feet, maintain 1-mile 
non-precision approach to Runway 32) is the preferred primary runway alternative because 
it is the single alternative to meet all preliminary screening criteria (utilize existing Airport 
infrastructure, maintain intermediate airport classification, avoid public road impacts, avoid 
Section 4(f) resource impacts, minimize land acquisition).  
 
Table 3-2 provides a comparison summary of Alternative A4 to the No Action Alternative 
based on technical, financial, and environmental factors that were given additional 
consideration by the Airport Sponsor in determining the preferred alternative. The No Action 
primary runway alternative is shown graphically in Figure 3-2.  
 

Table 3-2: Primary Runway Alternatives Comparison Matrix 
 

Factors No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative A4 

Extend 
Runway 14-32 
Southeast by 

897 feet 
Technical and 
Financial 
Factors 

Meets Purpose & 
Need No Yes 

Meets FAA Standards Yes Yes 
Project Cost $5.0 million $9.6 million 
Wetland Fill Area None 0.1 acres 

Environmental 
Factors 

Farmland Impacts 15.2 acres 25.6 acres 
Section 4(f) Resource 
Constructive Use 
Impacts 

None None 

Land Acquisition None 17.7 acres 
Roadway Impacts None None 
Residences Within  
Safety Zone A (1) 1 1 

(1) The existing Airport Ordinance and the proposed Airport Ordinance both contain the same 
residential home and outbuildings within Zone A, therefore there will be no new impacts.  

 
Alternative A4 is the least environmentally damaging practicable build alternative for the 
primary runway. This is the preferred primary runway alternative. 
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3.2.2 Preliminary Terminal/Hangar Area Alternatives 
 
Two preliminary terminal/hangar alternatives (i.e., T1, T2) were identified and screened 
using the criteria described above and presented in the AMP study. These alternatives meet 
the Airport user needs, and therefore were evaluated as possible alternatives for the 
Project. The alternative features and planning-level impacts are described below and 
summarized in Table 3-3 (below).  
 
3.2.2.1 Alternative T1: Develop Within Existing North Quadrant, Close Runway 4-22 

 
Alternative T1, as shown in Figure 3-4, provides approximately 16 acres of new terminal 
area development space to the south and east of existing terminal/hangar area 
infrastructure within existing Airport property with the closure of turf crosswind Runway 4-
22.  
 
Closing the crosswind runway has an effect on airfield wind coverage and, therefore it needs 
to be considered. FAA’s recommended wind coverage is 95%. Crosswind Runway 4-22 is 
needed for 155 takeoffs and landings annually based on wind coverage. The Airport Sponsor 
considers the 94.21% wind coverage for FAA Airport Reference Code (ARC) A-I and B-I 
aircraft on the primary runway alone to be acceptable for airport operations. Runway 
closure is needed to provide sufficient space to meet the Project purpose and need. This 
reduction in airport utility is acceptable to the Airport Sponsor considering the resulting 
benefit of an expanded terminal/hangar area in the existing development quadrant. 
 
Actions would include expanding the existing apron to the south, decommissioning turf 
crosswind Runway 4-22, extending the hangar site taxilane to the east, preparing new 
hangar sites (grading), constructing aircraft storage hangars, constructing vehicular access 
roads and fencing, and extending underground utilities.  
 
3.2.2.2 Alternative T2: Construct New Terminal/Hangar Area In New Quadrant, 

Maintain Runway 4-22 
 

This Alternative maintains crosswind Runway 4-22 and constructs a new terminal/hangar 
area in another quadrant of the Airport, such as to the southeast of Runway 4-22. This 
alternative results in constructing a new hangar area separate from existing infrastructure 
and services. Actions would include grading the overall site, preparing new hangar sites 
(grading), constructing a new parking lot, constructing new aircraft storage hangars, 
constructing vehicular access roads and fencing, and extending underground utilities.  
 

Table 3-3: Preliminary Terminal/Hangar Area Alternatives Comparison Matrix 
 

Features & Impacts Alternative 
T1 

Alternative 
T2 

Utilize Existing Infrastructure Yes No 
Aeronautical Services in Single Area Yes No 

Runway 4-22 Disposition Close Maintain 
Meets Purpose & Need Yes Yes 

Sponsor’s Preferred Option Yes No 
    Source: MOX Airport Master Plan (August 2019) 
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3.2.2.3 Preferred Terminal/Hangar Area Alternative 
 

Alternative T2 was dismissed due to impacts unacceptable to the City of Morris, including 
developing a new remote hangar area separated from existing Airport infrastructure. 
Alternative T1 (Develop Within Existing North Quadrant, Close Runway 4-22) meets 
screening criteria and the Project’s purpose and need.  
 
Alternative T1 is the preferred terminal/hangar area alternative because it is the only 
alternative that meets preliminary screening criteria to utilize existing Airport infrastructure.  
Table 3-4 provides a comparison summary of Alternative T1 to the No Action Alternative 
based on technical, financial, and environmental factors that were given additional 
consideration by the Airport Sponsor in determining the preferred alternative. The No Action 
terminal/hangar area alternative is shown graphically in Figure 3-5.   
 

Table 3-4: Terminal/Hangar Alternatives Comparison Matrix 
 

Factors No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 
T1 

Develop 
North 

Quadrant, 
Close 

Runway 4-22 
Technical and 
Financial Factors 

Meets Purpose & Need No Yes 
Meets FAA Standards No Yes 
Airfield Wind Coverage 97.66% 94.21% 
Project Cost (1) $1.8 million $3.6 million 

Environmental 
Factors 

Wetland Fill Area None None 
Farmland Impacts None 1.4 acres 

Roadway Impacts None New TH 28 
Access Point 

(1) Individual hangar building construction costs not included in Project Cost. 
 

Alternative T1 is the least environmentally damaging practicable build alternative for the 
terminal/hangar area. This is the preferred alternative. 
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3.2.3 Alternatives Carried Forward for Further EA Evaluation 
 
Based on the screening criteria described above, the alternatives carried forward for further 
evaluation this EA include: 
 

• No Action Alternative; 
• Extend Runway 14-32 to the southeast for a total length of 4,899 feet (Alternative 

A4); and 
• Extend terminal/hangar area development within existing development quadrant 

(Alternative T1). 
 

3.2.3.1 No Action Alternative 
 

The No Action Alternative identifies the consequences if the City of Morris were to maintain 
the existing Airport configuration, presuming existing pavements were reconstructed in-
place at the Airport. This alternative is shown in Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-5 for the 
primary runway and the terminal/hangar area, respectively. Existing Airport safety zones 
are shown on Figure 3-3. The No Action Alternative does not: 1) meet runway length and 
strength needs for users; 2) provide safe and efficient aircraft movement and parking 
areas/layout; or 3) accommodate user aircraft storage needs. For these reasons, the No 
Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the Project, and therefore is not 
considered a practicable alternative. Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need, it will be carried forward to provide a baseline for comparison with the 
other alternatives. 
 
3.3 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The alternatives evaluation identified a preferred primary runway alternative and a 
preferred terminal/hangar area alternative, which for the purposes of this EA, are combined 
to form the Proposed Action. As shown in Figure 3-6, the Proposed Action to be evaluated 
by this EA includes the following: 
 

• Reconstruct, strengthen, and groove Runway 14-32 pavements; 
• Acquire 17.7 acres of land in fee simple; 
• Extend Runway 14-32 by 897 feet to the southeast for a total length of 4,899 feet, 

including grading, clearing, and paving; 
• Re-grade the existing runway shoulder and Runway Safety Area (RSA); 
• Extend parallel Taxiway A to serve to the extended Runway 14-32; 
• Install Medium Intensity Runway Edge Lights (MIRL), 4-box Precision Approach Path 

Indicator (PAPI) lights, Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL), and lighted airfield 
guidance signs for Runway 14-32; 

• Establish a non-precision GPS-based instrument approach to the end of the extended 
Runway 32 end with no lower than 1-mile visibility and a decision altitude of 250 feet 
(same as existing); 

• Install obstruction light on the top of a light pole in the terminal/hangar area near 
the Runway 14 end; 

• Reconstruct existing aircraft parking apron and hangar taxilane pavements; 
• Expand aircraft parking apron by approximately 5,100 square yards (SY), and install 

eight (8) “nested” aircraft parking tie-down positions; 
• Close and decommission Runway 4-22; 
• Extend hangar site taxilane (600’ x 35’); 
• Grade four (4) future hangar sites; 
• Construct up to four (4) aircraft storage hangar buildings; 
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• Construct 700’ x 24’ hangar site access road, and adjacent automobile parking area; 
• Construct 130’ x 24’ hangar site access road to existing hangars; 
• Install approximately 1,850 linear feet of fencing (5-feet high) and vehicular access 

gates around the public perimeter of the terminal/hangar area; and 
• Update the Airport Ordinance in accordance with the proposed ALP per Minnesota 

State Statutes and Rules; and 
• Extinguish or modify on-airport encumbrances.  
 

Project construction is expected to begin in 2020 and would occur in annual phases over 
approximately three (3) years. 
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4.0 Affected Environment 

4.1 AIRPORT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
The MOX is located in Darnen Township, Stevens County, Minnesota (Township 124N, 
Range 42W, Section 8) approximately three miles west of the City of Morris outside of the 
municipal boundary (Figure 1-1). St. Cloud and the Minneapolis/St. Paul Metropolitan Area 
are east of MOX about 100 and 150 miles, respectively. The Airport is accessed from 
Minnesota State TH 28 on the north side of the Airport property. CSAH 7 is located on the 
east side of the property and a gravel township road (510th Avenue) runs adjacent to the 
property on the west side. See Figures 4-1 and 4-2 for land use and land cover at and in 
the vicinity of the Project.      
 
MOX is a general aviation airport of approximately 242 acres in size. It has two runways. Its 
primary runway, Runway 14-32, is a bituminous-paved surface, 4,002 feet long and 75 feet 
wide with a northwest to southeast orientation. The turf crosswind runway, Runway 4-22, is 
2,637 feet long and 145 feet wide and runs northeast to southwest. The turf crosswind 
runway is closed during the winter months. Airport facilities are located on the north side of 
the property (Figure 1-3) and include an arrival/departure building, two T-hangars, and 
three multi-aircraft storage hangars.    
 
4.2 LOCAL POPULATION AND INCOME 
 
4.2.1 Population 
 
Historical and forecast population data for the United States, the State of Minnesota, 
Economic Development Region (EDR) 4: West Central1, nearby Alexandria Micropolitan 
Statistical Area2, and Stevens County is shown in Table 4-1. 
 

Table 4-1: Population Data and Projections 
 

Year United 
States Minnesota EDR Alexandria 

MiSA 
Stevens 
County 

1996 269,394,300 4,712,827 205,451 31,305 10,291 
2016 324,507,000 5,550,700 228,220 37,439 9,798 
2021 339,812,000 5,802,100 235,170 39,516 9,804 
2026 355,802,000 6,061,500 241,930 40,885 9,795 
2036 387,690,000 6,565,900 253,290 44,098 9,671 

AAGR (1996-2016) 0.93% 0.82% 0.53% 0.90% -0.25% 
AAGR (2016-2036) 0.89% 0.84% 0.52% 0.82% -0.07% 

Source: Woods & Poole Economics (2016), US Census Bureau, Minnesota State Demographer. 
EDR = Economic Development Region, MiSA = Micropolitan Statistical Area, AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate 
 
The City of Morris population was 5,445 in year 2016, down 2.5% in 20 years. Future 
population is projected to be steady within Stevens County, but growing in the EDR by 
about 0.5% per year. This growth trend is not as high as the projected 0.84% annual 
population growth in Minnesota statewide.  

 
1 Becker, Clay, Douglas, Grant, Otter Tail, Pope, Stevens, Traverse and Wilkin Counties (MN) 
2 Stevens County is not within a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MiSA) or Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
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U.S. Census Bureau information indicates white race for over 90% of the population in 
Darnen Township (98%), City of Morris (91%), and Stevens County (94%).  
 
4.2.2 Income 
 
According to Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development (DEED), the 
cost of living in Stevens County is 19% lower than the statewide average. These factors 
suggest a higher disposable income in Stevens County. Table 4-2 illustrates the historical 
and forecast PCPI.  
 

Table 4-2: Per Capita Personal Income Data and Projections (2009 Dollars) 
 

Year United 
States Minnesota EDR Alexandria 

MiSA 
Stevens 
County 

1996 $31,711 $33,057 $26,700 $25,813 $26,906 
2016 $43,613 $46,376 $42,827 $41,344 $46,098 
2021 $47,080 $50,158 $46,816 $45,511 $50,500 
2026 $50,611 $53,981 $50,904 $48,932 $55,057 
2036 $56,840 $60,771 $58,206 $55,515 $63,653 

AAGR (1996-2016) 1.61% 1.71% 2.39% 2.38% 2.73% 
AAGR (2016-2036) 1.33% 1.36% 1.55% 1.48% 1.63% 

Source: Woods & Poole Economics (2016), US Census Bureau, Minnesota State Demographer 
EDR = Economic Development Region, MiSA = Micropolitan Statistical Area, AAGR = Average Annual Growth Rate 
 
4.3 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY 
 
The following provides a description of the Project setting concerning geology, soils and 
topography that are part of the affected environment. 
 
4.3.1 Geology 
 
Landform 
Loamy ground moraine (till plain) is the dominant landform of the Project Area, but end 
moraines, and lake plains also occupy a significant area (Hobbs and Goebel 1982). Ground 
moraine topography is level to gently rolling. The steepest topography of the subsection is 
along the Minnesota River and on the Big Stone Moraine, which has steep kames and broad 
slopes (MNDNR 2019a). 
 
Bedrock Geology 
Most of this subsection is covered by 100 to 400 feet of glacial drift (Olsen and Mossler 
1982). Figure 4-3 illustrates the geology and depth to bedrock within the Project Area. 
Cretaceous shales, sandstones, and clays are the most common kinds of bedrock. 
Ordovician dolomite underlies the extreme southeastern edge (Morey 1976). There is a 
major area of exposed granite bedrock scoured by Glacial River Warren near Ortonville 
(Wheeler et al. 1992; MNDNR 2019a). 
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The land surface of the province was heavily influenced by the most recent glaciation. Ice 
sheets crossed the province several times during the Wisconsin glaciation, depositing a 
mantle of drift 100 feet to 600 feet (30 meters to 180 meters) thick in most places. The last 
lobe of ice, the Des Moines lobe, deposited calcareous drift in the southern part of the 
province. The ice lobe was fronted to the north by the largest pro-glacial lake in North 
America, Glacial Lake Agassiz, which deposited deep-water sediments over the northern 
part of the province in Minnesota. Glacial River Warren, the early outlet at the southern end 
of Glacial Lake Agassiz, cut a deep, broad valley that bisects the southern half of the 
province. This valley is now occupied by the Minnesota River. Because of the thick mantle of 
drift covering most of the province, bedrock exposures are rare, being limited to the deeply 
downcut Minnesota River Valley and a few places where quartzite bedrock highs protrude 
through thinner drift in the southwestern corner of the province (MNDNR. 2019b). 
 
4.3.2 Soils 
 
Per the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), the soils within the Project 
Area primarily consist loamy soils with clay components, soil complexes (silt, clay, loam, 
sand), as well as loam-dominated soil types, and silty clay loam soil types (NRCS 2019). 
The soils in the Project Area are not highly susceptible to erosion and are generally 
conducive to crop production (USDA 2019). The majority of soil types are moderately well 
drained to well drained, with few soil types that are poorly drained or support seasonal 
ponding (NRCS 2019). Table 4-3 lists the soil types, acreages within the Project Area and 
the characteristics of the soils, and Figure 4-4 illustrates the soil types within the Project 
Area.  
 

Table 4-3: Soil Types within the Project Area 
 

Project 
Component Soil Type 

Acreage 
within 
Project 

Component 

Percent 
within 
Project 

Component 

Area of 
Potential 

Effect 

Aastad clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 5.8 2.2% 
Balaton-Hamerly complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 3.2 1.3% 
Forman clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 2.9 1.1% 
Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 7.8 3.0% 
Forman-Buse complex, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 15.5 6.0% 
Forman-Buse complex, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes, moderately eroded 9.9 3.8% 
Lakepark-Parnell, occasionally ponded, 
complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes 6.8 2.6% 
Parnell silty clay loam, occasionally 
ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes 1.6 0.6% 
Udorthents, loamy (cut and fill land) 37.5 14.5% 
Area of Potential Effect Total 91.1 35.2% 

Current 
Property 

Aastad clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 22.7 8.8% 
Balaton-Hamerly complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 9.6 3.7% 
Forman clay loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 2.2 0.9% 
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Project 
Component Soil Type 

Acreage 
within 
Project 

Component 

Percent 
within 
Project 

Component 
Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 33.5 12.9% 
Forman-Buse complex, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 20.1 7.8% 
Forman-Buse complex, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes, moderately eroded 0.3 0.1% 
Lakepark-Parnell, occasionally ponded, 
complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes 19.0 7.3% 
Tonka loam 0.5 0.2% 
Udorthents, loamy (cut and fill land) 42.3 16.4% 
Current Property Total 150.2 58.1% 

Future 
Property 

Aastad clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 3.7 1.4% 
Balaton-Hamerly complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 0.3 0.1% 
Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent 
slopes 6.0 2.3% 
Forman-Buse complex, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 2.3 0.9% 
Lakepark-Parnell, occasionally ponded, 
complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes 4.5 1.8% 
Udorthents, loamy (cut and fill land) 0.3 0.1% 
Future Property Total 17.2 6.6% 

TOTAL  258.5 100.0% 
 
NRCS farmland classifications include prime farmland which is land that has the best 
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for the production of crops. Most of the 
soil in the Project Area is classified as prime farmland (69 percent) and also includes soils 
classified as “prime farmland if drained” and “farmland of statewide importance”. The 
remaining 31 percent is “not prime farmland”. Farmland soil types within the Project Area 
are shown in Table 4-4 (also see Figure 4-5). 
 

Table 4-4: Farmland Types within the Project Area 
 

Project 
Component Prime Farmland 

Acreage within 
Project 

Component 

Area of Potential 
Effect 

All areas are prime farmland 35.2 
Farmland of statewide importance 9.9 
Prime farmland if drained 8.4 
Area of Potential Effect Total 53.5 

Current Property 

All areas are prime farmland 88.1 
Farmland of statewide importance 0.3 
Prime farmland if drained 19.5 
Current Property Total 107.9 

Future Property 
All areas are prime farmland 12.4 
Prime farmland if drained 4.5 
Future Property Total 16.9 
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4.3.3 Topography 
 
The topography of the Project Area features some gently rolling hills bisected by a nearby 
drainage feature (e.g., Muddy Creek located west and south) with elevations ranging from 1,100 
to 1,138 ft. above mean sea level (MSL) (Figure 4-6), and an airport elevation of 1,135.9 ft. 
MSL. The Runway 32 end elevation is 1,123.5 ft. MSL. Terrain drops to 1,105 ft. starting 
approximately 500 feet beyond the Runway 32 end along extended centerline. The Project Area 
is located within the Prairie Lake Region topography, which is characterized by swell and sway 
topography in the interior of the region with hilly end moraines along the northern, eastern and 
southern edges.  
 
The major topographic feature is the Minnesota River trench that bisects the region west to east 
and the scrap of the Prairie des Coteau highland in the west. All of the lakes in the region are 
shallow, not exceeding 33 ft in depth. Most of the rivers within the region empty into the 
Minnesota River from the north to the south (Anfinson 1990; Gibbon 2012; Gibbon et. al. 2002). 
 
At the time of wetland/waterbody and cultural resource field surveys, vegetation present 
consisted of planted soybeans and corn within agricultural fields, short manicured grasses, and 
tall grasses.  
 
4.4 LAND USE AND LAND USE CONTROLS 
 
4.4.1 Airport Property Encumbrances 
 
Two (2) blanket encumbrances exist over the entirety of one or more airport-owned parcels. 
The first encumbrance known as MIN-RE-001 was established in June 1946 and provides 
Stevens County the right to explore for, mine, and remove iron ore or other minerals over 
airport Parcel 2 totaling 80 acres. The second encumbrance known as UTL-RE-003 is a right-
of-way easement established in February 1971 providing Agrilite Electric Cooperative the right 
to construct, operate and maintain electric transmission lines anywhere within airport Parcels 
1-1963 and 2 totaling 160 acres. There are several existing underground electric lines that 
exist in the terminal/hangar area, and to the west of Runway 14/32. These encumbrances are 
not subordinate to the airport. Both airport Parcels 1-1963 and 2 contain at least a portion of 
Runway 14/32 and 4/22. 
 
To the best of the City’s knowledge, Stevens County has not executed upon its right to mine 
for minerals on airport Parcel 2. Agrilite Electric Cooperate has constructed various 
underground electric lines within the right-of-way area to serve the airport. One line traverses 
around the Runway 14/32 Safety Area, then is trenched below Runway 4/22. These blanket 
encumbrances and underground electric line corridors are shown graphically in Figure 2-3. 
 
4.4.2 Land Use 
 
The majority of the land surrounding the Airport is used for agriculture, such as cultivated 
crops and hayland (Figures 4-1 and 4-2). There are 14 rural residences and farm operations 
within one mile or less of the Airport. Four of the residences are less than one half-mile away, 
and two are within or near the existing Runway 32 approach. There are currently no 
commercial or industrial businesses located within one mile of the Airport. There are several 
public lands located near the Airport to the west and south owned by the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) and the USFWS as summarized in Table 4-5 and 
shown on Figures 4-1 and 4-11.  
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Table 4-5: Public Lands Within One Mile of Airport 
 

Public Land Location Agency 
Brouillet State Wildlife Management Area (WMA) T125N R42W Section 6 MNDNR 
Muddy Creek State WMA T124N R42W Section 7 MNDNR 
Mud Creek Waterfowl Production Area (WPA) T124N R42W Section 17 USFWS 
Schultz WPA T124N R43W Section 12 USFWS 

 
The most recent version of the Stevens County Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) was 
adopted in January 2017. The Comp Plan is intended to guide growth in the County over the 
following 20 years with the understanding the Comp Plan will need to be amended and 
modified to accommodate changing conditions and new challenges. In general, the overall 
County vision for land use is a balanced approach to the individual rights of landowners and 
the needs of the community through regulation, where necessary, to avoid land use conflicts 
that degrade values to landowners and the County. The Comp Plan also outlines a vision for 
economic development, housing, transportation, natural resources, and intergovernmental 
cooperation. From the vision, goals, policies and plan implementation and maintenance have 
been outlined. The Comp Plan is intended to provide the basis for the Stevens County Zoning 
Ordinance (County Ordinance) and any revisions required for that ordinance.  
 
4.4.3 Land Use Controls 
 
Airports implement various land use controls to ensure FAA and State aviation safety and 
design standards are achieved. These include acquiring land rights, implementing airport 
zoning, and modifying local zoning to aid in land use compatibility around airports. Airport 
safety areas are established by FAA and Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) 
standards and rules. There are two types of zoning that regulate the Airport: County 
Ordinance and Airport Ordinance.   
 
4.4.3.1 Airport Safety Areas 
 
FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design Standards establishes federal safety areas and 
approach areas which require protection. These areas include the Runway Safety Area (RSA), 
Runway Object Free Area (ROFA), Runway Obstacle Free Zone (ROFZ), Runway Protection 
Zone (RPZ), and Building Restriction Line (BRL). The FAA recommends the airport owner 
control land uses within these areas, including lands within the 35-foot BRL where possible.  
 
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77, Safety, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable 
Airspace establishes several “imaginary surfaces” at airports based on the airport’s utility. 
FAA recommends obstructions to air navigation be removed or otherwise mitigated through 
an aeronautical study. The establishment of new obstructions should be controlled by the 
airport owner through airport zoning or other control over land. 
 
MnDOT Office of Aeronautics has an established Clear Zone policy. Under the policy, MnDOT 
limits State funding of airport improvement projects for which adequate Clear Zones have 
been acquired or maintained. Actual property interests to be acquired are determined based 
on land lines, availability of property, severance, and other factors. The Clear Zone is a 
trapezoidal zone beyond the end of the runway of similar size and shape to the FAA RPZ. 
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4.4.3.2 Stevens County Zoning 
 

Stevens County has land use zoning authority over the Project Area, which is outlined in the 
County Ordinance, originally dated January 4, 1972, and most recently amended November 
21, 2017. The Airport property is zoned General Agriculture District (A-1) which is intended 
to prevent scattered, non-farm growth, and to preserve prime agricultural lands. The 
Airport, under Section 9 subpart C(6), is a conditional use in the A-1 zone.  
 
Areas surrounding the Airport are primarily A-1 and associated land use. However, there are 
also two adjacent zoning areas. The NE ¼ of Section 8 (east) and the S ½ of Section 5 
(north) are zoned as Limited Industrial (I-1). The I-1 District is intended to allow limited 
development related to existing development in urban communities, encourage 
development that is compatible with surrounding or abutting districts, and provide 
standards that will not impair traffic carrying capabilities of adjoining roads and highways. 
The Airport is considered a conditional use in the I-1 District. The corridor along Muddy 
Creek, a MNDNR Protected Waters Inventory (PWI) stream, is zoned as a Tributary stream 
and requires a 50-ft buffer zone. The PWI stream corridors in the vicinity of the Project Area 
are all located within the public lands listed in Figure 4-11.  
 
4.4.3.3 Airport Safety Zoning Ordinance 

 
The Joint Airport Zoning Board adopted its Airport Ordinance in 1974 to regulate the 
use of land and height of trees and structures within the Airport hazard area. The 
Airport Ordinance has not been changed or amended since that time. The Airport 
Ordinance meets the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 360 sections 
360.011 to 360.075. The land use safety zones and other airport zoning standards, 
for which this ordinance regulates, are found in Minnesota Rules Chapter 8800.2400. 
It establishes minimum standard land use zones: Safety Zone A, Safety Zone B, and 
Safety Zone C. These zones are intended to restrict land uses that may be hazardous 
to the operational safety of aircraft using the Airport, and to protect the safety and 
property of people on the ground in the area near the Airport. The Airport Ordinance 
serves as an overlay to the County Ordinance. The City plans to update the Airport 
Ordinance in the near future to protect the proposed 4,899-foot primary runway 
configuration, as well as the ultimate 5,400-foot primary runway condition shown on 
the proposed ALP. 
 
The Airport Ordinance was established based on a 6,000-foot runway length for 
primary Runway 14-32. This runway currently has a total constructed length of 4,002 
feet. Safety Zone A and Safety Zone B are shown in Figure 3-3. Zone A does not 
allow placement or construction buildings and temporary structures.  
 
One residence is currently located within Safety Zone A and is a non-conforming use. 
Safety Zone B allows for agriculture and one single family dwelling with accessory 
buildings per 5-acre tract. It also allows commercial or industrial use that does not 
have dwellings and does not cause a concentration of more than 50 people on the 
parcel, or more than 10 people in any one acre of the site. There are currently three 
residences and no commercial or industrial buildings in the Safety Zone B. Safety 
Zone C is a projection of the horizontal surface of the airspace that surrounds the 
Airport, with general restrictions on visual and electronic interference of airport 
operations.  
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4.5 WATER RESOURCES 
 
The following provides a description of the Project setting concerning groundwater, lakes, 
rivers and streams, impaired waters, watersheds, wetlands, and floodplains that are part of 
the affected environment. The locations of water resource features relative to MOX are 
shown in Figures 4-7 to 4-10. 
 
4.5.1 Groundwater 
 
Groundwater is found underground within cracks and spaces of soil and rock. Groundwater 
is a crucial source of water supply in Stevens County and throughout Minnesota, which is 
divided into six groundwater provinces based on bedrock and glacial geology. The Project 
Area lies within the Western Province, which is comprised of clayey glacial drift overlying 
Precambrian and Cretaceous bedrock. The aquifers within this province occur in two general 
geologic settings such as bedrock or unconsolidated sediments deposited by glaciers, 
streams, and lakes. The glacial drift and Cretaceous bedrock contain limited sand and 
sandstone aquifers, respectively (MNDNR, 2001).  
 
The Project Area is located 1.3 miles northwest of the Central Province, which is comprised 
of sand aquifers in generally thick sandy and clayey glacial drift overlying Precambrian and 
Cretaceous bedrock. Fractured and weathered Precambrian bedrock is used locally as a 
water resource (MNDNR, 2001). Recharge to the water table occurs throughout the region 
via infiltration of precipitation, surface water runoff from areas of lower to higher infiltration, 
and subsurface groundwater movement from adjacent areas. Sources of recharge include 
some lakes and wetlands and short reaches along stream segments.  
 
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) divides the state into nine Regional 
Groundwater Profiles, which summarize hydrogeology, groundwater quantity issues, 
groundwater quality issues, additional groundwater information needed, and desired actions 
to protect groundwater in the region. Stevens County, within which the entire Project Area 
lies, is in the West Central region. Characteristics of the West Central region include high-
yield, surficial, sand aquifers, deeper glacial aquifers that are limited in aerial extent, 
surficial sands that are susceptible to contamination, arsenic and other elevated trace 
metals associated with the geology of the region, and agricultural practices and domestic 
land uses that may impact groundwater quality with increases presence of nitrates and 
dissolved solids (MPCA, 1995).  
 
The County Well Index (CWI) is the most complete record of well construction and location 
in Minnesota and is maintained by the Minnesota Geological Society (MGS) in cooperation 
with the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). According to the CWI, there are two wells 
within the Project Area, one listed as Morris – Airport, and the other listed as Morris 
Municipal Airport. The well listed as Morris Municipal Airport does not have a drill or 
completion depth, a drill date, a case diameter or case depth, or any other pertinent 
information listed, and has a status classification of “Sealed”, leaving one working well at 
the Airport. The site listed as Morris – Airport is a 125-foot deep well drilled in 1990. Seven 
wells outside the Project Area and within one mile have been drilled, and range in depth 
from 120 feet to 320 feet in depth. CWI locations are depicted in Figure 4-7.  
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The MDH administers the Wellhead Protection Program, which has the purpose of preventing 
contamination of public drinking water supplies by identifying water supply recharge areas 
and implementing management practices for potential pollution sources found within those 
areas. This program has now expanded to Source Water Protection to include supplies which 
rely on surface water (MDH, 2019). As depicted in Figure 4-7, there are no Wellhead 
Protection Areas or Source Water Protection Areas within the Project Area or the one-mile 
buffer. 
 
4.5.2 Lakes 
 
There are no named lakes within the Project Area or within a one-mile radius. The MNDNR 
administers the Public Waters Inventory (PWI), an inventory of water basins and 
watercourses that meet the criteria of Minnesota Statutes, Section 103G.201, indicating 
which lakes, wetlands, and watercourses over which MNDNR Waters has regulatory 
jurisdiction (MNDNR, 2019g). While there are no PWI lakes or basins within the Project 
Area, there is one PWI Wetland approximately 0.3 mile south, one unnamed PWI Basin 
located approximately 0.6 mile to the southeast, and one PWI Basin named Spooner Slough 
located approximately 0.9 mile to the west. PWI basins/lakes are depicted in Figure 4-8. 
 
4.5.3 Rivers and Streams 
 
Review of federally-designated wild and scenic rivers system (National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, https://www.rivers.gov/minnesota.php) indicates none are located within 
Stevens County or the Project Area. Similarly, no MNDNR-designated wild, scenic and 
recreational rivers  and scenic rivers were identified in Stevens County or the Project Area 
(MNDNR, https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/wsrivers/wsmap_with_counties.pdf). 
 
On behalf of the City of Morris, Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) completed a Wetland and 
Waterbody Delineation Report in July 2019 (Appendix C) following field delineations that 
were carried out in late June 2019 (Figures 4-10 and 5-1). Overall, a total of two 
intermittent waterbodies (S1 & S2) and eight wetlands were field delineated within the 
Project boundary or the overall Airport property. S1 is an approximately 724.4-foot-long, 
intermittent waterbody on the southeastern edge of the currently existing taxiway A that 
flows in a southerly direction within the proposed grading limits. S2 is an approximately 
11.3-foot-long, intermittent waterbody that discharges into S1 from a culvert that passes 
under currently existing taxiway A.  
 
There are no PWI watercourses within the Project boundary or the overall Airport property. 
There are two PWI watercourses within the one-mile buffer. These include Muddy Creek, a 
perennial stream located approximately 0.2 mile west of the Airport property at its closest 
point; Muddy Creek discharges into the Pomme De Terre River approximately 3.2 miles 
southeast of the Project Area. Another PWI, an unnamed stream discharges into Muddy 
Creek approximately 0.4 mile south of the Project Area (Figure 4-8). 
 
4.5.4 Impaired Waters 
 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) was established to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, 
and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters. Waterbodies that do not meet water quality 
standards or fully support officially designated beneficial use are considered impaired 
waters. Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to assess and list impaired waters and 
establish priority ranking by considering the waterbody’s uses and pollutant levels.  
 

https://www.rivers.gov/minnesota.php
https://files.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/wsrivers/wsmap_with_counties.pdf
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Every even-numbered year, MPCA must produce an impaired waters list. Minnesota’s 2018 
Impaired Waters List as approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
does not contain any waterbodies within the Airport property or within one mile of the 
Project Area. Muddy Creek, located less than 1,000 feet from the Project, is on the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) draft 2020 impaired waters list for e.coli. 
 
4.5.5 Watersheds 
 
The entire Project Area and one-mile buffer are within the Pomme De Terre Watershed, 
Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 07020002 (Figure 4-8). Muddy Creek discharges into the 
Pomme De Terre River approximately 3.2 miles southeast of the Project Area, and the 
Pomme De Terre River discharges into the Minnesota River approximately 26 miles 
southwest of that point. 
 
4.5.6 Wetlands 
 
Wetlands are defined in 33 CFR 328.3(c)(4) as “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”, 2019). Wetlands are important features in the 
landscape, providing beneficial functions for humans, fish and wildlife, including the 
provision of fish and wildlife habitat, protection and improvement of water quality, storage 
of floodwaters and the maintenance of surface water flow during dry periods (USEPA, 
2018).   

Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit prior to the deposition of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the United States, including wetlands. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) is responsible for administering Section 404 and the authorization process, while 
other agencies, including MNDNR and the USFWS, among others, also regulate wetlands. 

Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for a federal license or permit provide a 
certification that any discharges from the facility will comply with the act, including state-
established water quality standard requirements. Section 401 Water Quality Certifications 
are administered by the MPCA. 

In Minnesota, the Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) is was first passed in 1991 by the 
Minnesota state legislature for the protection of wetlands and the benefits they provide, with 
the overall goal being that of no net loss of wetlands. This protection is provided by 
requiring an approved replacement plan for activities that propose to drain, excavate, 
dredge, or fill a wetland. The replacement plan must demonstrate “sequencing”, meaning 
that (a) wetland impacts are avoided to the extent possible, (b) unavoidable impacts are 
minimized to the extent possible, and (c) unavoidably impacted wetlands are replaced as 
required in WCA rules (Wetland Conservation Act Manual, 2004). The Minnesota Board of 
Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) administers WCA with the assistance of applicable local 
government units (LGUs), which are typically counties or watershed districts. 

As described in Section 4.5.3, field delineations carried out in late June 2019 identified a 
total of eight wetlands and two waterbodies within the Project boundary or the overall 
Airport property (Figures 4-10 and 5-1). A summary of field delineated wetlands is 
presented in Table 4-6 and in Appendix C. Results of the delineation are depicted in 
Figure 4-10. 
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The proposed actions will result in the filling of wetland w02 and a portion of wetland w03 
on the southeast end of the runway (Section 5.14.1). Further impacts to other wetlands on 
the Airport property are not anticipated. 
 

Table 4-6: Field Delineated Wetlands 
 

Feature 
ID Project Component Intersected Acres 

Cowardin 
Classification/Flow 

Regime 
w01 Airport Property 0.10 PEM 
w02 Project Boundary 0.05 PEM 
w03 Airport Property 0.27 PEM 
w04 Airport Property 0.05 PEM 
w05 Project Boundary, Airport Property 0.03 PEM 
w06 Project Boundary 0.03 PEM 
w08 Airport Property 0.28 PEM 
w09 Airport Property 0.18 PEM 

  
All wetlands identified within the Survey Area were palustrine emergent (PEM) features. 
Wetlands w01-w06 were dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and cattail 
species (Typha x glauca and Typha latifolia), and wetlands w08-w09 were dominated by 
American water plantain (Alisma subcordatum) (wetland w07 was eliminated subsequent to 
the delineation as it was determined to not meet wetland characteristics). All wetlands 
exhibited a hydric soil indicator of redox dark surface. Hydrology varied from feature to 
feature, but the most common hydrology indicators were saturation, FAC-neutral test, 
surface soil cracks, and geomorphic position. 
 
4.5.7 Floodplains 
 
Floodplains are defined in Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain Management as “lowland and 
relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including floodprone areas of 
offshore islands, including at a minimum, that area subject to a one percent or greater 
chance of flooding in any given year” (Federal Register, 1977). As a part of the national 
Flood Insurance Program, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) produces 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) which serve as official flood maps depicting Special Flood 
Hazard Areas (SFHA). Digital FIRM depicting SFHAs for the Project Area are unavailable by 
FEMA; however, digitized floodplain maps are available from the MNDNR.  
 
There are no floodplains within the Project Area; the closest floodplain is approximately 0.1 
mile south of the Project Area. The digitized floodplain is depicted in Figure 4-9. 
 
4.6 BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 
 
The MNDNR in coordination with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) developed and Ecological 
Classification System (ECS) to define land classifications using a multitude of factors 
including biotic and environment, climate, geology, topography, soils, hydrology, and 
vegetation (MNDNR 2019c). The hierarchy of ECS are developed using ECS units including 
provinces, sections, and subsections. Stevens County Minnesota is located within the Prairie 
Parkland Province, North Central Glaciated Plains Section, and Minnesota River Prairie 
Subsection according the MNDNR’s ECS (MNDNR 2019b, MNDNR 2019d, MNDNR 2019a). 
The Prairie Parkland Province covers the western part of Minnesota where the land surface 
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is influenced from the most recent Wisconsin glaciation. Mantle drifts were deposited in the 
Prairie Parkland Province of layers ranging from 100 feet to 600 feet thick (MNDNR 2019b). 
The North Central Glaciated Plains Section is a rolling region in the southern portion of the 
Prairie parkland Province that is bisected by the Minnesota River Valley with calcareous till 
in the Des Moines lobe and glacial till in the Prairie Coteau (MNDNR 2019d). The Minnesota 
River Prairie Subsection consists of till plain, moraines, and lake plains with flat to gently 
rolling topography (MNDNR 2019a).  
 
Currently the dominant vegetation within the City of Morris and Stevens County is 
agriculture row crops and hay/pastureland (MNDNR 2019a). Historic vegetation patterns 
consisted of upland prairies, treeless fire-dependent plant communities, as well as marshes, 
wetland prairies, and wet meadows (MNDNR 2019d).  
 
Common wildlife in Minnesota that are likely to occur within the Project Area include white-
tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), gray squirrel (Sciurus 
carolinensis), racoon (Procyon lotor), rabbits (Sylvilagus spp.), voles (Microtus spp.) and 
mice (Mus spp.; MNDNR 2020a). Birds that are common in agricultural areas similar to the 
Project Area include American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), bluebirds (Sialia sialis), red-
winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus), sparrows (Passer spp.), mourning doves (Zenaida 
macroura), various falcons (Falco spp.) and hawks (Buteo spp.), as well as waterfowl that 
may use nearby water resources such as Canada goose (Branta canadensis), wood duck 
(Aix sponsa), and mallard (Anas platyrhynchos; MNDNR 2020b). 
 
Wenck used the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool to obtain a 
list of federally threatened, endangered, and special concern species within the Project Area 
and one-mile buffer (Appendix D). The MNDNR National Heritage Information System 
(NHIS) was queried by Wenck on June 11, 2019 (under Wenck License Agreement 917 [LA-
917]) to obtain an initial list of threatened, endangered, and special concern species; 
terrestrial communities; sites of biodiversity signifigance; and native plant communities. 
Wenck formally consulted with the MNDNR to confirm the list of state threatened and 
endangered species on July 31, 2019. MNDNR responded on October 7, 2019 (Appendix 
D), and assigned a consultation number, ERDB 20190330.  
 
Details of USFWS and MNDNR listed species are further described in Section 5.2.2. The 
NHIS query indicated that no listed species or rare or unique habitats are located within the 
Project Area. However, within a one-mile buffer, six moderate quality sites of biodiversity 
significance to the west and southwest of the Project Area, two below average quality sites 
of biodiversity signifance to the southeast of the Project Area, and thee upland dry prairie 
systems to the west and southwest of the Project are present. Note that due to distribution 
restrictions of the Wenck license (NHIS LA-917), Wenck is prohibited from disseminating 
specific results, including maps and tables, of NHIS resources. As such, NHIS data and 
locational information is not included in this EA. 
 
Moderate sites of biodiversity contain occurrences of rare species, moderately disturbed 
native plant communities, and/or landscapes that have strong potential for recovery of 
native plant communities and characteristic ecological processes (MNDNR 2019e). Below 
average sites of biodiversity significance lack occurrences of rare species and natural 
features but may include areas of conservation value at the local level, such as habitat for 
native plants and animals, corridors for animal movement, buffers surrounding higher-
quality natural areas, areas with high potential for restoration of native habitat, or open 
space MNDNR 2019d. Native prairies, pursuant to Minnesota Statute Section 84.02 Subdiv. 
5, are defined as land that has never been plowed where native prairie vegetation 
originating from the site currently predominates or, if disturbed, is predominantly covered 



 

February 2020 4-24 
 

 
  

 

with native prairie vegetation that originated from the site. The upland prairie systems that 
are within the one-mile buffer of the Project Area are ranked as a “c” occurrence meaning 
they have fair ecological integrity with overall low species richness and diversity (MNDNR 
2014). While the sites are dominated by native vegetation species including graminoids, 
herbaceous, and shrubs, invasive species have the opportunity to be abundant due to 
conversion to agricultural practices (crops, draining, grazing, grading, etc.), fire 
suppression, and soil compaction (MNDNR 2014).  
 
4.7 HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
In accordance with Federal laws, the proposed Project must comply with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal 
agencies to consider effects to historic properties. Historic properties are considered those 
included on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or those that meet the criteria 
for inclusion on the NRHP.  
 
In Situ Archaeological Consulting, LLC (In Situ) was commissioned to provide cultural 
resource services (archaeological) in support of the Project, and Nelson Cultural Services 
(NCS) was commissioned complete a historic resources (architectural) survey for the 
proposed MOX expansion. The Project Area is located on private land and lands owned by 
the City of Morris and within an open area consisting of airport facilities, cut and tall 
grasses, and agricultural fields.  
 
The FAA determined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for historical/architectural and 
archeological resources that included the area of proposed ground disturbance and 
structures that may be directly or indirectly affected by the preferred alternative  
(Figure 4-13). The archaeological APE includes MOX property that contains airport 
facilities, pavements, and other associated improvements, as well as some nearby areas 
(approximately 110 acres), and the historical APE includes this area plus surrounding 
properties within one mile of the proposed Project.  
 
Phase I Cultural Resource Field Investigation (Archeological) 
Before conducting the intensive Phase I cultural resource field investigations, In Situ 
completed a literature review on May 15, 2019 to identify previously surveyed properties 
within a combination of a 1-mile study area and the established indirect APE around the 
proposed Project Area and to guide cultural resource field survey activities. A summary of 
the literature review is included in the Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris 
Municipal Airport Expansion Project Report (CR Report, dated July 24, 2019) included in 
Appendix E (see CR Report, pages 15-17).  
 
This task was completed using site data files and previous inventory files maintained at the 
Minnesota Office of State Archaeologist (OSA) and at Minnesota SHPO. In addition, 
background research was completed by reviewing NRHP data, historic maps, atlases, 
current aerial photographs, soil maps, topographic and geomorphic data, and other sources 
that might provide information for the locations of historic-era sites, areas of prior 
disturbance, etc. The records search revealed one previously recorded archaeological site 
(not eligible for the NRHP), four previously recorded historic structures (all are not eligible 
for the NRHP), and four previous cultural resource inventories (reported between 2002 and 
2013 in support of gas pipeline, transmission lines and airport development projects) within 
the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. Of these resources, none are located 
within the proposed Project Area, while two of the previous cultural resource investigations 
(SE-09-01 and Schmidt and Ollila, 2013) overlap with portions of the Project Area 
(Appendix E). 
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The Phase I cultural resource investigation was conducted on June 20, 2019 (see CR Report, 
Appendix E). During the field survey, the approximate 110-acre APE was inventoried for 
the proposed Project. At the time of the field survey, the Project Area consisted of harvested 
and plowed soybeans and corn within agricultural fields, short manicured grasses yards, and 
previously disturbed areas. Ground surface visibility (GSV) ranged between of 0-90% 
throughout the Project Area, with the higher ground surface visibility within agricultural 
fields. The primary methods used for this Project was pedestrian survey and shovel testing. 
Visual inspection was conducted within areas with previous disturbance. Shovel testing was 
conducted in areas that did not have ample GSV (i.e. grassed-over areas). Existing 
disturbance within the Project Area include natural erosion, agriculture, asphalt parking lot, 
dirt and asphalt runways, asphalt roads, road ditches, airport buildings, and aboveground 
and underground utilities. Portions of the Project Area are located within previous Phase I 
cultural resource surveys and were not re-surveyed for this Project (Kampinen and Varilek 
2009; Schmidt and Ollila 2013). 
 
Of the ~110-acres surveyed, 21.76 acres were subject to shovel testing, 45.26 acres were 
subject to pedestrian survey, 3.51 acres were within previously disturbed areas, and 39.1 
acres were within areas of previous cultural resource investigations. No cultural materials 
were observed or recovered during the survey (CR Report, Appendix E). Based upon these 
findings, In Situ recommends a finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the direct APE 
of the Project.  
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Historic Resource Investigation (Historical/Architectural) 
As indicated above and a part of overall Section 106 review, NCS conducted a historic 
resources survey for the proposed Project in July, 2019. The intensive field survey was 
conducted in accordance with guidelines set forth by the Minnesota SHPO and the guidelines 
established in Archeology and Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines and Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation Planning. National 
Register Bulletin No. 24.  
 
Results of the historic resources (architectural) survey of the entire area that may be 
affected by the proposed development of the Project are presented in the Historic Resources 
Investigation and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed MOX Morris Municipal Airport 
Expansion Project Report (Historic CR Report, dated July 31, 2019) included in Appendix E.  
 
The historic resources investigations consisted of a systematic survey of all properties 45 
years of age or older that are situated within the FAA-defined APE around the proposed 
Project Area. Results of the field survey identified the four previously recorded properties as 
well as two newly identified properties within the survey APE (Appendix E). Photographs 
and structural data for each property were collected in the field. Archival research was 
conducted for each property, which was then placed into the context and evaluated under 
the NRHP Criteria for Evaluation. None of the properties within the survey area were 
recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP. Based upon these findings, NCS 
recommends that no historic properties will be affected by the Project. 
 
4.8 PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
A review of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions was completed as part 
of the NEPA evaluation which includes public and private development activity, regardless of 
any federal involvement. FAA Order 5050.4B, Chapter 1(9)(q), provides that reasonably 
foreseeable actions include those “on or off-airport that a proponent would likely complete 
and that has been developed with enough specificity to provide meaningful information to 
decision makers and the interested public.”  
 
Off-Airport Actions 
The area surrounding the Airport is predominately agricultural with dispersed rural 
residential properties. The land use in the Project Area has not significantly changed in the 
last 30 years. In 2014, Darnen Township vacated its interest in the portion of unimproved 
240th street to the south of the Airport from 510th Avenue to CSAH 7. Currently, Darnen 
Township is considering vacating the public interest in portions of 240th Street and 510th 
Avenue to the west of the Airport. There are no other foreseeable future roadway, land use 
or other actions that would affect environmental resources in the next five years.  
 
On-Airport Actions  
MOX was originally constructed in 1940 with the primary runway paved and lighted in 1961. 
The Airport Ordinance was adopted in 1974. There have been some modifications and 
improvements made to the Airport since its construction. Primary Runway 14/32 was 
extended in 1984 and again extended in 2003 to the southeast to its current length. Hangar 
development continued to the east with an 80 ft. x 110 ft. aircraft storage hangar 
constructed in 2014. The parallel taxiway was constructed in 2016.  
 
The near-term (5-year) on-airport actions are identified as the Project in this EA. Other 
reasonable foreseeable future on-airport actions may include hangar building development 
adjacent to the hangar site taxilane (identified as part of the Project) to support additional 
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based aircraft. Lowering the Runway 32 approach minimums to ¾ mile is identified on the 
ALP and the preliminary Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) in the year 2031, which would 
require its own environmental study prior to construction. Other development shown on the 
ALP is for long-range planning purposes only. 
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5.0 Environmental Consequences 

This chapter uses the environmental conditions described in Chapter 4 as the baseline to 
evaluate the potential environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative and 
Preferred Alternative. The analysis reviews the environmental impact categories required by 
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and meets NEPA 
requirements. None of the impacts identified in the analysis exceed thresholds of 
significance as defined by FAA Order 1050.1F. This chapter also identifies required permits 
and mitigation activities for the Preferred Alternative. The environmental impact categories 
include the following: 
 

• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources (including fish, wildlife, and plants) 
• Climate Change 
• Coastal Resources 
• DOT Section 4(f) Lands 
• Farmlands 
• Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention 
• Historic, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
• Land Use and Land Use Controls 
• Natural Resources and Energy Supply 
• Noise 
• Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and 

Safety 
• Visual Effects 
• Water Resources 
• Cumulative Impacts and Cumulative Potential Effects 
 

5.1 AIR QUALITY 
 
5.1.1 Criteria Pollutants 
 
Impacts to air quality shall be analyzed in comparison to National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for six categories of pollutants including Ozone (O3), Particulate Matter 
(PM-2.5), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Nitrogen Oxides (NOX), and Lead 
(Pb). MOX is located in Stevens County, MN an attainment area identified by the EPA where 
ambient levels of the six pollutants meet NAAQS. The General Conformity requirements 
included in Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) require federal agencies to ensure that 
federally approved or funded projects conform to the applicable approved State 
Implementation Plan. If an action may cause or create a reasonably foreseeable emission 
increase and is in an EPA-designated nonattainment or attainment area, an emissions 
inventory should be completed, and the results disclosed.  
 
As mentioned above, the Project Area is classified as being in attainment for all criteria 
pollutant standards; therefore, General Conformity requirements do not apply to Project 
alternatives. 
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5.1.2 Hazardous Air Pollutants 
 
As noted in the FAA’s “Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases,” 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are pollutants for which there are no NAAQS but are still 
regulated under the federal CAA because of their potentially adverse effects on human 
health and the environment. HAP emission sources primarily included exhaust from aircraft, 
Auxiliary Power Units (APUs), Ground Support Equipment (GSE), and motor vehicles. Other 
fuel burning equipment such as heaters, boilers, and fueling stations may also emit trace 
amounts of HAPs. The proposed alternatives and future use of MOX as a result of the Project 
are not expected to cause or create a significant increase in HAP emissions affecting air 
quality. 
 
5.1.3 Emission Sources 
 
The Project has two primary sources of air emissions; airport operations and construction 
equipment. MOX airport operations are forecast to remain between 6,000 and 8,000 flights 
annually. The aircraft fleet will remain below 30,000 pounds with a similar mix between 
piston and turbine-driven aircraft. The No Action Alternative would not significantly impact 
emission sources, as airport operations would remain at existing levels. 
 
Emissions from constructing the airport improvements identified in this EA include emissions 
from fossil-fueled construction equipment and fugitive dust. Proposed construction activities 
include on-site grading and paving operations as well the hauling of materials to the airport 
site. The emissions will be temporary in nature and localized (generally confined to the 
construction site and access/egress roadways) as described in FAA’s “Air Quality Procedures 
for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases.” As such, the construction emissions will not 
significantly affect regional air quality.  
 
The amount of fugitive dust generated is dependent on various factors include construction 
type, soil characteristics and moisture content, and wind speed. As such, a number of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) are recommended and will be implemented to aid in 
minimizing airborne dust as needed during construction. This may include, but is not limited 
to, applying water during grading and construction operations, covering transported 
material, and grassing disturbed areas. The Proposed Action is not expected to result in a 
significant increase in total airport operations. Therefore, potential changes associated with 
airport operations are not expected to cause a significant increase in emissions.  
 
5.1.4 Air Quality Conclusion 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not impact air quality as airport operations would remain at 
existing levels. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in a significant increases in hazardous air 
pollutants or emission sources resulting from airport operations or construction activity.   
 
5.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (INCLUDING FISH, WILDLIFE AND PLANTS) 
 
Since there would be relatively little change to airport operation in the No Action alternative, 
no impacts to biological resources are expected under this alternative.  
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Furthermore, the Preferred Alternative will create additional impervious surface and reduce 
agricultural land. Wildlife, waterfowl, and birds will not be adversely impacted by the 
Preferred Alternative since the Project Area currently operates as an airport and the 
surrounding land use is agriculture; thus, doesn’t provide ample preferred habitat for these 
species. During the field delineations and surveys in 2019 no waterfowl were observed using 
any wetlands or water resources within the Project Area, likely due to their small size and 
lack of food resources (i.e., invertebrates). Furthermore, there will be additional impervious 
surfaces and less agricultural land available for use by wildlife, waterfowl, and birds. 
Biological resources potentially affected by the Preferred Alternative are related to 
vegetation management and listed species. Relevant considerations for these resources are 
discussed below. 
 
5.2.1 Vegetation Management 
 
The Proposed Action will require the conversion of agricultural row crops to impervious 
surfaces or developed buildings for the runway extension, apron expansion, and the added 
hangar. Wetland impacts will be avoided. However, one stream will incur impacts; the 
dominant vegetation surrounding the stream includes reed canary grass (Phalaris 
arundinacea), cattails (Typha spp.), red top agrostis (Agrostis gigantea), red clover 
(Trifolium pretense), and birds foot trefoil (Lespedeza cuneata). No tree removal or forested 
conversion impacts are proposed. 
 
Current vegetation management practices at the airport include mowing of all infield areas 
on a regular basis. Other areas on Airport property are in agricultural production or are 
manicured grass, with interspersed wetlands and waterbodies.  
 
The introduction and spread of invasive species at the Airport would be minimized prior to, 
during, and after construction of the proposed Project through a variety of best 
management practices. Prior to construction, all equipment to be used on-site would be 
cleaned using standard procedures as serve to minimize the introduction of exotic invasive 
species from outside the Airport. Storage and/or cleaning of equipment and materials would 
be conducted in established staging area(s) during construction and would also minimize 
the spread of invasive plants.  
 
Noxious weeds in Minnesota are regulated by the Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
(MNDA) under Minnesota Statutes 18.75-18.91 to protect residents from the injurious 
effects of noxious weeds to public health, agriculture, roads, crops, livestock, and other 
properties. The MNDA lists 23 plants as noxious weeds under two regulatory lists; prohibited 
eradicate and prohibited control (MNDA 2019a). Stevens County does not list any invasive 
or noxious weeds in addition to the MNDA (MNDA 2019b). 

5.2.2 Listed Species 
 
The IPaC data indicated that the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis; NLEB) is 
listed as federally threatened within the Project Area and one-mile buffer (Appendix D). 
The NHIS consultation (ERDB 20190330) indicated that no state listed species, no sites of 
biodiversity significance, and no native plant communities are located within the Project 
Area. However, within the one-mile buffer, the NHIS consultation shows that one resource is 
present including a special concern species/rare animal (prairie vole [Microtus 
ochrogaster]), as shown in Appendix D. 
 
Wenck conducted habitat field assessments for federal and state listed species within the 
Project Area in conjunction with wetland and waterbody delineations on June 19, 2019. 
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Based on the habitat requirements of the listed species, Wenck biologists surveyed the 
Project Area for suitiable habitat for NLEB and prairie voles. Based upon review of applicable 
state and federal threatened and endangered species data coupled with habitat assessment 
surveys, Wenck has determined that habitat for the NLEB or the prairie vole does not exist 
within the Project Area.  
 
Northern Long-Eared Bat 
The NLEB is federally listed as threatened due to marked population declines caused by 
white-nose syndrome. Suitable roosting, forage, and travel habitat in the summer consists 
of a wide variety of forested and wooded habitats; During winter months, NLEB hibernate in 
caves or abandoned mines (Foster and Kurta 1999). Additional suitable summer habitat 
may also include adjacent, interspersed, and non-forested areas such as emergent wetlands 
and adjacent edges of agricultural fields, old fields, and pastures. While roosting, this 
species is typically found in deep crevices in areas such as forests and woodlots (i.e., live 
trees and/or snags greater than or equal to three inches diameter at breast height that have 
exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or cavities) as well as linear features such as 
fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. Northern long-eared bats roost in 
both live trees or snags, but dead and decaying trees are favorable for breeding, roosting, 
and foraging (Sasse and Perkins 1996, Foster and Kurta 1999, Owen et al. 2003).  
  
Habitat for this species does not occur within the Project Area, as the Project Area consists 
of pavement and meadow buffers, and is surrounded by agricultural row crops and upland 
meadows (Figures 4-1, 4-2 and 4-11); no forested habitats, contiguous tree rows, or 
woodlots are located within the Project Area or vicinity of the Project Area. Therefore, there 
will be no effect to the northern long-eared bat.  Since there will be no tree removal due to 
the Proposed Action, the FAA Environmental Protection Specialist made an ESA no effect 
determination to the NLEB on 26-November 2019.  
 
Prairie Vole 
The prairie vole is state listed as special concern due to conversion of prairie habitat to 
agricultural purposes, including row crops and pastureland. Suitable habitat includes grassy 
areas primarily with well-drained soils and undisturbed areas and tallgrass prairies (MNDNR 
2019f). Additionally, upland herbaceous fields and old agricultural lands are considered to 
have suitable land cover. Linear corridors are important to this species for range dispersal 
and can include areas like railroads and highways (NatureServe Explorer 2019). Nests are 
typically built under boards or logs, above ground in clumps of grass, and within burrows. 
With a higher vegetation cover, deeper burrows are created if temperatures are colder or 
there are more loose subsoils (NatureServe Explorer 2019). 
 
Habitat for this species does not occur within the Project Area, as there are no undisturbed 
grasslands or tallgrass prairies, and actions outside of the Project Area within the buffer 
area (where NHIS indicated this species may occur) are not proposed for this Project. As 
such, there will be no impact to the prairie vole.  
 
5.2.3 Biological Resources Conclusion 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not impact biological resources including vegetation and 
listed species. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in impacts to biological resources as the 
habitat for the listed species does not occur in the Project Area. 
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5.3 CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Review of climate change under NEPA was rescinded in March 2017 by Executive Order 
13783 and guidance provided in Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on 
Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate Change in National 
Environmental Policy Act Reviews (CEQ 2016). However, this EA includes an evaluation of 
the potential impact of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the basic procedure of 
considering the potential incremental change in carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions 
that would result from the proposed action compared to the no-action alternative for the 
same timeframe. Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) are the 
primary contributors to CO2e. Based on the air quality analysis presented in Section 5.1, 
the Project will result in temporary increases in direct on-site CO2e emissions attributable to 
construction equipment. As discussed in Section 5.1. MOX airport operations are forecast 
to remain between 6,000 and 8,000 annually. The aircraft fleet will remain below 30,000 
pounds with largely a similar fleet mix between piston and turbine-driven aircraft as it exists 
today. Therefore, potential changes airport operations are not expected to cause a 
significant increase in emissions.  
 
Based on these state and national estimates of CO2e emissions, the potential for the Project 
to affect future climate conditions is very limited when considering the amount of CO2e 
emissions attributable to other sources in Minnesota and throughout the United States. 
 
There are no analytical or modeling tools available that reliably evaluate the incremental 
effect of a project’s discrete GHG emissions on the global and regional climate. In addition, 
there are no analytical or modeling tools available that reliably evaluate any cascading 
effects, or cumulative effects, from a proposed action’s GHG emissions on natural 
ecosystems and human economic systems in each state or region. Potential climate changes 
for the upper Midwest are mostly associated with more intense precipitation resulting in 
increased flooding and some changes in temperature. Increased temperatures and 
precipitation may have effects on wetlands, forests, and other cover types that are likely to 
affect carbon storage and sequestration in the ecosystem. There could be localized impacts 
because of meteorological changes. 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative is not expected to result in a significant increase in CO2e or GHG 
emissions. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
Based on the above estimates of marginal changes in CO2e or GHG emissions from aircraft 
operations and construction activities, there are no significant climate impacts or emissions 
expected from the Preferred Alternative. 
 
5.4 COASTAL RESOURCES 
 
Coastal resources are defined in the Coastal Barriers Resources Act of 1982 and were 
amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 and the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972. The Project alternatives are not located within a coastal barrier or 
coastal zone; therefore, impacts to coastal resources are not applicable and would not be 
affected by the Project alternatives.  
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5.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT, SECTION 4(F) 
 
As summarized in Figure 4-11, there are several public land areas near the airport, and 
therefore, the potential for Section 4(f) impacts was reviewed. Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303 and 23 USC 138) specifies that the 
FAA shall not approve any program or project that requires the use of publicly owned land 
from a public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local 
significance, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance, unless (1) there 
is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program or 
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use.  
 
The nearest public land areas are the Muddy Creek State WMA and the Mud Creek WPA. The 
Mud Creek WPA is located adjacent to airport property to the southwest. USFWS staff 
accesses WPA property via a field access trail. The City has an existing clear zone easement 
with the USFWS in approximately the NW ¼ NE ¼ of Section 17 for to maintain airspace 
and land use compatible with airport operations (Figures 1-2 and 1-3).  
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not impact Section 4(f) resources. The existing clear zone 
easement would remain in place. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The existing clear zone easement would remain in place. A field access trail would remain to 
support USFWS staff access. Section 4(f) property would not be impacted, and therefore, no 
further review of Section 4(f) is necessary for the Project.  
 
5.6 FARMLANDS 
 
Projects involving impacts to farmland require coordination with the USDA NRCS, including 
submittal of USDA Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006. These actions are 
necessary to follow the guidelines set forth in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 
1984. FPPA is intended to minimize unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use by federal actions. 
 
Farmland impacts are considered significant if directly impacted farmlands receive a total 
combined farmland conversion impact rating of between 200 and 260. Impact severity 
increases as the total score approaches 260. The NRCS determines the score of a site's 
relative value of up to 260 points, composed of up to 100 points for relative value and up to 
160 points for the site assessment. The USDA recommends: 
 

• Sites with the highest combined scores be regarded as most suitable for protection 
under these criteria and sites with the lowest scores, as least suitable; and 

• Sites receiving a total score of less than 160 need not be given further consideration 
for protection and no additional sites need to be evaluated. 

 
On November 19, 2019, preliminary information regarding farmland to be converted as part 
of the Preferred Alternative was provided to the NRCS office in Morris, Minnesota, on USDA 
Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (Form AD-1006 (03-02)) (Appendix 
F). For the Land Evaluation, the NRCS completed parts I-V of Form AD-1006 and 
determined that 16.882 acres of farmland to be converted by the Preferred Alternative (Site 
A in Form AD-1006) is defined as prime and unique farmland, and 2.69 acres are statewide 
or local important farmland. The NRCS also determined that the farmland to be converted 
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by the preferred alternative is 0.0058% of farmland in Stevens County, and that 95.64% of 
farmland in the County has the same or higher relative value.  
 
For the No Action alternative (Site B in Form AD-1006), the NRCS determined that 5.8 acres 
of farmland to be converted is prime and unique and 0.23 acres is statewide or local 
important farmland. The amount of farmland in the County to be converted in the No Action 
alternative is determined to be 0.0018% and that 98.48% of farmland in the County has the 
same or higher relative value. The Site Assessment Criteria portions of Form AD-1006 were 
completed and these results used with the Land Evaluation result to determine the total 
points (Appendix F) for the Preferred Alternative (Site A) and No Action Alternative (Site 
B).  
 
The completed Form AD-1006 was submitted to the NRCS with this information. Total points 
for the Preferred Alternative and No Action alternative were both below 160 (147 and 126, 
respectively). Based on the above scoring analysis, the 30.1 acres of farmland to be directly 
converted and the 0 acres of farmland to be indirectly converted as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative was 147 which does not exceed the 160-point threshold for additional 
consideration and analysis of farmland protection or alternative sites. Similarly, the No 
Action alternative scoring was 126, which is below the 160-point threshold.  
 
A copy of the completed Form AD-1006 and associated background information are included 
in Appendix F. Based on farmland value scores calculated in coordination with the USDA 
NRCS, there are no significant impacts associated with either the no-action or preferred 
alternative, as defined by the FPPA and NEPA. 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not significantly impact farmland resources. Approximately 
15.2 acres of farmland would be removed in this alternative. However, the farmland impact 
rating for this alternative totaled 126, which is below the threshold to further consider and 
evaluate farmland protection or alternative sites. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
While the Preferred Alternative farmland impact rating was slightly more than the No Action 
alternative (147), this alternative would similarly not significantly impact farmland 
resources. The farmland impact rating for this alternative was below the threshold for 
further consideration of farmland protection or alternatives. 
 
5.7 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 
 
On behalf of the City, and in support of the Project and this EA, Wenck conducted a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) of the subject property, inclusive of areas to 
be disturbed by the Proposed Action, in August 2019 (see Appendix G). The subject 
property included the unimproved parcels located adjacent to MOX, approximately three 
miles west of Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota (Figure 1-1). The subject property 
consists of three discontinuous parcels, totaling 17.7 acres and currently in use as 
agricultural cropland. Each parcel is a subset of a larger Stevens County tax parcel (Figures 
1-1 and 4-4). 
 
The Phase I ESA included a site visit and associated literature review and research, using 
state and federal on-line sources, to determine if there are any hazardous materials or 
potential for pollution on and near the Airport and subject property. The Phase I ESA was 
conducted in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessment Process, Designation E-1527-13 (ASTM Phase I Standard) 
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and satisfies standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312 – Standards for 
Conducting All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI Rule) for the purposes of meeting the appropriate 
inquiries provisions necessary to qualify for certain landowner liability protections under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. 
§9601(35)(B).  
  
The overall purpose of the Phase I ESA is to investigate and identify recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs) within the subject property and surrounding area. RECs 
include, but are not limited to: hazardous/toxic wastes or raw chemicals stored, dumped, or 
spilled within the Project Area; aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) and underground storage 
tanks (USTs) containing hazardous materials; friable asbestos in building 
materials/structures; and off-site sources of hazardous waste contamination, such as 
industrial facilities adjacent to the subject property.  
 
The Project is not projected to result in a significant increase in the quantity, use, storage, 
and transport of hazardous materials such as aircraft fuel, pesticides, or other chemicals on 
Airport property. No de-icing activities will occur. The existing fuel storage capacity will not 
change. The Project itself does not trigger any updates to the spill response or containment 
facilities.   
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not create new or significant impacts due to hazardous 
materials, solid waste or pollution prevention over existing airport operations. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative would produce construction debris such as dirt, aggregate, and 
asphalt, and maintenance activities for the new facilities would produce other sources of 
solid waste. Construction materials and other solid waste will be disposed of in accordance 
with applicable laws and regulations, including disposal at a commercial landfill capable of 
handling disposal as required by Minnesota Rule 7035.0805, Renovation and Demolition. 
Disposal facilities in the vicinity of MOX are expected to have capacity to accept solid waste 
volumes that would be produced by construction and operation of the proposed action. 
Existing resources (e.g. asphalt) would be re-utilized on site wherever feasible in 
accordance with the Project plans. 
 
The Phase I ESA has identified no evidence of recognized environmental conditions (RECs), 
controlled recognized environmental conditions (CRECs) or historical recognized 
environmental conditions (HRECs) in connection with the subject property. Based on the 
information above and results of the Phase I ESA, there are no hazardous materials or solid 
waste impacts expected for either the preferred alternative or the no-action alternative.  
 
The conclusions contained in the Phase I ESA report have been made to assist the FAA, City 
and TKDA in evaluating environmental conditions at the present time at the subject 
property as part of required NEPA due diligence associated with planned expansion of MOX, 
as part of this EA document. The Phase I ESA report is included in Appendix G. 
 
5.8 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 
 
In consultation with the Project proponent, the FAA determined the APE for archaeological 
and historical/architectural resources which included the area of proposed ground 
disturbance and structures that may be directly or indirectly affected by the Preferred 
Alternative. A Phase I Archeological Survey and architectural survey of structures was 
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completed within the applicable APE that may be affected by the expanded runway, 
expanded apron, extended taxiway and taxilane, new access road and parking area, and 
associated infrastructure. Reports documenting these findings are included in Appendix E.  
 
Archaeologists identified no cultural resource sites during field work conducted within the 
approximate 110 acre survey area. The historic resources survey consisted of a systematic 
survey of all properties 45 years of age or older that are situated within the FAA-defined 
APE around the Project Area, and resulted in identification of four previously recorded 
properties, as well as two newly identified properties within the survey APE. Based upon 
archival research conducted on each property (which was placed into the context and 
evaluated under NRHP Criteria for Evaluation), none of the properties within the survey area 
were recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP. Therefore, it was recommended that 
no historic properties will be affected by the Project.   
 
Based upon these studies, there are no impacts to archeological or historical/architectural 
resources associated with the Preferred Alternative or the No Action Alternative. The FAA 
has determined that a Section 106 finding of No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for 
the Preferred Alternative, and submitted this finding to the Minnesota SHPO via letter dated 
November 4, 2019 (Appendix E) and requesting SHPO to provide written concurrence of 
this finding. On December 12, 2019 the SHPO provided a comment letter indicating the 
SHPO agrees with the determination of the APE for the Project, that no additional 
archaeological survey is warranted for the Project, that an inventory form should be 
submitted to the SHPO for the Bauman Farmstead property (identified as Field Number S-2) 
for assessment of NRHP eligibility, and that no intensive survey of these properties is 
warranted (Appendices E & I). The SHPO also concurred with FAA’s determination that no 
historic properties will be affected by the Project. A completed inventory form was 
submitted to the SHPO for Field Number S-2 property on December 29, 2019 (Appendix 
E). 
 
On January 29, 2020 the OSA provided a comment letter requesting additional details be 
provided of the Phase I archaeological investigation described in the CR Report. On January 
30, 2020 a revised CR Report containing the requested information was submitted to the 
OSA. On February 10, 2020 the OSA provided comments on the updated CR Report and 
indicated that the OSA concurs with the recommendations that no further archaeological 
survey is necessary for the Project (Appendices E & I).     
 
Also on November 4, 2019, the FAA sent an email to the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(TPHO) of the Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, Flandreau-Santee Sioux, Sisseton 
Wahpeton Oyate Sioux, Upper Sioux Community, Lower Sioux Community, and White Earth 
Nation (Appendix E). The FAA notified the tribes of the FAA No Historic Properties Affected 
determination for the Project, provided documentation of the Project review of cultural 
resources, and requested written concurrence of such FAA determination. Additionally, the 
FAA invited the TPHOs to contact the FAA with additional comments, consultations or 
requests for monitoring during construction. As of the date of this EA document, none of the 
TPHOs provided response or concurrence of the FAA finding. The FAA Environmental 
Specialist made numerous attempts to contact each of the THPOs and no response was 
received. Since no responses were received after 30 days of initial contact and additional 
contact attempts, the FAA assumes concurrence from each of the THPOs.  
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not impact archeological or historical/architectural 
resources. 
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Preferred Alternative 
As indicated in the above-described applicable studies, the Preferred Alternative would not 
impact archeological or historical/architectural resources.  
 
If cultural resources or human remains are discovered during construction, the Airport will 
notify the SHPO, the above-mentioned THPOs, and the FAA Dakota-Minnesota Airports 
District Office (ADO). The Airport Sponsor will protect the area until concerns have been 
appropriately addressed and the airport will comply with the NHPA, the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, as 
appropriate. 
 
5.9 LAND USE  
 
5.9.1 Airport Property Encumbrances 
 
MIN-RE-001 and UTL-RE-003 encumbrances are not subordinate to the Airport as required. 
These existing blanket easement agreements may deprive the Airport of its ability to fulfill its 
obligations for the land to function as a safe and efficient airport. Existing easements need to 
be extinguished and/or modified to define existing utility corridors and be subordinate to the 
Airport. 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative includes the Airport working with existing encumbrance holders to 
extinguish and/or modify on-airport encumbrances as appropriate. MIN-RE-001 blanket 
mineral rights would be terminated. UTL-RE-003 blanket utility easement would be 
eliminated and replaced with easement defining existing utility corridors and subordination 
easement to the airport. Modified agreements would require the encumbrance holder to 
receive Airport Sponsor approval to enter Airport property, and ensure actions will not 
interfere with the safe and efficient operation of the Airport now and into the future.  
 
Based on input received from the encumbrance holders, no significant impact is anticipated 
to encumbrance holders resulting from the Project. Stevens County has not, nor has plans 
to, execute upon its right to mine Airport property. Existing Agrilite Electric Cooperative 
electric lines would be preserved and a revised right-of-way easement established defining 
existing utility corridors subordinate to the Airport. There are no known plans to establish 
new electric lines within Airport property. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
The actions in the preferred alternative are the same as the No Action alternative. No 
significant impact is anticipated.  
 
5.9.2 Land Use 
 
Land use immediately surrounding the Airport is primarily cultivated land with some 
residential homesteads. Other land use includes structures or vegetation, such as tree rows, 
and areas that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife that can typically be 
considered incompatible with Airport operations. There are currently four public wildlife 
areas within one mile of the Airport. 
 
FAA AC 150/5200‐33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports, provides 
guidance regarding land uses that may attract hazardous wildlife near airports. The 2018 
Wildlife Hazard Site Visit (WHSV) identifies the nearby public wildlife areas as hazardous 
wildlife attractants. The FAA recommends wildlife attractants be at least 10,000 feet away 
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from the air operations area (AOA) for turbine powered aircraft, and five miles from the AOA 
if the attractant could cause wildlife to cross the approach/departure surface. Potential 
wildlife hazards in the area include a variety of wetlands, area cropland, and grasses. These 
are potential habitat for migratory birds, which, along with deer, are the most hazardous to 
airport operations.  
 
The draft Wildlife Hazard Mitigation Plan (WHMP) provides vegetation management and 
other recommendations to help prevent and control hazardous wildlife attractants at the 
Airport. The Airport will establish low maintenance turf without forbs as part of the Project, 
and maintain turf at FAA-recommended height of 6 to 12 inches to discourage wildlife. This 
grass requires less frequent mowing. Areas currently mowed for the turf crosswind Runway 
4/22 will also be mowed less frequently when the runway is decommissioned.  
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not require acquisition of land and would not change the 
current land use surrounding the airport. The wildlife areas would continue to pose a hazard 
to aircraft operation as it is in close proximity, less than 1,500 feet, to the end of Runway 
14-32.    
 
Preferred Alternative 
Runway 14-32 would be extended southeast, putting the runway end closer to the Mud 
Creek WPA boundary. However, the WPA and WMA are already within close proximity to the 
end of Runway 14-32, which is located adjacent to cultivated agricultural fields. Access to 
these nearby wildlife hunting lands would be maintained. The wildlife areas and agricultural 
fields are existing wildlife attractants. A total of 25.6 acres of farmland is proposed to be 
removed from production. Any temporary or permanent open-water retention would be 
designed to minimize standing water and drain within 48 hours as to not create new 
hazardous wildlife attractants. The Project is not anticipated to increase the existing risk to 
aircraft operations since the existing hazardous wildlife attractants will remain similar to the 
existing conditions. As further discussed in Section 5.11 – Noise, the Project is not 
anticipated to result in noise-related land use impacts.  
 
5.9.3 Land Use Controls 
 
5.9.3.1 Airport Safety Areas 
 
The AMP is used to review and achieve compliance with all FAA safety and design standards. 
This includes meeting safety standards for the RSA, ROFA, and ROFZ, as well as RPZ. The 
EA evaluated the Project to identify the potential impacts to land use and land use controls, 
which are related to existing land use and acquisition of land for the Project. 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not change the Airport Safety Areas, and therefore would 
not include acquisition of land.  
 
Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative would require acquisition of approximately 17.7 acres of fee 
simple property near the Runway 32 end to control the RSA, ROFA, ROFZ, RPZ, inner FAR 
Part 77 approach and primary surface, and land within the 35-foot BRL within affected 
parcels. The land identified for acquisition is currently used for agricultural purposes. The 
RPZ would be extended with the extension of the runway and acquired in fee simple by the 
airport owner. The RSA would be re-graded adjacent to Runway 14-32 to meet FAA gradient 
standards. Farmland would be removed to meet ROFA and ROFZ standards. Existing land 
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use outside of airport property surrounding the airport are expected to remain similar to 
existing conditions. The MnDOT Clear Zone is not proposed for acquisition at this time due 
to the lack of availability of the property. 
 
5.9.3.2 Airport Zoning 

 
The airport must also comply with Minnesota Rules Chapter 8800.2400 for zoning public 
airports for airspace and land uses. An Airport Ordinance regulates land use adjacent to or 
in the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal 
airport operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft. The MOX Airport Ordinance does 
not accurately reflect the current or future layout or design of Runway 14-32 as identified in 
the ALP.  
 
No Action Alternative 
For the No Action Alternative, there would be no changes to the runway or configuration of 
airport facilities. However, the Airport Ordinance would be updated, and the Safety Zones 
would be revised. One residence and adjacent outbuildings would remain in Safety Zone A, 
but the Zone B restrictions currently over three residences would be removed.    
 
Preferred Alternative 
The Airport Ordinance would be updated to be in compliance with Minnesota State Statutes 
Chapter 360 and Minnesota Rules Chapter 8800.2400 for the updated ALP. The Airport 
Zoning Ordinance update would be completed by the Joint Airport Zoning Board with 
representatives from the City of Morris, Stevens County, and surrounding Townships 
affected by the proposed zoning ordinance. The process will consider public input as part of 
developing an airport zoning ordinance to develop the airspace and land use restrictions for 
public safety. Once the Airport is rezoned, residences in Safety Zone B would be proposed 
removed from that zone. The residence located in Safety Zone A would be proposed to 
remain.  
 
The Airport must also comply with the County Ordinance regulating local zoning. Under the 
current County Ordinance, a conditional use permit (CUP) will be required for Project 
construction and operation in the A-1 zone. 
 
5.10 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY 
 
Federal agencies per EO 13123 are required to reduce petroleum use, total energy, 
associated air emissions and water consumption at their facilities. FAA under Order 1050.1F 
requires evaluation of the potential impacts to natural resources and energy supply. Most 
projects will not result in significant changes in energy demand or other natural resource 
consumption. The primary changes to natural resource use and energy consumption for 
airport projects occur during construction, resulting in changes of aircraft and ground 
vehicle fuel consumption and stationary facilities, such as airfield lighting or terminal 
building heating. Energy consumption at MOX currently occurs for operation and 
maintenance of the facility that uses local electric, gas and water utilities, as well as from 
the aircraft and ground vehicles that consume fuel. Electric service is provided by Otter Tail 
Power Company, and natural gas is provided by CenterPoint Energy. MOX maintains its own 
domestic water wells and using holding tanks for wastewater disposal.      
 
No Action Alternative 
For the No Action Alternative, the use of electricity and water, and fuel consumption for 
aircraft and ground vehicles would continue at levels similar to the existing condition. No 
additional natural resources or consumption of energy would occur.  
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Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative would use energy and other natural resources for construction, 
but would not exceed local supplies. Recycling and reuse of construction materials would be 
implemented during construction, as feasible and applicable. Efforts would be made during 
design to identify opportunities for recycling pavements and underlying base material. 
Additional fuels would be required for construction equipment. Upon construction 
completion, the demand on fuel reserves by the Project would no longer exist.  
 
The estimated quantities of construction materials for the Project include 5,500 tons of 
bituminous pavement, 4,600 cubic yards (CY) of crushed aggregate base, 7,500 CY of 
granular material, 100,000 of imported material, and 8,000 linear feet of 6-inch underdrain 
pipe. Topsoil, seeding mixtures and soil amendments, and runway improvements, such as 
light fixtures and paint for markings. 
 
Operation and maintenance of the Project would not result in significant changes from the 
existing natural resource and energy consumption. Aircraft usage may cause associated 
minor increases in Jet fuel consumption. The existing lighting system would be upgraded 
from incandescent to light-emitting diode (LED), which are energy saving and would 
decrease electrical energy consumption compared to the existing operations.         
 
5.11 NOISE 
 
Aviation noise results from aircraft operations during departures, arrivals, overflights, 
taxiing, and engine run-ups. The FAA’s primary noise metric is Yearly Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (DNL) measuring cumulative noise energy exposure. A critical threshold for 
land use compatibility is DNL 65 dB or other significant increases in noise exposure levels.  
 
The nearest noise receptor at MOX is a residential home located approximately 2,500 feet to 
the southeast of existing Runway 32. The Project would extend the Runway 32 end 
approximately 750 feet closer to the nearest receptor, resulting in the runway end being 
approximately 1,750 feet from the residential home.  
 
Potential noise impacts were preliminary evaluated. However no noise analysis is required 
for projects involving Airplane Design Group (ADG) I and II airplanes (wingspan less than 
79 feet) in Aircraft Approach Categories (AAC) A through D (landing speed less than 166 
knots) operating at airports whose forecast operations in the period covered by the NEPA 
document (e.g., EA) do not exceed 90,000 annual propeller operations (247 average daily 
operations) or 700 annual jet operations (2 average daily operations). FAA states the 
airport’s 65 dB contour area would be 0.5 square miles or less along the runway and 
typically contained within airport property. 
 
The MOX design aircraft is ADG-II and AAC-B. FAA-approved aviation activity forecasts from 
the AMP indicate 616 annual jet operations in the next five years covered by this EA. Total 
airport operations are expected to remain below 8,000 annually. Based on the FAA criteria 
for conducting noise analysis and the MOX parameters, a noise analysis is not required.  
 
No Action Alternative  
The No Action Alternative there would be no changes to the runway or configuration of 
airport facilities and this alternative would not cause significant changes in noise in the area 
due to existing airport use. The forecasted increase in airport use would continue but may 
not reach its full potential without improvements to the airport facilities.   
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Preferred Alternative 
A further review of the aircraft fleet mix was completed for the Project. While the total 
business jet operations are projected to increase to 12 weekly, the estimated noise level of 
the new business jets (Cessna Citation CJ2 / XLS) is less than what is currently experienced 
today from transient air charter aircraft (Dassault Falcon 20). The frequency of business jet 
noise events would increase. However the average noise exposure per business jet event is 
expected to decrease, and therefore the Proposed Action is not expected to result in 
significant noise impacts. 
 
5.12 SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
Socioeconomics describes the social and economic aspects of a community or project area. 
Impacts to socioeconomics, such as impacts to residential areas, recreation areas, 
transportation systems or businesses, can affect the quality of life for residents living near a 
project. Socioeconomic effects can also relate to shifts in population and growth, public 
service demands, and changes in business and economic activities. A variety of Federal laws 
and regulations address socioeconomic factors, including the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, which must be met if 
acquisition of real property or displacement of persons is involved with a project. EO 13045, 
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, requires Federal 
agencies to address disproportionate risks to children resulting from environmental health 
and safety risks. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, addresses projects that would result in a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and the environment effects on minority 
or low-income populations.  
 
There are no low-income or minority populations near the Project Area. There are no 
schools, community parks or other areas specifically associated with children near the 
Project Area. 
 
No Action Alternative  
The No Action Alternative would not cause significant changes in socioeconomics in the 
area. The forecasted increase in airport use would continue but may not reach its full 
potential without improvements to the airport facilities.   
 
Preferred Alternative 
There are no low-income or minority populations near the Project, and therefore no 
environmental justice impacts would occur with the Preferred Alternative. There are no 
schools, community parks or other areas specifically associated with children near the 
Project, and therefore, no potential disproportionate health or safety risks to children are 
expected. 
 
The majority of the Project would occur on existing airport property but would also require 
acquisition of approximately 17.7 acres of fee simple property on agricultural land from 
private landowners who would be compensated accordingly. The requirements of the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended, would be followed, which includes discussions with the landowner and an 
appraisal process for the property. The Project is not anticipated to cause direct 
socioeconomic impacts, such as population shifts, public service demands or significant 
changes in business or economic activities in the community. The Project would better 
accommodate the aviation needs of Superior Industries and Riverview LLC, which is 
anticipated to be potentially beneficial for business and the community. However, the 
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forecasted increases in aircraft activity are not expected to cause significant induced or 
secondary socioeconomic impacts.  
 
5.13 VISUAL EFFECTS (INCLUDING LIGHT EMISSIONS) 
 
Visual effects can occur to nearby receptors and the environment primarily from lighting and 
facility changes, including construction of structures or changes of the current landscape. 
The potential effects of these changes are dependent on a number of factors and the 
perception of the potential receptor.  
Light emissions at an airport are generated from airfield and apron lights, visual 
navigational aids, building and parking lighting, roadway lighting, as well as ground and 
airborne aircraft. A review of light emissions and visual effects determine the impacts on 
residential uses and light-sensitive areas. 
 
The Project includes the installation of runway edge lights, runway end identifier lights 
(REIL), precision approach path indicator (PAPI) lights, and lighted airfield guidance signs. 
These lighting systems are typical for a runway at an airport like MOX. No new types of 
runway lights are proposed with the runway extension.  
 
The nearest receptor is currently located 2,500 feet from the runway end and would be 
located approximately 1,750 feet from the runway end with the Project. Of the lights 
proposed, REILs flashing white strobe lights have the highest likelihood of resulting in a 
potential visual impact. These lights are activated as needed by pilots and in use for 15-
minute intervals. The direct light emission from relocated airport lights is partially blocked 
by vegetation on the northeast corner of the residential property, likely blocking most of the 
direct light emission.  
 
The Project would also result in temporary and permanent impacts to the natural 
topography and existing landscape features on the airport property. Temporary visual 
effects would occur during Project construction due to heavy equipment use, earthwork, and 
other construction activities. Permanent impacts include infrastructure improvements that 
require modification to the existing topography where fill would be used for the runway 
extension. New facilities and pavement would require some clearing, site preparation and 
grading before construction and installation of these facilities. The same visual 
characteristics of airport and agricultural land use would remain under the Proposed Action.  
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not result in changes to the airfield lighting configuration or 
other visual impacts. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
No new significant visual effects impacts are anticipated. As mitigation, if there are new 
direct visual effects impacts to the residential property, the airport owner will install baffles 
to shield direct REIL from areas of the home that do not have existing vegetative buffers. 
 
5.14 WATER RESOURCES  
 
Consequences to water resources are divided into: wetlands and waterbodies, floodplains, 
surface waters, groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers.   
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5.14.1  Wetlands and Waterbodies 
 
As discussed in Section 4, a Wetland and Waterbody Delineation Report was completed in 
July 2019 following field delineations that were carried out in late June 2019 (Appendix C, 
Figures 4-10 and 5-1). Two intermittent waterbodies and eight wetlands were field 
delineated within the overall Airport property. 
 
The Stevens County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) is the Local Government 
Unit (LGU) for WCA administration within the County. MOX will work with the SWCD to 
obtain a WCA Notice of Decision approving the wetland boundaries and types indicated in 
the Wetland and Waterbody Delineation Report. 
 
To meet runway length and strength needs for users by extending Runway 14-32 and 
Taxiway A, the Proposed Action will require rerouting of two waterbodies (S1 and S2) 
parallel to the proposed taxiway extension, extending southeast to the end of the proposed 
grading limits. As depicted in Figures 3-6 and 5-1, the Proposed Action  necessitates 
permanent rerouting of 724 linear feet (0.05 acre) of waterbody S1 and 11 linear feet 
(<0.01 acre) of waterbody S2, directing the flow parallel to the proposed taxiway extension 
southeast to the end of the proposed grading limits. These waterbodies flow through a 
portion of wetland w02 (Figure 5-1), which is further discussed in the following paragraph. 
Prior to construction and rerouting these waterbodies, an National Pollutant Discharge 
System (NPDES)/State Disposal System (SDS) Construction Stormwater Permit will be 
obtained for the Project from the MPCA, and appropriate BMPs will be installed to control 
and manage sediment and erosion during construction. Rerouting S1 and S2 will be 
sequenced to minimize construction stormwater impacts and in accordance with this permit, 
with the new stream being constructed before the runway extension grading being 
completed. At the end of the grading limits, the waterbody will flow to the south and west 
toward Muddy Creek and the Mud Creek Waterfowl Production Area (Figure 4-8). Section 
5.14.3 Surface Waters includes additional details regarding stormwater impacts, infiltration 
and mitigation of impacts concerning the proposed rerouting of these waterbodies. 
 
As indicated in Section 4.5.6 and depicted in Figures 3-6 and 4-11, permanent impacts 
to two of the wetlands identified on the Airport property are anticipated. Wetland w02 will 
result in a fill area of 0.05 acre, and <0.01 acre of wetland w03 will be filled, for a total of 
0.06 acre of wetland impacts. Including waterbodies, permanent impacts to wetlands and 
waterbodies totals 0.1 acre for the Preferred Alternative (Figure 5-1).  
 
Permanent impacts to wetlands and waterbodies will require compliance with Sections 404 
and 401 of the CWA. In Minnesota, Section 404 compliance for applicable projects can be 
achieved through the USACE St. Paul District’s Regional General Permits (RGP) program, 
and the Transportation RGP specifically states that the expansion, modification, 
improvement or minor realignments of airport runways are eligible activities. Section 401 
compliance is incorporated in the Transportation RGP process.  
 
Category 2 of The Transportation RGP covers the expansion, modification, improvement or 
minor realignments of an existing linear transportation project, including airport runways. 
Under the Transportation RGP, activities cannot cause the loss of greater than 1.0 acre of 
waters of the US, including tributaries, and tributary channel (waterbody) losses cannot 
exceed 500 linear feet, unless the USACE waives the 500 linear foot loss limit by making a 
written determination concluding that the discharge will result in no more than minimal 
adverse environmental effects. A pre-construction notification (PCN) is required to be 
submitted to the USACE if the linear project exceeds 0.1 acre of loss of waters of the US 
and if a waiver from the 500 linear foot tributary limit is requested. 
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With 735 linear feet of impacts within waterbodies, the Project will be required to submit a 
PCN to comply with the Transportation RGP, including a waiver request to the 500 linear 
foot loss limit. Because of the intermittent nature of the waterbodies, no more than minimal 
adverse environmental effects would be anticipated. 
 
The Airport will work with the USACE and the SWCD regarding mitigation of permanent 
impacts to wetlands and waterbodies. If mitigation is required, onsite mitigation will not be 
entertained to offset these impacts, as the creation of new wetlands on the Airport property 
would present the potential for an increase in wildlife not conducive to airport operations. 
The Airport is planning offsite wetland mitigation within the same watershed. Wetland 
mitigation banks are available within the Pomme de Terre watershed in Stevens County. 
Potential wetland mitigation banks that may be used are identified as Account No. 1565 and 
Account No. 1605. 
 
5.14.2  Floodplains 
 
The Stevens County Flood Plain Management Ordinance (Flood Plain Ordinance) officially 
adopts the FEMA FIRM for Stevens County as the Official Flood Plain Zoning District Map. 
The Flood Plain Ordinance permits any use of land which does not involve a structure, an 
addition to the outside dimensions to an existing structured or an obstruction to flood flows 
such as fill, excavation, or storage of materials or equipment (Stevens County, 1992). As 
discussed in Section 4.5.7 and depicted in Figure 4-9, there are no floodplains within the 
Project Area and the closest floodplain is approximately 0.1 mile south of the Project Area. 
Floodplains are not anticipated to be impacted as a result of the Project.  
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5.14.3  Surface Waters 
 
The location of new impervious surfaces in relation to existing Airport drainage hydrology 
and topography is shown in Figures 1-2, 3-6, 4-7 and 5-1. 
 
Under the CWA, the National Pollutant Discharge System (NPDES) program includes a 
permit that addresses the effects of construction on stormwater for projects that include 
land disturbances on one acre or more. In Minnesota, the Construction Stormwater Permit is 
administered by the MPCA. NPDES construction stormwater permits must be obtained prior 
to the commencement of construction. To comply with NPDES construction stormwater 
permit requirements, the Airport/Contractor will create a stormwater pollution prevention 
plan (SWPPP) that describes the best management practices that will be used during 
construction to prevent stormwater pollution during and after construction. 
 
BMPs for stormwater management and sediment control will be implemented during 
construction. BMP examples include grass swales/vegetative filters south of extended 
Runway 32, and a new filtration basin in between Runway 14-32 and the taxiway at the 
south end of Runway 14-32 (see Figure 3-6) to avoid or minimize the potential impacts of 
stormwater, erosion and sedimentation on surface waters in the Project area during 
construction and Project operation. The new filtration basin will be designed to drain the 
design storm within 48 hours as to not attract hazardous wildlife. Design will meet NPDES 
requirements for construction and permanent stormwater runoff for discharges to turbidity-
impaired waters. Construction methods shall require minimal disturbance of soils, dust 
abatement, and other appropriate practices. 
 
The proposed Project results in impervious surface coverage increasing by 4.5 acres from 
16.4 acres to 20.9 acres. The overall drainage pattern of the airport will not be impacted by 
the Project. The ultimate stormwater discharge point for high flows is Muddy Creek, 
approximately ¼-mile south of airport property. Besides installation of a third infiltration 
basin (discussed below), the Project does not include any other special water quality 
treatment requirements.  
 
The potential for infiltration is limited due to the presence of Hydraulic Soil Group (HSG) 
Type C soils. A previous project at the Airport in 2017 to construct a full-length parallel 
taxiway adjacent to existing Runway 14-32 included installation of two filtration basins 
located between the runway and taxiway. This proposed Project includes the installation of a 
third filtration basin and other BMPs to meet water quality requirements. The Proposed 
Action increases runoff volume by 1.0 AF (acre-foot) to 6.1 AF for a 10-year design storm 
event. This equates to an increase in the annual Total Suspended Solids (TSS) load by 
1,162 pounds, which will be treated by the planned third filtration basin and other BMPs. 
 
To support BMPs, the contractor would be required to comply with FAA AC 150/5370-10C, 
Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, and specifically, Item P-156, Temporary 
Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and Siltation Control, which sets standards for 
environmental protection and water pollution control during construction. An Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan will specify the temporary and permanent erosion control measures, 
in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations. This includes sediment control BMPs 
during construction for soil disturbance within 50 feet of any surface waters on site. 
Additionally, the existing fuel storage capacity will not change. The Project itself does not 
trigger any updates to the spill response or containment facilities. Furthermore, infiltration 
basins will not treat runoff areas in which fueling activities occur. 
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Care will be taken to contain construction disturbance to the extent practicable. 
Construction practices will take necessary precautions to prevent pollution of water 
resources with fuels, oils, bitumen, chemicals, sediments or other harmful materials, and to 
reduce air pollution from particulate and gaseous matter. Further precautions will include 
the use of silt fences, inlet protection, sediment basins, ditch checks, erosion control 
blankets, and other practices, as appropriate.   
  
5.14.4  Groundwater  
 
As discussed in Section 4.5.1 above, there is one working well located at the Airport and 
one sealed well (Figure 4-7). The active Airport well is approximately 125 feet in depth. 
Because construction of the proposed Project involves mainly grading and filling of surficial 
soils in applicable areas, the active Airport well would not be impacted by construction 
and/or operation of the proposed Project. Similarly, the seven identified off-site wells 
located within a mile of the Airport (and ranging in depth from 120 to 320 feet below 
ground surface) would not be impacted due to the nature of construction and operation of 
the proposed Project (Figure 4-7). Additionally, there are no Wellhead Protection Areas or 
Source Water Protection Areas within the Project Area or the one-mile buffer of the Project 
Area.  
 
As discussed in Section 5.14.3, the Project includes the installation of a filtration basin and 
other BMPs to meet water quality requirements. BMPs will be designed in accordance with 
the Minnesota Stormwater Manual to mitigate any impacts to groundwater. 
 
5.14.5  Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
As discussed in Sections 4.5.2 and 4.5.3, there are no named lakes within the Project Area 
or within a one-mile radius. Additionally, there are no federal or state designated wild and 
scenic rivers within the Project Area or a one-mile radius. Based upon this information, no 
impacts to wild and scenic rivers are expected from the proposed Project. 
 
5.14.6  Water Resources Conclusion 
 
No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative does not result in impacts to existing water resources. 
 
Preferred Alternative 
Based on the information above, and the established FAA thresholds of significance under 
NEPA, there are no significant impacts to water resources associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. A total of 0.1 acres of wetlands would be impacted, and the airport sponsor 
would purchase wetland credits within the same HUC to mitigate wetland impacts. A total of 
735 linear feet of stream would be rerouted and mitigated. Stormwater BMPs would be 
implemented to meet water quality requirements. 
 
5.15 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND CUMULATIVE POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
 
Cumulative impacts are described as the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non- Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time 
(40 CFR § 1508.7). 
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Off-Airport Actions 
The past action by Darnen Township to vacate its public interest in the road does not result 
in a cumulative impact to transportation or environmental resources. The proposed future 
action to vacate additional portions of the roadway west of the Airport may result in 
eliminating a potential access point to the MNDNR WMA. However, the current access to this 
public recreation area at this location of the roadway is not developed. Abandonment of the 
roadway by Darnen Township would not result in cumulative impacts to environmental 
resources.  
 
On-Airport Actions 
Past actions on the Airport have gone through the necessary review and approvals. These 
actions have required some land acquisition for runway extension and other activities. The 
proposed action does not include the acquisition of the balance of the Runway 32 Clear 
Zone beyond the Runway 32 end. The runway extension however commits the airport 
owner to acquire the balance 14.7 acres of property if the property becomes available for 
purchase. The footprint for future potential hangar development was included in this EA 
analysis. Other reasonable foreseeable future actions, such as lowering the Runway 32 
approach minimums would require separate environmental review prior to approval of 
construction. Cumulative impacts for on-airport actions are not significant as mitigation 
would be used for wetland impacts and acquisition would be minimized as feasible to allow 
for continued agricultural activities. The Sponsor would continue to lease portions of airport 
property to farmers for agricultural production.  
 
5.16 SUMMARY 
 
The following Table 5-1 summarizes and compares potential impacts of the No Build 
Alternative and the Preferred Alternative for the Project. 
 

Table 5-1: Comparison of Potential Impacts 
 

 No Build Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Air Quality No new impacts would occur. 

Airport operations: 
Operations will remain similar to 
existing conditions.  
Project construction: 
Emissions from heavy equipment and 
fugitive dust will occur on the airport 
property, causing temporary, localized 
impacts. BMPs will be used to 
minimize these impacts.   
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 No Build Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Biological Resources No new impacts would occur. 

Wildlife and Waterfowl: 
Since operations will remain similar to 
existing conditions and since 
agricultural land will be converted to 
impervious surface, no adverse 
impacts to wildlife, waterfowl, or birds 
are anticipated.  
Vegetation Management: 
Agricultural crops will be converted to 
airport facilities. Wetlands will be 
avoided. One stream will be impacted 
resulting in impacts to surrounding 
vegetation. BMPs will be used to 
minimize the potential establishment 
of invasive species and noxious 
weeds.  
Listed Species: 
Listed species habitat does not exist 
in the Project Area, and therefore, no 
impacts to listed species will occur.   

Climate Change No new impacts would occur.  
No significant increase in emissions, 
and therefore, no impacts on climate 
would occur.  

Coastal Resources Not applicable. Not applicable. 

DOT Section 4(f) Lands Not applicable.  No impacts to Section 4(f) property 
would occur. 

Farmlands Approximately 15.2 acres total 
direct impacts. 

Approximately 30.1 acres total direct 
impacts. 

Hazardous Materials, 
Solid Waste, and 
Pollution Prevention 

No new impacts would occur. 
Construction materials and other solid 
waste will be legally disposed, and 
therefore, no impacts would occur. 

Historic, Architectural, 
Archeological, and 
Cultural Resources 

No new impacts would occur. Section 106 finding of No Historic 
Properties Affected. 

Land Use and Land Use 
Controls 

Use: 
Agricultural land will be converted 
to airport facilities. On-airport 
blanket utility easements and 
mineral rights would be 
extinguished.  
Land Use Controls: 
Safety Zone B will be modified and 
three residences will be removed 
from the current Zone B 
restrictions.     

Land Use: 
Agricultural land will be converted to 
airport facilities. On-airport blanket 
utility easements and mineral rights 
would be extinguished. The Runway 
14-32 end will be closer to the WMA 
and WPA, but will not increase the 
existing wildlife hazard risk.  
Land Use Controls: 
The Airport Ordinance will be 
updated. Safety Zone B will be 
modified and three residences will be 
removed from the current Zone B 
restrictions.        
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 No Build Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Natural Resources and 
Energy Supply No new impacts would occur. 

Construction: 
Energy and natural resources will be 
used for construction, but will not 
exceed the local available supplies.  
Project Operation: 
Operation and maintenance will not 
result in significant changes from the 
existing natural resource and energy 
consumption. 

Noise No new impacts would occur. 
Based on similar operations and 
anticipated types of aircraft, 
significant changes in noise are not 
expected. 

Socioeconomics, 
Environmental Justice, 
and Children’s Health 
and Safety 

No new impacts would occur. 

Acquisition of approximately 17.7 
acres of fee simple property from 
private landowners will occur through 
a legal process. No impacts to low-
income or minority populations would 
occur. There will be no increased risk 
to the health and safety of children. 

Visual Effects No new impacts would occur. 

No visually significant changes to the 
existing airport facilities will occur. 
Direct light emissions will be 
mitigated with baffles to minimize 
potential impacts. No significant 
visual impacts would occur. 

Wetlands & 
Waterbodies No new impacts would occur. 

Wetlands: 
0.1 acres of wetlands and waterbodies 
will be impacted. Per Section 401 and 
Section 404, these impacts will be 
mitigated off-site.  
  
Other Waters: 
Permanent rerouting of streams, 
totaling 735 linear feet. These 
impacts will be mitigated per Section 
401 and Section 404.   

Floodplains Not Applicable. No impacts to floodplains would 
occur. 

Surface Waters No new impacts would occur. 

No impacts to surface waters would 
occur. 
 
Stormwater: 
Greater than 1 acre of land 
disturbance will occur, requiring a 
NPDES permit and SWPPP. BMPs will 
be used during construction to 
minimize stormwater impacts.  

Groundwater No new impacts would occur. No impacts to groundwater would 
occur. 
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 No Build Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Not Applicable.  No impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers 
would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts No new impacts would occur. 

No significant are anticipated for off-
airport actions. Wetland mitigation 
will be used off-site to minimize on-
airport actions. No significant 
cumulative impacts are anticipated. 
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6.0 Public Involvement and Agency Coordination 

6.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
This chapter provides a summary of the public involvement and agency coordination efforts 
that have taken place throughout the EA process. Public comments are included in 
Appendix H, and agency correspondence included in Appendix I. 
  
As part of the AMP study, the City of Morris held a public open house on February 26, 2019. 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed runway alternatives with a focus 
on the proposed Runway 14-32 extension project. Surrounding landowners were invited. 
Attendees included select surrounding airport owners, City and Airport officials, local media, 
and members of the general public. 
 
On May 3, 2019, a notification letter was sent to various agencies requesting comments 
regarding the Project and to support development of the draft EA document in accordance 
with NEPA. Comments regarding social, economic, and environmental effects of the Project, 
and other information related to environmental or other concerns associated with the 
Project, were requested. A list of agencies contacted and sample request for comment letter 
(with the proposed Project map) is included in Appendix H. Comments were requested by 
June 7, 2019, and a copy of agency responses is included in Appendix I. 
 
The draft EA was released for public comment on January 14, 2020. The notice of EA 
availability and list of agencies contacted are included in Appendix H.  The notice of EA 
availability was published in the Stevens County Times and mailed to landowners 
surrounding the airport. Hard copies of the draft EA were available for public review at 
Morris City Hall, Morris Public Library, and Morris Municipal Airport arrival/departure 
building. An electronic PDF version of the draft EA document and notice of EA availability 
letter was available for public review and download from the city’s airport webpage at 
https://ci.morris.mn.us/airport.php. The public comment period ended on February 13, 
2020. 
 
During the public comment period, the City of Morris received 24 total comments from five 
resource agencies including the Minnesota Office of State Archaeologist, Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the Federal Aviation Administration. All written comments and a 
matrix with responses to each comment are included in Appendix I.  
 
6.2 PERMITS AND APPROVALS 
 
The federal and state permits or approvals that have been identified as potentially being 
required for the construction and operation of the Project are shown in Table 6-1. Permits 
dependent on the final design of the Project will be applied for after processing of the EA, 
receiving a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI), and prior to construction. 
 

https://ci.morris.mn.us/airport.php
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Table 6-1: Summary of Permits and Approvals 
 

Agency Permit/Approval Status 
Federal 

USACE Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit (for 
discharges of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States, and adjacent 
wetlands) and Section 10 Permit; 
 
Wetland Delineation Approval/Concurrence 

Pending 
 
 
 
 
Pending 

State   

Minnesota 
Department of 
Transportation 

Right-of-way/access/driveway permit to 
construct access road to TH 28 
 
Commissioner’s Order for Airport Safety 
Zoning Ordinance 

Pending 
 
 
Pending 

Minnesota 
Pollution Control 
Agency 

NPEDS/SDS Construction Stormwater Permit Pending 

Local   

Stevens County Conditional Use Permit Pending 

 Wetlands Conservation Act (Stevens County 
SWCD as LGU of WCA under MN BWSR) 

Pending 

Local Landowner Purchase Agreement with Landowners Pending 
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7.0 List of Preparers 

Marcus Watson, Group Manager Aviation Planning 
TKDA 
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500 
St. Paul, MN  55101 
Telephone: 651.292.4599 
marcus.watson@tkda.com  
 
Amy Denz, Senior Project Manager 
Moore Engineering, Inc. 
3315 Roosevelt Road, Suite 500A 
St. Cloud, MN  56301 
Telephone: 320.281.5493, Ext. 1103 
amy.denz@mooreengineering.com  
 
Joe Sedarski, Senior Project Manager 
Wenck Associates, Inc.  
7500 Olson Memorial Highway, Suite 300 
Golden Valley, MN  55427 
Telephone: 763.252.6890 
jsedarski@wenck.com  

 

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:amy.denz@mooreengineering.com
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Memorandum 
To: FAA DMA-ADO  Reference: Morris Airport Master Plan 

Copies To: City of Morris   Runway Length Analysis 

 MnDOT Aeronautics   Technical Memo 

   Project No.: 16514 

From: Marcus Watson, TKDA  Routing: MSW:JEL 

Date: December 28, 2018    

Introduction 

This technical memorandum summarizes the primary runway length requirements at the Morris 

Municipal Airport (MOX) in Morris, Minnesota. The memorandum documents the runway length 

calculations and methodology per FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport 

Design, with adjustments made to account for the purpose of the sponsor’s proposed project. 

Summary 

Using Airplane Flight Manuals, the total runway length using FAA methodologies to serve the design 

aircraft fleet at MOX without operational restrictions is 5,400 feet. However, the purpose of the airport 

sponsor’s proposed project is to allow new design aircraft types to operate long-distance flights to/from 

MOX. With this in consideration, the total Runway 14-32 length to serve the new design aircraft fleet at 

MOX on long-range flights using FAA methodology is 4,900 feet.  

Runway Extension Purpose & Need 

The purpose of the airport sponsor’s proposed runway extension project is to allow new design aircraft 

types to operate long-distance flights to/from MOX. A runway extension is needed at MOX to enhance 

business aviation and interstate commerce for the City of Morris and Stevens County.  

Procedure for Determining Recommended Runway Lengths 

FAA AC 150/5325-4B Chapter 1 identifies the design procedure to determine recommended runway 

lengths. This includes: 

1. Identify the list of critical design airplanes that will make regular use of the proposed runway 

within the next five years. 

2. Identify the airplanes that will require the longest runway lengths at maximum certificated takeoff 

weight (MTOW). 

3. Use the airplanes identified in Step #2 to determine the method that will be used for establishing 

the recommended runway length.  

4. Select the recommended runway length from various lengths generated by previous steps. 

5. Apply any necessary adjustment to the estimated runway length to obtain a final recommended 

length. 
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Design Approach 

The MOX airport master plan forecast study identifies the future critical design aircraft fleet to be a 

business jet with 616 operations forecast in year 2021. Operations in the Beechcraft King Air 350 are 

estimated at 151 in the same year.  

Forecasts were approved by FAA in October 2018. This design aircraft fleet falls into the FAA category 

of aircraft with maximum certified takeoff weight of more than 12,500 pounds and up to an including 

60,000 pounds. The design approach is a family grouping of large airplanes with guidelines located in 

Chapter 3 of AC 150/5325-4B.  

FAA Recommended Runway Length: Chapter 3 

Chapter 3 provides the design approach to determine the recommended runway length for the MOX 

critical design aircraft fleet based on a family grouping of airplanes. The design approach is identified 

below: 

 Percentage of Fleet: FAA Table 3-1 provides a listing of airplanes that comprise the “75 percent 

of fleet” category, with FAA Table 3-2 providing the remaining airplanes that comprise the “100 

percent of fleet” category. The MOX critical design aircraft fleet falls into the “75 percent of fleet 

category”. 

 

Note: Citation CJ3 was not manufactured at the time this AC was published. Citation CJ2 is used as a substitute. 
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 Useful Load Factor: Useful load factor is the difference between the maximum allowable 

structural gross weight and operating empty weight. The useful load consists of passengers, 

cargo, and usable fuel. Payload consists of passengers and cargo.  

Flights from MOX to destinations such as New Brunswick, Arizona and Maine stage lengths of 

up to 1,300 nautical miles. Range/payload charts for each individual airplane were consulted to 

determine the useful load factor to complete a trip at maximum payload (Figure 1). The useful 

load factor for the MOX critical design aircraft is calculated to be 100%. Therefore, a 90% useful 

load is used for this FAA runway length analysis. 

Figure 1 

Cessna Citation CJ3 & XLS Range/Payload Charts 

 

Source: Cessna Citation XLS/CJ3 Flight Planning Guides 

 Runway Length Calculations: FAA Figure 3-1 is used to determine the recommended runway 

length for the MOX critical design aircraft fleet of “75 percent of fleet” and “90 percent useful 

load”. Other inputs needed include the airport elevation above mean sea level (1,136 feet), and 

mean daily maximum temperature of the hottest month at the airport (27.4°C). The 

recommended runway length is 6,200 feet. 
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Figure 3-1.  75 Percent of Fleet at 60 or 90 Percent Useful Load 

 

 

Mean Daily Maximum Temperature of Hottest Month of the Year in Degrees Fahrenheit 
 

        75 percent of fleet at 60 percent useful load                    75 percent of fleet at 90 percent useful load 
 

 Runway Length Adjustments: The runway length obtained from FAA Figure 3-1 are based on no 

wind, a dry runway surface, and zero effective runway gradient. Adjustments include effective 

runway gradient and wet/slippery runways. The runway gradient adjustment is 100 feet for 

takeoff only based on 10 feet of runway difference in the future runway configuration. The 

wet/slippery runway adjustment for landing only states “90 percent useful load” can be 

increased by 15 percent or up to 7,000 feet. 

 Results: The longest of the takeoff and landing length becomes the recommended length. 

Therefore, the FAA recommended runway length is 7,000 feet.  

6,200’ 
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Use of Alternative Methods 

The FAA recommended 7,000-foot runway length exceeds the actual performance needs of the new 

MOX critical design aircraft fleet when considering the specific aircraft performance requirements that 

comprise the design aircraft fleet.  

Therefore, at FAA’s recommendation, the manufacturer’s Airport Planning Manual (APM) for each 

individual large airplane will be evaluated. This design procedure is identified in Chapter 4 of AC 

150/5325-4B, and will evaluate the specific runway length needs of the MOX critical design aircraft 

fleet. Additional scenarios with reduced landing weight are evaluated to meet the project’s purpose & 

need. 

FAA Runway Length Calculations: Chapter 4 

This procedure uses the APMs of the critical design airplanes under evaluation to obtain separate 

takeoff and landing length requirements. The longest length becomes the recommended runway length 

using the FAA’s procedure. Adjustments are made to the landing configuration determine the minimum 

length to meet the project’s purpose & need. Airplane Flight Manuals are used for the analysis of the 

Cessna Citation CJ3, Cessna Citation XLS, and Beechcraft King Air B350. 

Cessna Citation CJ3 Calculations 

 Data: The runway length calculation will use the following design conditions: 

o Airplane:          Cessna Citation CJ3 (Model 525B) 

o Mean daily maximum temperature of hottest month:             81.2°F (27.4°C) 

o Airport elevation:               1,136 feet 

o Maximum landing weight (MLW):                12,750 pounds 

o Maximum takeoff weight (MTOW):                                      13,870 pounds 

o Maximum different in runway centerline elevations (future runway):  10 feet 

 Takeoff Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The CJ3 performance charts are calibrated in 5°C temperature 

increments. FAA allows the use of a temperature chart if it is no more than 1.7°C lower 

than the recorded value at the airport. The 30°C chart is used as the airport temperature 

is equal to or less than 31.7°C. The 25°C chart is not used because the airport 

temperature is greater than 26.7°C. 

o Altitude: The CJ3 performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements. 

o Runway Gradient: The takeoff length is adjusted for non-zero effective runway gradient. 

FAA allows additional 10 feet is allowed for every foot of different in runway centerline 

elevation, therefore an additional 100 feet is added. Cessna has conversions for 

effective runway gradient but the FAA method is used for simplicity. 

o Flaps: Takeoff flaps are set to 15°, the setting that results in the lowest runway length. 
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o Wet Runway: The CJ3 has a separate wet runway takeoff performance chart. This data 

is used for this analysis. 

o Other Considerations: All resultant runway lengths are rounded up to the nearest 100 

feet if the value is 30 feet or greater. 

o Results: The minimum calculated CJ3 takeoff length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need is 4,300 feet during a wet runway takeoff, maximum takeoff weight, and 30°C 

temperature. 
Table 1 

Cessna Citation CJ3 Takeoff Length Calculations 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Alt. 

Adjustment 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Wet Lndg. 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 13,870 30 3,690’ +40’ +100’ - 3,830 feet 
Wet 13,870 30 4,090’ +50’ +100’ - 4,240 feet 

Maximum Takeoff Weight (MTOW) = 13,870 pounds 

 Landing Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The CJ3 performance charts are calibrated in 5°C temperature 

increments. FAA allows the use of a temperature if it is no more than 1.7°C lower than 

the recorded value at the airport. The 30°C chart is used because the airport 

temperature is equal to or less than 31.7°C. The 25°C chart is not used because the 

airport temperature is greater than 26.7°C. 

o Altitude: The CJ3 performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements. 

o Runway Gradient: Cessna has conversions for effective runway gradient adjustments for 

landing, however no adjustments are made to comply with FAA approved methodology 

for calculating landing length.  

o Wet Runway: The CJ3 has a wet runway landing conversion chart in 200-foot dry 

landing length increments. Wet runway adjustments are interpolated between results. 

o Other Considerations: The situation where the CJ3 lands at maximum landing weight is 

not typical according to the aircraft operator. The landing weight after a long-range flight 

is 11,500 pounds, considering a long-range fuel burn (2,500 pounds). All resultant 

runway lengths are rounded up to the nearest 100 feet if the value is 30 feet or greater. 

o Maximum Landing Weight: The calculated CJ3 landing length at maximum landing 

weight (12,750 pounds) using standard FAA Chapter 4 methodology is 4,090 feet. 

o Results:  The minimum calculated CJ3 landing length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need is 3,900 feet for a wet runway landing at projected landing weight and 30°C 

temperature. 
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Table 2 

Cessna Citation CJ3 Landing Length Calculations: Purpose & Need 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Alt. 

Adjustment 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Wet Lndg. 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 11,500 30 2,750’ +20’ - - 2,770 feet 
Wet 11,500 30 2,750’ +20’ - +1,080’ 3,850 feet 

Maximum Landing Weight (MLW) = 12,750 pounds; Landing Weight After Long-Range Flight = 11,500 pounds 

 Conclusion: The total recommended runway length to meet the project’s purpose & need in the 

Cessna Citation CJ3 is 4,300 feet based on a wet runway takeoff at maximum takeoff weight. 
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Cessna Citation XLS Calculations 

 Data: The runway length calculation will use the following design conditions: 

o Airplane:        Cessna Citation XLS (Model 560XL) 

o Mean daily maximum temperature of hottest month:             81.2°F (27.4°C) 

o Airport elevation:               1,136 feet 

o Maximum landing weight (MLW):                20,200 pounds 

o Maximum takeoff weight (MTOW):                                      18,700 pounds 

o Maximum different in runway centerline elevations (future runway):  10 feet 

 Takeoff Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The XLS performance charts are calibrated in 5°C temperature 

increments. FAA allows the use of a temperature chart if it is no more than 1.7°C lower 

than the recorded value at the airport. The 30°C chart is used because the airport 

temperature is equal to or less than 31.7°C. The 25°C chart is not used because the 

airport temperature is greater than 26.7°C. 

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements 

o Altitude: The XLS performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Runway Gradient: The takeoff length is adjusted for non-zero effective runway gradient. 

FAA allows additional 10 feet is allowed for every foot of different in runway centerline 

elevation, therefore an additional 100 feet is added. Cessna has conversions for 

effective runway gradient but the FAA method is used for simplicity. 

o Flaps: Takeoff flaps are set to 15°, the setting that results in the lowest runway length. 

o Wet Runway: The XLS has a separate wet runway takeoff performance chart. This data 

is used for this analysis. 

o Other Considerations: The performance charts do not count the use of thrust reversers 

as they are not required equipment. All resultant runway lengths are rounded up to the 

nearest 100 feet if the value is 30 feet or greater. 

o Results: The minimum calculated XLS takeoff length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need is 4,800 feet during a wet runway takeoff at maximum takeoff weight and 30°C 

temperature. 

 
Table 3 

Cessna Citation XLS Takeoff Length Calculations 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Alt. 

Adjustment 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Wet Lndg. 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 20,200 30 4,270’ +50’ +100’ - 4,420 feet 
Wet 20,200 30 4,660’ +60’ +100’ - 4,820 feet 

Maximum Takeoff Weight (MTOW) = 20,200 pounds 
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 Landing Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The XLS performance charts are calibrated in 5°C temperature 

increments. FAA allows the use of a temperature if it is no more than 1.7°C lower than 

the recorded value at the airport. The 30°C chart is used as the airport temperature is 

equal to or less than 31.7°C. The 25°C chart is not used because the airport temperature 

is greater than 26.7°C. 

o Altitude: The XLS performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements 

o Runway Gradient: Cessna has conversions for effective runway gradient adjustments for 

landing, however no adjustments are made to comply with FAA approved methodology 

for calculating landing length.  

o Wet Runway: The XLS has a wet runway landing conversion chart in 200-foot dry 

landing length increments. Wet runway adjustments are interpolated between results. 

o Other Considerations: The performance charts do not count the use of thrust reversers 

as they are not required equipment. The situation where the XLS lands at maximum 

landing weight is not typical according to the aircraft operator. The landing weight after a 

long-range flight is 16,500 pounds, considering a long-range fuel burn (3,700 pounds). 

All resultant runway lengths are rounded up to the nearest 100 feet if the value is 30 feet 

or greater. 

o Maximum Landing Weight: The calculated XLS landing length at maximum landing 

weight (18,700 pounds) using standard FAA Chapter 4 methodology is 5,390 feet. 

o Results: The minimum calculated XLS landing length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need is 4,900 feet for a wet runway landing at projected landing weight and 30°C 

temperature. 

Table 4 

Cessna Citation XLS Landing Length Calculations: Purpose & Need 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Alt. 

Adjustment 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Wet Lndg. 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 16,500 30 3,100’ +20’ - - 3,120 feet 
Wet 16,500 30 3,100’ +20’ - +1,790’ 4,910 feet 

Maximum Landing Weight (MLW) = 18,700 pounds; Landing Weight After Long-Range Flight = 16,500 pounds 

 Conclusion: The minimum total recommended runway length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need in a Cessna Citation XLS is 4,900 feet for a wet landing after a long-range flight. Nearly 

the same distance is required for a wet runway takeoff at maximum takeoff weight. 
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Beechcraft King Air 350 Calculations 

 Data: The runway length calculation will use the following design conditions: 

o Airplane:                Beechcraft King Air 350 (Model B300) 

o Mean daily maximum temperature of hottest month:             81.2°F (27.4°C) 

o Airport elevation:               1,136 feet 

o Maximum landing weight (MLW):                15,000 pounds 

o Maximum takeoff weight (MTOW):                                      15,000 pounds 

o Maximum different in runway centerline elevations (future runway):  10 feet 

 Takeoff Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The B300 takeoff performance charts are calibrated in 10°C temperature 

increments. Linear interpolations between temperature is allowed and used for this 

analysis. 

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements. 

o Altitude: The B300 performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Runway Gradient: The takeoff length is adjusted for non-zero effective runway gradient. 

FAA allows additional 10 feet is allowed for every foot of different in runway centerline 

elevation, therefore an additional 100 feet is added.  

o Flaps: Takeoff flaps are set to Approach, the setting that results in the lowest runway 

length. 



Morris Airport Master Plan 

Runway 14/32 Runway Length Analysis                                 December 28, 2018 

Technical Memorandum         Page 15 

 

 

o Wet Runway: Beechcraft has a separate wet runway takeoff performance chart. This 

data is used for this analysis. 

o Results: The lowest calculated B300 takeoff length to meet the project’s purpose & need 

is 4,500 feet for a wet runway takeoff, maximum takeoff weight, and 27.4°C temperature. 
Table 5 

Beechcraft King Air 350 Takeoff Length Calculations 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Alt. 

Adjustment 

Temp. 

Adjustment 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 15,000 25 3,942’ +45’ +137’ +100’ 4,224 feet 
Wet 15,000 25 4,233’ +45’ +139’ +100’ 4,507 feet 

Maximum Takeoff Weight = 15,000 pounds 

 Landing Length Calculations:  

o Temperature: The B300 performance charts are calibrated in 10°C temperature 

increments. Linear interpolations between temperature is allowed and used for this 

analysis. 

o Altitude: The B300 performance charts are calibrated in 1,000-foot altitude increments. 

Linear interpolations between airport elevations is allowed and used for this analysis.  

o Wind: No wind is presumed per FAA requirements 

o Runway Gradient: Beechcraft has conversions for effective runway gradient adjustments 

for landing, which are used for this analysis.  

o Wet Runway: Beechcraft does not publish a wet runway landing chart. The addition of 

15% to the dry runway landing length is not allowed because the B300 is not a turbojet-

powered aircraft.  

o Other Considerations: A situation where the B300 lands at maximum landing weight is 

not typical according to the aircraft operator. The landing weight after a long-range flight 

is 12,300 pounds, considering a long-range fuel burn (3,700 pounds).  

o Maximum Landing Weight: The calculated B300 XLS landing length at maximum landing 

weight (15,000 pounds) using standard FAA Chapter 4 methodology is 4,500 feet. 

o Results: The lowest calculated B300 landing length is 2,900 feet during a dry runway 

landing, maximum landing weight, and 27.4°C temperature. 

Table 6 

Beechcraft King Air 350 Landing Length Calculations: Purpose & Need 

Runway 

Condition 

Weight 

(lbs.) 

Temp. 

(°C) 

Base 

Length 

Slope 

Adjustment 

Total 

 Length 

Dry 12,300 27.4 2,550’ +50’ 2,600 feet 
Maximum Landing Weight = 15,000 pounds 

 Conclusion: The minimum total recommended runway length to meet the project’s purpose & 

need in the Beechcraft King Air 350 is 4,500 feet based on a wet runway takeoff at maximum 

takeoff weight.  
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Conclusion 

In reviewing Airplane Flight Manuals for the MOX critical design aircraft fleet mix, the total runway 

length needed is 5,400 feet using based on the wet runway landing distance of the Cessna Citation 

XLS at maximum landing weight using FAA methodologies.  

The minimum MOX runway length to meet the operational requirements for the new critical design 

aircraft fleet is 4,900 feet based on the wet runway landing distance in the Cessna Citation XLS after a 

long-range flight. 
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Master Plan Alternatives Exhibits 
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1.0 Introduction 

Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck), on behalf of the City of Morris (City) and TKDA, completed 
a wetland and waterbody delineation for the proposed Morris Municipal Airport (MOX) 
Expansion Project (Project) on June 19, 2019. The Project is located in the City of Morris, 
Stevens County Minnesota along State Highway 28 (Figure 1-1) and is owned and operated 
by the City. The objective of the delineation was to identify and delineate new locations of 
wetlands and waterbodies within the proposed areas to be expanded and developed as part 
of the Project.  

The City completed an Airport Master Plan (AMP) study of MOX to determine aviation 
activity, facility evaluation, and determination of federal funding participation through the 
Airport Improvement Plan (AIP). The AMP concluded that the existing MOX runway needs to 
be extended and strengthened to serve turbojet-aircraft, the apron needs to be expanded to 
meet FAA airport design standards, and the hangar area needs to be expanded to meet 
MOX’s growing aircraft needs. As such, additions would need to be made to existing airport 
property and infrastructure, necessitating further field delineation efforts to identify 
wetlands and waterbodies in newly proposed workspaces. Information herein applies 
specifically to the wetland and waterbody field delineation efforts conducted by Wenck on 
June 19, 2019. 
 
The Survey Area for the 2019 airport expansion Report includes project boundary (for the 
proposed areas to be expanded and developed), proposed land acquisition areas, and the 
entirety of the airport property, which totaled approximately 253 acres. These areas span 
the township, range, and multiple sections as shown in Table 1. A Project Overview map 
that highlights the Survey Area as reviewed in June 2019 is presented in Figure 1-1. 

Table 1: Townships, Ranges and Sections 
State County Township Range Sections 

MN Stevens 124N 42W 5,8,17 

 

The following presents the methods used for this scope, results and conclusions.  



 

July 2019 1-2 

 

 
  

 

 
 
Figure 1-1: Project Overview Map 
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2.0 Methods 

2.1 FIELD DELINEATION 
 
The field delineation efforts were carried out by Kristina DeName and Chad Anderson of 
Wenck on June 19, 2019. The Study Area for this Wetland and Waterbody Delineation 
Report (Report) underwent field delineations to confirm the presence and /or absence, and 
extent of wetlands and waterbodies. In preparation for the delineation work, Wenck staff 
reviewed soil maps (Attachment A), aerial imagery, and precipitation data (see below) prior 
to conducting the field investigations.  
 
Onsite investigation of farmed and naturally vegetated wetlands was conducted by using the 
on-site methodology set forth in the 1987 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands 
Delineation Manual (1987 Manual) and the 2010 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional 
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (2010 
Regional Supplement). Potential wetland areas were examined according to guidelines set 
forth in these documents and wetland boundaries were determined through analysis of the 
vegetation, soils, and hydrology. Wetlands were classified according to the Cowardin et al. 

1979 Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States and plant 
species were assigned a wetland indicator pursuant to the 2016 National Wetland Plant List.  
 
Precipitation conditions were assessed for the site visit in June 2019 using the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Agricultural 
Applied Climate Information System (AgACIS) online database and the Climate Analysis for 
Wetlands Tables (WETS) data in Morris, Minnesota. Precipitation was normal during the field 
visit and preceding the field visit; precipitation totals in April were recorded as normal, May 
was considered wet, and June was considered normal (Table 2). Much of this area is well 
drained due to the presence of agricultural drain tile.  
 
Table 2: NRCS WETS Data  

 
Source: Precipitation data was collected from the NRCS AgACIS WETS and Precipitation monthly totals at: 
http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/ (accessed May 2019). 
1 Condition Values are as follows: Dry=1, Normal=2, Wet=3. 
2 Conclusions are as follows: If the sum is 6-9 than the period has been drier than normal; if the sum is 10-14 then 
that period has been normal; if the sum is 15-18 then the period has been wetter than normal. 

http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/
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3.0 Results 

3.1 FIELD DELINEATIONS 
 
As stated in Section 2.1 above, field delineations were conducted within the Survey Area in 
June 2019. All parts of the Survey Area were visually observed and photographed to capture 
the presence/absence of water resources and to ensure 100 percent survey coverage 
(Attachments B and C); photographs were taken at multiple locations within the Survey 
Area and are presented in Attachment D. 
 
Overall, a total of eight wetlands and two waterbodies were newly identified and field 
delineated within or immediately adjacent to the Study Area (Attachment C). Photographs 
of these features are included in Attachment D and are mapped on Attachment B; detailed 
field delineation maps are provided in Attachment C; and data sheets are included as 
Attachments E and F. A summary table of field delineated wetlands and waterbodies, the 
intersected Project components, acreage of the newly delineated features, and feature 
classification are included in Table 3, below.  
 

Palustrine Emergent Wetlands 

All wetlands identified within the Survey Area were palustrine emergent (PEM) features. 
Wetlands 1-6 were dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) and cattail 
species (Typha x glauca and Typha latifolia), and Wetlands 8-9 were dominated by 
American water plantain (Alisma subcordatum). All wetlands exhibited a hydric soil indicator 
of redox dark surface. Hydrology varied from feature to feature, but the most common 
hydrology indicators were saturation, FAC-neutral test, surface soil cracks, and geomorphic 
position.  
 
Note that Wetland 7 was removed from the initial wetland field delineations and is not 
included with this Report. Further data analysis indicated that this wetland did not meet the 
wetland characteristics for vegetation or soil. While this wetland may have previously 
supported wetland characteristics, but current conditions do not meet the requirements for 
parameters set forth in the 1987 Manual or 2010 Regional Supplement.  
 

Intermittent Waterbodies 

Two waterbodies were identified within the Survey Area, one of which is an 11.3-foot long 
waterbody that discharges into the other via culvert that passes under the taxiway, forming 
a single waterbody, which totals approximately 724.4 feet in length. Both waterbodies are 
located to the east and the south of the existing runway. The flow regimes are intermittent, 
and the single, combined waterbody is hydrologically connected to Wetland 1 with a silt/clay 
substrate. 
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Table 3: Summary of All Field Delineated Features  

Feature 
Type 

Feature 
ID 

Project Component 
Intersected Acres 

Cowardin 
Classification/Flow 

Regime 

Wetland w01 Airport Property 0.10 PEM 

Wetland w02 Project Boundary 0.05 PEM 

Wetland w03 Airport Property 0.27 PEM 

Wetland w04 Airport Property 0.05 PEM 

Wetland w05 Project Boundary, Airport 
Property 0.03 PEM 

Wetland w06 Project Boundary 0.03 PEM 

Wetland w08 Airport Property 0.28 PEM 

Wetland w09 Airport Property 0.18 PEM 

Waterbody s1 Project Boundary 0.05 Intermittent 

Waterbody s2 Project Boundary <0.01 Intermittent 
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4.0 Conclusion 

The boundaries of eight wetlands and two waterbodies were field delineated per the scope 
of this Report. We understand that the City and TKDA will use this information to site and 
route proposed Project expansion and additions. This wetland delineation meets the 
standards and criteria described in the 1987 Manual and the 2010 Regional Supplement. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this Report please contact Kristina DeName at Wenck: 
 
Kristina DeName 
Senior Environmental Analyst 
7500 Olson Memorial Highway, Suite 300 
Golden Valley, Minnesota 55427 
 
kdename@wenck.com  
763-252-6824

mailto:kdename@wenck.com
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Wetland 1 
Culvert/Drain 

 



Wetland 1 

 

Wetland 2 
Stream 1 

 



Wetland 2 
Stream 1 

 

Wetland 3 

 



Wetland 4 

 

Wetland 5 

 



Wetland 6 

 

Wetland 7  
DETERMINED NOT TO BE A WETLAND AFTER FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
 
 

 



Wetland 8 

 

Wetland 9 
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Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6 Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

Section, Township, Range:
Toe of Slope 

Forman-Buse complex, 2 to 6 percent slopes NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? N

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

Recently tilled/planted field, no vegetation present.

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Forman-Buse complex

Soil Map Unit Name
5 Lat: Long:45.55965733 Datum:-95.96262188

N
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

None

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

None

(Plot size: 15 ft

0

0 0

0
0 0

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

None 80 Y
(Plot size: 5 ft

N
0

Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
80

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

0 0

0.00%

0
0
0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06/19/2019
Sampling Point: W01-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD 83

None

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

M
M2/1 10 D

2/1 10 D
3/2
3/1

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
90
90

Soil Series: Forman-Buse complex, 2 to 6 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

6-18 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

W01-up

0-6 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06/19/2019
Sampling Point: W01-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD 83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

1

0 0

100.00%

80
0

160

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
80

Phalaris arundinacea 80 Y FACW
(Plot size: 5 ft

  
 

0

2.00
80 160

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

0

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

PEM wetland in farm field.  Drain tile/outlet near North side of wetland. 

Y

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
5 Lat: Long:45.55961719 Datum:-95.96270966

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W01-wet

0-8 10YR 10YR Loam/Clay

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

8-15 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell,  0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Loam/Clay
98
90

M
M5/8 10 D

5/8 2 D
2/1
2/1

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches): 12

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6 Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W02-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

85 340

0.00%

0
0
0

N
0

Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
85

Bromus inermis 85 Y FACU
(Plot size: 5 ft

0

4.00
85 340

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

0 0

0
None

(Plot size: 15 ft

None

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
1 Lat: Long:45.55957026 Datum:-95.96019569

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W02-up

0-7 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

7-12 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell, 0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
100
99 M7/7 1 D2/1

2/1

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W02-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

  

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

2

2

0 0

100.00%

60
30

120

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Phalaris arundinacea 60 Y FACW
(Plot size: 5 ft

Typha X glauca 30 Y OBL
 

0

1.67
90 150

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

30

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Y

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
6 Lat: Long:45.55949766 Datum:-95.96024482

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Concave

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W02-wet

0-5 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:
3

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

5-18 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

clay/loam10YR

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell,  0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
90
80

C

M
M
M

7/1 10 D
7/1 8 D

5/8 10
2/1
2/1

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches): 2
Yes No Depth (inches): 0

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6 Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

Section, Township, Range:
Hill

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed?
YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
5 Lat: Long:45.56185437 Datum:-95.96126202

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Adjacent to runway/taxiway 

N

None

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

None

(Plot size: 15 ft

0

0 0

0

4.11
90 370

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

10 50

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

Bromus inermis 80 Y FACU
(Plot size: 5 ft

Lespedeza cuneata 10 N UPL

N
0

Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

80 320

0.00%

0
0
0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W03-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:
Did not dig due to safety concerns with buried utilities and cables next to runway/taxiway.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

SOIL Sampling Point:

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

W03-up

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris, MN Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W03-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

1

0 0

100.00%

0
90
0

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Typha latifolia 90 Y OBL
(Plot size: 5 ft

  
 

0

1.00
90 90

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

90

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Wetland adjacent to taxiway.

Y

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
2 Lat: Long:45.56158339 Datum:-95.96109581

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Concave

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W03-wet

0-8 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:
2

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

8-16 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

10YR

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell, 0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
90
85

C

M
M
M

7/1 10 D
7/2 10 D

5/8 5 
2/1
2/1

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches): 3
Yes No Depth (inches): 0

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6 Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W04-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

2

0

60 240

0.00%

0
0
0

N
0

Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Bromus inermis 50 Y FACU
(Plot size: 5 ft

Lespedeza cuneata 30 Y UPL
Cirsium arvense FACU

0

4.33
90 390

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

30 150

10 N

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

0 0

0
None

(Plot size: 15 ft

None

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
2 Lat: Long:45.56767018 Datum:-95.96735754

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W04-up

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell, 0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:
Did not dig due to safety concerns with nearby meteorological tower, lights, and potential underground wires. 

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

Section, Township, Range:
Concave 

Lakepark-Parnell NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
2 Lat: Long:45.56767906 Datum:-95.96740291

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Y

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

  
  

40

  
0 0  

0

1.43
70 100

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

Typha latifolia 40 Y OBL
(Plot size: 5 ft

Phalaris arundinacea 30 Y FACW
 

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
70

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

2

2

0 0

100.00%

30
40
60

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06/19/2019
Sampling Point: W04-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

C

M
M
M

7/1 7 D
7/2 5 D

5/8 3
3/1
3/1

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
95
90

Soil Series: Lakepark-Parnell, 0 to 2 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Poorly drained 

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

6-15 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

10YR

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

W04-wet

0-6 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W05-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

2

1

50 200

50.00%

50
0

100

Y
0

Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
100

Phalaris arundinacea 50 Y FACW
(Plot size: 5 ft

Bromus inermis 50 Y FACU

0

3.00
100 300

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

0 0

0
None

(Plot size: 15 ft

None

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
Lat: Long:45.56904728 Datum:-95.96877384

Y
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Udorthents NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W05-up

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Udorthents Series Drainage Class: Well drained 

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:
Did not dig due to safety concerns: buried utilities and drains associated with runway. 

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W05-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

2

2

0 0

100.00%

20
20
40

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
40

Phalaris arundinacea 20 Y FACW
(Plot size: 5 ft

Typha X glauca 15 Y OBL
Salix nigra OBL

0

1.50
40 60

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

5 N

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

20

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Y

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
0 Lat: Long:45.56903186 Datum:-95.96879837

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Udorthents NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed?
Subregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W05-wet

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Udorthents Series Drainage Class: Well drained 

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Assumed hydric soil based on hydrology and vegetation.  

Did not dig due to likelihood of buried utlilities and drains associated with airport facilities.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6  Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W06-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
5, 124, 42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

90 360

0.00%

0
0
0

N

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Bromus inermis 90 Y FACU
(Plot size: 5 ft

  
 

0

4.00
90 360

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

0

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
1 to 4 Lat: Long:45.57120433 Datum:-95.96749917

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W06-up

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:
Did not dig due to presence of drains/drain tile lines. 

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W06-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
5, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

1

0 0

100.00%

0
0
0

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
80

Setaria pumila 60 Y FAC
(Plot size: 5 ft

Equisetum arvense 20 N FAC
 

0

3.00
80 240

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
80 240  

  
  

0

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Y

Wetland in manicured lawn. 

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
1 Lat: Long:45.57120393 Datum:-95.9674857

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Concave

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W06-wet

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained 

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:
Assumed hydric based on hydrology and vegetation. Did not dig due to presence of drains and drain tile lines.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6  Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

Upland point in recently planted corn field. 

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
0 Lat: Long:45.5653542 Datum:-95.97052245

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

  
  

0

  
0 0  

0

 
0 0

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

Zea mays 50 Y  
(Plot size: 5 ft

  
 

N

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
50

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

0 0

0.00%

0
0
0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W08-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124,R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

M5/8 1 C3/2
3/2

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
100
99

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

8-15 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

W08-up

0-8 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Midwest Region            



Project/Site:

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 

Are vegetation ## ## ##

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?

Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)

1 (A)

2

3 (B)

4

5 (A/B)

=Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:

2 OBL species x 1 =

3 FACW species x 2 =

4 FAC species x 3 = 

5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =

Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)

1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 

2

3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5 X Dominance test is >50%

6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*

7

8

9

10

=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )

1

2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 

present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019

Sampling Point: W08-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

8, T124, R42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

1

0 0

100.00%

0

85

0

Y

  

  

  

  

0

Hydrophytic 

vegetation 

present?

(Plot size: 30 ft

90

Alisma subcordatum 80 Y OBL

(Plot size: 5 ft

Scirpus sp. 5 N  

Persicaria hydropiper OBL

0

1.00

85 85

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 

(explain)

0 0

  

  

5 N

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 

supporting data in Remarks or on a 

separate sheet)

  

  

0 0  

  

  

85

  

  

None   

(Plot size: 15 ft

 None   

Dominant 

Species

Indicator 

Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  

  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 

% Cover30 ft

Y

Investigator(s): KD, CA

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name:

1 to 4 Lat: Long:45.56542254 Datum:-95.97023943

Y

Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:

Concave

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed?

Subregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##

## ## ##

## ## ##

## ## ##

## ##

## ##

## ##

## ##

## ##

##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##

## ## ##

## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 

## ##

## ##

## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##

## ## ##

## ## ##

## ##

## ## ##

##

Remarks:

W08-wet

0-5 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 

Roots (not tilled) (C3) 
##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2)

Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 

present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) 

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

5-10 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

clay/loam10YR10-18

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained 

% Type* Loc**

Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles

Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam

10YR 4/1

99

90

85 D

M

M

M

7/2 10 D

7/2 1 D

7/2 15

3/1

3/1

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 

hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):

Yes No Depth (inches): 0

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 Dominance test is >50%
6  Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W09-upMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, 124, 42

N/A

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

0

0 0

0.00%

0
0
0

N

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
50

Zea mays 50 Y  
(Plot size: 5 ft

  
 

0

 
0 0

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

 

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

  
0 0  

  
  

0

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

N

Upland point in recently planted corn field. 

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Flat

Soil Map Unit Name
1 to 4 Lat: Long:45.56645753 Datum:-95.96950307

N
N

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

N

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology

Section, Township, Range:
Flat

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

W09-up

0-8 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

8-15 10YR 10Y/R

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well drained

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
100
99 M5/8 1 C3/2

3/2

Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? N

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? N

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):Yes

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Midwest Region            



Project/Site

Slope (%):

Are vegetation ## ## ## Are "normal circumstances" present? 
Are vegetation ## ## ##
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Hydrophytic vegetation present? Is the sampled area within a wetland?

Hydric soil present?
Indicators of wetland hydrology present?

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)

Dominance Test Worksheet

)
1 (A)
2
3 (B)
4
5 (A/B)

=Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub stratum ) Prevalence Index Worksheet

1 Total % Cover of:
2 OBL species x 1 =
3 FACW species x 2 =
4 FAC species x 3 = 
5 FACU species x 4 =

=Total Cover UPL species x 5 =
Herb stratum ) Column totals (A) (B)
1 Prevalence Index = B/A = 
2
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 X Dominance test is >50%
6 X Prevalence index is ≤3.0*
7
8
9

10
=Total Cover

Woody vine stratum )
1
2

=Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet)

Section, Township, Range:

Forman-Aastad complex NWI Classification:

, soil , or hydrology significantly disturbed? Y

YSubregion (MLRA or LRR): Are climatic/hydrologic conditions of the site typical for this time of the year?

Investigator(s): KD, CA
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Applicant/Owner: City of Morris State:

Soil Map Unit Name
1 to 4 Lat: Long:45.56652629 Datum:-95.96930063

Y
Y

VEGETATION -- Use scientific names of plants.

Y

Wetland Type:

, soil , or hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in remarks.)

PEM

Absolute 
% Cover30 ft

Y

None   

Dominant 
Species

Indicator 
Staus Number of Dominant Species 

that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

  
  Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across all Strata:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:

  
  

None   
(Plot size: 15 ft

  
  

85

  
0 0  

0

1.00
85 85

Problematic hydrophytic vegetation* 
(explain)

0 0

  

  

5 N

Morphogical adaptations* (provide 
supporting data in Remarks or on a 
separate sheet)

  

Alisma subcordatum 80 Y OBL
(Plot size: 5 ft

Scirpus sp. 5 N  
Persicaria hydropiper OBL

Y

  

  
  
  

0
Hydrophytic 
vegetation 
present?

(Plot size: 30 ft
90

Percent of Dominant Species 
that are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

1

1

0 0

100.00%

0
85
0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

City/County: Morris Sampling Date:

*Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

06-19-2019
Sampling Point: W09-wetMN

Local relief (concave, convex, none):
8, T124, R42

PEM1AF

Morris Municipal Airport

NAD83

None   

  

 Midwest Region        



## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
## ##
##

##

Depth (inches):

## ## Aquatic Fauna (B13) ##
## ## ##
## ## Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ## Dry Season Water Table (C2) 
## ##
## ##
## ## Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ##
## ## ##
## ## ##
## ##
## ## ##
##

Remarks:

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe recorded data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

Stunted of Stressed Plants (D1)

Check here if indicators are not present: ##

Saturation present?

Thin Muck Surface (C7) 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Surface water present?

Iron Deposits (B5)

Indicators of wetland 
hydrology present? Y

Yes No Depth (inches):
Yes No Depth (inches): 1

No Depth (inches):Yes

Check here if indicators are not present:

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: Hydric soil present? Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

*Type: C = Concentration, D = Depletion, RM = Reduced Matrix, MS = Masked Sand Grains.        **Location: PL = Pore Lining, M = Matrix
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils:
Histisol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Coast Prairie Redox (A16)  (LRR K, L, R)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K,L,R)

90 D

M
M
M

7/2 10 D
7/2 1 D

7/2 10
3/1
3/1

SOIL Sampling Point:

clay/loam
10YR 4/1

99
90

Soil Series: Forman-Aastad complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes Series Drainage Class: Well Drained 

% Type* Loc**
Matrix

Texture RemarksColor (moist)

Taxonomy (Subgroup):  
Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth 
(Inches) Horizon

Mottles
Color (moist)%

5-11 10YR 10YR

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

clay/loam10YR11+

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2)
Surface Water (A1)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Other (explain in remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and weltand hydrology must be 
present, unless disturbed or problematic

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) 
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

W09-wet

0-5 10YR 10YR clay/loam

Drift Deposits (B3)

Water Marks (B1)

Water table present?

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living 
Roots (not tilled) (C3) ##

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Saturation (A3)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Field Observations:

Midwest Region            



 

 

Attachment F 

 
 
Waterbody Data Sheets



 
 

Waterbody Form 

Feature ID:  S1 & S2  

Waterbody Name:            N/A  

Staff Initials  KD, CA  

Latitude:  45.559660203  

Cowardin:  N/A  

Inspection Date:  06/19/2019  

State:               Minnesota 
 

County:   Morris  

Longitude:  ‐95.962709660203  

Flow Regime:   Intermittent  

Associated wetland(s)?    (check if yes)  % Riparian Vegetation:    70  
 

 

Left Bank Height (ft):        1 ft.  Left Bank Slope (o
):   90         

   

Right Bank Height (ft):    1 ft.  Right Bank Slope (o):   90         
   

OHWM Height (ft):          1.5 ft.  Top of Bank Width (ft):   4 ft.         
   

OHWM Width (ft):           2-4 ft.  Water Clarity:     Clear         
   

OHWM Criteria:                matted veg., soil change, veg. change, bed/bank  Avg. Water Depth (ft):   6 in.         
   

Primary Substrate:           silt/clay, some gravel  Flow Rate (ft/s):    1 ft/s         
   

Flow Direction:     S         
 

 

 

Unique Features (Check all that apply): 

 Unstable Banks 

 Rock Outcrop 

 Riffles/Runs 

 Bridge 

 Headcutting 

 Gravel Bars/Islands 

  Riprap 

 Diversion/Intake 

 Erosion 

 Cutoff Channels 

 Buildings 

 Steep Sideslopes 

 Pools 

 Dam   

 Seeps 

 Other (Explain):  

 

 

Dominant Plant Species  Photos (List Photo ID): 

1.    Reed canary grass   S01      
 

2.    Cattails          
 

3.    Red top agrostis          
 

4.    Red clover          
 

5.    Birds foot trefoil           
 

 

Potential Jurisdictional Assessment (Check if applicable): 

 Traditional Navigable Water (TNW) 

 
 

 Relatively Permanent Water 

 Defined Bed/Bank   Other: 
 

 

 

Notes 

 S2 discharges into S1 from a culvert under the taxiway

 



 

Toll Free: 800-472-2232          Email: wenckmp@wenck.com          Web: wenck.com 
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USFWS IPaC Resource List
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IPaC resource list
This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat
(collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS)
jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below. The list
may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially be
directly or indirectly a�ected by activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood
and extent of e�ects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering additional
site-speci�c (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and project-speci�c (e.g., magnitude and timing of
proposed activities) information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS
o�ce(s) with jurisdiction in the de�ned project area. Please read the introduction to each section
that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for
additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location
Stevens County, Minnesota

Local o�ce
Minnesota-Wisconsin Ecological Services Field O�ce

  (952) 252-0092
  (952) 646-2873

MAILING ADDRESS
4101 American Blvd E
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665

PHYSICAL ADDRESS
4101 American Blvd E

U.S. Fish & Wildlife ServiceIPaC

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/


6/11/2019 IPaC: Explore Location
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-
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/step1.html
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Endangered species
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of
project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species.
Additional areas of in�uence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of
the species range if the species could be indirectly a�ected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a
dam upstream of a �sh population, even if that �sh does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly
impact the species by reducing or eliminating water �ow downstream). Because species can move,
and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near
the project area. To fully determine any potential e�ects to species, additional site-speci�c and
project-speci�c information is often required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary
information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area
of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any
Federal agency. A letter from the local o�ce and a species list which ful�lls this requirement can
only be obtained by requesting an o�cial species list from either the Regulatory Review section in
IPaC (see directions below) or from the local �eld o�ce directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website
and request an o�cial species list by doing the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.
2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.
3. Log in (if directed to do so).
4. Provide a name and description for your project.
5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species  and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the �sheries division of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries ).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this
list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows
species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for more
information.

2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an o�ce of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce.

The following species are potentially a�ected by activities in this location:

Mammals

1

2

NAME STATUS

https://www.fws.gov/ecological-services/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/consultations/endangered-species-act-consultations
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/esa/listed.htm
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/esa.html
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/status/list
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
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Critical habitats
Potential e�ects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered
species themselves.

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS AT THIS LOCATION.

Migratory birds

The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS Birds
of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. To learn
more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see the FAQ
below. This is not a list of every bird you may �nd in this location, nor a guarantee that every bird
on this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders and the
general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data mapping tool
(Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For projects that occur o�
the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative occurrence and abundance of
bird species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic Coast birds,
and other important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret
and use your migratory bird report, can be found below.

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to migratory
birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing
appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.

Additional information can be found using the following links:

Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/ 
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/ 
conservation-measures.php
Nationwide conservation measures for birds
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf

1

2

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
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For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures to
reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY at
the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your
project area.

Probability of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the FAQ
“Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or attempting to
interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.)
A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey e�ort (see below) can be
used to establish a level of con�dence in the presence score. One can have higher con�dence in the
presence score if the corresponding survey e�ort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the
week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for that
week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee was
found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 0.25.

NAME BREEDING SEASON (IF A
BREEDING SEASON IS INDICATED
FOR A BIRD ON YOUR LIST, THE
BIRD MAY BREED IN YOUR
PROJECT AREA SOMETIME WITHIN
THE TIMEFRAME SPECIFIED,
WHICH IS A VERY LIBERAL
ESTIMATE OF THE DATES INSIDE
WHICH THE BIRD BREEDS
ACROSS ITS ENTIRE RANGE.
"BREEDS ELSEWHERE" INDICATES
THAT THE BIRD DOES NOT LIKELY
BREED IN YOUR PROJECT AREA.)

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 20 to Jul 31

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa �avipes
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Breeds elsewhere

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679
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 no data survey e�ort breeding season probability of presence

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence
is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of presence
across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence in week 20 for the Spotted
Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is the maximum of any
week of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is
0.05/0.25 = 0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the probability of
presence score.

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across its
entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project area.

Survey E�ort ( )
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

To see a bar's survey e�ort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe
Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant
information. The exception to this is areas o� the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on all
years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Bobolink
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Lesser Yellowlegs
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at
any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to
occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and
avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
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occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures
and/or permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of
infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my speci�ed location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other species
that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network
(AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets and is
queried and �ltered to return a list of those birds reported as occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project
intersects, and that have been identi�ed as warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that
area, an eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to o�shore
activities or development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area. It is not
representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially present in your
project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially
occurring in my speci�ed location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the
Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen
science datasets .

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. To
learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the
Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or
year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide,
or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds
guide. If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur
in your project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe speci�ed. If "Breeds
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?

Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range
anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Paci�c Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the
continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because
of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in o�shore areas from
certain types of development or activities (e.g. o�shore energy development or longline �shing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, e�orts should be made, in particular, to
avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern. For
more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird
impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.

https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/conservation-measures.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/eagle-management.php
http://avianknowledge.net/index.php/phenology-tool/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/search/
https://neotropical.birds.cornell.edu/Species-Account/nb/home
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/birds-of-conservation-concern.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
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Details about birds that are potentially a�ected by o�shore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and groups of
bird species within your project area o� the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal
also o�ers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you in your project review.
Alternately, you may download the bird model results �les underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS
Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year,
including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this information. For additional information on
marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam
Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list?

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid violating the
Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of priority
concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds may be
in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring
in my speci�ed location”. Please be aware this report provides the “probability of presence” of birds within the 10
km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey e�ort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no data” indicator (a
red horizontal bar). A high survey e�ort is the key component. If the survey e�ort is high, then the probability of
presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In contrast, a low survey e�ort bar or no data bar means a
lack of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a
starting point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to
look for to con�rm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to avoid
or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be con�rmed. To learn more about
conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize
impacts to migratory birds” at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

Facilities

National Wildlife Refuge lands
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

This location overlaps the following National Wildlife Refuge lands:

LAND ACRES

http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits/need-a-permit.php
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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  (320) 589-1001
  (320) 589-2624

43875 230th Street
Morris, MN 56267-5404

https://www.fws.gov/refuges/pro�les/index.cfm?id=32581

Fish hatcheries

THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to update
our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine the actual
extent of wetlands on site.

This location overlaps the following wetlands:

Morris Wetland Management District 308.57 acres

FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
PEM1C
PEM1A
PEM1/UBF
PEM1F
PEM1Ad
PEM1Ax

FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND
PSS1C
PFO1C
PFO1/EM1C

FRESHWATER POND
PUBFx

RIVERINE
R2UBG

https://www.fws.gov/refuges/profiles/index.cfm?id=32581
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1A
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1/UBF
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1F
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1Ad
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PEM1Ax
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PSS1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PFO1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PFO1/EM1C
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=PUBFx
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=R2UBG


6/11/2019 IPaC: Explore Location

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/6767AX4ATBFJBHWEVKRPH4CRRM/resources 10/10

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level
information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high
altitude imagery. Wetlands are identi�ed based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error
is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in
revision of the wetland boundaries or classi�cation established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth veri�cation work conducted.
Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or �eld work. There may be
occasional di�erences in polygon boundaries or classi�cations between the information depicted on the map and
the actual conditions on site.

Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuber�cid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may de�ne and describe wetlands in a
di�erent manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to de�ne the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish
the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in
activities involving modi�cations within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal,
state, or local agencies concerning speci�ed agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may
a�ect such activities.

R4SBC

A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands Inventory website

https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx?CodeURL=R4SBC
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/decoders/wetlands.aspx
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Kristina DeName

From: Kristina DeName
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:29 AM
To: Review.NHIS@state.mn.us
Cc: Marcus Watson; Joe Sedarski; Chad R. Anderson
Subject: NHIS Review - Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project 
Attachments: NHIS Data Request Form.pdf; MOX_NHIS_Consult_20190726.zip; 

Morris_Airport_NHIS_win_1_Mile.xlsx

Dear Ms. Joyal, 
 
Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) on behalf of The City of Morris (City) and TKDA, respectfully requests a Natural Heritage 
Information System (NHIS) Data Request for the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project (Project), an airport 
expansion project located in the City of Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota (Project Area). We have completed the NHIS 
Data Request Form and attached it for your review, which includes the data request form, supplemental information, 
and Project Location Map. Also attached to this email are Project shapefiles.  
 
Additionally, Wenck used it’s NHIS License, LA-917, to obtain an initial query of rare species, sites 
of biodiversity significance, and MNDNR native plant communities (table attached). The NHIS query indicated 
that no state listed species, no sites of biodiversity significance, and no native plant communities are located within the 
Project Area. However, within a one-mile buffer several NHIS resources are present including: one special concern 
species/rare animal north of the Project Area (prairie vole [Microtus ochrogaster]), several moderate quality sites of 
biodiversity significance to the west and southwest of the Project Area, two below average quality sites of biodiversity 
significance to the southeast of the Project Area, and two upland dry prairie systems.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to review this Project. Please let us know if you have any questions or need any additional 
information to process this request. Do not hesitate to contact me at kdename@wenck.com or at 763-252-6824. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kristina 
 
Kristina DeName 
Project Manager/Senior Environmental Analyst 

 
kdename@wenck.com  D| 763.252.6824 C| 914.438.4681 
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427 
 
PTO: August 16 to 20, 2019 
 



Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Ecological & Water Resources 
500 Lafayette Road, Box 25 
St. Paul, MN 55155-4025 

October 7, 2019 
Correspondence # ERDB 20190330  

Ms. Kristina DeName 
Wenck Associates, Inc. 
7500 Olson Memorial Hwy, Suite 300 
Golden Valley, MN  55427 

RE: Natural Heritage Review of the proposed Morris Municipal Airport Expansion, 
T124N R42W Sections 5, 8 & 17; Stevens County 

Dear Ms. DeName, 

As requested, the Minnesota Natural Heritage Information System has been queried to determine if any rare 
species or other significant natural features are known to occur within an approximate one-mile radius of the 
proposed project.  Based on this query, rare features have been documented within the search area (for details, 
please visit the Rare Species Guide Website for more information on the biology, habitat use, and conservation 
measures of these rare species).  Please note that the following rare features may be adversely affected by the 
proposed project: 

The prairie vole (Microtus ochrogaster), a state-listed species of special concern, has been documented in 
the vicinity of the proposed project and may be encountered on site if the site contains suitable habitat. 
Prairie voles prefer relatively undisturbed, dry grassland areas. Given the potential presence of these rare 
species, the DNR recommends that the use of erosion control mesh, if any, be limited to wildlife-friendly 
materials. The use of erosion control blanket shall be limited to ‘bio-netting’ or ‘naturalnetting’ types, and 
specifically not products containing plastic mesh netting or other plastic components. Also be aware that 
hydro-mulch products may contain small synthetic (plastic) fibers to aid in its matrix strength.  These loose 
fibers could potentially re-suspend and make their way into Public Waters.  As such, please review mulch 
products and not allow any materials with synthetic (plastic) fiber additives in areas that drain to Public 
Waters. 

Please include a copy of this letter in any state or local license or permit application.  Please note that 
measures to avoid or minimize disturbance to the above rare features may be included as restrictions or 
conditions in any required permits or licenses.   

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

For environmental review purposes, the results of this Natural Heritage Review are valid for one year; the results 
are only valid for the project location (noted above) and the project description provided on the NHIS Data 
Request Form.  Please contact me if project details change or for an updated review if construction has not 
occurred within one year.   

The Natural Heritage Review does not constitute review or approval by the Department of Natural Resources as 
a whole. Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and potential effects to these 
rare features.  If needed, please contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist to determine 
whether there are other natural resource concerns associated with the proposed project.  Please be aware that 
additional site assessments or review may be required.  

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

Sincerely, 

 

Samantha Bump 
Natural Heritage Review Specialist 
Samantha.Bump@state.mn.us

Links: Rare Species Guide 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/index.html 
DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist Contact Info 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html 
Wildlife Friendly Erosion Control 
http://files.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/wildlife-friendly-erosion-control.pdf 

Cc: Jaime Thibodeaux 
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Cultural Resources Section 106 Documentation & Correspondence 
 
  



Morris Municipal Airport (MOX)  

Airport Expansion Project  

 

Summary of Cultural Resources Section 106 Documentation & Correspondence 

February 19, 2020 

 

Date Agency/Entity Subject Correspondence Type 

11/4/2019 MN State Historic 
Preservation Office 

Section 106 determination 
concurrence request, Historic 
resources report, Cultural 
Resources report  

Letter 

11/4/2019 Various Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers 

Section 106 determination 
concurrence request 

Email 

12/12/2019 MN State Historic 
Preservation Office 

Section 106 consultation 
response 

Letter 

12/26/2019 MN State Historic 
Preservation Office 

Individual Property Inventory 
Form 

Email 

1/29/2020 MN Office of the State 
Archaeologist 

Request for comprehensive 
report 

Email, letter 

2/10/2020 MN Office of the State 
Archaeologist 

Follow-up to Phase I cultural 
resource investigation – 
concurrence 

Email, letter 

1/30/2020 MN Office of the State 
Archaeologist 

Updated Phase I Cultural 
Resource Investigation Report 

Report 
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
Bismarck Office
2301 University Drive, Building 23B
Bismarck, ND 58504

Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
Minneapolis Office
6020 28th Avenue South, Suite 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450

November 4, 2019

Ms. Sarah Beimers
State Historic Preservation Office
50 Sherburne Avenue
Suite 203
St. Paul, MN 55155

Re: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and
Associated Improvements Project

Dear Ms. Beimers:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that a Section 106 finding of
a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport
Runway Extension and Associated Improvements Project. The FAA respectfully
requests the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office to provide written
concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected
within 30 days of receipt.

If you have any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and
conclusions used to determine the potential effects of the proposed project on
historic, cultural, and archaeological resources, or have any questions regarding the
project, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
612-253-4639

Enclosure: No Historic Properties Affected Finding

Cc: White Earth Nation, Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, Sisseton Wahpeton
Oyate, Flandreau-Santee, Upper and Lower Sioux Communities Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers (THPOs)
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) 
DOCUMENTATION OF SECTION 106 FINDING OF 

NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES AFFECTED 
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE (SHPO),  

WHITE EARTH NATION TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER (THPO),  
SISSETON WAHPETON OYATE THPO, TURTLE MOUNTAIN BAND OF CHIPPEWA 

THPO, FLANDREAU SANTEE SIOUX THPO,  
AND UPPER AND LOWER SIOUX COMMUNITY THPOs 

PURSUANT TO 36 CFR Section 800.4(d)(1) for the 
MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT  

RUNWAY EXTENSION AND ASSOCIATED AIRPORT IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 
 

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKING  
Utilizing Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) funding, the Morris Municipal Airport 
proposes an expansion consisting of acquiring land, extending the taxiway and runway 
14/32 897 feet, runway reconstruction, constructing a new taxilane for proposed new 
hangars, preparing hangar sites and constructing hangars, reconstructing the apron and 
taxilanes, constructing access roads, closing the crosswind runway 4/22, and installing 
fencing. See Appendix A for details.  
 
2. AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is the area within which an undertaking may affect an 
historic property or cultural resource, either directly or indirectly.  The APE for this 
project encompasses all areas proposed for disturbance and the view shed (the area 
which the project may visually impact) of the project (Appendix B).   
    
3. EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES  
Nelson Cultural Services (NCS) conducted a historic resources survey for the proposed 
Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project (Appendix C). The results of this historic 
resources field survey investigation identified the four previously recorded properties, as 
well as two newly identified properties within the survey APE. Photographs and 
structural data for each property were collected in the field. Archival research was 
conducted for each property, which was then placed into the context and evaluated 
under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Criteria for Evaluation. None of 
the properties within the survey area were recommended as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP.  See Appendix C for further details on this survey.  
In Situ Archaeological Consulting conducted a Phase I Archeological investigation, 
which included a background literature review within and surrounding the proposed 
Project Area along with an approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed 
Project (Appendix D). No cultural resources were observed during this inventory of the 
proposed Project.  See Appendix D for survey details.  
The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of Township (T) 124 North (N), Range 
(R) 42 West (W) in Stevens County, Minnesota.  
 



4. BASIS FOR FINDING

The Airport has been subject to repeated earth moving activities and no cultural
resources were discovered. If any construction activity results in the advertent
discovery of a cultural resource, construction will halt until the SHPO, THPOs, and the
FAA are notified.

Completion of the Archeology and Historic Resources Surveys did not identify any
impacts to any National Register listed or eligible-for-listing resources due to the
proposed project. The FAA has therefore determined that a finding of No Historic
Properties Affected is appropriate for this project. The FAA respectfully requests that
White Earth Nation, Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate,
Flandreau-Santee, and Lower and Upper Sioux Communities THPOs and the SHPO
provide written concurrence within 30 days of receipt of this Section 106 finding of No
Historic Properties Affected.

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix A: Project Exhibit

Appendix B: APE Map

Appendix C: Historic Resources Investigations and Assessment of Effects

Appiix D: Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation

'Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Dakota-Minnesota Airport District Office

Date
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ABSTRACT 

Under contract with In Situ Archaeological Consulting, LLC (In Situ), on behalf of 
TKDA and Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck), Nelson Cultural Services (NCS) conducted a 
historic resources survey for the proposed Morris Municipal Airport (MOX) Expansion Project 
(Project), Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota. The Project, which lies entirely within Darnen 
Township, consists of the expansion of the MOX, which includes land acquisition, extending 
the taxiway and runway, taxiway and runway reconstruction, construct a new taxilane for 
proposed new hangars, reconstruct the apron, and the construction of an access road.  

The Project is subject to permitting from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
and must meet the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA). The investigations, including a background literature review and intensive field 
survey, were conducted in accordance with the guidelines set forth by the Minnesota State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the guidelines established in Archeology and 

 and Guidelines for Local 
Surveys: A Basis for Preservation Planning. National Register Bulletin No. 24. 

The investigation was conducted in two parts: an historic resources (architectural) 
survey and an archaeological investigation. This report covers the results of the historic 
resources survey of the entire area that may be affected by the proposed development of the 
Project. The historic resources investigations consisted of a systematic survey of all properties 
45 years of age or older that are situated within the FAA-defined Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) around the proposed Project site. The results of the archaeological investigations will be 
presented in a separate report. 

The results of this historic resources field survey investigation identified the four 
previously recorded properties, as well as two newly identified properties within the survey 
APE. Photographs and structural data for each property were collected in the field. Archival 
research was conducted for each property, which was then placed into the context and evaluated 
under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Criteria for Evaluation. None of the 
properties within the survey area were recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
Therefore, NCS, recommends that no historic properties will be affected by the Project.  

 
I certify that this investigation was conducted and documented according to the Secretary of 

report is complete and accurate to the best 
of my knowledge. 

 
 

          July 31, 2019 
 
 

Signature of Principal Investigator                                      Date 
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INTRODUCTION 

Under contract with In Situ Archaeological Consulting, LLC (In Situ), on behalf of 
TKDA and Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck), Nelson Cultural Services (NCS) conducted a 
historic resources survey for the proposed Morris Municipal Airport (MOX) Expansion Project 
(Project), Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota (Figures 1-3). The Project, which lies entirely 
within Darnen Township, consists of the expansion of the Morris Municipal Airport (MOX), 
which includes land acquisition, extending the taxiway and runway, taxiway and runway 
reconstruction, construct a new taxilane for proposed new hangars, reconstruct the apron, and 
the construction of an access road. The project is subject to permitting from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and must meet the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 

 The investigation was conducted in two parts: historic resources (architectural) survey 
and archaeological investigation. This report covers the results of the historic resources survey 
of the entire area that may be affected by the proposed development of the project. The historic 
resources investigations consisted of a systematic survey of all properties 45 years of age or 
older that are situated within one mile of the proposed Project site. The results of the 
archaeological investigations will be presented in a separate report. 

NCS was assisted by staff from In Situ, with the documentation of properties in the 
field, but NCS was solely responsible for archival research and report authoring. Christopher 
Nelson served as Principal Investigator for the project. The field survey was conducted on June 
19, 2019. 
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Figure 1. Political map of Minnesota showing the approximate location of the Project 
(Stevens County highlighted in red). 
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RESEARCH DESIGN 

The purpose of the cultural historic portion of the investigation of the proposed Project 
was to identify any historic properties in the area that may be affected by the proposed 
development of the Project. These effects may be direct or indirect. Direct effects occur within 
the boundaries of the Project, while indirect effects can occur for areas outside the direct 
boundaries and can include visual, audible, and atmospheric effects that are associated with the 
development of the Project. Based on the nature of the proposed Project, the cultural historic 
investigations consisted of a systematic survey of all properties 50 years of age or older that are 
situated within the APE of the proposed Project as defined in mapping provided by the FAA 
(Figures 2 and 3).  

HISTORIC RESOURCES INVESTIGATION METHODS 

The investigations, including a background literature review and intensive 
architectural field survey, were conducted in accordance with the guidelines set forth by the 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) (Minnesota Historical Society 2017) 
and the guidelines established in 
Standards and Guidelines (National Park Service 1983) and Guidelines for Local Surveys: A 
Basis for Preservation Planning. National Register Bulletin No. 24 (National Park Service 
1997). When properties are identified, they are subjected to the guidelines outlined in 
National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation 
(National Park Service 1996). 
 

There are four criteria for eligibility to be listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Only one of these criteria must be met to be considered eligible for listing; 
however, oftentimes more than one of the criteria is met. The criteria for eligibility include: 
 

A. Association with historic events or patterns of events; 
B. Association with persons important to our past; 
C. Exceptional or important architectural characteristics; and/or 
D. Data potential. 

 
Architectural properties typically qualify under Criteria A, B, or C. Criterion D is typically 
reserved for archaeological sites. 
 

In addition to meeting at least one of the established criteria, the appropriate integrity 
must also be retained by the resource. There must be integrity of location, design, 
workmanship, setting, materials, feeling, and association.  
 

Prior to commencing fieldwork, a literature review was conducted to determine if any 
previously recorded architectural properties, NRHP properties, or recorded cemeteries were 
present within the APE. Historic maps were also reviewed to aid in guiding the fieldwork and 
detecting the possible presence of properties 45 years of age or older within the APE. 
Background research was also conducted in order to establish a historic context of the region. 
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The context was compiled by utilizing materials from the SHPO, archival materials at any 
respective county courthouses, local libraries, and several online resources. The establishment 
of the historic context helped to guide the interpretation of the field survey results. 
 

The field survey included a systematic approach to identifying all properties 45 years 
of age or older within the APE (as identified by the FAA in the mapping provided) of the 
proposed Project (Figures 2 and 3). Since the Project will consist of construction including 
above ground appurtenances, visual effects are possible; therefore, architectural properties 
within the APE may be indirectly affected and are considered during this Project. Each 
property meeting established inventory criteria that was identified within the APE was 
photographed and annotated on appropriate mapping and included in this report. 
 

For the architectural properties review, NCS focused on the ground plan, the height, 
and the roof configuration of each structure, noting all visible materials, appendages, 
extensions, or other alterations. Housing types and structural details within the report (and 
utilized on survey forms) follow the terminology used by geographers Jakle, Bastian, and 
Meyer (1988), architectural historians McAlester and McAlester (1992), and Gordon (1992). 
NCS then supplemented the field survey data with an examination of available tax records, 
aerial photographs, and cartographic sources. A summary and analysis of the field data 
detailing the overall architectural character of the APE is included as a narrative in this report. 
 

Based on the results of the field survey and archival research for each identified 
property, the property was then subjected to the National Register Criteria for Evaluation to 
conclude eligibility for listing in the NRHP. Any property concluded to be eligible to the 
NRHP was also subjected to application of the Criteria of Adverse Effects (36CFR800.5). The 
descriptions and evaluations are found in later sections of the report. 

 
Definitions 
 

Within this report, an architectural resource is defined as aboveground buildings or 
structures that are 45 years of age or older. A historic property is defined as a building, 
structure, object, or site that is listed in, or considered eligible for listing in, the NRHP. An 
effect is defined as an activity associated with a project that alters a characteristic of a historic 
property that qualified it for inclusion in the NRHP. 
 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Stevens County Historical Overview 
 

Stevens County was established in early 1862. This occurred after the land was ceded 
to the U.S. Government from Indian Territory through the Treaty of Traverse de Sioux the 
preceding year. The area was slow to develop prior to the treaty as tensions between the early 
settlers and the native people prevented safe settlement. Even following the treaty, the area 
was settled slowly and cautiously, which led to the first permanent settlement not occurring 
until several years later in 1868. The present boundaries of the county were also established in 
1868 (Lewis et al. 1971).  Part of the slow settlement following the treaty was due to the 
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Dakota uprising in 1862. This led to the establishment of Fort Wadsworth, which was later 
named Fort Sisseton, in the Dakota Territory that same year. Once the fort was established, 
the influx of settlers began to increase (Stevens County Historical Society 2007). Stevens 
County was officially organized in 1871 with the town of Morris selected as the county seat 
(Lewis et al. 1971). 

 
Farming was important during the early days of settlement within the county. The land 

was very suitable for this pursuit as the rich, black, loamy soils had great potential for 
growing crops. The earliest crops typically consisted of cabbage, potatoes, and rutabaga, but 
as larger areas were cleared and plowed, wheat, barley, flax, corn, and oats were added. Later, 
in the twentieth century, a shift was made within the county and dairy farms became an 
important addition to the agricultural landscape. As livestock was also an important 
agricultural product, this also necessitated the planting of crops of clover and legumes to use 
as feed for the livestock. As the county is largely rural, agriculture is still a prominent 
economical pursuit in the area (Lewis et al. 1971).    

 
The earliest main transportation route within the county was the Wadsworth Trail. The 

trail crossed the county from east to west. The first railroad reached the county at Morris in 
1871. Additional side rails were established throughout the county at various times. As time 
passed and settlement increased across the county, a network of rural roads was developed. 
During the twentieth century, larger highways were constructed throughout the county (Lewis 
et al. 1971). 

 
The population of the county has always been low with a population of 8,721 in 1900, 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/27/27149.html 2015). The location and rural character 
of Stevens County is reflected in its steadily low population counts. The county began as an 
agricultural dominant area, which remains the same today. There have been modern 
developments, such as the establishment of the University of Minnesota Morris Campus 
during the second half of the twentieth century, as well as small manufacturers in the area 
(Lewis et al. 1971). 
 

RESULTS 

The records review for this Project indicated that there are four previously recorded 
architectural resources within the APE for this Project. All four of the resources were recorded 
in 2009 as part of a land acquisition and runway taxiway project at Morris Municipal Airport 
(Kampinen and Varilek 2009). The APE for that project encompassed an approximately 962-
acre area surrounding that project. Four farmsteads were identified within that APE, none of 
which were found to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. Since the evaluations were within the 
past ten years, the resources were not reevaluated during the current Project, however, their 
continued presence on the landscape was verified during the investigation.  

Previously Recorded Architectural Resources 

Resource SE-DAR-004 (Figure 4), located at 23632 510th Avenue, consists of a ca. 1910 
farmstead including a house, a concrete block Quonset, several small outbuildings, a well, and 
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a windmill. While barely visible in photographs from the public right-of-way through the full 
leaf mature vegetation of summer, the continued presence of this resource was confirmed 
(Figure 4). 

Resource SE-DAR-005 (Figure 5), located at 23165 500th Avenue, consists of a ca. 1920 
farmstead, which includes seven outbuildings, three of which are greater than 45 years of age, 
and a modern ca. 1990 prefabricated house. The remaining four outbuildings are modern. While 
barely visible in photographs from the public right-of-way through the full leaf mature 
vegetation of summer, the continued presence of this resource was confirmed (Figure 5). 

Resource SE-DAR-006 (Figure 6), located at 49819 TH 28, consists of a farmstead 
including a modern ca. 2000 house, a ca. 1930 dairy barn, a concrete-stave silo, two hay sheds, 
as well as a modern metal pole barn, modern corn crib, and four modern grain bins. Based on 
aerial evidence and observations in the field, the large dairy barn and adjacent silo that once 
were situated along the driveway were demolished between 2011 and 2013. Two modern barns 
have been constructed on the property since the original recordation, but occupy a different 
footprint than the former dairy barn (Figure 6). 

Resource SE-DAR-007 (Figure 7), located at 23569 500th Avenue, consists of a ca. 1910 
farmstead including a farmhouse, dairy barn, a frame Quonset shed, gable hog house, side gable 
shed, and five modern metal grain bins. While barely visible in photographs from the public 
right-of-way through the full leaf mature vegetation of summer, the continued presence of this 
resource was confirmed (Figure 7). 

The APE for the current investigation was defined by the FAA who provided mapping 
for the Project (Figures 2 and 3). The irregular shaped APE encompasses approximately 5,780 
acres (14.36 square miles) surrounding the MOX. The current APE encompasses the entirety 
of the APE from the earlier 2009 investigation. The current APE is sparsely populated due to 
its rural nature and partly due to the presence of the MOX, which occupies a large amount of 
land in the APE to comply with FAA regulations.  The APE is largely agricultural land and 
several farmsteads are present throughout the area. This is consistent with the history of the 
area as Stevens County has primarily had an economy based on agricultural pursuits.  

Within the easternmost portion of the APE along Highway 28 leading out of the 
southwestern edge of the City of Morris, a cluster of small parcels is present. These small 
parcels were divided out from larger farmsteads that once occupied the area. Based on a review 
of historical mapping from the early twentieth century, it appears that there were a small number 
of large farms that controlled most of the APE. Throughout time, the large farms became 
smaller as they were split between family members or portions sold outright to others. This led 
to the creation of several smaller farms in the second half of the twentieth century, which has 
dotted the architectural landscape with several modern homes and buildings. Less than 30 
architectural properties are present within the APE, in which the current investigation found 
that only a very small number of buildings were greater than 45 years of age. 
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Figure 4. Obstructed view of SE-DAR-004 confirming continued presence of the resource. 

 

 
Figure 5. Obstructed view of SE-DAR-005 confirming continued presence of the resource. 
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Figure 6. View of SE-DAR-006 confirming continued presence of the resource with 

observable changes to the property. 
 

 
Figure 7. Obstructed view of SE-DAR-007 confirming continued presence of the resource. 
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Two Newly Identified Architectural Resources 

 As indicated above, the four previously recorded resources were verified in the field 
during the current investigation. With the largely modern nature of buildings within the 
remainder of the APE, only two additional resources that were 45 years of age or older were 
identified during the current investigation.  

One of the resources (Field Number S-2) could not be fully recorded in the field due to 
obscured visibility through the full leaf mature vegetation that surrounds the house (Figures 2 
and 3). A form was not completed for this resource as the data is incomplete due to the limited 
ability to observe the house and other buildings on the property; however, enough data was 
collected to assist in evaluation of the resource as described below.  

The house is located at 49619 State Highway 28 and occupies Lot B of the NW ¼, 
Section 9, Township 124N, Range 42W. The property is currently owned by Roland E. 
Henrichs (Parcel # 06-0062-000). Only a small portion of the house was visible, but enough 
could be observed to ascertain that it was greater than 45 years of age and more than likely dates 
between ca. 1913 and 1930 based on the observable styling. The house did not appear on the 
1910 Standard Atlas of Stevens County (George A. Ogle & Co. 1910). Additionally, the house 
did not appear on the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 Series topographic map (Figure 8), so 
the house was constructed after that date. The 1956 Atlas of Stevens County (Thomas O. Nelson 
Co. 1956) showed the house situated on 74.60 acres and was owned by Emil and Margaret 
Kroening at that time. The 1974 Atlas of Stevens County (Title Atlas Company 1974) indicated 
that the property size was reduced slightly to 74.60 acres and was still owned by Emil and 
Margaret Kroening.  

As time progressed, the farm was parceled out, a portion of which contributed to the 
cluster of smaller lots mentioned earlier in the eastern portion of the APE. The current acreage 
of the property has been reduced to 2.12 acres, far from its original acreage. While the house 
appears to date to the historical period, the observable outbuildings are modern (Figures 9 and 
10). The older house by itself, and appearing to be of a vernacular design, accompanied by 
modern outbuildings, would not meet any qualification criteria for listing in the NRHP. The 
drastic reduction in acreage to a basic residential lot size would exclude the property to qualify 
as a farmstead. Under the assumption that the property could be eligible, the house is 
surrounded by mature trees that would effectively eliminate visibility to the proposed Project 
and the resource would not be affected. 

The remaining identified resource (Field Number S-1) was more easily observed from 
the public right-of-way and additional details on the property was collected (Figures 2 and 3). 
The observed details and characteristics of the property are discussed below. NCS also 
evaluated the property to determine if it had potential for inclusion in the NRHP. Since NCS 
did not have access to the interiors of the properties and access to resources was generally 
restricted to the public right-of-way during the survey, no documentation for any resource 
interiors are included unless available through archival records.
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Figure 8.  Portion of the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 Series (Topographic) map 
showing the approximate location of the project and the surrounding area (red cross = 

airport). 

North 
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Figure 9. Obstructed view of a portion of S-2 showing a part of the house to the left. 

 

 
Figure 10. Obstructed view of a portion of S-2 showing modern outbuildings. 
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S-1, SE-DAR-009 (Bauman Farmstead) 

Address: 49467 State Highway 28, Morris, MN 

Section / Township / Range: S9, T124N, R42W 

UTM Location: 270506, 5050614 (NAD 83) 

Quadrangle: Morris, MN 

Construction Date: ca. 1930 

Description:  S-1 (SE-DAR-009) is a ca. 1930 farmstead that is situated in a rural 
setting at 49467 State Highway 28 just southwest of the community of Morris in Stevens 
County, Minnesota (Figures 2 and 3). The farmstead consists of a house that is accompanied 
by a garage, a large frame barn, three small frame barns, three frame sheds, two concrete silos, 
six modern grain bins, and one modern metal equipment barn scattered around the property 
(Figures 11-14). The property encompasses 237.43 acres, most of which is open agricultural 
land. All of the buildings are within a small cluster occupying approximately 2.3 acres near 
State Highway 28. As there are multiple mature trees scattered throughout the cluster of 
buildings, as well as some buildings blocking the view to others on the property, a full detailed 
account of the buildings on the property was not possible from the public right-of-way. 
Information was collected through photographs from the public right-of-way as well as through 
a review of aerial images. The details gleaned from the available information is presented in 
the narrative below. Due to the limited details specific to each particular building, the farmstead 
was recorded using only the Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form (Appendix A). 

  The ca. 1930 house on the property is of vernacular form resting on a concrete block 
foundation. The gable roof is covered with asphalt shingles and fenestration consists of a 
mixture of double hung one-over-one sash windows as well as fixed pane windows throughout 
the observable portions of the house. Modern vinyl shutters are situated to each side of the 
window bays. The exterior of the house is clad with aluminum siding. The house displays no 
character defining characteristics of a particular style and is generally plain and practical.  

A large frame barn is situated to the southeast of the house. The frame barn is 
accompanied by two concrete silos. The roof of the barn appears to be covered with standing 
seam metal. The barn exterior is clad with horizontal wooden siding. The three smaller barns 
on the property also are of frame construction. All three feature a gabled roof covered with 
standing seam metal. Observed exteriors indicate a covering of horizontal wooden siding. 

Three sheds also are present on the property. All three are frame constructed. Two have 
exteriors clad with horizontal wooden siding, while the third has vinyl siding and may be 
modern. Each shed features a gabled roof, two of which have standing seam metal and the third 
has asphalt shingles. A garage, which appears to have three bays, is located to the rear of the 
house. It has a roof covered with asphalt shingles. The exterior is clad with horizontal wooden 
siding. 
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Six metal grain bins are located at the rear edge of the building cluster. These bins are 
modern in age. Another modern building on the property is a large metal equipment barn that 
is situated to the east of the house. This building may be approaching 45 years of age. 

History:  The house rests on a property that is currently 237.43 acres in size. On the 
1910 Standard Atlas of Stevens County (Geo. A. Ogle & Co. 1910), the land belonged to Fred 
Guilliam, who owned the parcel that was 320 acres at that time. Guilliam owned other parcels 
in the area, one of which contained his residence. There were no buildings on the subject parcel 
at that time. No buildings appeared on the property on the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 
Series topographic map (Figure 8). It appears that the house and some of the associated 
outbuildings were not constructed until around ca. 1930, when the property likely came under 
new ownership. By the 1956 Atlas of Stevens County (Thomas O. Nelson Co. 1956), the 
property was owned by Chris and Elizabeth Bauman. The property was 245 acres at that time. 
The 1974 Atlas of Stevens County (Title Atlas Company 1974) showed that the property was 
still in the Bauman family, but had passed to John D. and Viola A. Bauman. Viola Bauman still 
owns the property, which has reduced to its current 237.43 acres.  

NRHP Evaluation:  The original house and several buildings associated with the 
farmstead are still present. However, the collection of buildings includes a mix of modern 
buildings and structures and the complex does not convey a pattern associated with a particular 
type of farming that would be considered significant. Furthermore, the 1930s farmstead is not 
a particularly early example. Additionally, the farmstead was not found to be associated with 
persons significant in our past. The house or associated buildings of the farmstead do not stand 
out as displaying characteristics of a particular style or represent a good example for a type of 
architecture. Therefore, the farmstead does not meet the eligibility requirements under Criteria 
A, B, or C.  

Assessment of Effects:  Since the farmstead was found to be ineligible for listing in 
the NRHP a historic property is not present. Therefore, an assessment of effects is not 
necessary for this resource. Under the assumption that the property could be eligible, the 
farmstead is surrounded by mature trees that would effectively eliminate visibility to the 
proposed Project and the resource would not be affected (Figure 15). 
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Figure 11. Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing part of the house. 

 

 
Figure 12. Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing part of the house. 
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Figure 13. Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing outbuildings. 

 

 
Figure 14. Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing outbuildings. 
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Figure 15. View towards the project from SE-DAR-009 indicating a vegetational buffer is 

present to block visibility. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Under contract with In Situ NCS conducted a historic resources survey for the proposed 
Project (Figures 1-3). The Project, which lies entirely within Darnen Township, consists of the 
expansion of the Morris Municipal Airport, which includes land acquisition, extending the 
taxiway and runway, taxiway and runway reconstruction, construct a new taxilane for proposed 
new hangars, reconstruct the apron, and the construction of an access road. The project is 
subject to permitting from the FAA and must meet the requirements of Section 106 of the 
NHPA. 

The investigations were conducted in two parts: historic resources (architectural) survey 
and archaeological investigation. This report covers the results of the historic resources survey 
of the entire area that may be affected by the proposed development of the project. The results 
of the archaeological investigations are presented in a separate report. 

The APE for the current investigation was defined by the FAA who provided mapping 
for the Project. The irregular shaped APE encompasses approximately 5,780 acres (14.36 
square miles) surrounding the Project (Figures 2 and 3. The current APE encompasses the 
entirety of the APE from the 2009 investigation. The APE is sparsely populated due to its rural 
nature and partly due to the presence of the airport, which occupies a large amount of land in 
the APE to comply with FAA regulations.  The APE is largely agricultural land and several 
farmsteads are present throughout the area. This is consistent with the history of the area as 
Stevens County has primarily had an economy based on agricultural pursuits.  

Within the easternmost portion of the APE along Highway 28 leading out of the 
southwestern edge of Morris, a cluster of small parcels is present. These small parcels were 
divided out from larger farmsteads that once occupied the area. Based on a review of historical 
mapping from the early twentieth century, it appears that there were a small number of large 
farms that controlled most of the APE. Throughout time, the large farms became smaller as 
they were split between family members or portions sold outright to others. This led to the 
creation of several smaller farms in the second half of the twentieth century, which has dotted 
the architectural landscape with several modern homes and buildings. Less than 30 architectural 
properties are present within the APE, in which the current investigation found that only a very 
small number of buildings were greater than 45 years of age.  

The results of the field survey identified the four previously recorded architectural 
resource properties, as well as two newly identified properties within the survey APE. 
Photographs and structural data for each property were collected in the field. Archival research 
was conducted for each property, which was then placed into the context and evaluated under 
the National Register of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation. None of the properties within 
the survey area were recommended as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Therefore, NCS recommends that no historic properties will be affected by the proposed 
Project.  
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Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form
Please refer to the Historic and Architectural Survey Manual before completing this form. 

Must use Adobe Acrobat Reader to complete and save this form. Adobe Acrobat Reader can be downloaded at: https://get.adobe.com/reader/?promoid=KLXME

Historic Name:

Inventory No.:

Other Names:

General Information

New or Updated Form:

Extant:

Location Information

Survey Type:

Multiple Property Category (if other):

Township:

USGS 7.5 Quad Name(s):

Total Acres:

Property Identification Numbers (PINs):

Previous Determinations

Review and Compliance No.:

Agency Proj. No.:

Grant No.:

National Register Listed

QtrQtrQtr:

UTM Coordinates:

Locally Designated

SEF

CEF

Street Address:

County:

If Multiple, List All Counties:

City/Twp:

If Multiple, List All Cities/Townships:

State Register Listed

Range: E/W: Section:

QtrQtr: Qtr:

Township:

QtrQtrQtr:

Range: E/W: Section:

QtrQtr: Qtr:

Datum:

District Name:

UTM Zone Easting Northing

If more space is needed for location information, please submit on a separate sheet.

Multiple Property Category:

NPS DOE

Not Eligible

Subdivision:

Block(s):

Lot(s):

Urban:
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Minnesota Multiple Property 
Inventory Form

Historic Name:

Inventory No.:

Architect/Builder/Engineer:

Architectural Style(s):

Architectural Style (if other):

Primary Exterior Material(s):

Exterior Material (if other): 

Associated Properties (Name and Inventory No.):

Function/Use Category:

Function/Use Category (if other):

Function/Use Subcategory (if other):

Function/Use Subcategory:

Other Significant Construction Dates:

Date(s) Constructed:

Number of Resources (Contributing): Buildings: Sites:Structures: Objects:

Classification

Function or Use

Description

Significance

Historic:

Function/Use Category:

Function/Use Category (if other):

Function/Use Subcategory (if other):

Function/Use Subcategory:

Current:

Yes No More Research Recommended

More Research Recommended

Provide full Statement of Significance on Continuation Sheet.

Applicable National Register of Historic Places Criteria:

Criterion A: Property is associated with significant events.

Criterion B: Property is associated with the lives of significa  persons.

Criterion C: Property has significant architectural characteristics. More Research Recommended

Yes No

Yes No

Criterion D: Property may yield important information in history/prehistory. More Research RecommendedYes No

Area of Significance: Additional or Other Area(s) of Significance:

Period(s) of Significance:

Date Source(s):

Architect/Builder/Engineer Documentation:

Provide full Narrative Description on Continuation Sheet.

Criteria Considerations? No Yes If yes, describe in Statement of Significance on Continuation Sheet. 

Discuss in Statement of Significance on Continuation Sheet.

Buildings:Number of Resources (Noncontributing): Structures: Sites: Objects:

Page 2 of 3 (December 2017 Form Version)



Minnesota Multiple Property 
Inventory Form

Historic Name:

Inventory No.:

Minnesota Historic Preservation Office Comments (MnHPO Use Only)

Initials: Date:

Concur

Comments:

Additional Documentation

For all properties, the following additional documentation must be submitted with the inventory form.  Refer to the Historic and 
Architectural Survey Manual for guidance. 

1. Photographs
2. Location Maps

Preparer's Information and Recommendation

Date Inventory Form Prepared:

Preparer Name and Title:

Bibliography

Organization/Firm (if applicable):

Eligible for the National Register

Recommended District Evaluation:

Complete Bibliography on Continuation Sheet.

Not Eligible for the National Register

More Information Needed for National Register Evaluation

Historic District Recommendation (NHRP)

Does Not Concur More Information Needed

Eligible for Local Designation

Not Eligible for Local Designation

More Information Needed for Local Designation

Page 3 of 3 (December 2017 Form Version)
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Narrative Description 

S-1 (SE-DAR-009) is a ca. 1930 farmstead that is situated in a rural setting at 49467 State Highway 
28 just southwest of the community of Morris in Stevens County, Minnesota. The farmstead consists of a 
house that is accompanied by a garage, a large frame barn, three small frame barns, three frame sheds, 
two concrete silos, six modern grain bins, and one modern metal equipment barn scattered around the 
property. The property encompasses 237.43 acres, most of which is open agricultural land. All of the 
buildings are within a small cluster occupying approximately 2.3 acres near State Highway 28. As there 
are multiple mature trees scattered throughout the cluster of buildings, as well as some buildings blocking 
the view to others on the property, a full detailed account of the buildings on the property was not possible 
from the public right-of-way. Information was collected through photographs from the public right-of-
way as well as through a review of aerial images. The details gleaned from the available information is 
presented in the narrative below. Due to the limited details specific to each particular building, the 
farmstead was recorded using only the Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form. 

  The ca. 1930 house on the property is of vernacular form resting on a concrete block foundation. 
The gable roof is covered with asphalt shingles and fenestration consists of a mixture of double hung one-
over-one sash windows as well as fixed pane windows throughout the observable portions of the house. 
Modern vinyl shutters are situated to each side of the window bays. The exterior of the house is clad with 
aluminum siding. The house displays no character defining characteristics of a particular style and is 
generally plain and practical.  

A large frame barn is situated to the southeast of the house. The frame barn is accompanied by two 
concrete silos. The roof of the barn appears to be covered with standing seam metal. The barn exterior is 
clad with horizontal wooden siding. The three smaller barns on the property also are of frame construction. 
All three feature a gabled roof covered with standing seam metal. Observed exteriors indicate a covering 
of horizontal wooden siding. 

Three sheds also are present on the property. All three are frame constructed. Two have exteriors 
clad with horizontal wooden siding, while the third has vinyl siding and may be modern. Each shed 
features a gabled roof, two of which have standing seam metal and the third has asphalt shingles. A garage, 
which appears to have three bays, is located to the rear of the house. It has a roof covered with asphalt 
shingles. The exterior is clad with horizontal wooden siding. 

Six metal grain bins are located at the rear edge of the building cluster. These bins are modern in 
age. Another modern building on the property is a large metal equipment barn that is situated to the east 
of the house. This building may be approaching 45 years of age. 

History:  The house rests on a property that is currently 237.43 acres in size. On the 1910 Standard 
Atlas of Stevens County (Geo. A. Ogle & Co. 1910), the land belonged to Fred Guilliam, who owned the 
parcel that was 320 acres at that time. Guilliam owned other parcels in the area, one of which contained 
his residence. There were no buildings on the subject parcel at that time. No buildings appeared on the 
property on the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 Series topographic map. It appears that the house and 
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some of the associated outbuildings were not constructed until around ca. 1930, when the property likely 
came under new ownership. By the 1956 Atlas of Stevens County (Thomas O. Nelson Co. 1956), the 
property was owned by Chris and Elizabeth Bauman. The property was 245 acres at that time. The 1974 
Atlas of Stevens County (Title Atlas Company 1974) showed that the property was still in the Bauman 
family, but had passed to John D. and Viola A. Bauman. Viola Bauman still owns the property, which has 
reduced to its current 237.43 acres.  

 

Statement of Significance 

The original house and several buildings associated with the farmstead are still present. However, the collection 
of buildings includes a mix of modern buildings and structures and the complex does not convey a pattern 
associated with a particular type of farming that would be considered significant. Furthermore, the 1930s 
farmstead is not a particularly early example. Additionally, the farmstead was not found to be associated with 
persons significant in our past. The house or associated buildings of the farmstead do not stand out as displaying 
characteristics of a particular style or represent a good example for a type of architecture. Therefore, the 
farmstead does not meet the eligibility requirements under Criteria A, B, or C.  
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SE-DAR-009 farmstead boundary (outlined in red) 



Minnesota Multiple Property Historic Name:  Bauman Farmstead

Inventory Form  Continuation Sheet                                Inventory No.:  SE-DAR-009 

4 
 

SE-DAR-009 farmstead boundary (outlined in red) 
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Building cluster at SE-DAR-009 
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Photographs 

 
Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing part of the house. 

 

 
Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing part of the house. 
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Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing outbuildings. 

 

 
Partially obstructed view of S-1 (SE-DAR-009) showing outbuildings. 

 

 



Christopher Lee Nelson  
106 Gilbert Valley Drive 
Lebanon, TN  37090 US 
Mobile: 740-407-5687 

Email: nelson-chris@hotmail.com

Work Experience: 

USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service - TN (NRCS) 
801 Broadway 
675 U.S. Courthouse 
Nashville, Tennessee 37203 United States 
 
10/2018  Present 
Salary: GS-12 
Hours per week: 40 
 
Cultural Resource Specialist (NRCS Tennessee State Archaeologist) 
 

I serve as the Tennessee NRCS Cultural Resources Specialist (CRS) completing both archaeology and 
architectural reviews. I work as the NRCS CRS reviewing NRCS projects for compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The NRCS administers several voluntary assistance 
programs for soil, water, and related resource conservation activities available to multiple eligible groups. 
These programs are related to several acts including the Agricultural Act of 2014, the Soil Conservation 
and Domestic Allotment Act of 1935, the Flood Control Act of 1944, the Agricultural and Food Act of 
1981, the Agriculture Credit Act, the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, the Food, 
Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990, the Flood Control Act of 1936, the Food Act of 1985, the 
Federal Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, and various executive and secretarial orders. 
Through the agency conservation assistance programs and initiatives, there is a potential for the activities 
to affect historic properties. These activities are subject to review under Section 106 of the NHPA, which 
is typically conducted through use of a Programmatic Agreement between NRCS and the TN State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). I review NRCS projects to determine whether significant cultural 
resources may exist within the area of potential effects. When necessary, I conduct field surveys to 
determine if resources are present and aid in making a determination of effect on behalf of TN NRCS. All 
reviews are tracked in a report that is presented annually to the TN SHPO. As the CRS, I am also 
responsible for providing cultural resources training to field personnel across Tennessee on an annual 
basis. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service - TN (NRCS) 
925 E. Baddour Parkway, Suite 101 
Lebanon, Tennessee 37087 United States 
 
5/2018  10/2018 
Salary: GS-12 
Hours per week: 20 (through interagency agreement) 
 
Cultural Resource Specialist (Interagency Contractor) 
 

I served as the Tennessee NRCS Cultural Resources Specialist (CRS) through an interagency 
agreement between NRCS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District. I worked a minimum 
of 20 hours per week as the NRCS CRS reviewing NRCS projects for compliance with Section 106 of the 



National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The NRCS administers several voluntary assistance programs 
for soil, water, and related resource conservation activities available to multiple eligible groups. These 
programs are related to several acts including the Agricultural Act of 2014, the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act of 1935, the Flood Control Act of 1944, the Agricultural and Food Act of 1981, the 
Agriculture Credit Act, the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation and Trade Act of 1990, the Flood Control Act of 1936, the Food Act of 1985, the Federal 
Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, and various executive and secretarial orders. Through 
the agency conservation assistance programs and initiatives, there is a potential for the activities to affect 
historic properties. These activities are subject to review under Section 106 of the NHPA, which is 
typically conducted through use of a Programmatic Agreement between NRCS and the TN State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). I review NRCS projects to determine whether significant cultural resources 
may exist within the area of potential effects. When necessary, I conduct field surveys to determine if 
resources are present and aid in making a determination of effect on behalf of TN NRCS. All reviews are 
tracked in a report that is presented annually to the TN SHPO. As the CRS, I am also responsible for 
providing cultural resources training to field personnel across Tennessee on an annual basis. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District 
3701 Bell Road 
Nashville, Tennessee 37214 United States 
 
10/2016  10/2018 
Salary: GS-12 
Hours per week: 40 (20 of those were spent with NRCS through interagency agreement) 
 
District Regulatory Archaeologist and Architectural Historian 
 

I reviewed Clean Water Act Section 404 and River and Harbors Act permit applications that come into the 
USACE Regulatory Office to determine whether significant cultural resources may exist within the USACE 
permit area. When necessary, surveys were requested and the subsequent survey reports are reviewed 
to aid in making a determination of effect. The determination was coordinated with the appropriate State 
Historic Preservation Officers, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, and others as identified during initial 
consultations for each project. 
 

 
 

Nelson Cultural Services 
106 Gilbert Valley Drive 
Lebanon, TN  37090 United States 
 
12/2016-present (part time) 
Salary: Varies 
 
Owner, Principal Investigator  Archaeology and Architectural History 
 
As owner of the company, I am responsible for all aspects of cultural resources investigations. 
Responsibilities include marketing and client communications, budget and proposal preparation, 
conducting and overseeing both archaeology and architectural surveys, laboratory analysis, and 
authoring of technical and historical reports. I typically focus on small cultural projects that I can work on 
during my part-time schedule at the company. 
 

 

 



Weller & Associates, Inc. 
1395 W. Fifth Avenue 
Columbus, OH   43212 United States 
 
09/2014 - Present 
Salary: 70,000.00  USD Per Year 

Senior Cultural Resources Project Manager / Principal Investigator 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

At Weller & Associates, I am responsible for all aspects of cultural resources investigations. While my 
main duty is as a Senior Project Manager, I also serve as a Principal Investigator for both archaeology 
and historical investigations at the company. Responsibilities include marketing and client 
communications, budget and proposal preparation, conducting and overseeing both archaeology and 
architectural surveys, laboratory analysis, and authoring of technical and historical reports. I manage 
projects associated with our largest clients and am responsible for overseeing all aspects of their related 
investigations. 

 

SWCA Environmental Consultants 
117 W. Main Street 
Suite 204 
Lancaster, OH   43130 United States 
 
07/2014 - 09/2014 
Salary: 70,000.00  USD Per Year 

Senior Cultural Resources Project Manager / Principal Investigator 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

At SWCA, I was responsible for all aspects of cultural resources consulting for the recently established 
Bridgeville, Pennsylvania and Lancaster, Ohio offices. While there only a short time, I was able to 
establish protocols related to fieldwork and reporting standards, as well as compliance consultation with 
State Historic Preservation Offices in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia. My responsibilities also 
included client communications, budget and proposal preparation, and staff development and training. 
Once the cultural resources department was established and fully staffed, I moved on for personal 
reasons as well as remaining closer to my home in Ohio. 

 

Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc. 
117 W. Main Street 
Suite 104 
Lancaster, OH   43130 United States 
 
02/2014 - 07/2014 
Salary: 53,000.00  USD Per Year 

Principal Investigator / Director of Operations 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  



I was responsible for operations pertaining to the Lancaster, Ohio, office. This included maintaining 
contact with current and prospective clientele and offering our services to those individuals to meet their 
respective needs. Responsibilities included managing all aspects of historical, prehistoric, historic, and 
industrial archaeological field excavations and survey. This included meetings and consultation with 
clients and appropriate agencies, budget and proposal preparation, development of work plans, 
performing appropriate level of background research, supervising field operations, and the subsequent 
laboratory analysis, interpretations, and report authoring. I was also responsible for overseeing these 
same activities when performed by lower level personnel. Other responsibilities included historic materials 
analysis and interpretation, as well as managing any historic archaeological sites within our projects. 
Responsibilities also included historical research and authoring of historical reports related to specific 
assigned regions, events, time periods, or any combination of these. Evaluations of National Register of 
Historic Places eligibility was conducted for historic architecture and any cemeteries that could be 
affected by proposed projects. My responsibilities included the recordation of architectural resources as 
well as full recording of cemeteries to include mapping, photographing, archival research on the 
properties and individuals, and evaluating the eligibility of the properties to the NRHP. I was responsible 
for developing safety plans and standard operating procedures on a project-by-project basis and ensuring 
that all staff had proper First Aid, CPR, and Blood-Borne Pathogen training. I am OSHA certified as a 
competent person for deep trench excavations. I have supervised crews of up to 24 workers on Phase I 
(reconnaissance survey), II (NRHP assessments), and III (mitigations) prehistoric and historic projects 
and have been responsible for all administrative and managerial tasks for operations while in the field.  

 

Ohio State Historic Preservation Office 
800 E. 17th Ave. 
Columbus, OH   43211 United States 
 
02/2013 - 02/2014 (Individual contract 2/2014-6/2014 and 2/2015-6/2015) 
Salary: 45,000.00  USD Per Year 

Cultural Resources Project Reviews Manager 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Responsible for reviews of projects that are subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966, as amended, and the associated regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. My responsibilities were to 
ensure compliance with Section 106 as well as making sure that reports and other submissions met the 
guidelines set by the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office. As a dual reviewer, I was responsible for 
reviewing both archaeological and architectural history projects. In addition, based on my diverse 
background, I sat on the NRHP qualification committee for the State. Responsibilities also included 
maintaining accurate records for the massive amount of archaeological site and historic structure files 
maintained by the State. Processing of information and making informed decisions relating to the cultural 
resources of the State were a major part of the required work. Communicating effectively with Federal 
and State agencies, interested politicians, clients, and the public were an important aspect of the position. 
Development of multiple documents in the form of reports, comment letters, Memorandum of 
Agreements, and Programmatic Agreements were also part of my responsibilities.  
 
I continued to work for this office under individual contracts on two occasions while employed elsewhere 
in order to aid in maintaining the State's workload. These additional periods included 2/2014-6/2014 and 
2/2015-6/2015.

 

 



Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc. 
3356 Teays Valley Road 
Hurricane, WV   25526 United States 
 
01/2010 - 02/2013 
Salary: 45,000.00  USD Per Year 

Archaeologist / Historian 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Responsibilities included managing all aspects of prehistoric, historic, and industrial archaeological field 
excavations and survey. This included meetings and consultation with clients and appropriate agencies, 
budget and proposal preparation, development of a work plan, performing appropriate level of 
background research, supervising field operations, and the subsequent laboratory analysis, 
interpretations, and report authoring. Other responsibilities included historic materials analysis and 
interpretation, as well as managing any historic archaeological sites within our projects. Responsibilities 
also included historical research and authoring of historical reports related to specific assigned regions, 
events, time periods, or any combination of these. Evaluations of National Register of Historic Places 
eligibility was conducted for prehistoric and historic sites within the direct area of potential effects, and 
historic architecture and any cemeteries within the indirect area of potential effects around project 
boundaries that could be affected by the proposed projects. My responsibilities included supervision of 
archaeological surveys within the direct area of potential effects and the recordation of architectural 
resources as well as thorough documentation of cemeteries to include mapping, photographing, archival 
research on the properties and individuals, and evaluating the eligibility of the properties to the NRHP. As 
the sole Historian / Industrial Archaeologist within our office, I was responsible for all of the historic 
research that pertained was the Office Safety 
Officer for the WV office. I was responsible for developing safety plans and standard operating 
procedures on a project-by-project basis and ensuring that all staff had proper First Aid, CPR, and Blood-
Borne Pathogen training. I am OSHA certified as a competent person for deep trench excavations. I have 
supervised crews of up to 24 workers on Phase I, II, and III prehistoric and historic projects and have 
been responsible for all administrative and managerial tasks for operations while in the field.

 

Archaeological Consultants of the Midwest, Inc. 
Indianapolis, IN    United States 
 
06/2008 - 08/2008 
Salary: 12.50  USD Per Hour 

Field Archaeologist 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Worked on a Phase III archaeological mitigation project in Salem, Indiana for a road widening associated 
with construction of a new bypass. This site was a Late Prehistoric village that yielded hundreds of 
diagnostic artifacts and several hundred features to include structural remains. Responsible for 
excavation of large units, artifact recovery, detailed mapping and recording of the site and units, and all 
paperwork related to the excavation. Several features were located and excavated at the site.

 

 



URS Corporation 
St. Louis, MO    United States 
 
05/2007 - 08/2007 
Salary: 16.00  USD Per Hour 

Crew Chief/Field Supervisor 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Responsible for supervising a crew of 10 to 24 workers along a 175-mile pipeline corridor on a Phase I 
archaeological survey. My crew worked independently in the southern portion of the corridor while 
working toward the northern crew that was led by the field director. I was responsible for all paperwork, 
notes, photographs, artifacts, and GPS coordinates along the corridor. I maintained communications with 
the field director each day and was responsible for maintenance of the vehicles and equipment for my 
crew. By working independently, the accuracy and detail of my field notes was crucial to the report author 
who had never been in the portions of the corridor that I was responsible for.

 

Environment and Archaeology, LLC 
Florence, KY    United States 
 
08/2006 - 08/2006 
Salary: 12.00  USD Per Hour 

Archaeological Field Technician 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Phase II project in Bradford County, Pennsylvania. Duties included excavation, profiling, mapping, and 
photographing test units. Also supervised a backhoe operator while he was excavating trenches across 
the site and mapped in the trenches at the conclusion of excavation.

 

URS Corporation 
Gaithersburg, MD    United States 
 
07/2006 - 07/2006 
Salary: 13.00  USD Per Hour 

Archaeological Field Technician 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Responsible for excavation, recording, and mapping of test units and shovel tests. Some pedestrian 
survey and visual inspection was also involved. The sites included both historic and prehistoric 
components. This project was an extended Phase I located in Harlan County, Kentucky, as required by 
the Army Corps of Engineers.

 

 



Coastal Carolina Research 
Tarboro, NC    United States 
 
04/2006 - 06/2006 
Salary: 12.00  USD Per Hour 

Archaeological Field Technician 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Archaeological Field Technician on a series of twelve Phase II NRHP evaluations along a proposed 
highway corridor in eastern Virginia. Responsible for excavation and all paperwork pertaining to the units 
excavated to include drawing profiles, plan views, feature paperwork, and photograph logs.

 

Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc 
Lexington, KY    United States 
 
03/2006 - 04/2006 
Salary: 12.50  USD Per Hour 

Archaeological Field Technician 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Archaeological Field Technician. Responsible for excavation of test units on a large Phase II investigation 
in Lawrenceburg, Indiana. Also responsible for all paperwork, plan drawings, and profile drawings related 
to the units I excavated. Also served as site photographer during this project.

 

Accurate Machine and Weld Company 
Sabina, OH    United States 
 
12/1997 - 09/2004 
Salary: 14.00  USD Per Hour 

Machinist/Welder/Maintenance 

Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Worked in several positions within the company wherever needed. My Army mechanic training was 
utilized as well as the development of many new skills in the machine shop.

 

United States Army 
Erlangen,   Germany 
 
02/1991 - 09/1997 
Hours per week: 40 

Sergeant 



Duties, Accomplishments and Related Skills:  

Diesel Mechanic. Graduated from Primary Leadership Development Course, Combat Lifesaver Course, 
Hazardous Material Handling. Served under NATO and United Nations missions. 
 
Basic - Fort Knox, KY, 1991. Duty stations - Erlangen, Germany 1991-1994. Kirchgoens, Germany 1994-
1996. Fort Stewart, GA, 1996-1997.

Education

Michigan Technological University Houghton, MI  United States 
Master's Degree 05/2010 
GPA: 3.5 of a maximum 4.0 
Credits Earned: 40 Semester hours 
Major: Industrial Archaeology and History Honors: Cum Laude 
Relevant Coursework, Licenses and Certifications: 
Industrial Archaeology is a mixture of History and Archaeology. It is the study of technological changes 
during the Industrial Revolution. This information is many times lost due to the rapid changes in 
technology and insufficient recording of the older processes that were left behind. In addition to the 
processes and technologies used, the field focuses on the workforce used within the industries and 
aspects of their lives including their residences. Many industries built company towns, while others drew 
their workers from existing communities around the factories. Many immigrant communities formed and 
the builders incorporated elements of the styling of their home countries into the architecture, which is 
very recognizable on the surrounding landscapes. Therefore, the study of architecture, particularly 
vernacular architecture, was a major focus of the curriculum. The documentation of historic structures 
was a focal point of course activities. Courses were based on conducting historical research and 
combining the research with findings in the field. This degree allowed me to combine my education in 
History and Archaeology degrees to form a diverse set of skills to use in the work environment. Only two 
schools in the world offer a Masters in Industrial Archaeology. I attended a graduate level 6 week field 
school with MTU at West Point Foundry studying the process of making military cannons during the 19th 
century. 
 
Industrial Archaeology M.S. Thesis 
Title: The C.R. Patterson and Sons Company of Greenfield, Ohio: Survival and Adaptation of a Black-
Owned Company in the Vehicle Building Industry, 1865-1939.  
This research involved the study of an escaped slave that made it to Ohio and started a carriage 
company in the small town of Greenfield. Eventually, he included his sons in the company and in 1915 
the focus of the company turned to building automobiles. This placed Frederick Patterson in history as 
being the first and only black automaker in the world. In 1919, unable to compete with the large auto 
manufacturers, they began to build special purpose vehicles such as buses, trucks, hearses, and delivery 
vans. They remained in business through the Great Depression until 1939 and the company passed 
through three generations of the Patterson family. Many questions were analyzed during this study 
ranging from racial relations, economic shifts, and the technical details of the vehicles and the factory. 
This story had never been fully explored and this research provides the first comprehensive history of this 
family and company that will be of interest to many audiences. Research conducted 10/08 to 12/09.

 

University of Rio Grande Rio Grande, OH  United States 
Bachelor's Degree 06/2008 
GPA: 3.8 of a maximum 4.0 
Credits Earned: 126 Semester hours 
Major: Archaeology Honors: Magna Cum Laude 
Relevant Coursework, Licenses and Certifications: 



This BS in Archaeology is part of the continuing education partner program with Hocking College where I 
received my AAS in Archaeology. The curriculum continued the Cultural Resource Management based 
theme and prepared us for management positions in the CRM world. A large percentage of the classes in 
the curriculum focused on the ability to conduct thorough historical research for use in investigations. 
Historic structures are typically documented as part of historic archaeology, so training in this skill was 
also a key part to the curriculum. The capstone of this degree was the requirement to complete 
independent archaeological research and report on it in the form of an honors thesis.  
 
I conducted excavations on an 1830s canal site in Hocking County, Ohio. This site was not constructed in 
the traditional manner due to geological obstacles, and when compared to other canals in the United 
States, it is entirely unique. The towpath was cut into the cliff high above the water and included several 
unusual features. This site required extensive excavation, surveying and mapping, and other 
investigation. As portions of the site were located on a floodplain and several features were constructed 
of soil, a major focus was placed on analyzing sediments and soils through methods such as coring and 
grain size analysis. There were well over 100 features located along the 365-meter segment of towpath. 
No records were left that documented the methods of construction or the pattern of use at the site. Using 
a combination of archaeological field investigation techniques and historical research, the methods of 
construction were determined and plausible use patterns were developed for the site. The research 
gained considerable accolades in the archaeological community. Excavation and research took place 
from 10/06 to 5/08. 

 

Hocking College Nelsonville, OH  United States 
Associate's Degree 03/2006 
GPA: 3.8 of a maximum 4.0 
Credits Earned: 113 Quarter hours 
Major: Archaeology Honors: Magna Cum Laude 
Relevant Coursework, Licenses and Certifications: 
This AAS in Archaeology was designed to meet the needs of the Cultural Resource Management industry 
in order to meet compliance standards for the National Historic Preservation Act. The curriculum was 
chosen by a panel of representatives from several CRM firms in the Ohio region based on the skills an 
ideal entry level archaeologist should know to be successful when entering the field. The curriculum 
included a mixture of field, laboratory, and historical research classes. This, combined with real world 
experience gained during the 11-week summer field school, allowed the students to easily compete for 
positions against those that had already achieved a BA at other non-CRM based institutions. 
 
Listing the combined curriculum of the AAS and BS, field classes included geoarchaeology, advanced 
geoarchaeology, surveying and mapping using both a traditional transit and total station, geophysics, 
historical architecture, and map reading and interpretation. Several laboratory classes were taught 
including the analysis of ceramics, lithics, paleoethnobotany, cartography for archaeology, microwear 
analysis, photography for archaeology, human osteology, and zooarchaeology. The combination AAS 
and BS program built an extensive skill set to use in CRM or academic archaeological settings.

 

Wilmington College Wilmington, OH  United States 
Some College Coursework Completed 
GPA: 3.5 of a maximum 4.0 
Credits Earned: 72 Semester hours 
Major: History 
Relevant Coursework, Licenses and Certifications: 
I began attending Wilmington College in 2002 as a History and Secondary Education major. Multiple 
history and art history courses were taken while at Wilmington College. A study of various architectural 
styles and elements were included in several of the art history courses. The original intention was to 
teach history at the high school level. After two years, I realized that Archaeology would be a great 
addition to my skill set, so I transferred to Hocking College to begin pursuing my first degree in 



Archaeology. Although I really enjoy field Archaeology, I love to find ways to combine the results of 
archaeological research with historical research to develop new interpretations to the past. I am equally 
happy in the historical archives or in the field finding out information that has long been lost.  

 

East Clinton High School Lees Creek, OH  United States 
High School or equivalent 06/1990

Affiliations

Society for Historical Archaeology - Contributing member                                                       
Society for Industrial Archaeology - Contributing member                                                                 
Register of Professional Archaeologists - Contributing member                                         
Council for West Virginia Archaeology - formerly on Board of Directors                                        
Tennessee Council for Professional Archaeology  Contributing member

 

Professional Publications (Selected History / Architectural History): 

*All publications listed below contained architectural / historical documentation 
where Christopher Nelson served as the primary investigator / author 
 
2010-2019 Conducted over 400 Archaeological and Architectural History surveys for FCC cell tower 
projects. Completed all aspects of fieldwork and authored the report of results. 

2016 Phase I Cultural Resources Management Investigations for the Proposed Marietta Silos Laydown 
Area in Marietta, Muskingum Township, Washington County, Ohio. W-1866 Weller & Associates, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2016 Phase I Cultural Resource Management Survey for a 16.4 ha (40.43 ac) Prospective Development 
Tract in Harrison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. W-1891 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 
Mine Complex in Eastern Ohio. W-1680 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 

2015 
138kV Transmission Line Project in Allen County, Indiana. W-1283 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, 
Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio Barnesville-
Speidel Transmission Line Project, Warren Township, Belmont County, Ohio. W-1602 Weller & 
Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations for the Ohio Portion of the Proposed AEP Allen Station: Lima Fort 
Wayne Transmission Line Project, Blue Creek and Benton Townships, Paulding County, Ohio. W-1654 
Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 

2015 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Proposed Meadowbrook Tipple Reclamation Project, 
Auburn Township, Tuscarawas County, Ohio. W-1681 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 



 
2015 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Proposed Willowbrook Tipple Reclamation Project, Jackson 
Township, Coshocton County, Ohio. W-1682 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations for the Proposed AEP Ohio Poston North and Poston South 
Transmission Line Rebuild Projects, York and Waterloo Townships, Athens County; Knox and Madison 
Townships, Vinton County; and Milton and Lick Townships, Jackson County, Ohio. W-1701 Weller & 
Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed 35 ha (86.5 ac) South 
Field Energy Facility in Yellow Creek Township, Columbiana County Ohio. W-1716 Weller & Associates, 
Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio Poston
Hocking Transmission Line Rebuild Project, York Township, Athens County, and Falls, Green, and Starr 
Townships, Hocking County, Ohio. W-1735 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations for the Proposed AEP Scioto Trail Circleville Transmission Line 
Project, Circleville Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. W-1773 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio Delano
Scioto Trail Transmission Line Rebuild Project, Pickaway Township, Pickaway County, and Green 
Township, Ross County, Ohio. W-1790 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio Harrison
Circleville Transmission Line Rebuild Project, Harrison, Walnut, and Circleville Townships, Pickaway 
County, Ohio. W-1791 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio Yager
Azalea Transmission Line New Build Project, Orange Township, Carroll County, and Monroe Township, 
Harrison County, Ohio. W-1814 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations for the Proposed South Field Energy Facility Additional Areas 
Project, Yellow Creek and Madison Townships, Columbiana County, Ohio. W-1821 Weller & Associates, 
Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed AEP Ohio 
Summerfield Barnesville Transmission Line Project, Warren Township, Belmont County; Millwood 
Township, Guernsey County; and Beaver and Marion Townships, Noble County, Ohio. Weller & 
Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Phase I Cultural Resource Management Investigations for the Licking County Bridge Replacement 
Project in Multiple Townships, Licking County, Ohio. W-1833 Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Phase I Cultural Resource Management Investigations for a Proposed Residential Septic System 
Replacement in Circleville Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. W-1857 Weller & Associates, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Archival Research and Ohio Historic Inventory Form Preparation for a Segment of the Ohio & Erie 
Canal, Village of Carroll, Fairfield County, Ohio. Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Phase I Cultural Resource Management Investigations for the East Logan-Shawnee Pole 
Replacement Project in Falls Township, Hocking County, Ohio. W-1835 Weller & Associates, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2015 Cultural Historic Investigations and Assessment of Effects for the Proposed Lordstown Energy 



Center Power Generation Facility, Lordstown Township, Trumbull County, Ohio. Weller & Associates, 
Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
 
2014 Phase I Cultural Resource Management Survey for an Approximately 5.3 ha (13 ac) Solar Farm 
Project in Granville Township, Licking County, Ohio. Weller & Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 

2014 An Archaeological Survey of the Shaker Run Development, Turtle Creek Township, Warren County, 
Ohio. Contract Publication Series 14-210. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Lancaster, Ohio. (Co-
authored with Gavin S. Davies) 
 
2014 Cultural Resources Survey for the Proposed Oliphant Furnace Reclamation Project, Georges 
Township, Fayette County, Pennsylvania. Contract Publication Series 14-177. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

eline Biography -- Timeline. 
April-June 2014. Journal of the Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, Ohio.  

2014 Cultural Historic Survey for the AEP Biers Run-Hopetown-Delano 138 kV Transmission Line Project, 
Union and Green Townships, Ross County, Ohio. Contract Publication Series 14-158. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Lancaster, Ohio. 

2013 National Register Evaluation and West Virginia Historic Property Inventory for the Proposed West 
Fork Trail Portals Reclamation Project, Marion County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-455. 
Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Phase II National Register Evaluation of Chamber's Mill (44BK0351) in Buckingham County, 
Virginia. Submitted to VDOT, Lynchburg, Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-214. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 
 
2012 Preliminary Geomorphic and Archaeological Investigations for Proposed Project Ascent, Lubeck 
District, Wood County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-160. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with C. Michael Anslinger, Russell S. Quick, and Jason A. 
Baker) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coal River Mining, LLC Mine No. 3 IBR 4 (U-5012-03), 
Washington District, Kanawha County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-210. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Consolidation Coal Company, 2E Bleeder Shaft, Webster 
District, Marshall County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-333. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia.  

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coal River Mining, LLC Nellis Amendment, Boone County, 
West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-261. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West 
Virginia. (Co-Authored With William M. Hunter And Kathy Martinolich) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Hobet Mining, LLC, Sandlick Surface Mine, Lincoln 
County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-195. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, 
West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Kanawha River Mining, Clearco Surface Mine, Greenbrier 
County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-169. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, 
West Virginia. 



2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Kanawha River Mining, Duo Surface Mine, Greenbrier 
County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-175. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, 
West Virginia. 

2012 Recordation and National Register of Historic Places Eligibility Assessment of a Single Property, 
McElroy Mine 4 South IBR 64 (U-0033-83), Meade District, Marshall County, West Virginia. Contract 
Publication Series 12-274. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Shelby Run Deep Mine, Taylor County, West Virginia. 
Contract Publication Series 12-214. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Shelby Run Mining Tucker Run Mine, Taylor County, West 
Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-267. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Coal River Mining, LLC, Mine No. 15, Washington District, Kanawha 
County, and Peytona District, Boone County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-401. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Pocahontas Coal Company, LLC Devils Backbone 
Highwall Mine #1, Slab Fork District, Raleigh County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-336. 
Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter and 
Sarah J. Reynolds) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Rockspring Development, Inc. Right Fork of Camp Creek 
Refuse Disposal Facility, Wayne County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-270. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Brooks Run Mining, LLC, Antietam Surface Mine, Nicholas 
and Webster Counties, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-099. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Long Branch Surface Mine Permit Area And Reserve Area, Fayette 
and Kanawha Counties, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-090. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coal River Mining, LLC, Haul Road 4, Scott District, 
Boone County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-110. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., 
Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed No. 50 Mine, 9 Haulage (Indian Creek Portal), Center 
District, Wyoming County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-031. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2012 Cultural Resource Survey of the Environmental Corridor Associated with the Route 20 Bridge 
Replacement at Slate River, Buckingham County, Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-013. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with Jason A. Baker and Hallie A. Fieser) 

2012 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Brushy Fork Surface Mine, Logan District, Logan County, 
West Virginia. Contract Publication Series 12-056. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West 
Virginia. 



2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coal Mountain No. 1 Surface Mine, Amendment No. 2, 
Clear Fork District, Wyoming County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-095. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Newgate Development of Beckley, LLC, Three Marie 
Highwall Mine, Slab Fork District, Raleigh County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-113. 
Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed 
Surface Mine, Webster County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-094. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Mid-Vol Coal Sales Grey Eagle Surface Mine, McDowell 
County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-097. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., 
Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Mid-Vol Coal Sales Jenkinjones Refuse Removal,     Adkin 
District, McDowell County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-123. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter)  

2011 Determination of Eligibility Report for the Proposed Prichard Intermodal Terminal Development Site 
(Full Facility), Wayne County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-104. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with S. Alan Higgins) 

2011 Desktop Analysis and Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey for the Proposed Expansion / 
Modification of the Beech Ridge Wind Energy Facility, Greenbrier County, West Virginia.  Contract 
Publication Series WV11-060. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored 
with Jamie S. Meece and C. Michael Anslinger) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Frasure Creek Mining Company Mandy Cline Deep Mine, 
McDowell County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-116. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coyote Coal Company, LLC, Cub Branch Surface Mine, 
Logan County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-088. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., 
Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coal Mountain No. 1 Surface Mine, Amendment No. 2, 
Clear Fork District, Wyoming County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-095. Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed ICG Eastern, LLC, 82 East Surface Mine Webster County, 
West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-067. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West 
Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed ICG Eastern, LLC, Strouds Creek Deep Mine, Webster 
County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-064. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., 
Hurricane, West Virginia. (Co-authored with William M. Hunter) 

2011 
Surface Mine, Webster County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-0xx. Cultural Resource 
Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 



2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Blue Knob Surface Mine No. 1, Falling Springs District, 
Greenbrier County, West Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-087. Cultural Resource Analysts, 
Inc., Hurricane, West Virginia. 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Coleman Mine, Valley District, Fayette County, West 
Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-043. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West 
Virginia. (Co-authored with Robert C. Whetsell, S. Alan Higgins, and William M. Hunter) 

2011 Cultural Historic Survey for the Proposed Mulberry Fork Surface Mine, Fayette County, West 
Virginia. Contract Publication Series WV11-041. Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., Hurricane, West 
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ABSTRACT 

On behalf of TKDA, Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) commissioned In Situ Archaeological 
Consulting, LLC (In Situ) to provide cultural resource services in support of the Morris Municipal 
Airport Expansion Project (Project). This report presents the results of the intensive Phase I 
cultural resource investigation conducted by In Situ for the Project. The direct Area of Potential 
Effect (APE), also known as the Project Area, includes portions of the existing Morris Municipal 
Airport (MOX); site conditions consisted of cut grasses, tall grasses, and agricultural fields, located 
on the western outskirts of Morris, Minnesota.  

The Project consists of the planned expansion of the MOX, which includes acquiring land, 
extending the taxiway and runway, runway reconstruction, constructing a new taxilane for 
proposed new hangars, preparing hangar sites and constructing hangars, reconstructing the apron 
and taxilanes, constructing access roads, and installing fencing. The cultural resource review for 
the Project consisted of background literature review and field survey of approximately 109.63 
acres of lands surrounding the MOX. The United States Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
is the lead regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed Project is subject to review by the 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of Township (T) 124 North (N), Range (R) 42 
West (W) in Stevens County, Minnesota. The Project Area is located on private land and lands 
owned by the City of Morris, located just west of Morris, Minnesota. The Project Area surrounds 
the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 28 and west of County State Aid Highway 7 and 
within an open area consisting of airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, and agricultural fields. The 
Phase I investigation included a background literature review within and surrounding the proposed 
Project Area along with an approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed Project.  
 
During the field survey, a total of 109.63 acres were inventoried for the proposed Project. No 
cultural resources were observed during this inventory of the proposed Project. Therefore, In Situ 
recommends a finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the direct APE of the Project. If the 
applicable regulatory agencies are in agreement with these findings, then a recommendation of ‘no 
further work’ is considered appropriate. A history/architecture survey and assessment was also 
completed for the Project covering the surrounding indirect APE, however the results of the 
history/architecture survey and assessment are discussed in a separate report.  
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INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of TKDA, Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) commissioned In Situ Archaeological 
Consulting, LLC (In Situ) to provide cultural resource services in support of the Morris Municipal 
Airport Expansion Project (Project). This report presents the results of the intensive Phase I 
cultural resource investigation conducted by In Situ for the Project. The direct Area of Potential 
Effect (APE), also known as the Project Area, includes portions of the existing Morris Municipal 
Airport (MOX); site conditions consisted of cut grasses, tall grasses, and agricultural fields, located 
on the western outskirts of Morris, Minnesota. 

The Project consists of the expansion of the MOX, which includes acquiring land, extending the 
taxiway and runway, runway reconstruction, constructing a new taxilane for proposed new 
hangars, preparing hangar sites and constructing hangars, reconstructing the apron and taxilanes, 
constructing access roads, and installing fencing. The Project consisted of the cultural resources 
survey of approximately 109.63 acres of lands surrounding the MOX. The United States Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed 
Project is subject to review by the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of Township (T) 124 North (N), Range (R) 42 
West (W) in Stevens County, Minnesota (Figure 1). The Project Area is located on private land 
and lands owned by the City of Morris, located just west of Morris, Minnesota (Figures 2-3). The 
Project Area surrounds the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 28 and west of County 
State Aid Highway 7 and within an open area consisting of airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, 
and agricultural fields.  
The literature review was conducted on May 15, 2019 and the Phase I cultural resource 
investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019. Abraham Ledezma served as Principal Investigator 
for the archaeological investigation. Mr. Ledezma meets the requirements for the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Guidelines for Professional Qualifications in Archaeology.  

The Phase I investigation included a background literature review within and surrounding the 
proposed Project Area along with an approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed 
Project. Fieldwork was completed by the field crew consisting of Abraham Ledezma (Principal 
Invesitgator/Field Director), Craig Picka, and Kameron Dropps. Mr. Ledezma has over 11 years 
of experience and he received an M.S. in Applied Anthropology from Missouri State University 
in 2012 and a B.A. in Anthropology, with an emphasis on Archaeology from Minnesota State 
University Moorhead in 2008. All field notes and photographs are maintained on file at In Situ’s 
office located in Eden Prairie, Minnesota.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND GEOMORPHOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

At the time of survey, the topography of the Project Area consisted of fairly flat to slightly hilly 
topography (Figures 1-4). Vegetation present consisted of planted soybeans and corn within 
agricultural fields, short manicured grasses, and tall grasses. Impacts include natural erosion, 
agriculture, asphalt parking lot, dirt and asphalt runways, asphalt roads, road ditches, airport 
buildings, and aboveground and underground utilities.  

ECOLOGICAL SETTING 

The Project Area is located within the Northern Glaciated Plains (46) Level III ecoregion, and 
more specifically, the Tewaukon/Big Stone Stagnation Moraine (46e) Level IV ecoregion. The 
Tewaukon/Big Stone Stagnation Moraine is defined by “gently undulating moraine field with mix 
of row crops, many small lakes, marshes, and potholes (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
2007).”  

Prehistoric and historic vegetation within the region known as the Upland Prairie consisted of 
bluestems, Indian grass, needle and grama grasses, composites and other forbs. Currently, 
agriculture is the dominant land use within the region (Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources [MnDNR]1988; 2017).  

Hundreds of wildlife species are resident or seasonal visitors to the region along with hundreds of 
native fish species which live in the surrounding rivers and tributaries. Some of the fauna that 
would have been common and available for historic and prehistoric human use in the Minnesota 
region include white-tail deer, black bear, elk, opossum, raccoon, cottontail rabbit, squirrel, gray 
fox, bobcat, mountain lion, wolf, mink, otter, beaver, muskrat, and woodchuck (Gibbon 2012).  

Currently, one federally listed, threatened, and endangered species reside in Stevens County, 
Minnesota: the Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2017).  

CLIMATE 

The climate of Minnesota is a continental-type climate that is marked by seasonal variations. The 
average annual temperatures in Minnesota range from 36 degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) in the extreme 
north to 49°F in the southeastern corner. The average winter temperature is 17 ºF and the average 
summer temperature is 70ºF (National Climatic Data Center 2017). Stevens County winters are 
cold and the summers are hot, as it has a cool, subhumid continental climate. Most of the 
precipitation occurs during spring and summer when 75 percent of the annual precipitation is 
received between April and September. The average annual precipitation is about 22.6 inches in 
the county. Snow covers the county throughout late fall through early spring. The average winter 
temperature in the county is 13.9ºF and the average summer temperature is 69.3ºF (USDA, SCS 
1971 [2019]).   

The cultural resource field survey for the Project was conducted June 19, 2019. The weather was 
partly-cloudy and warm, typical for the region at that time of year. 
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PHYSIOGRAPHY AND HYDROLOGY 

The physiography of the Project Area is located within the Olivia Till Plain. This area is generally 
a featureless till plain. The area is covered with a mantle of glacial drift, leaving a gently sloping 
terrain with many small depressions, marshes, swales, and low, nearly level areas. The highest 
elevation in Stevens County is about 1,250 ft. above sea level with the lowest elevation at about 
1,056 ft. above sea level (U.S. Department of Agriculture, SCS 1922 [2019]; Wright 1972).   

In Stevens County, the Pomme de Terre River, Chippewa River, and Mud Creek receive the 
majority of the drainage within the county (U.S. Department of Agriculture, SCS 1922 [2019]). 
The proposed Project Area has no waterbodies within it. The nearest waterbodies are Muddy Creek 
to the west and south and Horseshoe Lake to the southeast. Several unnamed wetlands and 
drainages are also nearby the Project Area.  

GEOLOGY 

The geology of the Project Area is characterized by Migmatitic gneiss, amphibolite, and granite. 
The Migmatitic gneiss, amphibolite, and granite consists of “Montevideo and Morton Gneisses 
(3600-3000  m.y.) in the Minnesota River Valley, southwestern Minnesota; McGrath Gneiss (2750 
m.y.) east of Mille Lacs Lake; components of Hillman Migmatite southwest of Mille Lacs Lake; 
and Sartell Gneiss in Stearns County. Inferred to include various younger rocks, including 
granitoid intrusions in the Hillman Migmatite and pillowed basalt in poorly exposed areas of 
southwestern Minnesota. (Morey and Meints 2000).” 

SOILS 

Nine specific soil series are present in the Project Area, with the dominant soil type consisting of 
Udorthents, loamy (cut and fill land) (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2019). Table 1 
summarizes the soils within the Project Area. 

Table 1. Summary of Soil Series within the Project Area. 

Soil Series Parent Material Drainage Slope Landform 
Aastad clay loam 
(AaA) 

Fine-loamy till Moderately 
well drained 

1%–3% Moraines 

Forman-Aastad 
complex (FmA) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 1%–4% Moraines 

Forman clay 
loam (FmB) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 2%–6% Moraines 

Forman-Buse 
complex (FuB2) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 2%–6% Moraines 

Forman-Buse 
complex (FuC2) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 6%–12% Moraines 

Balaton-Hamerly 
complex (HaA) 

Fine-loamy till Moderately 
well drained 

1%–4% Moraines 

Parnell silty clay 
loam, 
occasionally 
ponded (Pa) 

Local alluvium over till Very poorly 
drained 

0%–1% Depressions on 
moraines 
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Table 1. Summary of Soil Series within the Project Area. 

Soil Series Parent Material Drainage Slope Landform 
Lakepark-
Parnell, 
occasionally 
ponded, complex 
(Pf) 

Local alluvium over till Poorly drained 0%–2% Swales on 
moraines 

Udorthents, 
loamy (cut and 
fill land) (UDL) 

Variable loamy material N/A 0%–6% Outwash plains, 
stream terraces, 
moraines 

Source: Natural Resources Conservation Service (2019). 
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CULTURAL CONTEXT 

The Project location is situated in Stevens County, located in southeastern Minnesota and within 
Archaeological Region 2 – Prairie Lake Region (Anfinson 1990, Gibbon 2012; Gibbon et. al. 
2002). The Prairie Lake Region encompasses Big Stone, Blue Earth, Brown, Carver, Chippewa, 
Cottonwood, Faribault, Faribault, Jackson, Lac Qui Parle, Le Sueur, Lyon, McLeod, Martin,  
Nicollet, Redwood, Renville, Scott, Sibley, Stevens, Swift, Watonwan, and Yellow Medicine 
counties with portions of Douglas, Grant, Kandiyohi, Lincoln, Meeker, Nobles, Otter Tail, 
Pipestone, Pope, Rice, Steele, Traverse, and Waseca counties. The Prairie Lake Region’s 
topography is characterized by swell and sway topography in the interior of the region with hilly 
end moraines along the northern, eastern and southern edges. The major topographic feature is the 
Minnesota River trench that bisects the region west to east and the scrap of the Prairie des Coteau 
highland in the west.  All of the lakes in the region are shallow, not exceeding 10 m in depth. Most 
of the rivers within the region empty into the Minnesota River for the north to the south, except 
Shell Rock River in the southeast that flows into the Cedar River in Iowa (Anfinson 1990; Gibbon 
2012; Gibbon et. al. 2002).  
 
During the contact period, the southern and western areas of the Prairie Lake Region was covered 
in tallgrass prairie. Tress were uncommon in the western part of the region. There were forests 
along the narrow river bottoms, with oak woods along the major river valleys and small patches 
of woodland in fire-protected areas. The Minnesota River Valley contained the main wood 
resources for the western part of the region. The eastern area contained extensive Big Woods 
vegetation in the north and Oak Parkland in the south. The main flora resources were included 
aquatic plants such as water lilies, cattails, and some wild rice. In the uplands, floral resources 
included prairie turnips, ground plums, and acorns. The main fauna resources were the bison with 
the occasional elk herds in the uplands and prairies with whitetail deer Minnesota river Valley and 
forest areas. The lakes in the southwestern part of the region provided contained aquatic mammals 
(i.e. muskrats), waterfowl, and fish.  (Anfinson 1990; Gibbon 2012; Gibbon et. al. 2002).  
 
The following narrative presents condensed pre-contact, contact, and post-contact cultural 
overviews of the Project Area.  

PALEOINDIAN (11,500 – 7,500 BC) 

The Paleoindian period in North America dates between approximately 11,200 – 7,500 BC. This 
is the period in which the first human populations came to North America and the last retreat of 
the Wisconsin glacial period. The defining characteristics of the Paleoindians were: 

 
• the extensive use of exotic cherts, 
• specialized lithic technologies,  
• small and extremely mobile societies, and  
• the primary subsistence on large game mammals (Schermer et. al. 1995; J. Morrow 1996).  

 
During this period, the environment in Minnesota continually changed from an “open boreal 
coniferous forest dominated by grasses and scattered conifer tress (Gibbon 2012:38)” to open 
prairie in the southwest, deciduous forest in center-southeast, and a coniferous forest in the north.  
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Early Paleoindian (11,200 – 10,500 BC) 

During the Early Paleoindian period the main characteristic that distinguishes the Early 
Paleoindian period from the Late Paleoindian period are the use of fluted lanceolate points and 
subsistence on large-extinct animals including mammoths, mastodons, and giant bison varieties 
(Gibbon 2012; Schermer et. al. 1995; J. Morrow 1996). As of 2012, only about seventy-three 
points, and possibly a scraper and drill have been identified within Minnesota (Gibbon 2012).  
 
The lithic technology of the Early Paleoindian period is characterized by fluted lanceolate points. 
The fluted styles found in Minnesota include Clovis, Gainey, Folsom, and Holcombe Points (T. 
Morrow 2016).  Fluting is the removal of a flake from the base of the projectile. The earliest known 
point type in North America is the Clovis, which dates from circa 9,500 to 8,650 BC (T. Morrow 
2016).  Clovis points are broad, thin, well-made lanceolate point with concave bases and basal 
flutes that extend one-half to one-fifth the length of the point. Folsom is the second oldest recorded 
lithic technology and overlaps with Clovis, dating between 8,900 to 8,400 BC (Schermer et. al. 
1995; J. Morrow 1996).  Folsom are “thin, finely made, medium sized lanceolate points with a 
flattened to bi-concave cross section, parallel to convex sides, and broad flutes that cover at least 
60 percent of each face (T. Morrow 2016:128).” Gainey points are fluted points that have a 
“lanceolate outline, deep and rounded basal concavities, and well-defined primary flutes (T. 
Morrow 2016:124).” Holcombe points are “small, thin lanceolate points with shallow concavities 
with broadly convex sides and high midpoint above the center (T. Morrow 2016:132).” 
 
Late Paleoindian (10,500 – 7,500 BC) 

The Late Paleoindian period is characterized by the disappearance of fluted lanceolate styles and 
replaced with non-fluted lanceolate point types. Stemmed points, some heavy stone tools, and the 
use of Hixton quartzite from western Wisconsin are also characteristics of the Late Paleoindian 
period in Minnesota (Gibbon 2012). The majority of Late Paleoindian artifacts have been found 
as surface finds in plowed fields, which have been removed from their original context. This makes 
any inferences between the associations between the artifacts of this period difficult.  The point 
types found in Minnesota from this period are Agate Basin, Alberta, Angostura, Browns Valley, 
Eden, Frederick, Hell Gap, Midland, Plainview, and Scottsbluff. These artifacts tend to be well 
made with high-quality craftsmanship (Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 2016). 

ARCHAIC PERIOD (10,500 – 500 BC) 

The Archaic Period within Minnesota dates between 10,500 – 500 BC.  Within Minnesota, that 
Early Archaic period coexisted with the Late Paleoindian period with little definable timeframe. 
The Archaic Period in Minnesota is characterized by the:  
 

• expansion of a subsistence strategy that relied on a variety of modern game fauna (deer, 
moose, bison, rabbits, beavers, birds and fish) and wild flora resources,  

• absence of pottery manufacturing, 
• appearance of a variety of notched and stemmed projectile points,  
• emergence of pecked and groundstone tools, and  
• appearance of native copper artifacts, and some exotic materials such as marine shell 

(Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; Stoltman 1997). 
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During this period, the climate was continuously changing toward a warm and dry climate, a 
change known as the Altithermal. The dry and hot weather continued for approximately 1,000 
years before changing to a cooler, wetter climate that lead to a more modern ecology by 3,000 BC 
(Florin et. al. 2016). Deciduous forests dominated the southern area of Minnesota while pine 
forests replaced the boreal spruce forests in the north. By 8,000 BC, the tallgrass prairie had spread 
from west to east across the state, pushing the forests east and then receding back to its present 
position (Gibbon 2012).  
 
Early Eastern Archaic (10,500-7,500 BC) 
The Early Eastern Archaic period was contemporaneous with the Late Paleoindian. The Early 
Eastern Archaic describes the Archaic complexes that derived from the eastern woodlands instead 
of the western prairie. The Early Eastern Archaic dates between 10,500 – 7,500 BC (Gibbon 2012). 
This was a transitional period for cultures, less reliance upon large game mammals to more reliance 
upon foraging subsistence (Schermer et. al. 1995; T. Morrow 1996). The Early Eastern Archaic 
points are notched or stemmed styles such as Dalton, Hi-Lo, Quad, Thebes, St. Charles, Graham 
Cave Side Notched, and Kirk Corners Notched points (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). These 
points are often associated with sparse scatters of non-diagnostic artifacts like scrapers, blades and 
point blanks. As with the Paleoindian period, it is likely that organic artifacts like wooden artifacts, 
cords/textiles, and bone tools have not lasted to modern times (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012).  
 
Middle Archaic (7,500 – 3,000 BC) 

The Middle Archaic dates approximately between 7,500 – 3,000 BC. The driest and warmest post-
glacial period, the Altithermal, occurred during this period. Due to large climatic changes during 
this period, many sites may have either been buried or eroded away (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 
et. al. 2002). The lithic technology of the Middle Archaic is characterized by a wide range of 
medium sized stemmed and notched projectile point types. The projectile points of the Middle 
Archaic tend to be smaller and poorly made compared to Early Archaic and Late Paleoindian 
points. This may have been due to an emphasis of using and possibly heat treating poor quality 
local lithic resource material rather than use higher quality, exotic lithic materials.  
 
Middle Archaic points are smaller than Paleoindian points, with side notches and beveled, re-
sharpened edges. These edges seem to be used for both penetration and cutting. Also, the points 
also were used as projectile points for atlatl darts, which first appeared during the Archaic Period. 
The sites types from this period in Minnesota include base camps, short-term camps, kill sites, 
lithic scatters, burials, quarries, and workshops.  
 
The points of the Middle Archaic are divided into two broad categories, the Plains and the Eastern 
Woodlands. Projectile point types found in the Eastern Woodlands include LeCroy Bifurcated 
Stemmed, Fox Valley Truncated Barb, Osceola, Raddatz Side Notched, Eva I, Morrow Mountain 
I and II, Matanzas Side Notched, Etley, Benton Stemmed, and Elk River Stemmed. The point types 
found in the Plains are Simonsen, Graham Cave Side Notched, Oxbow, McKean, and Table Rock 
Stemmed. During this period, ground stone tool technology appears such as grooved stone axes, 
boatstones, bannerstones, and gorgets. (Florin et. al. 2016, Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 1996; 
Schermer et. al. 1995). 
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Late Archaic (3,000– 500 BC)  

The Late Archaic in Minnesota, dating between 3,000 – 500 BC, is characterized by the appearance 
of different sets of diagnostic points styles; presence of raw exotic materials (e.g., native copper 
and marine shell); appearance of “unusual” artifacts including birdstones, gorgets, and Turkey Tail 
bifaces; presence of communal burials sites; lack of ceramics; and an increasingly modern Late 
Holocene environment (Gibbon 2012:78).   
 
During the Late Archaic, intergroup interactions increased due to an increase in population growth. 
This increase in population and group interactions created similar subsistence strategies over large 
areas, which in turn increased each groups’ territory size, and increased the number of local, 
distinctive artifact styles. Trade networks were also developed and established between different 
communities. The Altithermal ended during this period, causing increased resource stability in 
areas that were previously inhabitable by humans. A more sedentary lifeway was practiced, as 
evident with the construction of large communal cemeteries, increases in wild rice harvesting, and 
use of gardens that included sunflower, amaranth, and squash (Gibbon 2012; Schermer et. al. 
1995). 
 
The point types from the Late Archaic are divided into five regional areas: Upper Mississippi River 
Valley, Northeast, Central Mississippi River Valley, Northern Plains, and Southeast. The Upper 
Mississippi River Valley consists of the Large Side Notched Cluster (Godar, Madison Side 
Notched, Osceola, and Raddatz Side Notched), Durst Cluster (Durst Stemmed) Late Archaic 
Stemmed Cluster (Karnak Stemmed), Turkey Tail Cluster (Turkey Tail), Terminal Archaic Barbed 
Cluster (Delhi and Buck Creek Barbed), Early Woodland Straight Stemmed Cluster (Fox Valley 
Stemmed, Kramer, Robbins), and Motley Expanding Stem Cluster (Motley, Atalissa, and Tipton). 
The Northeast consists of the Matanza Cluster (Matanzas Side Notched and Brewerton Eared 
Notched).  The Central Mississippi River Valley consists of the Table Rock Cluster (Table Rock 
Stemmed) Etley Cluster (Etley), Nebo Hill Cluster (Nebo Hill Lanceolate and Sedalia Lanceolate), 
and Wadlow Cluster (Wadlow). The Northern Plains consists of the McKean Cluster (McKean, 
Duncan, and Hanna), and the Oxbow Cluster (Oxbow). The Southeast consists of the Eva Cluster 
(Eva II), Benton Cluster (Benton Stemmed and Elk River Stemmed), Ledbetter Cluster (Ledbetter 
stemmed) and Dickson Contracting Stemmed Cluster (Gary and Little Bear Creek) (T. Morrow 
2016; Gibbon 2012). 

WOODLAND PERIOD (500 BC – AD 700) 

The timeframe for the Woodland Period in Minnesota varies. In southeastern Minnesota, this 
period dates between 500 BC – AD 700. In the central and northern Minnesota, the Woodland 
Period dates between 200 BC – AD 700. During this period, the environment stabilizes and 
allowed for the development of greater regional variations.  
 
The two main characteristics of the Woodland Period in Minnesota are the appearances of pottery 
and earthen burial mounds (Johnson 1988). The appearance of these two cultural developments 
may suggest an increase in social complexity. Hunting and gathering continues within the 
Woodland period with the “intensification of food resource activities initiated in the Late Archaic 
period (Gibbon 2012:93).” However, there is an increasing reliance on domesticated plants and 
wild rice, which indicates an increase in population growth and sedentism (Radford et. al. 2015; 
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Johnson 1988). This document will concentrate on the Initial and Terminal – Woodland periods in 
southeastern Minnesota. 
 
Initial Woodland in Southeastern Minnesota (500 BC – AD 500) 

The Initial Woodland Period in southeastern Minnesota describes the Woodland Period (500 BC - 
AD 500) in the area east and south of St. Cloud, Minnesota. It is divided by Gibbon (2012) into 
Early Woodland, Havana-Related Middle Woodland, and Late Middle Woodland.  

Early Woodland (500 – 200 BC) 
The most identifiable diagnostic artifact from the Early Woodland period in southeastern 
Minnesota is the appearance of the La Molle Thick pottery and Black Sand series of pottery. La 
Molle Thick Pottery has walls ranging between 1-1.5 centimeter thick and a cordmarked surface 
with “distinct vertical to oblique cordmarking on the exterior surface and horizontal to oblique 
cordmarking on the interior surface (Anfinson 1979; Gibbon 2012).” La Molle Thick could be 
associated with a variety of straight-stemmed points, most commonly the Kramer points. Black 
Sand series of pottery are decorated with incised lines (Black Sand incised), or with finger or 
fingernail impressions (Sisters Creek Punctate), although the latter is less common. Waubesa 
Stemmed points are associated with the finger/fingernail impressed pottery. Other point types 
associated with the Early Woodland of southeastern Minnesota are Adena, Robbins, and Dickson 
(Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 2016).  

Havana-Related Middle Woodland. (200 BC – AD 200) 
The Havana-Related Middle Woodland period dates form 200 BC – AD 200 and consists of three 
phases: Howard Lake, Sorg and Malmo. The Howard Lake phase is not well understood nor well 
investigated. This phase is the northernmost regional variant of the Havana Hopewell from Central 
Illinois River valley and the Hopewell interaction Sphere.  The Hopewell Interaction Sphere was 
the propagation of ideas about social organization and relationships, technology, and economic 
activities from the Hopewellian culture centers in Illinois and Ohio (Schermer et. al. 1995; Perry 
1996). The Howard Lake phase is centered on many major rivers, lakes, and wetlands of 
southeastern Minnesota. The greatest site concentration of this phase is within southern Anoka 
County, where there are large mound concentrations with some small habitation sites. The Sorg 
phase is concentrated around Spring Lake, south of St. Paul, Minnesota. The Malmo phase is the 
most common phase of the Havana-Related Middle Woodland period. Sites from this phase are 
found across much of central and eastern Minnesota (Arzigian 2008; Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 
2012). 
 
The ceramics of the Havana-Related Middle Woodlands are wide-mouthed jars with thick vessel 
walls (6 – 12 mm), straight rims, slightly constricted necks, fairly rounded shoulders, and 
subconoidal bases. They are grit-tempered and are decorated with punctuates, bosses, incised lines, 
slashes, cordwrapped-stick impressions, and dentate stamping. The point types associated with 
this period are the Hopewell luster, which includes Snyders, Manker, and Gibson points.   
 
Havana burials within the south of Minnesota were typically grouped from two, three, or 15 conical 
burial mounds. The mounds varied in size, with the larger mounds measuring 30 feet in height.  
Mounds over five ft. high almost always contained diagnostic Havana-Hopewell burial items 
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including copper earspools, pan pipes, celts, perforated bear canines, platform pipes, pearl beads, 
and elongated, nonutilitarian bifaces.  

Late Middle Woodland (AD 200 – 500)  
The Late Middle Woodland is dated from AD 200 – 500. The change from the Havana-Related 
Middle Woodlands to the Late Middle Woodlands appeared to be a gradual process among the 
local populations. The archaeological record of this period in southeastern Minnesota is largely 
unknown. Gibbon (2012) assumes Allamakee and Millville cultural phases of northeastern Iowa 
and southwestern Wisconsin extended into southeastern Minnesota. This period is characterized 
by the replacement of the widespread use of Havanna ceramic with more spatially restricted 
imitations, less elaborate cultural practices, and the significant change in ceramic technology. 
 
Burial practices are still dominated with the use of burial mounds, however these practices become 
more simplified with grave goods becoming rarer and with no associated diagnostics. The most 
notable ceramic type is the Linn wares. The Linn wares of this region are thin-walled diagnostic 
ceramics that is retained some Havana-related decoration (dentates, cordmarking). The ceramic 
technology also changes with vessels having more globular shapes, complex rims, thinner walls, 
and much finer tempers. The lithic assemblages consist of side-notched Steuben points and smaller 
Ansell points (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). 
 
Terminal Woodland in Southeastern Minnesota (AD 500 – 1200) 

The Terminal Woodland period is southeastern Minnesota dates from AD 500 – 1200, just before 
first European contact. This period is characterized by changes in ceramic and lithic technologies.  
One of the most notable changes is the development of the bow and arrow, effigy mounds, 
elaborate mortuary rituals, increase in long-distance trade networks, acquisition of exotic 
materials, elaborate smoking-pipe tradition, and the development of socially-ranked societies. The 
human population also increased with a gradually greater dependence of domesticated plants and 
a more sedentary lifeway. However, not much known since the archaeological record within the 
region and period is lacking. Archaeologists have to rely on information from sites in Wisconsin, 
Illinois and Iowa. The Woodland Period ends with the introduction of corn farming and the 
appearance of the Mississippian and Plains Village cultures (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; 
Johnson 1988). 

Initial Late Woodland (AD 500-700) 
The Initial Late Woodland dates between AD 500 –700 and is a transitional period between the 
Late Middle Woodland and the Mature Late Woodland. This period includes two closely related 
archaeological phases known as the Mill phase in southwestern Wisconsin and Lane Farm phase 
in northeastern Iowa. The characteristic of both phases is the presence of Lane Farm Cord-
impressed ceramic wares. These wares have a somewhat rounded base, constricted neck, are 
relatively thin, and have a fine, grit temper. They typically have cord-impress decoration on the 
exterior rim, and rocker stamping over some of the body below the rim. The projectile points 
associated with this period are small corner-notched points, which are the first arrow points in the 
region. These may have included the Stueben Stemmed, Maker Corner Notched, Scallorn, Klunk 
Side-Notched and Koster Corner-Notched types. Other traits of the period are the appearance of 
small conical mounds and some elongated linear mounds with limited burial goods (Arzigian 2008; 
Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012).   
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Mature Late Woodland (AD 700 – 1000) 
During the Mature Late Woodland period, mound construction became more wide spread and 
complex known as the Effigy Mound Complex. In southeast Minnesota, the Effigy Mound Culture 
appeared between AD 700 – 1000. This culture is characterized by the creation of groups of linear 
mound complexes, effigy mounds, and conical mound. The effigy mounds resemble several 
animals including bears, deer, panthers, turtles, and birds. The mounds rarely exceed two to three 
feet in height and are about 500 feet or more in length. The mounds are typically located on 
ridgetops or elevated areas bordering major lakes and rivers. Altogether, there are about 13 to 15 
sites in Minnesota that contain effigy mounds or possible effigy mounds (Arzigian 2008; Florin 
et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). 
 
Besides the mounds, the most common diagnostic trait of this period are the Madison Ware 
ceramics. The general characteristics of the vessels are globular shaped, thin walls, fine grit temper, 
cordmarking on the exterior surface, a constricting neck, and out-flaring rim. They are typically 
decorated with cord impressions with geometrical patterns on the exterior rim surface. Angelo 
Punctate is another ceramic style found at the later part of this period. They are thin walled and 
cordmarked, often decorated with punctuates and fine incised lines. The points from this period 
are small stemmed, side-notched, and unnotched triangular arrow points. This includes Scallorn, 
Koster Corner Notched, Klunk Side Notched and Madison point types (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 
2012). 

Final Late Woodland (AD 1000 – 1200) 
The Final Late Woodland period Minnesota dates between AD 1000 – 1200. This period marks 
profound changes in the archaeological record in southeastern Minnesota and the Upper 
Mississippi Valley south of the Twin Cities. These changes include a significant reduction in 
“pure” Late Woodland sites, effigy mounds are no longer being constructed (approximately by 
AD 1050), stockade sites with Mississippian traits become common in southeastern Wisconsin, 
northeastern Iowa, and possibly in the Red Wing locality of Minnesota, and large portions of the 
driftless areas are abandoned. Corn horticulture is found with the Grant series of ceramic wares in 
western Wisconsin, southeastern Minnesota, northern Iowa, and northern Illinois. The Grant ware 
are grit-tempered, cord-roughened globular jars with prominent castellation, collars, squared 
orifices, or other special rim treatments that raise the rim height. The most common projectile 
points from this period include the Madison Triangular, Cahokia, Reed, Harrel, and Des Moines 
types of the Cahokia Side Notched cluster (Gibbon 2012). 

LATE PREHISTORIC (AD 1000 – 1650) 

The Late Prehistoric period dates between AD 1000 – 1650 and is characterized by the use of 
earthlodge dwellings, crop surplus, improved storage techniques, and the development of complex 
social organization within villages. Corn became a stable in the native diets along with bison meat. 
There is also the increase appearance of bison bone tools within the archaeological record of this 
period. This is most-likely due to less time in the ground with which the bone can deteriorate 
(Radford et. al. 2015; Schermer et. al. 1995). 
 
Mississippian (AD 1000 – 1650)  

The Mississippian period dates from AD 1000 – 1650. The Mississippian Culture was 
agriculturally intense, depending heavily on maize, beans, sunflowers, and tobacco. There were 
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two major Mississippian centers in Minnesota.  One center was located at the junction of the 
Cannon and Mississippi rivers, just north of Red Wing, Minnesota and the other along the central 
and upper Minnesota River. These centers seem to have evolved from the great Middle 
Mississippian center at Cahokia, Illinois. These cultural centers developed different adaptations 
associated with their environment. The Red Wing locality was adapted to forests and tall grass 
prairies in the east and the Minnesota River locality was adapted the timbered river bottoms and 
grassland in the west. There are four main phases from this period in Minnesota: Silvernale, Great 
Oasis, Cambria, and Big Stone (Gibbon 2012; Johnson 1988). 
 
Villages in this period were large, possibly housing between 600 and 800 people. Some of these 
villages had palisades and were frequently located on easily defendable flat river terraces. Deep 
storage pits were dug throughout the villages. Gardens were planted in the river bottoms while 
hunting and fishing remained important, with some Mississippian sites depending on bison as a 
food staple. A large number of burial mound complexes are associated with this culture (Johnson 
1988).  
 
Oneota (AD 1225-1650) 

The Oneota is the name given to several post-Woodland groups living on the Prairie Peninsula. 
This cultural complex appears in Minnesota from AD 1225 – 1650. This culture complex is most 
commonly identified by their pottery, which is a shell-tempered globular jar that has a constricted 
mouth and a round bottom. The shoulder if often decorated with incised, geometric patterns.  A 
common decoration motif on Oneota ceramics are chevrons and other variations. Other artifacts 
that were common, but not unique to Oneota are bison scapula hoes, deer mandible sickle; small, 
unnotched triangular projectile points; end scrappers; sandstone abraders; mauls; catlinite disc and 
elbow pipes; and village areas with numerous storage pits. They also lived in a variety of house 
shapes including oval, square and long rectangle. There are two Oneota phases in Minnesota: Blue 
Earth Phase and Orr Phase (Fishel 1996, Gibbon 2012). 

CONTACT PERIOD (AD 1630 – 1837)  

Before the native population made contact with early French Explorers, European trade goods 
started to appear within Minnesota. Glass beads, iron knives, brass kettles, finger rings, and gun 
parts appear within the archaeological record, which were from early French traders. The local 
native tribes were also indirectly affected by Europeans by the spread of foreign disease, which 
decimated their populations. At one point or another, parts of Minnesota were claim by the French, 
Spanish, British, and United States. Minnesota was first claimed by the French as part of New 
France. (Belgen 1969; Folwell 1956). 
 
The first recorded exploration was by French explorers Daniel Graysolon, Sieur du Lhut, Father 
Hennepin, and Pierre Charles le Sueur. Sieur du Lhut was sent out from Quebec and Montreal to 
open trade with the Dakota in AD 1679, and for the next 11 years explored the triangle between 
the Mississippi and St. Croix rivers. Father Hennepin along with Michel Accault, and Antonie 
Aguell were also sent out to explore in the Upper Mississippi River Valley circa AD 1679, where 
they discovered and named St. Anthony Falls. In 1731, Canadian-born French explorer Pierre 
Gaultier de Varennes, Sieur de La Verendrye set out from to explores lands west of Lake Superior. 
In August of 1831, he sailed into Grand Portage and passed over the Canada-United States Boarder 
Lakes to establish a trade post at Lake of the Woods. At this post trade could be conducted with 
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the local tribes. In AD 1763, the Treaty of Paris gives all the land east of the Mississippi to the 
British, and eventually the new United States of America. In 1797, Pembina in North Dakota was 
established by Charles Baptiste Chaboillez of the Northwest Fur Company. Also, the Hudson Bay 
and American Fur Companies were also positioned at Pembina as the fur trade increased and 
expanded. There were a few native tribes within the southeastern area of Minnesota including the 
Ioway and the Dakota (Belgen 1969; Folwell 1956; Merry 1996; Radford et. al. 2015; Schwieder 
2000; Schermer et. al. 1995). 
 
Ioway 

The Ioway are a Siouan Tribe that resided in Missouri and the Mississippi River Valley. The 
Ioway, Oto, and Missouri were once part of a larger tribe with ancestral roots into Oneota culture 
from the Plains Village period.  First recorded contact with the Ioway was in AD 1676 by Father 
Louis Andre in Green Bay, Wisconsin (Anderson 1973b). The Ioway were a semi-sedentary 
horticulturalist tribe that spent much of the year away from permanent villages during the summer 
hunting excursions. The villages were located on terraces above rivers’ flood plains. They lived in 
different types of dwellings including earthlodges, wattle-and-daub houses, and tipis. The annual 
bison hunt took place from May to August in order to stockpile meat for winter. During the fall 
and winter, they supplemented their diet with smaller hunting parties for bison, elk, and deer. They 
also grew beans, corn, squash, pumpkins and other native crops (Anderson 1973a; Anderson 
1973b; DeMallie 2001; Malinowski et al. 1998). 
 
Dakota 

The Dakota originally lived in Minnesota before the Contact Period and are part of the Oceti 
Sakowin, or Seven Council Fires. This council included the Mdewakanton, Wahpekute, Sisseton, 
Wahpeton, Yankton, Yanktonai, and Teton tribes. Their first contact with Europeans were with 
the French traders and Jesuit missionaries in the 1650’s. The Dakota were a nomadic people relying 
on hunting and gathering subsistence strategy. They hunted buffalo, deer, and waterfowl and fished 
using spears and nets. They also foraged for wild flora resources including fruit, acorns, nuts, wild 
rice, and maple sap. During the 19th century, the Dakota practiced horticulture, but planted at 
irregular intervals. They planted corn, squash, beans, and tobacco. Their crop yields were small 
and would only last a few weeks (DeMallie 2001; Malinowski et al. 1998). 

POST-CONTACT (POST- AD 1837) 

The area that includes all of Minnesota and western Wisconsin was considered “Indian Territory” 
and settlements were not allowed. Although the French, British, and Americans established trading 
posts in Minnesota, the first official white settlements were established after AD 1837. This was 
due to the signing of two treaties, one with the Ojibwe and one with the Dakota. The 1837 treaties 
had the Ojibwe and Dakota ceding all their lands east of the Mississippi, which included the 
Golden Triangle, the land between Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers. The treaties were ratified by 
Congress in AD 1838 and the land was open to American settlement. In 1849, Minnesota officially 
became a territory and on May 11, 1858, was admitted as a State into the United States. In 1862, 
Congress passed the Homestead Act which allowed up to 160 acres of land to be claimed provided 
that the person was head-of-household or person over 21 years of age, was a United States citizen 
or filed a declaration to become a citizen, and stayed on the land and worked the land for five years 
and pay any administration fees (Blegen 1969; Folwell 1956). 
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Railroad Development  

In the mid-1800’s, construction of railroads was started throughout the United States beginning 
with the first railroad built near Baltimore, Maryland in 1831. (Schwieder 2000). The railroad 
system in Minnesota began in 1862, with the construction of the St. Paul and Pacific, connecting 
St. Paul and St. Anthony. This resulted in the construction and expansions major railway lines to 
the southwest and west, including the Chicago; St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Railway; 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway; and the Chicago & Northwestern Railway. Railroad 
helped to create the current settlement pattern and economic developments in Minnesota. They are 
an efficient, inexpensive way to transport goods and people. Also, for the first time, people could 
travel anytime of the year (Quivik and Martin 1988; Schwieder 2000).  
 
Stevens County 

Stevens County is located in the west central area of Minnesota. It was established on February 
20, 1862 and organized on October 27, 1849. The county seat is Morris. Stevens County is named 
after Isaac I. Stevens, governor of Washington Territory in 1853. Before Europeans visited and 
settled the area, the Dakota had been living in area that became Stevens County. The first 
Europeans, or people of European descent to visit the area that is now Stevens County were most 
likely fur traders. The first settlers of Stevens County first started to arrive in 1866. The first 
railroad to be constructed in Stevens County was the St. Paul & Pacific Railway in Morris, which 
was opened for traffic in August 1871. At the beginning of the 1900’s, the population of Stevens 
County had grown to 8,721 residents (Alden, Ogle & Company 1888; Gannett 1905; USDA 1922 
and 1971). 
 
Agriculture has been the main industry in the county. Corn, oats, wheat, flax, barley, and alfalfa 
are the most extensive crops planted within the county. By 1964, there were a total of 1,020 farms 
with an average size of 342.5 acres. Livestock raising is also present within Stevens County with 
cattle, hogs, and poultry being the most extensive; dairy cattle and sheep are also present within 
the county, but in much smaller numbers. (USDA 1922 and 1971). 
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

The Phase I archaeological investigation was conducted in accordance with the SHPO Manual for 
Archaeological Projects in Minnesota (Anfinson 2005).  

LITERATURE REVIEW  

A literature search was conducted within a combination of a 1-mile study area and an established 
indirect APE around the proposed Project Area. The indirect APE was established in coordination 
with the FAA. This task was completed using site data files and previous inventory files maintained 
at the Minnesota Office of the State Archaeologist (OSA) and at Minnesota SHPO. In addition, 
background research was completed by reviewing National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
data, historic maps, atlases, current aerial photographs, soil maps, topographic and geomorphic 
data, and other sources that might provide information for the locations of historic-era sites, areas 
of prior disturbance, etc. 

PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 

The Phase I cultural resource identification survey for this Project was completed in accordance 
with SHPO guidelines (Anfinson 2005). The survey conducted within the Project Area used three 
methods of sampling and testing to identify and evaluate cultural resources: visual inspection, 
pedestrian survey, and shovel testing.  

• Visual Inspection – Locations where cultural resources were not expected, such as 
disturbed areas, areas with a slope greater than 20 degrees, and low/wet areas were walked 
over and visually inspected. This method was used to verify the absence or likelihood of 
any cultural resources within these areas. This method was also utilized to document the 
general terrain and the surrounding area.  

• Pedestrian Survey – This method was used to survey landforms with slopes that are greater 
than 20 degrees, or landforms with slopes that are less than 20 degrees and have a surface 
visibility greater than 25% (e.g., plowed field). The pedestrian survey transect interval was 
15 m.  

• Shovel Testing – This method was used to sample subsurface contexts in areas with slopes 
less than 20 degrees and ground visibility of less than 25%. A typical shovel test was 40 
cm in circular diameter. The shovel tests were excavated on a grid at 15 m intervals, with 
additional radial shovel tests conducted at 5 m intervals when any artifacts were 
discovered. Shovel tests were excavated in 10 cm levels. All shovel tests were documented 
using a sub-meter GPS unit. Excavated soil was screened through 0.25-inch mesh. Shovel 
tests were excavated no deeper than 1 m or 10 cm into sterile subsoils. Data gathered from 
the shovel tests included stratigraphy, soil texture, Munsell color, and the presence or 
absence of cultural materials. All excavated soils were immediately backfilled upon 
completion.  

The crew was directly supervised in the field by an MA-level archaeologist who meets the 
requirements for the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Professional Qualifications in 
Archaeology. A sub-meter GPS unit utilizing Geographic Information System (GIS) data as well 
as field maps were used to collect spatial data and to ensure field personal maintain accurate survey 
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grid. This ensured that the crew did not extend the survey outside the Project survey area. All field 
notes, maps, and photos will be maintained at the In Situ’s Eden Prairie, MN office.  

SITE EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The purpose of the archaeological investigation was to identify and record previously 
undocumented cultural resources located within the Project Area. Sites were evaluated for their 
significance as defined by criteria established in Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations 60.4 
(National Park Service 1991), which states: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 
engineering and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 
that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and: 
A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history; or 
B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

A site may meet one or more of the eligibility criteria listed above, but if the site is considered to 
not retain sufficient integrity than it may be recommended not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

ARTIFACT ANALYSIS AND CURATION 

Artifacts are processed in accordance with the Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in 
Minnesota (Anfinson 2005). However, no artifacts 50 years or older were identified or recovered 
during this investigation.   
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RESULTS 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

A literature search was conducted within a combination of a 1-mile study area and an established 
indirect APE around the proposed Project Area. The indirect APE was established in coordination 
with the FAA. This task was completed using site data files and previous inventory files maintained 
at the Minnesota OSA and at Minnesota SHPO. In addition, background research was completed 
by reviewing NRHP data, historic maps, atlases, current aerial photographs, soil maps, topographic 
and geomorphic data, and other sources that might provide information for the locations of 
historic-era sites, areas of prior disturbance, etc. Background research was conducted on May 15, 
2019.  

The records search revealed one previously recorded archaeological site (Table 2), four previously 
recorded historic structures (Table 3), and four previous cultural resource inventories (Table 4) 
within the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. Of these resources, none are located 
within the proposed Project Area (Figures 4-6). 
 

Table 2: Previous Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Site Number Legal Location 
Cultural 

Affiliation 
Site Type 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

21SE44 NW SW NW Section 20, 
T124N, R42W Prehistoric Isolated Find Not Eligible 

 
There is one prehistoric isolated find site that is not eligible for the NRHP (21SE44) within the 
combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. The site is not located within the proposed Project 
Area.  
 

Table 3: Previous Historic Structures within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Site Site Name/Type Address/ Location 
NRHP 

Eligibility 

SE-DAR-004 Farmstead 23632 510th Ave. Not Eligible 
SE-DAR-005 Farmstead 23165 500th Avenue Not Eligible 
SE-DAR-006 Farmstead 49819 MN 28 Not Eligible 
SE-DAR-007 Farmstead 1603 23569 500th Ave. Not Eligible 

 
All four of the historic structures within the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE are not 
eligible for the NRHP. None of these resources are located within the Project Area. 
 

Table 4: Previous Cultural Resource Surveys within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Manuscript 

Number 
Title Authors Year 

MULT-02-01 Alaska Gas Pipeline Project Phase I Cultural 
Resources Survey Minnesota Portion Volume II 

Bourgerie, Gabrielle 
et al. 2002 
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Table 4: Previous Cultural Resource Surveys within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Manuscript 

Number 
Title Authors Year 

MULT-04-06 

A Phase I Cultural Resource Inventory of 
Overhead Fiber Optic Cable Installation on the 

Minnesota Portions of the Granite Falls-
Watertown and Fargo-Granite Falls 230kV 

Transmission Lines, Multiple Counties, 
Minnesota 

Stine, Ed and Louis 
N. Hafermehl 2004 

SE-09-01 

Phase I Cultural Resources Studies for the Land 
Acquisition and Runway 14/32 Taxiway Project, 

Morris Municipal Airport, Morris, Stevens 
County, Minnesota 

Kampinen, Andrea 
and Tylia Varilek 2009 

NA 
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Morris 
Airport Expansion Project, Morris Municipal 
Airport, Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota 

Schmidt, Andrew 
and Laurie Ollila 2013 

 
The records search revealed four previous cultural resource inventories that were completed within 
the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. The surveys were reported on between 2002 
and 2013 and were completed in support of gas pipeline, transmission lines, and airport 
development.  

Of the resources listed above, none are located within the proposed Project Area. Two of the 
previous cultural resource investigations (SE-09-01 and Schmidt and Ollila 2013) overlap with 
portions of the Project Area.  

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATION RESULTS 

A Phase I cultural resource investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019 for the proposed Project 
(Figure 7). The Project Area is located within harvested and plowed soybeans and corn within 
agricultural fields, short manicured grasses yards, and previously disturbed areas (Figures 10-24). 
Ground surface visibility (GSV) ranged between of 0-90% throughout the Project Area, with the 
higher ground surface visibility within agricultural fields (Figure 9).  
The primary methods used for this Project was pedestrian survey and shovel testing. Visual 
inspection was conducted within areas with previous disturbance. Shovel testing was conducted in 
areas that did not have ample GSV (i.e. grassed-over areas). Existing disturbance within the Project 
Area include natural erosion, agriculture, asphalt parking lot, dirt and asphalt runways, asphalt 
roads, road ditches, airport buildings, and aboveground and underground utilities. Portions of the 
Project Area are located within previous Phase I cultural resource surveys and were not re-
surveyed for this Project (Kampinen and Varilek 2009; Schmidt and Ollila 2013). 
The shovel test units are classified as negative, positive, sloped, wet, and disturbed. “Negative” 
shovel tests have intact soils that contained no cultural material. “Positive” shovel tests have intact 
soils that contained cultural material. “Sloped” shovel tests were located in areas with greater than 
a 20-degree slope. “Wet” shovel tests have undisturbed soils and contain a shallow water table 
and/or hydric soils. “Disturbed” shovel tests have mottled soils and/or have been greatly disturbed 
due to land development.  
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Approximately 109.63 acres were surveyed for this Project. Of the acres surveyed, 21.76 acres 
were subject to shovel testing, 45.26 acres were subject to pedestrian survey, 3.51 acres were 
within previously disturbed areas, and 39.1 acres were within areas of previous cultural resource 
investigations. No cultural materials were observed or recovered during the survey. 
Approximately 21.76 acres of shovel testing were conducted during this survey; of which all 
shovel tests were negative for cultural resources and were disturbed shovel tests, as mottled/fill 
soils and/or gravel fill were present (Figure 8).  
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MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS  

An intensive Phase I cultural resource investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019 for the 
proposed Project. The investigation consisted of the survey of approximately 109.63 acres of lands 
surrounding the MOX in support of expansion activities for the MOX. The FAA is the lead federal 
regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed Project is subject to review by the Minnesota 
SHPO. 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of T124N, R42W in Stevens County, Minnesota. 
The Project Area is located on private land and lands owned by the City of Morris, located just 
west of Morris, Minnesota. The Project surrounds the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 
28 and west of County State Aid Highway 7; it is further located within an open area consisting of 
airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, and agricultural fields. The Phase I investigation included a 
background literature review within and surrounding the proposed Project Area along with an 
approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed Project.  
 
No cultural resources were observed during this inventory of the proposed Project. Therefore, In 
Situ recommends a finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the direct APE of the Project. If 
the agencies are in agreement with these findings, then a recommendation of ‘no further work’ is 
considered appropriate. A history/architecture survey and assessment was also completed for the 
Project covering the surrounding indirect APE, however the results of the history/architecture 
survey and assessment are discussed in a separate report. 
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Figure 3. Project location on an aerial map.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of ESRI
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Note: Imagery courtesy of the U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Land Management.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of the USGS.

124N 42W

125N 42W

HISTORICAL TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project

Stevens County, Minnesota

Legend
Archaeological APE
Township Boundary

0 3,200 6,400

Approximate Scale in Feet
1:24,000 1 inch equals 2,000 feet

Figure 6B. Project location on the 1912
Morris, MN 62,500 series 
topographic map.

µ

Project Location
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Figure 8: View of typical disturbed shovel tests within the Project Area (DSCN2647/2591). 

 

 

 



 
 
 

 
 

Figure 9: View of typical surface visibility within the Project Area (DSCN2600/2671). 

 

 

 



 
 

Figure 10: View facing southwest showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2599). 

 

 
 

Figure 11: View facing west showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2582). 



 
 

Figure 12: View facing west showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2585). 

 

 
 

Figure 13: View facing north showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2589). 



 
 

Figure 14: View facing southeast showing an overview of the western portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2605). 

 

 
 

Figure 15: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2618). 



 
 

Figure 16: View facing west showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2651). 

 

 
 

Figure 17: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2650). 



 
 

Figure 18: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2656). 

 

 
 

Figure 19: View facing south showing an overview of the northeast portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2673). 



 
 

Figure 20: View facing southwest showing an overview of the northeast portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2674). 

 

 
 

Figure 21: View facing southwest showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2681). 



 
 

Figure 22: View facing northeast showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2694). 

 

 
 

Figure 23: View facing southwest showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2693). 



 
 

Figure 24: View facing north showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2697). 

 

 



From: Marcus Watson
To: Amy Denz; Joe Sedarski
Subject: FW: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated Improvements

Project
Date: Monday, November 4, 2019 12:15:43 PM
Attachments: 106 Finding.pdf
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[CAUTION: This email originated from outside
of the organization.]

 
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 12:09 PM
To: desjarlaisjr.jeffrey@yahoo.com
Subject: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated
Improvements Project
 
Dear Mr. Desjarlais Jr.:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris, MN Municipal Airport
Runway Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide
written concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected
within 30 days of receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite
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tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 12:06 PM
To: garrie.killsahundred@fsst.org
Subject: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated
Improvements Project
 
Dear Mr. Killsahundred:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway
Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the
Flandreau-Santee Sioux Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide written
concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected within 30
days of receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
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[CAUTION: This email originated from outside
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tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 12:03 PM
To: Dianne Desrosiers (dianned@swo-nsn.gov) <dianned@swo-nsn.gov>
Subject: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated
Improvements Project
 
Dear Ms. Desrosiers:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway
Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the Sisseton
Wahpeton Oyate Sioux Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide written
concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected within 30
days of receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
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444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
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From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 11:54 AM
To: Cheyanne St. John <cheyanne.stjohn@lowersioux.com>
Subject: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated
Improvements Project
 
Dear Ms. St. John:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway
Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the Upper
Sioux Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide written concurrence
with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected within 30 days of
receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
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mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
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Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 12:01 PM
To: SamanthaO@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov
Subject: FW: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and
Associated Improvements Project
 
Dear Ms. Odegard:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway
Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the Upper
Sioux Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide written concurrence
with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected within 30 days of
receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
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In case you weren’t blind copied on this from FAA.
 

Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 11:48 AM
To: jaime.arsenault@whiteearth.com
Subject: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated
Improvements Project
 
Dear Ms. Arsenault:
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that the attached Section 106 finding
of a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway
Extension and Associated Improvements Project.  The FAA respectfully requests the White
Earth Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to provide written concurrence with
the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected within 30 days of receipt.
 
If you request a monitor during construction, to further consult on the project, or if you have
any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and conclusions used to
determine the potential effects of the proposed project on historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources, or have any questions regarding the project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Sincerely,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA Dakota-Minnesota Airport District Office

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
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From: Marcus Watson
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Subject: FW: Morris Airport EA Sec. 106 package
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From: Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA) <Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 2:18 PM
To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Subject: Morris Airport EA Sec. 106 package
 
Hi Marcus,
 
You probably noticed I BCC’ed you on a couple tribal coordination emails to the tribes.  Please
reference these emails as appropriate by date, an invitation to the Tribes to consult, the names of
the Tribes, and seeking their concurrence on No Historic properties affected. Please document this
information in the environmental consequences section of the EA.
 
I also attached the SHPO letter that asked the same information as above. Please reference in the
EA. Please include all of the attachments in the appropriate EA appendix.
 
If you have any questions please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 
Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA Dakota-Minnesota Airport District Office
Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
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Chad R. Anderson

From: Abraham Ledezma <ALedezma@insitucrm.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 26, 2019 1:07 PM

To: GraggJohnson, Kelly (ADM)

Cc: joshua.fitzpatrick@faa.gov; Joe Sedarski; Marcus Watson

Subject: Inventory Form for Structure Field Number S-2 from the MOX Airport Survey 

Attachments: MN Individual Property Inventory Form_SE-DAR-010.pdf

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]  

Hi Kelly,  

Attached you will find the inventory form for the Field Number S-2 (SE-DAR-010) structure discussed in the Morris 

Municipal Airport Runway Extension and Associated Improvements Architectural Report. This form is in response to the 

SHPO Letter from December 12th, 2019 SHPO Number: 2020-0432.  

Let me know if you have any question or concerns. Any formal response to the original letter should be addressed to 

Josh Fitzpatrick at the FAA.  

Thanks, and have a great day.  

 

 

Abraham Ledezma, M.S., RPA 

Principal Investigator/Owner 

In Situ Archaeological Consulting, LLC 

9717 Valley View Road  

Eden Prairie, MN 55344 

www.insitucrm.com 

Office: (952) 658-8891 

Cell: (218) 790-0690  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) 

and may contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended 

recipient of this message or their agent, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by 

reply email and then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 

use, dissemination, copying, or storage of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. 

 
 



Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form
Please refer to the Historic and Architectural Survey Manual before completing this form.

Must use Adobe Acrobat Reader to complete and save this form. Adobe Acrobat Reader can be downloaded at: https://get.adobe.com/reader/?promoid=KLXME

Historic Name:

Inventory No.:

Associated MN Multiple Property Form (Name and Inventory No.):

Other Names:

General Information

New or Updated Form:

Extant:

Location Information

Survey Type:

Township:

USGS 7.5 Quad Name(s):

Total Acres:

Property Identification Number (PIN):
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Narrative Description 

The house is located at 49619 State Highway 28 and occupies Lot B of the NW ¼, Section 9, Township 

124N, Range 42W. The property is currently owned by Roland E. Henrichs (Parcel # 06-0062-000). 

Only a small portion of the house was visible, but enough could be observed to ascertain that it was 

greater than 45 years of age and more than likely dates between ca. 1913 and 1930 based on the 

observable styling. The house did not appear on the 1910 Standard Atlas of Stevens County (George A. 

Ogle & Co. 1910). Additionally, the house did not appear on the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 

Series topographic map, so the house was likely constructed after that date. The 1956 Atlas of Stevens 

County (Thomas O. Nelson Co. 1956) showed the house situated on 74.60 acres and was owned by Emil 

and Margaret Kroening at that time. The 1974 Atlas of Stevens County (Title Atlas Company 1974) 

indicated that the property size was reduced slightly to 74.60 acres and was still owned by Emil and 

Margaret Kroening. 

 

As time progressed, the farm was parceled out, a portion of which contributed to the cluster of smaller 

lots mentioned earlier in the eastern portion of the APE. The current acreage of the property has been 

reduced to 2.12 acres, far from its original acreage. 

 

The resource (Field Number S-2/SE-DAR-010) could not be fully recorded in the field due to obscured 

visibility through the full leaf mature vegetation that surrounds the house the data is incomplete due to 

the limited  ability to observe the house and other buildings on the property; however, enough data was 

collected to assist in evaluation of the resource. 

Statement of Significance 

While the house appears to date to the historical period, the observable outbuildings are modern. The 

older house by itself, and appearing to be of a vernacular design, accompanied by modern outbuildings, 

would not meet any qualification criteria for listing in the NRHP. The drastic reduction in acreage to a 

basic residential lot size would exclude the property to qualify as a farmstead. Under the assumption that 

the property could be eligible, the house is surrounded by mature trees that would effectively eliminate 

visibility to the proposed Project and the resource would not be affected. 
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Portion of the USGS 1912 Morris, MN 1-62,500 Series (Topographic) map showing the 

approximate location of the project and the surrounding area (red cross = airport). 

North 



 

 
Obstructed view of a portion of S-2 showing a part of the house to the left. 

 

 
Obstructed view of a portion of S-2 showing modern outbuildings. 

 

 



 

From: Tworzyanski, Jennifer (ADM) <Jennifer.Tworzyanski@state.mn.us>  

Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 10:56 AM 

To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com> 

Subject: RE: Morris Airport Draft EA - OSA Comments 

 

Marcus, 

 

Attached is an updated comment letter from the Office of the State Archaeologist for the Morris Municipal Airport 

Expansion Project Draft EA.  Let me know if you have any questions or concerns.  

 

Thanks, 

  -Jennifer  

 

 

Jennifer Tworzyanski 

Assistant to the State Archaeologist 

Office of the State Archaeologist 

328 West Kellogg Blvd 

St Paul, MN 55102 

651.201.2265 

 
 

From: Tworzyanski, Jennifer (ADM)  

Sent: Wednesday, January 29, 2020 9:55 AM 

To: marcus.watson@tkda.com 

Subject: Morris Airport Draft EA - OSA Comments 

 

Marcus, 

 

Attached is a comment letter from the Office of the State Archaeologist for the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion 

Project Draft EA. Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns you may have. 

 

Thank you, 

  -Jennifer  

 

Jennifer Tworzyanski 

Assistant to the State Archaeologist 

Office of the State Archaeologist 

328 West Kellogg Blvd 

St Paul, MN 55102 

651.201.2265 

 

 



 

 

OFFICE OF THE STATE ARCHAEOLOGIST 

KELLOGG CENTER,    

 328 WEST KELLOGG BLVD, ST. PAUL, MN  

  HTTP://MN.GOV/ADMIN/ARCHAEOLOGIST 

 

January 29, 2020 
 
Marcus Watson 
TKDA 
444 Cedar St, Ste 1500 
St Paul, MN 55101 
marcus.watson@tkda.com 
 
RE:  Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, EA 
 
Dear Marcus Watson: 
 
I appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the above listed project. However, I am unable 
to comment on the Phase I archaeological investigation as the report does not satisfactorily describe the 
archaeological survey process and results for the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project. This office 
recommends a comprehensive report be completed and submitted to the Office of the State 
Archaeologist so we can comment on the adequacy of the archaeological survey conducted by In Situ 
Archaeological Consulting. Examples of additional items to include in an updated report are, but not 
limited to:  

 How many shovel tests were excavated 

 Where shovel tests were excavated 

 At what intervals were shovel tests excavated 

 How deep were shovel tests excavated 

 Were attempts to excavate shovel tests below soil disturbance/fill carried out to locate natural 
soil horizons 

 Justification of the decisions listed above concerning shovel tests  

 Overall shovel test soil descriptions  

 Pedestrian reconnaissance survey transect intervals 

 Justification of decisions concerning pedestrian reconnaissance intervals 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jennifer Tworzyanski, Assistant to the State Archaeologist 
Office of the State Archaeologist 
Kellogg Center 
328 West Kellogg Blvd 
St Paul, MN 55102 
651.201.2265 
Jennifer.tworzyanski@state.mn.us 



 

 

OFFICE OF THE STATE ARCHAEOLOGIST 

KELLOGG CENTER,    

 328 WEST KELLOGG BLVD, ST. PAUL, MN  

  HTTP://MN.GOV/ADMIN/ARCHAEOLOGIST 

 

 
February 10, 2020 
 
Marcus Watson 
TKDA 
444 Cedar St, Ste 1500 
St Paul, MN 55101 
marcus.watson@tkda.com 
 
RE:  Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, EA 
 
Dear Marcus Watson: 
 
I appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the above listed project. I received an updated 
report from In Situ Archaeological Consulting addressing concerns outlined in my letter dated January 
29, 2020. At this time the Office of the State Archaeologist concurs with the recommendation put forth 
in the updated report titled Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport 
Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota (Picka and Ledezma 2020) that no further archaeological 
survey is necessary. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jennifer Tworzyanski, Assistant to the State Archaeologist 
Office of the State Archaeologist 
Kellogg Center 
328 West Kellogg Blvd 
St Paul, MN 55102 
651.201.2265 
Jennifer.tworzyanski@state.mn.us 



Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris 

Municipal Airport Expansion Project, 

Stevens County, Minnesota  

 
 

Craig Picka 

Abraham Ledezma 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

January 30, 2020 
  

 
9717 Valley View Road 

Eden Prairie, MN 55344 

Office: (952) 658-8891 
Website: www.insitucrm.com 

 
 

http://www.insitucrm.com/


 



 

 

Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris 

Municipal Airport Expansion Project  

Stevens County, Minnesota 

 

 

Prepared by: 

Craig Picka 

Abraham Ledezma 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared for: 

TKDA 

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500 

St. Paul, MN  55101 

& 

Wenck Associates, Inc. 

7500 Olson Memorial Highway, Suite 300 

Golden Valley, MN 55427 

 

 

 

Regulatory Agency: 

Federal Aviation Administration 

 

 

 

 

 

January 30, 2020 

 
9717 Valley View Road 

Eden Prairie, MN 55344 

Office: (952) 658-8891 

Website: www.insitucrm.com 

 

 



 

 

 



Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota 

i 

 

ABSTRACT 

On behalf of TKDA, Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) commissioned In Situ Archaeological 

Consulting, LLC (In Situ) to provide cultural resource services in support of the Morris Municipal 

Airport Expansion Project (Project). This report presents the results of the intensive Phase I 

cultural resource investigation conducted by In Situ for the Project. The direct Area of Potential 

Effect (APE), also known as the Project Area, includes portions of the existing Morris Municipal 

Airport (MOX); site conditions consisted of cut grasses, tall grasses, and agricultural fields, located 

on the western outskirts of Morris, Minnesota.  

The Project consists of the planned expansion of the MOX, which includes acquiring land, 

extending the taxiway and runway, runway reconstruction, constructing a new taxilane for 

proposed new hangars, preparing hangar sites and constructing hangars, reconstructing the apron 

and taxilanes, constructing access roads, and installing fencing. The cultural resource review for 

the Project consisted of background literature review and field survey of approximately 109.63 

acres of lands surrounding the MOX. The United States Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

is the lead regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed Project is subject to review by the 

Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of Township (T) 124 North (N), Range (R) 42 

West (W) in Stevens County, Minnesota. The Project Area is located on private land and lands 

owned by the City of Morris, located just west of Morris, Minnesota. The Project Area surrounds 

the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 28 and west of County State Aid Highway 7 and 

within an open area consisting of airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, and agricultural fields. The 

Phase I investigation included a background literature review within and surrounding the proposed 

Project Area along with an approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed Project.  

 

During the field survey, a total of 109.63 acres were inventoried for the proposed Project. No 

cultural resources were observed during this inventory of the proposed Project. Therefore, In Situ 

recommends a finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the direct APE of the Project. If the 

applicable regulatory agencies are in agreement with these findings, then a recommendation of ‘no 

further work’ is considered appropriate. A history/architecture survey and assessment was also 

completed for the Project covering the surrounding indirect APE, however the results of the 

history/architecture survey and assessment are discussed in a separate report.  
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INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of TKDA, Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) commissioned In Situ Archaeological 

Consulting, LLC (In Situ) to provide cultural resource services in support of the Morris Municipal 

Airport Expansion Project (Project). This report presents the results of the intensive Phase I 

cultural resource investigation conducted by In Situ for the Project. The direct Area of Potential 

Effect (APE), also known as the Project Area, includes portions of the existing Morris Municipal 

Airport (MOX); site conditions consisted of cut grasses, tall grasses, and agricultural fields, located 

on the western outskirts of Morris, Minnesota. 

The Project consists of the expansion of the MOX, which includes acquiring land, extending the 

taxiway and runway, runway reconstruction, constructing a new taxilane for proposed new 

hangars, preparing hangar sites and constructing hangars, reconstructing the apron and taxilanes, 

constructing access roads, and installing fencing. The Project consisted of the cultural resources 

survey of approximately 109.63 acres of lands surrounding the MOX. The United States Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed 

Project is subject to review by the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of Township (T) 124 North (N), Range (R) 42 

West (W) in Stevens County, Minnesota (Figure 1). The Project Area is located on private land 

and lands owned by the City of Morris, located just west of Morris, Minnesota (Figures 2-3). The 

Project Area surrounds the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 28 and west of County 

State Aid Highway 7 and within an open area consisting of airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, 

and agricultural fields.  

The literature review was conducted on May 15, 2019 and the Phase I cultural resource 

investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019. Abraham Ledezma served as Principal Investigator 

for the archaeological investigation. Mr. Ledezma meets the requirements for the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Guidelines for Professional Qualifications in Archaeology.  

The Phase I investigation included a background literature review within and surrounding the 

proposed Project Area along with an approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed 

Project. Fieldwork was completed by the field crew consisting of Abraham Ledezma (Principal 

Invesitgator/Field Director), Craig Picka, and Kameron Dropps. Mr. Ledezma has over 11 years 

of experience and he received an M.S. in Applied Anthropology from Missouri State University 

in 2012 and a B.A. in Anthropology, with an emphasis on Archaeology from Minnesota State 

University Moorhead in 2008. All field notes and photographs are maintained on file at In Situ’s 

office located in Eden Prairie, Minnesota.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND GEOMORPHOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

At the time of survey, the topography of the Project Area consisted of fairly flat to slightly hilly 

topography (Figures 1-4). Vegetation present consisted of planted soybeans and corn within 

agricultural fields, short manicured grasses, and tall grasses. Impacts include natural erosion, 

agriculture, asphalt parking lot, dirt and asphalt runways, asphalt roads, road ditches, airport 

buildings, and aboveground and underground utilities.  

ECOLOGICAL SETTING 

The Project Area is located within the Northern Glaciated Plains (46) Level III ecoregion, and 

more specifically, the Tewaukon/Big Stone Stagnation Moraine (46e) Level IV ecoregion. The 

Tewaukon/Big Stone Stagnation Moraine is defined by “gently undulating moraine field with mix 

of row crops, many small lakes, marshes, and potholes (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

2007).”  

Prehistoric and historic vegetation within the region known as the Upland Prairie consisted of 

bluestems, Indian grass, needle and grama grasses, composites and other forbs. Currently, 

agriculture is the dominant land use within the region (Minnesota Department of Natural 

Resources [MnDNR]1988; 2017).  

Hundreds of wildlife species are resident or seasonal visitors to the region along with hundreds of 

native fish species which live in the surrounding rivers and tributaries. Some of the fauna that 

would have been common and available for historic and prehistoric human use in the Minnesota 

region include white-tail deer, black bear, elk, opossum, raccoon, cottontail rabbit, squirrel, gray 

fox, bobcat, mountain lion, wolf, mink, otter, beaver, muskrat, and woodchuck (Gibbon 2012).  

Currently, one federally listed, threatened, and endangered species reside in Stevens County, 

Minnesota: the Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

2017).  

CLIMATE 

The climate of Minnesota is a continental-type climate that is marked by seasonal variations. The 

average annual temperatures in Minnesota range from 36 degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) in the extreme 

north to 49°F in the southeastern corner. The average winter temperature is 17 ºF and the average 

summer temperature is 70ºF (National Climatic Data Center 2017). Stevens County winters are 

cold and the summers are hot, as it has a cool, subhumid continental climate. Most of the 

precipitation occurs during spring and summer when 75 percent of the annual precipitation is 

received between April and September. The average annual precipitation is about 22.6 inches in 

the county. Snow covers the county throughout late fall through early spring. The average winter 

temperature in the county is 13.9ºF and the average summer temperature is 69.3ºF (USDA, SCS 

1971 [2019]).   

The cultural resource field survey for the Project was conducted June 19, 2019. The weather was 

partly-cloudy and warm, typical for the region at that time of year. 
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PHYSIOGRAPHY AND HYDROLOGY 

The physiography of the Project Area is located within the Olivia Till Plain. This area is generally 

a featureless till plain. The area is covered with a mantle of glacial drift, leaving a gently sloping 

terrain with many small depressions, marshes, swales, and low, nearly level areas. The highest 

elevation in Stevens County is about 1,250 ft. above sea level with the lowest elevation at about 

1,056 ft. above sea level (U.S. Department of Agriculture, SCS 1922 [2019]; Wright 1972).   

In Stevens County, the Pomme de Terre River, Chippewa River, and Mud Creek receive the 

majority of the drainage within the county (U.S. Department of Agriculture, SCS 1922 [2019]). 

The proposed Project Area has no waterbodies within it. The nearest waterbodies are Muddy Creek 

to the west and south and Horseshoe Lake to the southeast. Several unnamed wetlands and 

drainages are also nearby the Project Area.  

GEOLOGY 

The geology of the Project Area is characterized by Migmatitic gneiss, amphibolite, and granite. 

The Migmatitic gneiss, amphibolite, and granite consists of “Montevideo and Morton Gneisses 

(3600-3000  m.y.) in the Minnesota River Valley, southwestern Minnesota; McGrath Gneiss (2750 

m.y.) east of Mille Lacs Lake; components of Hillman Migmatite southwest of Mille Lacs Lake; 

and Sartell Gneiss in Stearns County. Inferred to include various younger rocks, including 

granitoid intrusions in the Hillman Migmatite and pillowed basalt in poorly exposed areas of 

southwestern Minnesota. (Morey and Meints 2000).” 

SOILS 

Nine specific soil series are present in the Project Area, with the dominant soil type consisting of 

Udorthents, loamy (cut and fill land) (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2019). Table 1 

summarizes the soils within the Project Area. 

Table 1. Summary of Soil Series within the Project Area. 

Soil Series Parent Material Drainage Slope Landform 
Aastad clay loam 

(AaA) 

Fine-loamy till Moderately 

well drained 

1%–3% Moraines 

Forman-Aastad 

complex (FmA) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 1%–4% Moraines 

Forman clay 

loam (FmB) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 2%–6% Moraines 

Forman-Buse 

complex (FuB2) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 2%–6% Moraines 

Forman-Buse 

complex (FuC2) 

Fine-loamy till Well drained 6%–12% Moraines 

Balaton-Hamerly 

complex (HaA) 

Fine-loamy till Moderately 

well drained 

1%–4% Moraines 

Parnell silty clay 

loam, 

occasionally 

ponded (Pa) 

Local alluvium over till Very poorly 

drained 

0%–1% Depressions on 

moraines 
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Table 1. Summary of Soil Series within the Project Area. 

Soil Series Parent Material Drainage Slope Landform 
Lakepark-

Parnell, 

occasionally 

ponded, complex 

(Pf) 

Local alluvium over till Poorly drained 0%–2% Swales on 

moraines 

Udorthents, 

loamy (cut and 

fill land) (UDL) 

Variable loamy material N/A 0%–6% Outwash plains, 

stream terraces, 

moraines 

Source: Natural Resources Conservation Service (2019). 
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CULTURAL CONTEXT 

The Project location is situated in Stevens County, located in southeastern Minnesota and within 

Archaeological Region 2 – Prairie Lake Region (Anfinson 1990, Gibbon 2012; Gibbon et. al. 

2002). The Prairie Lake Region encompasses Big Stone, Blue Earth, Brown, Carver, Chippewa, 

Cottonwood, Faribault, Faribault, Jackson, Lac Qui Parle, Le Sueur, Lyon, McLeod, Martin,  

Nicollet, Redwood, Renville, Scott, Sibley, Stevens, Swift, Watonwan, and Yellow Medicine 

counties with portions of Douglas, Grant, Kandiyohi, Lincoln, Meeker, Nobles, Otter Tail, 

Pipestone, Pope, Rice, Steele, Traverse, and Waseca counties. The Prairie Lake Region’s 

topography is characterized by swell and sway topography in the interior of the region with hilly 

end moraines along the northern, eastern and southern edges. The major topographic feature is the 

Minnesota River trench that bisects the region west to east and the scrap of the Prairie des Coteau 

highland in the west.  All of the lakes in the region are shallow, not exceeding 10 m in depth. Most 

of the rivers within the region empty into the Minnesota River for the north to the south, except 

Shell Rock River in the southeast that flows into the Cedar River in Iowa (Anfinson 1990; Gibbon 

2012; Gibbon et. al. 2002).  

 

During the contact period, the southern and western areas of the Prairie Lake Region was covered 

in tallgrass prairie. Tress were uncommon in the western part of the region. There were forests 

along the narrow river bottoms, with oak woods along the major river valleys and small patches 

of woodland in fire-protected areas. The Minnesota River Valley contained the main wood 

resources for the western part of the region. The eastern area contained extensive Big Woods 

vegetation in the north and Oak Parkland in the south. The main flora resources were included 

aquatic plants such as water lilies, cattails, and some wild rice. In the uplands, floral resources 

included prairie turnips, ground plums, and acorns. The main fauna resources were the bison with 

the occasional elk herds in the uplands and prairies with whitetail deer Minnesota river Valley and 

forest areas. The lakes in the southwestern part of the region provided contained aquatic mammals 

(i.e. muskrats), waterfowl, and fish.  (Anfinson 1990; Gibbon 2012; Gibbon et. al. 2002).  

 

The following narrative presents condensed pre-contact, contact, and post-contact cultural 

overviews of the Project Area.  

PALEOINDIAN (11,500 – 7,500 BC) 

The Paleoindian period in North America dates between approximately 11,200 – 7,500 BC. This 

is the period in which the first human populations came to North America and the last retreat of 

the Wisconsin glacial period. The defining characteristics of the Paleoindians were: 

 

• the extensive use of exotic cherts, 

• specialized lithic technologies,  

• small and extremely mobile societies, and  

• the primary subsistence on large game mammals (Schermer et. al. 1995; J. Morrow 1996).  

 

During this period, the environment in Minnesota continually changed from an “open boreal 

coniferous forest dominated by grasses and scattered conifer tress (Gibbon 2012:38)” to open 

prairie in the southwest, deciduous forest in center-southeast, and a coniferous forest in the north.  

 



Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota 

6 

 

Early Paleoindian (11,200 – 10,500 BC) 

During the Early Paleoindian period the main characteristic that distinguishes the Early 

Paleoindian period from the Late Paleoindian period are the use of fluted lanceolate points and 

subsistence on large-extinct animals including mammoths, mastodons, and giant bison varieties 

(Gibbon 2012; Schermer et. al. 1995; J. Morrow 1996). As of 2012, only about seventy-three 

points, and possibly a scraper and drill have been identified within Minnesota (Gibbon 2012).  

 

The lithic technology of the Early Paleoindian period is characterized by fluted lanceolate points. 

The fluted styles found in Minnesota include Clovis, Gainey, Folsom, and Holcombe Points (T. 

Morrow 2016).  Fluting is the removal of a flake from the base of the projectile. The earliest known 

point type in North America is the Clovis, which dates from circa 9,500 to 8,650 BC (T. Morrow 

2016).  Clovis points are broad, thin, well-made lanceolate point with concave bases and basal 

flutes that extend one-half to one-fifth the length of the point. Folsom is the second oldest recorded 

lithic technology and overlaps with Clovis, dating between 8,900 to 8,400 BC (Schermer et. al. 

1995; J. Morrow 1996).  Folsom are “thin, finely made, medium sized lanceolate points with a 

flattened to bi-concave cross section, parallel to convex sides, and broad flutes that cover at least 

60 percent of each face (T. Morrow 2016:128).” Gainey points are fluted points that have a 

“lanceolate outline, deep and rounded basal concavities, and well-defined primary flutes (T. 

Morrow 2016:124).” Holcombe points are “small, thin lanceolate points with shallow concavities 

with broadly convex sides and high midpoint above the center (T. Morrow 2016:132).” 

 

Late Paleoindian (10,500 – 7,500 BC) 

The Late Paleoindian period is characterized by the disappearance of fluted lanceolate styles and 

replaced with non-fluted lanceolate point types. Stemmed points, some heavy stone tools, and the 

use of Hixton quartzite from western Wisconsin are also characteristics of the Late Paleoindian 

period in Minnesota (Gibbon 2012). The majority of Late Paleoindian artifacts have been found 

as surface finds in plowed fields, which have been removed from their original context. This makes 

any inferences between the associations between the artifacts of this period difficult.  The point 

types found in Minnesota from this period are Agate Basin, Alberta, Angostura, Browns Valley, 

Eden, Frederick, Hell Gap, Midland, Plainview, and Scottsbluff. These artifacts tend to be well 

made with high-quality craftsmanship (Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 2016). 

ARCHAIC PERIOD (10,500 – 500 BC) 

The Archaic Period within Minnesota dates between 10,500 – 500 BC.  Within Minnesota, that 

Early Archaic period coexisted with the Late Paleoindian period with little definable timeframe. 

The Archaic Period in Minnesota is characterized by the:  

 

• expansion of a subsistence strategy that relied on a variety of modern game fauna (deer, 

moose, bison, rabbits, beavers, birds and fish) and wild flora resources,  

• absence of pottery manufacturing, 

• appearance of a variety of notched and stemmed projectile points,  

• emergence of pecked and groundstone tools, and  

• appearance of native copper artifacts, and some exotic materials such as marine shell 

(Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; Stoltman 1997). 
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During this period, the climate was continuously changing toward a warm and dry climate, a 

change known as the Altithermal. The dry and hot weather continued for approximately 1,000 

years before changing to a cooler, wetter climate that lead to a more modern ecology by 3,000 BC 

(Florin et. al. 2016). Deciduous forests dominated the southern area of Minnesota while pine 

forests replaced the boreal spruce forests in the north. By 8,000 BC, the tallgrass prairie had spread 

from west to east across the state, pushing the forests east and then receding back to its present 

position (Gibbon 2012).  

 

Early Eastern Archaic (10,500-7,500 BC) 
The Early Eastern Archaic period was contemporaneous with the Late Paleoindian. The Early 

Eastern Archaic describes the Archaic complexes that derived from the eastern woodlands instead 

of the western prairie. The Early Eastern Archaic dates between 10,500 – 7,500 BC (Gibbon 2012). 

This was a transitional period for cultures, less reliance upon large game mammals to more reliance 

upon foraging subsistence (Schermer et. al. 1995; T. Morrow 1996). The Early Eastern Archaic 

points are notched or stemmed styles such as Dalton, Hi-Lo, Quad, Thebes, St. Charles, Graham 

Cave Side Notched, and Kirk Corners Notched points (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). These 

points are often associated with sparse scatters of non-diagnostic artifacts like scrapers, blades and 

point blanks. As with the Paleoindian period, it is likely that organic artifacts like wooden artifacts, 

cords/textiles, and bone tools have not lasted to modern times (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012).  

 

Middle Archaic (7,500 – 3,000 BC) 

The Middle Archaic dates approximately between 7,500 – 3,000 BC. The driest and warmest post-

glacial period, the Altithermal, occurred during this period. Due to large climatic changes during 

this period, many sites may have either been buried or eroded away (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 

et. al. 2002). The lithic technology of the Middle Archaic is characterized by a wide range of 

medium sized stemmed and notched projectile point types. The projectile points of the Middle 

Archaic tend to be smaller and poorly made compared to Early Archaic and Late Paleoindian 

points. This may have been due to an emphasis of using and possibly heat treating poor quality 

local lithic resource material rather than use higher quality, exotic lithic materials.  

 

Middle Archaic points are smaller than Paleoindian points, with side notches and beveled, re-

sharpened edges. These edges seem to be used for both penetration and cutting. Also, the points 

also were used as projectile points for atlatl darts, which first appeared during the Archaic Period. 

The sites types from this period in Minnesota include base camps, short-term camps, kill sites, 

lithic scatters, burials, quarries, and workshops.  

 

The points of the Middle Archaic are divided into two broad categories, the Plains and the Eastern 

Woodlands. Projectile point types found in the Eastern Woodlands include LeCroy Bifurcated 

Stemmed, Fox Valley Truncated Barb, Osceola, Raddatz Side Notched, Eva I, Morrow Mountain 

I and II, Matanzas Side Notched, Etley, Benton Stemmed, and Elk River Stemmed. The point types 

found in the Plains are Simonsen, Graham Cave Side Notched, Oxbow, McKean, and Table Rock 

Stemmed. During this period, ground stone tool technology appears such as grooved stone axes, 

boatstones, bannerstones, and gorgets. (Florin et. al. 2016, Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 1996; 

Schermer et. al. 1995). 
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Late Archaic (3,000– 500 BC)  

The Late Archaic in Minnesota, dating between 3,000 – 500 BC, is characterized by the appearance 

of different sets of diagnostic points styles; presence of raw exotic materials (e.g., native copper 

and marine shell); appearance of “unusual” artifacts including birdstones, gorgets, and Turkey Tail 

bifaces; presence of communal burials sites; lack of ceramics; and an increasingly modern Late 

Holocene environment (Gibbon 2012:78).   

 

During the Late Archaic, intergroup interactions increased due to an increase in population growth. 

This increase in population and group interactions created similar subsistence strategies over large 

areas, which in turn increased each groups’ territory size, and increased the number of local, 

distinctive artifact styles. Trade networks were also developed and established between different 

communities. The Altithermal ended during this period, causing increased resource stability in 

areas that were previously inhabitable by humans. A more sedentary lifeway was practiced, as 

evident with the construction of large communal cemeteries, increases in wild rice harvesting, and 

use of gardens that included sunflower, amaranth, and squash (Gibbon 2012; Schermer et. al. 

1995). 

 

The point types from the Late Archaic are divided into five regional areas: Upper Mississippi River 

Valley, Northeast, Central Mississippi River Valley, Northern Plains, and Southeast. The Upper 

Mississippi River Valley consists of the Large Side Notched Cluster (Godar, Madison Side 

Notched, Osceola, and Raddatz Side Notched), Durst Cluster (Durst Stemmed) Late Archaic 

Stemmed Cluster (Karnak Stemmed), Turkey Tail Cluster (Turkey Tail), Terminal Archaic Barbed 

Cluster (Delhi and Buck Creek Barbed), Early Woodland Straight Stemmed Cluster (Fox Valley 

Stemmed, Kramer, Robbins), and Motley Expanding Stem Cluster (Motley, Atalissa, and Tipton). 

The Northeast consists of the Matanza Cluster (Matanzas Side Notched and Brewerton Eared 

Notched).  The Central Mississippi River Valley consists of the Table Rock Cluster (Table Rock 

Stemmed) Etley Cluster (Etley), Nebo Hill Cluster (Nebo Hill Lanceolate and Sedalia Lanceolate), 

and Wadlow Cluster (Wadlow). The Northern Plains consists of the McKean Cluster (McKean, 

Duncan, and Hanna), and the Oxbow Cluster (Oxbow). The Southeast consists of the Eva Cluster 

(Eva II), Benton Cluster (Benton Stemmed and Elk River Stemmed), Ledbetter Cluster (Ledbetter 

stemmed) and Dickson Contracting Stemmed Cluster (Gary and Little Bear Creek) (T. Morrow 

2016; Gibbon 2012). 

WOODLAND PERIOD (500 BC – AD 700) 

The timeframe for the Woodland Period in Minnesota varies. In southeastern Minnesota, this 

period dates between 500 BC – AD 700. In the central and northern Minnesota, the Woodland 

Period dates between 200 BC – AD 700. During this period, the environment stabilizes and 

allowed for the development of greater regional variations.  

 

The two main characteristics of the Woodland Period in Minnesota are the appearances of pottery 

and earthen burial mounds (Johnson 1988). The appearance of these two cultural developments 

may suggest an increase in social complexity. Hunting and gathering continues within the 

Woodland period with the “intensification of food resource activities initiated in the Late Archaic 

period (Gibbon 2012:93).” However, there is an increasing reliance on domesticated plants and 

wild rice, which indicates an increase in population growth and sedentism (Radford et. al. 2015; 
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Johnson 1988). This document will concentrate on the Initial and Terminal – Woodland periods in 

southeastern Minnesota. 

 

Initial Woodland in Southeastern Minnesota (500 BC – AD 500) 

The Initial Woodland Period in southeastern Minnesota describes the Woodland Period (500 BC - 

AD 500) in the area east and south of St. Cloud, Minnesota. It is divided by Gibbon (2012) into 

Early Woodland, Havana-Related Middle Woodland, and Late Middle Woodland.  

Early Woodland (500 – 200 BC) 
The most identifiable diagnostic artifact from the Early Woodland period in southeastern 

Minnesota is the appearance of the La Molle Thick pottery and Black Sand series of pottery. La 

Molle Thick Pottery has walls ranging between 1-1.5 centimeter thick and a cordmarked surface 

with “distinct vertical to oblique cordmarking on the exterior surface and horizontal to oblique 

cordmarking on the interior surface (Anfinson 1979; Gibbon 2012).” La Molle Thick could be 

associated with a variety of straight-stemmed points, most commonly the Kramer points. Black 

Sand series of pottery are decorated with incised lines (Black Sand incised), or with finger or 

fingernail impressions (Sisters Creek Punctate), although the latter is less common. Waubesa 

Stemmed points are associated with the finger/fingernail impressed pottery. Other point types 

associated with the Early Woodland of southeastern Minnesota are Adena, Robbins, and Dickson 

(Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; T. Morrow 2016).  

Havana-Related Middle Woodland. (200 BC – AD 200) 
The Havana-Related Middle Woodland period dates form 200 BC – AD 200 and consists of three 

phases: Howard Lake, Sorg and Malmo. The Howard Lake phase is not well understood nor well 

investigated. This phase is the northernmost regional variant of the Havana Hopewell from Central 

Illinois River valley and the Hopewell interaction Sphere.  The Hopewell Interaction Sphere was 

the propagation of ideas about social organization and relationships, technology, and economic 

activities from the Hopewellian culture centers in Illinois and Ohio (Schermer et. al. 1995; Perry 

1996). The Howard Lake phase is centered on many major rivers, lakes, and wetlands of 

southeastern Minnesota. The greatest site concentration of this phase is within southern Anoka 

County, where there are large mound concentrations with some small habitation sites. The Sorg 

phase is concentrated around Spring Lake, south of St. Paul, Minnesota. The Malmo phase is the 

most common phase of the Havana-Related Middle Woodland period. Sites from this phase are 

found across much of central and eastern Minnesota (Arzigian 2008; Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 

2012). 

 

The ceramics of the Havana-Related Middle Woodlands are wide-mouthed jars with thick vessel 

walls (6 – 12 mm), straight rims, slightly constricted necks, fairly rounded shoulders, and 

subconoidal bases. They are grit-tempered and are decorated with punctuates, bosses, incised lines, 

slashes, cordwrapped-stick impressions, and dentate stamping. The point types associated with 

this period are the Hopewell luster, which includes Snyders, Manker, and Gibson points.   

 

Havana burials within the south of Minnesota were typically grouped from two, three, or 15 conical 

burial mounds. The mounds varied in size, with the larger mounds measuring 30 feet in height.  

Mounds over five ft. high almost always contained diagnostic Havana-Hopewell burial items 
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including copper earspools, pan pipes, celts, perforated bear canines, platform pipes, pearl beads, 

and elongated, nonutilitarian bifaces.  

Late Middle Woodland (AD 200 – 500)  
The Late Middle Woodland is dated from AD 200 – 500. The change from the Havana-Related 

Middle Woodlands to the Late Middle Woodlands appeared to be a gradual process among the 

local populations. The archaeological record of this period in southeastern Minnesota is largely 

unknown. Gibbon (2012) assumes Allamakee and Millville cultural phases of northeastern Iowa 

and southwestern Wisconsin extended into southeastern Minnesota. This period is characterized 

by the replacement of the widespread use of Havanna ceramic with more spatially restricted 

imitations, less elaborate cultural practices, and the significant change in ceramic technology. 

 

Burial practices are still dominated with the use of burial mounds, however these practices become 

more simplified with grave goods becoming rarer and with no associated diagnostics. The most 

notable ceramic type is the Linn wares. The Linn wares of this region are thin-walled diagnostic 

ceramics that is retained some Havana-related decoration (dentates, cordmarking). The ceramic 

technology also changes with vessels having more globular shapes, complex rims, thinner walls, 

and much finer tempers. The lithic assemblages consist of side-notched Steuben points and smaller 

Ansell points (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). 

 

Terminal Woodland in Southeastern Minnesota (AD 500 – 1200) 

The Terminal Woodland period is southeastern Minnesota dates from AD 500 – 1200, just before 

first European contact. This period is characterized by changes in ceramic and lithic technologies.  

One of the most notable changes is the development of the bow and arrow, effigy mounds, 

elaborate mortuary rituals, increase in long-distance trade networks, acquisition of exotic 

materials, elaborate smoking-pipe tradition, and the development of socially-ranked societies. The 

human population also increased with a gradually greater dependence of domesticated plants and 

a more sedentary lifeway. However, not much known since the archaeological record within the 

region and period is lacking. Archaeologists have to rely on information from sites in Wisconsin, 

Illinois and Iowa. The Woodland Period ends with the introduction of corn farming and the 

appearance of the Mississippian and Plains Village cultures (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012; 

Johnson 1988). 

Initial Late Woodland (AD 500-700) 
The Initial Late Woodland dates between AD 500 –700 and is a transitional period between the 

Late Middle Woodland and the Mature Late Woodland. This period includes two closely related 

archaeological phases known as the Mill phase in southwestern Wisconsin and Lane Farm phase 

in northeastern Iowa. The characteristic of both phases is the presence of Lane Farm Cord-

impressed ceramic wares. These wares have a somewhat rounded base, constricted neck, are 

relatively thin, and have a fine, grit temper. They typically have cord-impress decoration on the 

exterior rim, and rocker stamping over some of the body below the rim. The projectile points 

associated with this period are small corner-notched points, which are the first arrow points in the 

region. These may have included the Stueben Stemmed, Maker Corner Notched, Scallorn, Klunk 

Side-Notched and Koster Corner-Notched types. Other traits of the period are the appearance of 

small conical mounds and some elongated linear mounds with limited burial goods (Arzigian 2008; 

Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012).   
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Mature Late Woodland (AD 700 – 1000) 
During the Mature Late Woodland period, mound construction became more wide spread and 

complex known as the Effigy Mound Complex. In southeast Minnesota, the Effigy Mound Culture 

appeared between AD 700 – 1000. This culture is characterized by the creation of groups of linear 

mound complexes, effigy mounds, and conical mound. The effigy mounds resemble several 

animals including bears, deer, panthers, turtles, and birds. The mounds rarely exceed two to three 

feet in height and are about 500 feet or more in length. The mounds are typically located on 

ridgetops or elevated areas bordering major lakes and rivers. Altogether, there are about 13 to 15 

sites in Minnesota that contain effigy mounds or possible effigy mounds (Arzigian 2008; Florin 

et. al. 2016; Gibbon 2012). 

 

Besides the mounds, the most common diagnostic trait of this period are the Madison Ware 

ceramics. The general characteristics of the vessels are globular shaped, thin walls, fine grit temper, 

cordmarking on the exterior surface, a constricting neck, and out-flaring rim. They are typically 

decorated with cord impressions with geometrical patterns on the exterior rim surface. Angelo 

Punctate is another ceramic style found at the later part of this period. They are thin walled and 

cordmarked, often decorated with punctuates and fine incised lines. The points from this period 

are small stemmed, side-notched, and unnotched triangular arrow points. This includes Scallorn, 

Koster Corner Notched, Klunk Side Notched and Madison point types (Florin et. al. 2016; Gibbon 

2012). 

Final Late Woodland (AD 1000 – 1200) 
The Final Late Woodland period Minnesota dates between AD 1000 – 1200. This period marks 

profound changes in the archaeological record in southeastern Minnesota and the Upper 

Mississippi Valley south of the Twin Cities. These changes include a significant reduction in 

“pure” Late Woodland sites, effigy mounds are no longer being constructed (approximately by 

AD 1050), stockade sites with Mississippian traits become common in southeastern Wisconsin, 

northeastern Iowa, and possibly in the Red Wing locality of Minnesota, and large portions of the 

driftless areas are abandoned. Corn horticulture is found with the Grant series of ceramic wares in 

western Wisconsin, southeastern Minnesota, northern Iowa, and northern Illinois. The Grant ware 

are grit-tempered, cord-roughened globular jars with prominent castellation, collars, squared 

orifices, or other special rim treatments that raise the rim height. The most common projectile 

points from this period include the Madison Triangular, Cahokia, Reed, Harrel, and Des Moines 

types of the Cahokia Side Notched cluster (Gibbon 2012). 

LATE PREHISTORIC (AD 1000 – 1650) 

The Late Prehistoric period dates between AD 1000 – 1650 and is characterized by the use of 

earthlodge dwellings, crop surplus, improved storage techniques, and the development of complex 

social organization within villages. Corn became a stable in the native diets along with bison meat. 

There is also the increase appearance of bison bone tools within the archaeological record of this 

period. This is most-likely due to less time in the ground with which the bone can deteriorate 

(Radford et. al. 2015; Schermer et. al. 1995). 

 

Mississippian (AD 1000 – 1650)  

The Mississippian period dates from AD 1000 – 1650. The Mississippian Culture was 

agriculturally intense, depending heavily on maize, beans, sunflowers, and tobacco. There were 
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two major Mississippian centers in Minnesota.  One center was located at the junction of the 

Cannon and Mississippi rivers, just north of Red Wing, Minnesota and the other along the central 

and upper Minnesota River. These centers seem to have evolved from the great Middle 

Mississippian center at Cahokia, Illinois. These cultural centers developed different adaptations 

associated with their environment. The Red Wing locality was adapted to forests and tall grass 

prairies in the east and the Minnesota River locality was adapted the timbered river bottoms and 

grassland in the west. There are four main phases from this period in Minnesota: Silvernale, Great 

Oasis, Cambria, and Big Stone (Gibbon 2012; Johnson 1988). 

 

Villages in this period were large, possibly housing between 600 and 800 people. Some of these 

villages had palisades and were frequently located on easily defendable flat river terraces. Deep 

storage pits were dug throughout the villages. Gardens were planted in the river bottoms while 

hunting and fishing remained important, with some Mississippian sites depending on bison as a 

food staple. A large number of burial mound complexes are associated with this culture (Johnson 

1988).  

 

Oneota (AD 1225-1650) 

The Oneota is the name given to several post-Woodland groups living on the Prairie Peninsula. 

This cultural complex appears in Minnesota from AD 1225 – 1650. This culture complex is most 

commonly identified by their pottery, which is a shell-tempered globular jar that has a constricted 

mouth and a round bottom. The shoulder if often decorated with incised, geometric patterns.  A 

common decoration motif on Oneota ceramics are chevrons and other variations. Other artifacts 

that were common, but not unique to Oneota are bison scapula hoes, deer mandible sickle; small, 

unnotched triangular projectile points; end scrappers; sandstone abraders; mauls; catlinite disc and 

elbow pipes; and village areas with numerous storage pits. They also lived in a variety of house 

shapes including oval, square and long rectangle. There are two Oneota phases in Minnesota: Blue 

Earth Phase and Orr Phase (Fishel 1996, Gibbon 2012). 

CONTACT PERIOD (AD 1630 – 1837)  

Before the native population made contact with early French Explorers, European trade goods 

started to appear within Minnesota. Glass beads, iron knives, brass kettles, finger rings, and gun 

parts appear within the archaeological record, which were from early French traders. The local 

native tribes were also indirectly affected by Europeans by the spread of foreign disease, which 

decimated their populations. At one point or another, parts of Minnesota were claim by the French, 

Spanish, British, and United States. Minnesota was first claimed by the French as part of New 

France. (Belgen 1969; Folwell 1956). 

 

The first recorded exploration was by French explorers Daniel Graysolon, Sieur du Lhut, Father 

Hennepin, and Pierre Charles le Sueur. Sieur du Lhut was sent out from Quebec and Montreal to 

open trade with the Dakota in AD 1679, and for the next 11 years explored the triangle between 

the Mississippi and St. Croix rivers. Father Hennepin along with Michel Accault, and Antonie 

Aguell were also sent out to explore in the Upper Mississippi River Valley circa AD 1679, where 

they discovered and named St. Anthony Falls. In 1731, Canadian-born French explorer Pierre 

Gaultier de Varennes, Sieur de La Verendrye set out from to explores lands west of Lake Superior. 

In August of 1831, he sailed into Grand Portage and passed over the Canada-United States Boarder 

Lakes to establish a trade post at Lake of the Woods. At this post trade could be conducted with 
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the local tribes. In AD 1763, the Treaty of Paris gives all the land east of the Mississippi to the 

British, and eventually the new United States of America. In 1797, Pembina in North Dakota was 

established by Charles Baptiste Chaboillez of the Northwest Fur Company. Also, the Hudson Bay 

and American Fur Companies were also positioned at Pembina as the fur trade increased and 

expanded. There were a few native tribes within the southeastern area of Minnesota including the 

Ioway and the Dakota (Belgen 1969; Folwell 1956; Merry 1996; Radford et. al. 2015; Schwieder 

2000; Schermer et. al. 1995). 

 

Ioway 

The Ioway are a Siouan Tribe that resided in Missouri and the Mississippi River Valley. The 

Ioway, Oto, and Missouri were once part of a larger tribe with ancestral roots into Oneota culture 

from the Plains Village period.  First recorded contact with the Ioway was in AD 1676 by Father 

Louis Andre in Green Bay, Wisconsin (Anderson 1973b). The Ioway were a semi-sedentary 

horticulturalist tribe that spent much of the year away from permanent villages during the summer 

hunting excursions. The villages were located on terraces above rivers’ flood plains. They lived in 

different types of dwellings including earthlodges, wattle-and-daub houses, and tipis. The annual 

bison hunt took place from May to August in order to stockpile meat for winter. During the fall 

and winter, they supplemented their diet with smaller hunting parties for bison, elk, and deer. They 

also grew beans, corn, squash, pumpkins and other native crops (Anderson 1973a; Anderson 

1973b; DeMallie 2001; Malinowski et al. 1998). 

 

Dakota 

The Dakota originally lived in Minnesota before the Contact Period and are part of the Oceti 

Sakowin, or Seven Council Fires. This council included the Mdewakanton, Wahpekute, Sisseton, 

Wahpeton, Yankton, Yanktonai, and Teton tribes. Their first contact with Europeans were with 

the French traders and Jesuit missionaries in the 1650’s. The Dakota were a nomadic people relying 

on hunting and gathering subsistence strategy. They hunted buffalo, deer, and waterfowl and fished 

using spears and nets. They also foraged for wild flora resources including fruit, acorns, nuts, wild 

rice, and maple sap. During the 19th century, the Dakota practiced horticulture, but planted at 

irregular intervals. They planted corn, squash, beans, and tobacco. Their crop yields were small 

and would only last a few weeks (DeMallie 2001; Malinowski et al. 1998). 

POST-CONTACT (POST- AD 1837) 

The area that includes all of Minnesota and western Wisconsin was considered “Indian Territory” 

and settlements were not allowed. Although the French, British, and Americans established trading 

posts in Minnesota, the first official white settlements were established after AD 1837. This was 

due to the signing of two treaties, one with the Ojibwe and one with the Dakota. The 1837 treaties 

had the Ojibwe and Dakota ceding all their lands east of the Mississippi, which included the 

Golden Triangle, the land between Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers. The treaties were ratified by 

Congress in AD 1838 and the land was open to American settlement. In 1849, Minnesota officially 

became a territory and on May 11, 1858, was admitted as a State into the United States. In 1862, 

Congress passed the Homestead Act which allowed up to 160 acres of land to be claimed provided 

that the person was head-of-household or person over 21 years of age, was a United States citizen 

or filed a declaration to become a citizen, and stayed on the land and worked the land for five years 

and pay any administration fees (Blegen 1969; Folwell 1956). 
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Railroad Development  

In the mid-1800’s, construction of railroads was started throughout the United States beginning 

with the first railroad built near Baltimore, Maryland in 1831. (Schwieder 2000). The railroad 

system in Minnesota began in 1862, with the construction of the St. Paul and Pacific, connecting 

St. Paul and St. Anthony. This resulted in the construction and expansions major railway lines to 

the southwest and west, including the Chicago; St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Railway; 

Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway; and the Chicago & Northwestern Railway. Railroad 

helped to create the current settlement pattern and economic developments in Minnesota. They are 

an efficient, inexpensive way to transport goods and people. Also, for the first time, people could 

travel anytime of the year (Quivik and Martin 1988; Schwieder 2000).  

 

Stevens County 

Stevens County is located in the west central area of Minnesota. It was established on February 

20, 1862 and organized on October 27, 1849. The county seat is Morris. Stevens County is named 

after Isaac I. Stevens, governor of Washington Territory in 1853. Before Europeans visited and 

settled the area, the Dakota had been living in area that became Stevens County. The first 

Europeans, or people of European descent to visit the area that is now Stevens County were most 

likely fur traders. The first settlers of Stevens County first started to arrive in 1866. The first 

railroad to be constructed in Stevens County was the St. Paul & Pacific Railway in Morris, which 

was opened for traffic in August 1871. At the beginning of the 1900’s, the population of Stevens 

County had grown to 8,721 residents (Alden, Ogle & Company 1888; Gannett 1905; USDA 1922 

and 1971). 

 

Agriculture has been the main industry in the county. Corn, oats, wheat, flax, barley, and alfalfa 

are the most extensive crops planted within the county. By 1964, there were a total of 1,020 farms 

with an average size of 342.5 acres. Livestock raising is also present within Stevens County with 

cattle, hogs, and poultry being the most extensive; dairy cattle and sheep are also present within 

the county, but in much smaller numbers. (USDA 1922 and 1971). 
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

The Phase I archaeological investigation was conducted in accordance with the SHPO Manual for 

Archaeological Projects in Minnesota (Anfinson 2005).  

LITERATURE REVIEW  

A literature search was conducted within a combination of a 1-mile study area and an established 

indirect APE around the proposed Project Area. The indirect APE was established in coordination 

with the FAA. This task was completed using site data files and previous inventory files maintained 

at the Minnesota Office of the State Archaeologist (OSA) and at Minnesota SHPO. In addition, 

background research was completed by reviewing National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

data, historic maps, atlases, current aerial photographs, soil maps, topographic and geomorphic 

data, and other sources that might provide information for the locations of historic-era sites, areas 

of prior disturbance, etc. 

PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 

The Phase I cultural resource identification survey for this Project was completed in accordance 

with SHPO guidelines (Anfinson 2005). The survey conducted within the Project Area used three 

methods of sampling and testing to identify and evaluate cultural resources: visual inspection, 

pedestrian survey, and shovel testing.  

• Visual Inspection – Locations where cultural resources were not expected, such as 

disturbed areas, areas with a slope greater than 20 degrees, and low/wet areas were walked 

over and visually inspected. This method was used to verify the absence or likelihood of 

any cultural resources within these areas. This method was also utilized to document the 

general terrain and the surrounding area.  

• Pedestrian Survey – This method was used to survey landforms with slopes that are greater 

than 20 degrees, or landforms with slopes that are less than 20 degrees and have a surface 

visibility greater than 25% (e.g., plowed field). The pedestrian survey transect interval 

ranged from 5 to 15 m, depending on the archaeological potential of the area. Areas of high 

potential were surveyed at a 5 m interval. However, the  majority of the Project Area was 

completed at a transect interval of 15 m, as a majority of the area has a low potential for 

cultural resources (i.e. low-lying, undulating terrain; not within close proximity of a 

suitable water source; and a lack of previously recorded archaeological sites within the 

surrounding area). 

• Shovel Testing – This method was used to sample subsurface contexts in areas with slopes 

less than 20 degrees and ground visibility of less than 25%. A typical shovel test was 40 

cm in circular diameter. The shovel tests were excavated on a grid at 15 m intervals, with 

additional radial shovel tests conducted at 5 m intervals when any artifacts were 

discovered. Shovel tests were excavated in 10 cm levels. All shovel tests were documented 

using a sub-meter GPS unit. Excavated soil was screened through 0.25-inch mesh. Shovel 

tests were excavated no deeper than 1 m or 10 cm into sterile subsoils. Data gathered from 

the shovel tests included stratigraphy, soil texture, Munsell color, and the presence or 

absence of cultural materials. All excavated soils were immediately backfilled upon 

completion.  



Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota 

16 

 

The crew was directly supervised in the field by an MA-level archaeologist who meets the 

requirements for the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Professional Qualifications in 

Archaeology. A sub-meter GPS unit utilizing Geographic Information System (GIS) data as well 

as field maps were used to collect spatial data and to ensure field personal maintain accurate survey 

grid. This ensured that the crew did not extend the survey outside the Project survey area. All field 

notes, maps, and photos will be maintained at the In Situ’s Eden Prairie, MN office.  

SITE EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The purpose of the archaeological investigation was to identify and record previously 

undocumented cultural resources located within the Project Area. Sites were evaluated for their 

significance as defined by criteria established in Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations 60.4 

(National Park Service 1991), which states: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, 

engineering and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 

that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association, and: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 

values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 

components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 

or history. 

A site may meet one or more of the eligibility criteria listed above, but if the site is considered to 

not retain sufficient integrity than it may be recommended not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

ARTIFACT ANALYSIS AND CURATION 

Artifacts are processed in accordance with the Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in 

Minnesota (Anfinson 2005). However, no artifacts 50 years or older were identified or recovered 

during this investigation.   
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RESULTS 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

A literature search was conducted within a combination of a 1-mile study area and an established 

indirect APE around the proposed Project Area. The indirect APE was established in coordination 

with the FAA. This task was completed using site data files and previous inventory files maintained 

at the Minnesota OSA and at Minnesota SHPO. In addition, background research was completed 

by reviewing NRHP data, historic maps, atlases, current aerial photographs, soil maps, topographic 

and geomorphic data, and other sources that might provide information for the locations of 

historic-era sites, areas of prior disturbance, etc. Background research was conducted on May 15, 

2019.  

The records search revealed one previously recorded archaeological site (Table 2), four previously 

recorded historic structures (Table 3), and four previous cultural resource inventories (Table 4) 

within the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. Of these resources, none are located 

within the proposed Project Area (Figures 4-6). 

 

Table 2: Previous Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Site Number Legal Location 
Cultural 

Affiliation 
Site Type 

NRHP 

Eligibility 

21SE44 
NW SW NW Section 20, 

T124N, R42W 
Prehistoric Isolated Find Not Eligible 

 

There is one prehistoric isolated find site that is not eligible for the NRHP (21SE44) within the 

combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. The site is not located within the proposed Project 

Area.  

 

Table 3: Previous Historic Structures within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Site Site Name/Type Address/ Location 
NRHP 

Eligibility 

SE-DAR-004 Farmstead 23632 510th Ave. Not Eligible 

SE-DAR-005 Farmstead 23165 500th Avenue Not Eligible 

SE-DAR-006 Farmstead 49819 MN 28 Not Eligible 

SE-DAR-007 Farmstead 1603 23569 500th Ave. Not Eligible 

 

All four of the historic structures within the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE are not 

eligible for the NRHP. None of these resources are located within the Project Area. 

 

Table 4: Previous Cultural Resource Surveys within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Manuscript 

Number 
Title Authors Year 

MULT-02-01 
Alaska Gas Pipeline Project Phase I Cultural 

Resources Survey Minnesota Portion Volume II 

Bourgerie, Gabrielle 

et al. 
2002 
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Table 4: Previous Cultural Resource Surveys within 1 Mile of the Project Area. 

Manuscript 

Number 
Title Authors Year 

MULT-04-06 

A Phase I Cultural Resource Inventory of 

Overhead Fiber Optic Cable Installation on the 

Minnesota Portions of the Granite Falls-

Watertown and Fargo-Granite Falls 230kV 

Transmission Lines, Multiple Counties, 

Minnesota 

Stine, Ed and Louis 

N. Hafermehl 
2004 

SE-09-01 

Phase I Cultural Resources Studies for the Land 

Acquisition and Runway 14/32 Taxiway Project, 

Morris Municipal Airport, Morris, Stevens 

County, Minnesota 

Kampinen, Andrea 

and Tylia Varilek 
2009 

NA 

Cultural Resources Assessment for the Morris 

Airport Expansion Project, Morris Municipal 

Airport, Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota 

Schmidt, Andrew 

and Laurie Ollila 
2013 

 

The records search revealed four previous cultural resource inventories that were completed within 

the combined 1-mile study area and indirect APE. The surveys were reported on between 2002 

and 2013 and were completed in support of gas pipeline, transmission lines, and airport 

development.  

Of the resources listed above, none are located within the proposed Project Area. Two of the 

previous cultural resource investigations (SE-09-01 and Schmidt and Ollila 2013) overlap with 

portions of the Project Area.  

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATION RESULTS 

A Phase I cultural resource investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019 for the proposed Project 

(Figure 7). The Project Area is located within harvested and plowed soybeans and corn within 

agricultural fields, short manicured grasses yards, and previously disturbed areas (Figures 10-24). 

Ground surface visibility (GSV) ranged between of 0-90% throughout the Project Area, with the 

higher ground surface visibility within agricultural fields (Figure 9).  

The primary methods used for this Project was pedestrian survey and shovel testing. Visual 

inspection was conducted within areas with previous disturbance. Shovel testing was conducted in 

areas that did not have ample GSV (i.e. grassed-over areas). Existing disturbance within the Project 

Area include natural erosion, agriculture, asphalt parking lot, dirt and asphalt runways, asphalt 

roads, road ditches, airport buildings, and aboveground and underground utilities. Portions of the 

Project Area are located within previous Phase I cultural resource surveys and were not re-

surveyed for this Project (Kampinen and Varilek 2009; Schmidt and Ollila 2013). 

Approximately 109.63 acres were surveyed for this Project. Of the acres surveyed, 21.76 acres 

were subject to shovel testing, 45.26 acres were subject to pedestrian survey, 3.51 acres were 

within previously disturbed areas, and 39.1 acres were within areas of previous cultural resource 

investigations. No cultural materials were observed or recovered during the survey. 

Of the 45.26 acres that were subject to pedestrian survey, the majority of the pedestrian survey 

was completed at a transect interval of 15 m, as the area has a low potential for cultural resources 



Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota 

19 

 

(i.e. low-lying, undulating terrain; not within close proximity of a suitable water source; and a lack 

of previously recorded archaeological sites within the surrounding area). The pedestrian surveyed 

areas were within agricultural fields consisting of harvested and plowed soybeans and corn, 

providing good (50-90%) ground surface visibility. No cultural materials were observed or 

recovered during the pedestrian survey. 

Approximately 21.76 acres of shovel testing were conducted during this survey; of which all 

shovel tests were negative for cultural resources and were disturbed shovel tests, as mottled/fill 

soils and/or gravel fill were present (Figure 8). The shovel test units are classified as negative, 

positive, sloped, wet, and disturbed. “Negative” shovel tests have intact soils that contained no 

cultural material. “Positive” shovel tests have intact soils that contained cultural material. “Sloped” 

shovel tests were located in areas with greater than a 20-degree slope. “Wet” shovel tests have 

undisturbed soils and contain a shallow water table and/or hydric soils. “Disturbed” shovel tests 

have mottled soils and/or have been greatly disturbed due to land development.  

There was a total of 261 shovel test locations within the survey area; of which, all were negative 

for cultural resources and all were disturbed shovel tests, as mottled/fill soils and/or gravel fill 

were present. Portions of the shovel testing areas also had been visibility disturbed, as underground 

utilities and a septic system were present. The shovel tests were excavated on a grid at 15 m 

intervals. The shovel testing was broken into four areas: Area A is located in the northwest portion 

of the Project Area and consisted of 19 shovel test locations; Area B is located in the north-central 

portion of the Project Area and consisted of 45 shovel test locations; Area C is the largest area and 

is located in the northeast portion of the Project Area and consisted of 153 shovel test locations; 

and Area D is located in the southern portion of the Project Area and consisted of 44 shovel test 

locations.  

A typical disturbed shovel test profile within the Project Area consisted of a dark brown (10YR 

3/3), clay loam soil over a brownish yellow (10YR 6/6) clay loam with gravels and was mottled 

with a dark brown (10YR 3/3) clay loam. Disturbance was apparent throughout the topsoil and 

extended into the underlying subsoil. Shovel tests were terminated at least 10 cm into the subsoil. 

Closing depths for shovel tests ranged between 40 cm and 1 m. The Project Area is not within an 

area with alluvial or colluvial deposition (i.e. floodplains, terraces, alluvial fans, etc.) and the soils 

in the area are formed on an upland setting. Typically, archaeological deposition within upland 

soils are typically located at the ground surface or are shallowly buried, therefore deeper testing 

for buried cultural deposits was not necessary as there is a very low potential. No cultural material 

was recovered during the shovel testing portion of this Project. 
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MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS  

An intensive Phase I cultural resource investigation was conducted on June 19, 2019 for the 

proposed Project. The investigation consisted of the survey of approximately 109.63 acres of lands 

surrounding the MOX in support of expansion activities for the MOX. The FAA is the lead federal 

regulatory agency for this Project and the proposed Project is subject to review by the Minnesota 

SHPO. 

The Project Area is located in Sections 8 and 17 of T124N, R42W in Stevens County, Minnesota. 

The Project Area is located on private land and lands owned by the City of Morris, located just 

west of Morris, Minnesota. The Project surrounds the MOX and is located south of MN Highway 

28 and west of County State Aid Highway 7; it is further located within an open area consisting of 

airport facilities, cut and tall grasses, and agricultural fields. The Phase I investigation included a 

background literature review within and surrounding the proposed Project Area along with an 

approximate 109.63-acre intensive survey of the proposed Project.  

 

No cultural resources were observed during this inventory of the proposed Project. Therefore, In 

Situ recommends a finding of No Historic Properties Affected for the direct APE of the Project. If 

the agencies are in agreement with these findings, then a recommendation of ‘no further work’ is 

considered appropriate. A history/architecture survey and assessment was also completed for the 

Project covering the surrounding indirect APE, however the results of the history/architecture 

survey and assessment are discussed in a separate report. 
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topographic map.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of ESRI
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Figure 3. Project location on an aerial map.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of ESRI
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Figure 4. Topographic map with previous 
cultural resources surveys and previously 
recorded sites.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of ESRI
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cultural resources surveys and previously 
recorded sites.

µ



Note: Imagery courtesy of the U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Land Management.
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Figure 6A. Project location on the 1868 BLM 
GLO Plat map.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of the USGS.

124N 42W

125N 42W

HISTORICAL TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project

Stevens County, Minnesota

Legend
Archaeological APE
Township Boundary

0 3,200 6,400

Approximate Scale in Feet
1:24,000 1 inch equals 2,000 feet

Figure 6B. Project location on the 1912
Morris, MN 62,500 series 
topographic map.
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Note: Imagery courtesy of ESRI
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Figure 8: View of typical disturbed shovel tests within the Project Area (DSCN2647/2591). 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 
 

Figure 9: View of typical surface visibility within the Project Area (DSCN2600/2671). 

 

 

 



 
 

Figure 10: View facing southwest showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2599). 

 

 
 

Figure 11: View facing west showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2582). 



 
 

Figure 12: View facing west showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2585). 

 

 
 

Figure 13: View facing north showing an overview of the southern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2589). 



 
 

Figure 14: View facing southeast showing an overview of the western portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2605). 

 

 
 

Figure 15: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2618). 



 
 

Figure 16: View facing west showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2651). 

 

 
 

Figure 17: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2650). 



 
 

Figure 18: View facing east showing an overview of the northern portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2656). 

 

 
 

Figure 19: View facing south showing an overview of the northeast portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2673). 



 
 

Figure 20: View facing southwest showing an overview of the northeast portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2674). 

 

 
 

Figure 21: View facing southwest showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2681). 



 
 

Figure 22: View facing northeast showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2694). 

 

 
 

Figure 23: View facing southwest showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project 

Area (DSCN2693). 



 
 

Figure 24: View facing north showing an overview of the north-central portion of the Project Area 

(DSCN2697). 

 

 



 

 

Appendix F 

 
 
USDA NRCS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 
  



 
 
 

Wenck  |  Colorado  |  Georgia  |  Minnesota  |  North Dakota  |  Wyoming 

Toll Free  800-472-2232  Web wenck.com 
 

 
Via Email 
 
 
November 19, 2019 
 
Britta Haseman, CR Northwest 
Soil Conservation Technician 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
12 East Highway 28, Suite 1 
Morris, MN  56267 
Britta.Haseman@usda.gov  
 
         
RE: Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Request  

Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, Stevens County, MN 
 
 
Dear Ms. Hasemen:  
 
Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) is assisting with environmental review of the Morris 
Municipal Airport Expansion Project (Project) located in Stevens County, MN, and with 
the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) in conjunction with the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA).  
 
On behalf of the FAA, City of Morris and TKDA, please find attached for your use and 
processing an initially completed Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (USDA Form AD-
1006) (FCIR) for the Project. As instructed by the FCIR, we completed Parts I and III 
and also include GIS shapefiles of pertinent farmland areas associated with the Project 
to assist you in completing the remaining portions.  
 
Please note two Project alternatives (Alternative A4 and No Build) are being considered 
in the EA. As such, in Part III under Alternative Site Rating section, the Alternative A4 
acreage is included in Site A column and the No Build acreage is included in Site B 
column. Also, the GIS shapefiles are provided for the Alternative A4 option. 
 
Please contact me at (763) 479-5178 or jsedarski@wenck.com with any questions or 
comments regarding this request. We sincerely appreciate your assistance with this 
matter and look forward to your response. 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Britta.Haseman@usda.gov
mailto:Britta.Haseman@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com


Ms. Haseman, Soil Conservation 
Technician 
Morris Municipal Airport Expansion 
Project  
November 19, 2019 

 

 
 

 

2 

Best Regards,  
 

 
 
Joe Sedarski, Senior Project Manager 
Wenck Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
Enc. Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (Form AD-1006 (03-02)) 
 GIS Shapefiles of Project/Farmland 
 
cc: Marcus Watson, TKDA 
 

 
 
 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)  Date Of Land Evaluation Request
Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      
Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
            

Acres Irrigated 
 

Average Farm Size 
     

   Major Crop(s) 
 

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 
Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
Acres:          %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 
 

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 
      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 
      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

   C. Total Acres In Site                         

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland                         

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland                         

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted                         

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value                         

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

                        

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use  (15)                         

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)                         

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)                         

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20)                         

   5.  Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)                         

   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         

   7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)                         

   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

Site Selected:       
 
Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      
      
      
      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request    
Name of Project Federal Agency Involved   
Proposed Land Use    County and State    

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By 
NRCS     

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

   Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 
Acres:           % 

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
Acres:  

        
%     

Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

1. Area In Non-urban Use  (15) 

2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10) 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20) 

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20) 

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15) 

6. Distance To Urban Support Services  (15) 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10) 

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10) 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5) 

10. On-Farm Investments  (20) 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10) 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10) 

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160
   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YES                 NO  

Reason For Selection:   

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Date:
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 



From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN
To: Joe Sedarski
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN; Marcus Watson; Amy Denz; Kevin Mueller; Chad R. Anderson
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
Date: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 10:53:47 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Morris Airport Expansion_FPPA.pdf

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside
of the organization.]

Joe,
 
Please see attached AD 1006 for the Morris Airport Expansion Project in Stevens County, Minnesota.
Once the rest of the AD1006 is complete please forward a copy to me and the local field office. If
you have questions feel free to contact me.
 
Thanks,
 
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 
 
 

From: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 10:12 AM
To: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 
Hi Brandon – thanks for your time earlier this morning to discuss this matter. As requested, please
find attached the shapefile with farmland removal area for the No Build option.
 
If any other questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov


 
Thanks again!
Joe
 
Joe Sedarski, JD, PE
Senior Project Manager

jsedarski@wenck.com | D 763.252.6890 | C 612.214.6658
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427
 

From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 8:14 AM
To: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside
of the organization.]

 

Joe,
 
Please call me this morning 320-345-6503.
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 
 
 

From: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 11:01 AM
To: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller

mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com


<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 
Good morning Brandon,
 
Thanks for your email and review of this information for the Morris Airport EA matter. Apologies for
any confusion on this. Attached please find three figures that may clear this up some. The No Action
Alternative (for Runway 14-32) indicates farmland removal area (15.2 ac) under this alternative, and
the Alternative A4 (Runway 14-32, preferred runway option) indicates the farmland removal area
(28.8 ac) associated with this runway alternative option. Finally, the Proposed Option (Runway 14-32
Alternative A4 and the Terminal/Hangar Area Development option figure indicates all farmland
removal area (totaling 30.11 ac).
 
The shapefiles we sent should track with the Proposed Action (Alt A4 and terminal/hangar area
development), but if they do not, please let me know. If you have other questions after looking this
over, let’s plan to discuss tomorrow morning first thing if that works for you (and please let me know
a good time and I will call you directly).
 
Thanks again!
Joe
 
Joe Sedarski, JD, PE
Senior Project Manager

jsedarski@wenck.com | D 763.252.6890 | C 612.214.6658
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427
 

From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 9:12 AM
To: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>
Subject: Morris Airport EA
 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside
of the organization.]

 

Joseph,
 
I am reviewing your AD 1006 you sent into the Morris NRCS office. I am a little confused and was
hoping you could clear some things up. You sent me a couple shapefiles in a zip file. Those files are
Airport Property, Farmland Removal, and land acquisition. For the purpose of this review I need to if
the land acquisition is to be converted to non-agricultural use? Also, in your AD1006 you have an

mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov


alternate site listed. This is the acreage without the building site. I will need to know which polygons
are the building site in order to complete the review.
 
Thanks,
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information
it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe
you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov


U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request    
Name of Project Federal Agency Involved   
Proposed Land Use    County and State    

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By 
NRCS     

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

   Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 
Acres:           % 

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
Acres:  

        
%     

Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

1. Area In Non-urban Use  (15) 

2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10) 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20) 

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20) 

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15) 

6. Distance To Urban Support Services  (15) 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10) 

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10) 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5) 

10. On-Farm Investments  (20) 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10) 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10) 

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160
   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YES                 NO  

Reason For Selection:   

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Date:
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 



From: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN
To: Joe Sedarski; DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
Date: Wednesday, December 11, 2019 9:06:15 PM

[EXTERNAL EMAIL]

Hi Joe-
 
Yep I am the local contact. Britta is too, whom you originally reached out to. We got it!
 
Have a good one!
Cory
 

Cory Walker
USDA- NRCS
Customer Service Team Lead
-Serving Douglas, Grant, Pope,
  Stevens & Traverse Counties
 
O: (320) 763- 3191 ext 113
C: (320) 424-1054
 

From: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2019 9:03 PM
To: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>; Fitzpatrick, Joshua (FAA)
<Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 
Good evening Brandon – as follow up to below matters, the Site Assessment Criteria, point summary
and signature sections are completed and included in the attached updated Form AD-1006 for the
proposed Morris Airport Expansion Project.
 
In addition to sending this to you, you indicated we should also send this to the local field office, and
I’m wondering if that contact is Cory Walker copied on this email. If not, please let me know who
that is and I will make sure a copy is transmitted.
 
Thanks very much for your assistance on this matter and please let me know if any questions or
comments.
 
Best,
Joe
 

mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov


Joe Sedarski, JD, PE
Senior Project Manager

jsedarski@wenck.com | D 763.252.6890 | C 612.214.6658
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427
 

From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 10:54 AM
To: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization.]

 

Joe,
 
Please see attached AD 1006 for the Morris Airport Expansion Project in Stevens County, Minnesota.
Once the rest of the AD1006 is complete please forward a copy to me and the local field office. If
you have questions feel free to contact me.
 
Thanks,
 
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 
 
 

From: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 10:12 AM
To: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller

mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com


<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 
Hi Brandon – thanks for your time earlier this morning to discuss this matter. As requested, please
find attached the shapefile with farmland removal area for the No Build option.
 
If any other questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Thanks again!
Joe
 
Joe Sedarski, JD, PE
Senior Project Manager

jsedarski@wenck.com | D 763.252.6890 | C 612.214.6658
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427
 

From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 3, 2019 8:14 AM
To: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization.]

 

Joe,
 
Please call me this morning 320-345-6503.
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 
 

mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov


 

From: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 11:01 AM
To: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>; Marcus Watson
<marcus.watson@tkda.com>; Amy Denz <Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com>; Kevin Mueller
<kmueller@wenck.com>; Chad R. Anderson <chad.anderson@wenck.com>
Subject: RE: Morris Airport EA
 
Good morning Brandon,
 
Thanks for your email and review of this information for the Morris Airport EA matter. Apologies for
any confusion on this. Attached please find three figures that may clear this up some. The No Action
Alternative (for Runway 14-32) indicates farmland removal area (15.2 ac) under this alternative, and
the Alternative A4 (Runway 14-32, preferred runway option) indicates the farmland removal area
(28.8 ac) associated with this runway alternative option. Finally, the Proposed Option (Runway 14-32
Alternative A4 and the Terminal/Hangar Area Development option figure indicates all farmland
removal area (totaling 30.11 ac).
 
The shapefiles we sent should track with the Proposed Action (Alt A4 and terminal/hangar area
development), but if they do not, please let me know. If you have other questions after looking this
over, let’s plan to discuss tomorrow morning first thing if that works for you (and please let me know
a good time and I will call you directly).
 
Thanks again!
Joe
 
Joe Sedarski, JD, PE
Senior Project Manager

jsedarski@wenck.com | D 763.252.6890 | C 612.214.6658
7500 Olson Memorial Highway | Suite 300 | Golden Valley, MN 55427
 

From: DeFoe, Brandon - NRCS, Waite Park, MN <brandon.defoe@usda.gov> 
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 9:12 AM
To: Joe Sedarski <jsedarski@wenck.com>
Cc: Walker, Cory - FPAC-NRCS, Alexandria, MN <cory.walker@usda.gov>
Subject: Morris Airport EA
 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization.]

 

mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
mailto:cory.walker@usda.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
mailto:kmueller@wenck.com
mailto:chad.anderson@wenck.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:brandon.defoe@usda.gov
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Joseph,
 
I am reviewing your AD 1006 you sent into the Morris NRCS office. I am a little confused and was
hoping you could clear some things up. You sent me a couple shapefiles in a zip file. Those files are
Airport Property, Farmland Removal, and land acquisition. For the purpose of this review I need to if
the land acquisition is to be converted to non-agricultural use? Also, in your AD1006 you have an
alternate site listed. This is the acreage without the building site. I will need to know which polygons
are the building site in order to complete the review.
 
Thanks,
 

Brandon DeFoe
Resource Soil Scientist
Natural Resource Conservation Service

110 2nd Street S, Suite 128
Waite Park, MN 56387
Phone: (320)345-6503
Cell:    (320)241-1529
Email: Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov
 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information
it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe
you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

mailto:Brandon.DeFoe@mn.usda.gov


U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request    
Name of Project Federal Agency Involved   
Proposed Land Use    County and State    

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By 
NRCS     

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size 

   Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 
Acres:           % 

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
Acres:  

        
%     

Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of State or Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

1. Area In Non-urban Use  (15) 

2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10) 

3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20) 

4. Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20) 

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15) 

6. Distance To Urban Support Services  (15) 

7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10) 

8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10) 

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5) 

10. On-Farm Investments  (20) 

11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10) 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10) 

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160
   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YES                 NO  

Reason For Selection:   

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form: Date:
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 
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1.0 Summary 

Wenck Associates, Inc. (Wenck) was authorized by Mr. Marcus Watson, Group Manager 
Aviation Planning at Toltz, King, Duvall, Anderson & Associates (TKDA) on behalf of the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the City of Morris, Minnesota (City) to conduct 
this Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the unimproved parcels located 
adjacent to the Morris Municipal Airport (MOX), approximately three miles west of Morris, 
Stevens County, Minnesota (the Subject Property). The Subject Property consists of three 
discontinuous parcels, totaling 17.71 acres and currently in use as agricultural cropland. 
Each parcel is a subset of a larger Stevens County tax parcel. The Subject Property location 
is depicted in Figure 1. A Site Detail Map of the Subject Property is included as Figure 2.   
 
This ESA was conducted in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process, Designation E-1527-13 (ASTM 
Phase I Standard) and satisfies standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312 – 
Standards for Conducting All Appropriate Inquiry (AAI Rule) for the purposes of meeting the 
all appropriate inquiries provisions necessary to qualify for certain landowner liability 
protections under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(35)(B).  
 
The conclusions contained in this report have been made to assist the FAA, City and TKDA 
in evaluating environmental conditions at the present time at the Subject Property as part 
of required National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) due diligence associated with planned 
expansion of MOX. 
 
This ESA has identified no evidence of recognized environmental conditions (RECs), 
controlled recognized environmental conditions (CRECs) or historical recognized 
environmental conditions (HRECs) in connection with the Subject Property. 
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2.0 Introduction 

2.1 PURPOSE 
 
Wenck was authorized by Mr. Marcus Watson, Group Manager Aviation Planning at TKDA on 
behalf of the FAA and the City to conduct this Phase I ESA of unimproved parcels located 
adjacent to MOX, approximately three miles west of Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota; the 
Subject Property. The Subject Property consists of three discontinuous parcels, totaling 
17.71 acres and in current use as agricultural cropland. Each parcel is a subset of a larger 
Stevens County tax parcel. The Subject Property location is depicted in Figure 1. A Site 
Detail Map of the Subject Property is included as Figure 2.   
 
The conclusions contained in this report have been made to assist the FAA, the City and 
TKDA in evaluating environmental conditions at the present time at the Subject Property. In 
addition, the report is intended to satisfy the requirements of “all appropriate inquiry… 
consistent with good commercial or customary practice” referenced in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(35)(B).  
 
2.2 SCOPE 
 
This ESA was prepared in accordance with the ASTM Phase I Standard and AAI Rule to 
identify, to the extent feasible and in accordance with the processes described herein: 
recognized environmental conditions, controlled recognized environmental conditions, and 
historical recognized environmental conditions in connection with the Subject Property.  
 
As defined in ASTM E 1527-13, the term recognized environmental condition (REC) means 
“the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on 
or at a property: (1) due to a release to the environment; (2) under conditions of a release 
to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release 
to the environment.”  
 
As defined in ASTM E1527-13, the term controlled recognized environmental condition 
(CREC) means “a recognized environmental condition resulting from a past release of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of 
the applicable regulatory authority, with hazardous substances or petroleum products 
allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of required controls.” 
 
As defined in ASTM E1527-13, the term historical recognized environmental condition 
(HREC) means “a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has 
occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 
applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a 
regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls.” 
 
As defined in ASTM E1527-13, the term business-related environmental risk means “a risk 
which can have a material environmental or environmentally-driven impact on the business 
associated with the current or planned use of a parcel of commercial real estate, not 
necessarily limited to those environmental issues required to be investigated in this 
practice.” 
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A summary of the general scope of work for this project is described in the following tasks: 
 

 Task I.  Records Retrieval and Review of Records: Wenck obtained publicly 
available, practically reviewable and reasonably ascertainable federal, state, county 
and city information about the Subject Property and other properties within minimum 
established search distances of the Subject Property. These sources were searched 
for any information about RECs, CRECs, HRECs or business-related environmental 
risks relative to the Subject Property. This search included a review of Superfund 
sites; waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities regulated under RCRA; spills or 
discharges of hazardous substances, toxic materials or petroleum products; and 
known or recorded landfills; and/or well databases. 

 
 Task II.  Site Reconnaissance: Wenck visually inspected the Subject Property to 

evaluate the Subject Property for any RECs, CRECs, HRECs and business-related 
environmental risks. The structures and grounds of the Subject Property were 
observed for filling, subsidence, unusual land or surface forms, colorations, odors, 
indications of dumping, and evidence of suspect environmental features on the 
Subject Property such as tanks, drains, drywells, etc. Observations pertaining to 
adjacent property use were also recorded where such observations pertained to 
RECs, CRECs, HRECs or business-related environmental risks relative to the Subject 
Property. 
 

 Task III.  Interviews of People with Knowledge of the Subject Property:  
Wenck interviewed people with knowledge of the history of the Subject Property and 
of the surrounding properties. Interviews were completed in order to obtain 
information pertaining to RECs, CRECs or HRECs relative to the Subject Property. 
Interviewees included the Subject Property owner(s) and occupant(s), as well as 
local government officials. 
 
Data gathered in the course of performing the above three tasks was used in concert 
to determine if information from one source indicated the need for additional 
information from another source. 

 
 Task IV.  Reporting:  Wenck completed this Phase I ESA by combining the 

information retrieved through data searches with the observations that were made 
during the Subject Property reconnaissance and interviews. Photographs were taken 
to document the overall status and current use of the Subject Property and specific 
areas of concern.  

 
Any deviations from the scope described in the ASTM Phase I Standard are identified in 
Section 2.3. 
 
2.3 DEVIATIONS 
 
No intentional deviations from the ASTM Phase I Standard were made in preparing this 
report. 
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2.4 LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS 
 
The results of this study, performed by Wenck, are based on the scope of work defined in 
Section 2.2, subject to any project-specific limitations or project-specific additional non-
scope considerations described herein. 
 
As is the case with any investigation of finite scope, this review is intended to reduce, but 
cannot eliminate, the uncertainty regarding the potential for RECs, CRECs or HRECs in 
connection with the Subject Property. Therefore, the possibility of the presence of some 
localized substances that may be classified as hazardous cannot be ruled out completely. 
However, it is Wenck’s opinion that the conditions observed at the Subject Property are 
representative of existing conditions at the time of the site reconnaissance. 
 
2.5 SIGNIFICANT ASSUMPTIONS 
 
Wenck assumes that the City and TKDA have provided accurate information that will assist 
Wenck in determining appropriate inquiry, including but not limited to actual knowledge, 
previously prepared reports, environmental cleanup liens, and title review information. In 
addition, Wenck assumes, for the purposes of the site reconnaissance, adequate information 
has been provided to accurately establish the physical boundaries of the real property being 
evaluated. 
 
2.6 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
The purpose of this report is to aid in the environmental assessment of the Subject Property 
and not to evaluate the structural condition of buildings or other features of the Subject 
Property, if present.  
 
Wenck has performed its work in a manner consistent with the care and skill ordinarily 
exercised by members of the environmental profession. The conclusions contained in this 
report represent our professional opinions. These opinions were arrived at in accordance 
with currently accepted engineering practices at this time and location. Wenck does not 
offer any form of warranty or guarantee that the Subject Property contains no hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants. 
 
Wenck assumes no responsibility for the accuracy of information that was obtained from 
other sources, including, without limitation, regulatory and government agencies, persons 
knowledgeable about the Subject Property, persons knowledgeable about adjacent 
properties and vendors of public practice. 
 
2.7 USER RELIANCE 
 
This report has been prepared solely for the information and use of the FAA, the City and 
TKDA. Others wishing to rely on the findings of this report, not having a contractual 
relationship with Wenck, do so without permission and at their own risk. Our professional 
recommendations made to the addressee(s) are exclusive to that party’s disclosed intended 
or proposed consideration with respect to the Subject Property at the present time. 
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3.0  Site Description 

3.1 USE OF SUBJECT PROPERTY  
 
The Subject Property is located in an agricultural area in the Darnen Township, Steven 
County, approximately three miles west of Morris, Minnesota. 
  

Site 
Address/Location 

Address: Unassigned City: Darnen 
Township 

County: Stevens State: Minnesota 
Township: Range: Section: 

124 North 42 West NE ¼ of Section 17 
and S ½ of Section 18 

Property 
Information 

Size: 17.70 acres 

Property Identification Number:  
06-0049-001 (west parcel – 9.71 acres) 
06-0052-000 (east parcel – 0.54 acres) 
06-0127-000 (south parcel – 7.45 acres) 

Improvements The Subject Property is unimproved, agricultural cropland.  

Building 
Information 

Size: Year of Construction: 
N/A N/A 
Description: 
There are no buildings or other structures located on the Subject 
Property. 

Use of the 
Property 

Current Use: 
The Subject Property is in use as agricultural cropland. 
Past Use: 
According to reviewed sources of information, the Subject Property 
has been in use as agricultural cropland since at least 1912. 

Ownership and 
Operation of the 
Property 

Current Ownership & Operation: 
The Subject Property is owned by Calvin V and Mary Sommer (west 
and east parcels) and Robert and Gwendolyn Feuchtenberger (south 
parcel) and in current use as agricultural cropland. 
 

 
The Subject Property location is depicted in Figure 1. A Site Detail Map showing the 
Subject Property is provided in Figure 2. 
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3.2 CURRENT USE OF ADJOINING PROPERTIES 
 
Adjacent properties to the Subject Property include agricultural cropland, except for the 
MOX located east of the west parcel, west of the east parcel and north of south parcel 
(Figures 1 and 2). 
 
The airport is owned and operated by the City of Morris. MOX has two runways including 
primary Runway 14/32 and a turf crosswind Runway 4/22 (Figure 3). Runway 14/32 is 
paved and lighted, approximately 4,002 feet long and 75 feet wide. Airfield pavements are 
physically designed to serve aircraft with a maximum takeoff weight (MTOW) up to 14,000 
pounds in a single-wheel landing gear configuration. Runway 4/22 has a turf surface and is 
approximately 2,637 feet long and 145 feet wide. Other airside facilities at MOX include a 
taxiway system that provides access between the runways and terminal/hangar area. This 
includes a full parallel taxiway “Taxiway A” with three entrance or exit taxiways serving 
Runway 14-32, and a single access “Taxiway A1” to the terminal/hangar area.  
 
A 9,600 square yard (SY) aircraft parking apron provides aircraft parking, loading/unloading 
of passengers and cargo, and maneuvering space (Figure 3). Landside facilities with airside 
connections include five separate aircraft storage hangars providing approximately 36,000 
square feet of storage and related support space. Each of the hangars is served by a 
taxilane providing aircraft with airside access. 
 
3.3 PHYSICAL SETTING 
 
3.3.1 Topography 
 
The Subject Property is generally level and is at an elevation of approximately 1,120 feet 
above mean sea level (Figure 1). Site surface drainage is to the low-land areas located on 
the Subject Property. Historic development may have included grading or filling of the 
Subject Property to improve the location for construction and drainage. 
 
3.3.2 Geology 
 
Published references describe the surficial geology at the Subject Property as loam-pebbly; 
unsorted, unbedded, and containing cobbles and boulders (Harris, 2006). Shallow bedrock 
in the vicinity of the Subject Property consists of granitic orthogneiss and migmatite (Jirsa, 
2011). 
 
3.3.3 Hydrogeology 
 
The general direction of regional groundwater flow in the area of the Subject Property is 
presumed to be to the south-southwest toward Muddy Creek. Local conditions may vary due 
to surface water features, perched groundwater conditions or artificially created drainage 
systems. An adjacent well, as identified on the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) Well 
Index, measured shallow groundwater at approximately 45 feet below ground surface. 
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4.0 User Provided Information 

4.1 REASON FOR PERFORMING PHASE I ESA 
 
This Phase I ESA is being performed as a component of NEPA due diligence activities 
associated with planned expansion of MOX and to determine whether RECs, CRECs or 
HRECs affect the Subject Property. 
 
4.2 OWNER, PROPERTY MANAGER AND OCCUPANT INFORMATION 
 
The Subject Property is owned by Calvin V. and Mary Sommer (west and east parcels) and 
Robert and Gwendolyn Feuchtenberger (south parcel) and occupied by agricultural cropland. 
Wenck coordinated with MOX personnel for the site reconnaissance as discussed in Section 
6. 
 
4.3 TITLE RECORD INFORMATION 
 
A title commitment record for the Subject Property was not provided to Wenck during 
preparation of this Phase I ESA, and a title search was not within the scope of this ESA.  
 
4.4 USER QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
An All Appropriate Inquiries User Questionnaire was completed by Mr. Blaine Hill, City 
Manager at the City of Morris, to establish the User’s knowledge of environmental condition 
of the Subject Property. The following sections include the information obtained from the 
completed User Questionnaire, which is included in Appendix A. 
 
4.4.1 Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 
 
No independent review of environmental liens was undertaken by Wenck as a part of this 
scope of work. No activity and use limitations were disclosed to Wenck during preparation of 
this ESA. 
 
4.4.2 Specialized Knowledge 
 
No prior assessments prepared for the Subject Property were provided to Wenck at the 
outset of this scope of work. See Section 6.0 and Section 7.0 for specialized knowledge 
regarding the Subject Property. 
 
A 2010 Phase I ESA summary prepared for the adjacent Morris Municipal Airport was 
provided to Wenck from TKDA. The summary was reviewed when discussing the airport in 
Section 5.1.2. 
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4.4.3 Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 
 
Commonly known or reasonably ascertainable environmental information was found 
relevant to this Phase I ESA scope of work, which is discussed throughout this ESA. 
 
4.4.4 Valuation Reduction for Environmental Reasons 
 
No valuation reduction for environmental reasons was disclosed at the outset of this scope 
of work. 
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5.0 Records Review 

5.1 STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES 
 
Wenck requested and reviewed a search of files from federal and state databases from 
GeoSearch for the Subject Property GeoSearch Radius Report. Files were searched from 
Federal and State environmental records databases within minimum search distances as 
specified in the ASTM Phase I Standard, and the GeoSearch Radius Report included a more 
extensive database list than those minimally identified as required by the ASTM Phase I 
Standard. A summary of the sites identified in the GeoSearch Radius Report are discussed 
below, along with information regarding the significance of the listing for the Subject 
Property. The GeoSearch Radius Report, which contains more information regarding 
database descriptions and search distances, is included in Appendix B. 
 
5.1.1 Subject Property 
 
The Subject Property was not identified on the following reviewed regulatory databases in 
the GeoSearch Radius Report. 
 
5.1.2 Surrounding Properties 
 
The only mapped site of regulatory interest identified within the search radii defined by the 
ASTM Phase I Standard, as identified in the GeoSearch Radius Report, is the adjacent Morris 
Municipal Airport in the following databases: 
 
Number 
of Sites 

Regulatory 
Database Comments 

2 Water Discharge 
Permit (WDP)  

The WDP database includes facilities with the 
following types of water permits: construction 
stormwater permits, construction stormwater site 
subdivisions, industrial stormwater permits, MS4 
projects, and wastewater dischargers. 
The Morris Municipal Airport, adjacent to the 
Subject Property, is listed for one inactive and one 
active industrial stormwater permit as well as one 
inactive construction stormwater permit for the 
2016 parallel taxiway construction. A listing in the 
WDP database is not indicative of a release or a 
material threat of release of petroleum products or 
potentially hazardous substances at the facility. 

1 Registered Storage 
Tank (UAST) 

The UAST database provides information on 
aboveground and underground storage tanks 
registered with the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA). 
The Morris Municipal Airport, adjacent to the 
Subject Property, is listed for four removed 1,000-
gallon aviation gasoline USTs, one removed 
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Number 
of Sites 

Regulatory 
Database Comments 

10,000-gallon aviation gasoline UST, one active 
10,000-gallon aviation gasoline UST, and one active 
10,000-gallon aviation gasoline AST. This site is 
associated with a leaking tank (discussed below). 

1 

Registered Leaking 
Storage Tanks Prior 
to April 2016 
(LUAST2016) 

The LUAST2016 database is maintained by the 
MPCA and contains listings of leaking aboveground 
and underground storage tanks through April of 
2016. 
The Morris Municipal Airport, adjacent to the 
Subject Property, is listed for an aviation gasoline 
release discovered on October 15, 1988. 
Groundwater was impacted; however, it was 
reported that offsite impacts were not discovered. 
Groundwater was monitored until May 31, 1989, 
and regulatory closure was granted on January 5, 
1990. The MPCA file #LS802 was reviewed to 
determine the potential impacts for the Subject 
Property. A closure letter in the file identified that 
one 10,000-gallon aviation fuel tank was excavated 
from the airport property following notification to 
the MPCA on November 2, 1989.  Approximately 
175-cubic-yards of impacted soil was removed from 
the tank basin and thin spread on the airport 
property. The report does not identify the exact 
location of the soil application. Low levels of 
petroleum impacts were identified in the soil and 
groundwater. However, based on the regulatory 
closure status on January 5, 1990, and location of 
the tank basin (approximately 0.40 miles north of 
the nearest Subject Property parcel), this listing is 
not considered to represent a REC for the Subject 
Property.  

1 Tier II Facility Listing 
(TIERII) 

Tier II facilities file annual reports in accordance 
with the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986, which 
established requirements for federal, state and 
local governments and industry regarding 
emergency planning and “Community Right-to- 
Know” reporting on hazardous and toxic chemicals. 
The Morris Municipal Airport, adjacent to the 
Subject Property, is listed for aviation gasoline (as 
discussed in the UAST and LUAST2016 databases 
above) and jet fuel. A listing in the TIERII 
database, by itself, is not indicative of a release or 
a material threat of release of petroleum products 
or potentially hazardous substances at the facility, 
and, therefore, this listing is not considered to 
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Number 
of Sites 

Regulatory 
Database Comments 

represent a REC for the Subject Property. 

6 Facility Registry 
System (FRSMN) 

The FRSMN database includes pointers to other 
databases and facilities that were entered into the 
Minnesota Delta Program. A listing in the FRSMN 
database, by itself, is not indicative of a release or 
a material threat of release of petroleum products 
or potentially hazardous substances at the facility, 
and, therefore, this listing is not considered to 
represent a REC for the Subject Property. 

1 

Enforcement and 
Compliance History 
Information 
(ECHOR05) 

The ECHOR05 database includes facilities regulated 
as Clean Air Act stationary sources, Clean Water 
Act direct dischargers, Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act hazardous waste handlers, and Safe 
Drinking Water Act public water systems. 
A listing in the ECHOR05 database, by itself, is not 
indicative of a release or a material threat of 
release of petroleum products or potentially 
hazardous substances at the facility, and, 
therefore, this listing is not considered to represent 
a REC for the Subject Property. 

2 
What’s In My 
Neighborhood 
(WIMN) sites 

The WIMN database provides a variety of 
environmental information about the search area. A 
listing in the WIMN database, by itself, is not 
indicative of a release or a material threat of 
release of petroleum products or potentially 
hazardous substances at the facility, and, 
therefore, this listing is not considered to represent 
a REC for the Subject Property. 

 
No unmapped sites were identified in the GeoSearch Radius Report. Unmapped sites are 
those where address information is insufficient to allow the sites to be accurately mapped 
by GeoSearch. 
 
Wenck reviewed the following State file to determine the potential significance of these 
database listings relative to the Subject Property: 
 

 MPCA #LS802 for MOX. 
 
This report, as provided to Wenck by the MPCA, is included in Appendix B. 
 
5.2 ADDITIONAL RECORD SOURCES 
 
Additional record sources may be consulted when, in the judgment of the Environmental 
Professional, such additional records are reasonably ascertainable, sufficiently useful, 
accurate and complete, and are generally obtained pursuant to good commercial and 
customary practice. Such records may include local brownfield lists, or other local lists 
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similar to those federal, state and tribal lists. Such sources may include local health or 
environmental departments, fire departments, planning departments, building permit or 
inspection departments, and other local pollution, water quality or utility companies. The 
following additional records were reviewed as part of this scope of work. 
 
5.2.1 Stevens County Tax Information 
 
Stevens County tax information was obtained and reviewed from the Stevens County tax 
assessor’s website. Tax records provide publicly available information about the Subject 
Property. The tax records did not reveal any additional information with respect to the 
environmental condition of the Subject Property. The Stevens County tax information is 
included as Appendix C. 
 
5.2.2 Local Building Records Review 
 
Local building records were not reviewed as there are no current or identified former 
structures located on the Subject Property, which has been in agricultural use since at least 
1912. 
 
5.3 HISTORICAL USE INFORMATION 
 
5.3.1 Aerial Photographs 
 
Aerial photographs were reviewed from 1938, 1951, 1953, 1965, 1972, 1982, 1985, 1992, 
1997, 2003, 2008, 2013 and 2015. The aerial photographs are presented in Appendix D. 
 

Year Description 

1938-1951 The 1938 and 1951 aerial photograph shows the Subject Property as 
agricultural cropland. 
Adjacent properties consist of agricultural cropland. A road is 
approximately 500 feet east of the eastern and southern parcels. One 
farmstead is located approximately 750 feet east of the southern 
parcel, one farmstead is located approximately 1,500 feet northeast of 
the eastern parcel, and one farmstead is located approximately 1,300 
feet west of the western parcel. 

1953-1982 The 1953 through 1982 aerial photographs show the Subject Property 
as above. 
The adjacent properties appear generally as above, except an airport 
runway has been constructed adjacent north of the western parcel. 
Buildings associated with the airport have been constructed 
approximately 2,000 feet north of the western parcel. 

1985-2015 The 1985 through 2015 aerial photographs show the Subject Property 
as above. 
The airport runway has been expanded to the southeast, adjacent east 
of the western parcel. 
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5.3.2 City Directories 
 
City directories were researched for the Subject Property and surrounding properties. The 
street researched was Highway 28 East and directories were available for the years 1979 
and 1999. The city directories are included as Appendix E. There were no listings for the 
Subject Property as the address is unassigned. There are no listings in the vicinity of the 
Subject Property. 

 
5.3.3 Historical Maps 
 
The Morris, Minnesota USGS 15-minute series topographic map dated 1912; and the Morris, 
Minnesota USGS 7.5-minute series topographic maps dated 1973 and 2013 show the area 
of the Subject Property. The historical maps are included as Appendix F. 
 
There are no structures or other items shown on the Subject Property on the 1912 
topographic map. A road is adjacent southeast of the western parcel. 
 
The 1973 topographic map does not show structures or other items on the Subject 
Property. The Morris Municipal Airport has been constructed adjacent north-northeast of the 
western parcel. 
 
The 2013 topographic map does not show structures, just roadways and natural features. 
The airport has expanded to the southeast, adjacent east of the western parcel. 
 
5.3.4 Fire Insurance Maps 
 
A search was conducted to determine if fire insurance maps were available for the Subject 
Property. Fire insurance maps were created for insurance underwriters and often contain 
information regarding the uses of individual structures and the locations of fuel and/or 
chemical storage tanks that may have been on a particular property.  
 
According to Historical Information Gatherers, Inc. (HIG), fire insurance map coverage is 
not available in the research materials searched for the Subject Property. HIG fire insurance 
map research documentation is included as Appendix G. 
 
5.4 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS 
 
No previous environmental reports prepared for the Subject Property were provided to 
Wenck during preparation of this Phase I ESA.  
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6.0 Subject Property 

6.1 SUBJECT PROPERTY OBSERVATIONS 
 
Ms. Kristina DeName and Mr. Chad Anderson of Wenck conducted a site reconnaissance on 
June 19, 2019. Ms. DeName and Mr. Anderson coordinated with MOX personnel to discuss 
potential sources of contamination, past spills, and other characteristics of the site, 
however, MOX staff was unavailable on June 19, 2019. Wenck staff visually observed the 
Subject Property to identify current land use, obtain evidence of past uses, and to identify 
surface characteristics of the Subject Property for the presence of RECs, CRECs or HRECs. 
Subject Property photographs are included in Appendix H. 
 
The site reconnaissance consisted of visually observing the interior and exterior portions of 
the Subject Property. Wenck staff observed (from the Subject Property boundaries) the 
adjoining properties for evidence of RECs, CRECs or HRECs, and for indications of past and 
current land use. 
 
As noted in Section 3.1, the Subject Property consists of three discontinuous parcels, 
referred to as the south parcel (photographs 1 through 4), east parcel (photograph 5), and 
west parcel (photographs 6 through 9). All parcels consist of agricultural cropland. 
 
The Subject Property is adjacent to the Morris Municipal Airport, specifically adjacent to the 
main runway (Figures 1-3). 
 
6.1.1 Materials Management 
 
There are no materials managed on the Subject Property, except agricultural crops. 
 
6.1.2 Solid and Hazardous Waste Management 
 
No evidence of solid or hazardous waste generation was noted during the site 
reconnaissance or documented in the GeoSearch Radius Map Report. 
 
6.1.3 Aboveground and Underground Storage Tanks (ASTs/USTs) 
 
Wenck observed no evidence of former or existing ASTs/USTs at the Subject Property. No 
evidence of former or existing ASTs/USTs was documented in the regulatory database 
review.  
 
6.1.4 Interior and Exterior Surface Observations 
 
Wenck observed no evidence of soil subsidence, surface staining, pooled liquids, stressed 
vegetation, fill soil piles or debris piles on the Subject Property. 
 
6.1.5 Pits, Sumps, Oil-Water Separators and Floor Drains 
 
Wenck did not observe any pits, sumps, oil-water separators or floor drains on the Subject 
Property at the time of the site reconnaissance as there were no structures on the Subject 
Property. 
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6.1.6 Wastewater and Stormwater Discharge Systems 
 
There is no wastewater system located on the Subject Property. Stormwater at the Subject 
Property drains to the low-land areas on the Subject Property. 
 
6.1.7 Wells, Drywells and Lagoons 
 
Wenck did not observe the presence of wells, drywells or lagoons at the time of the site 
reconnaissance. 
 
There are no wells listed for the Subject Property on the Minnesota County Well Index.  
 
6.1.8 Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Oil-Containing Equipment 
 
Wenck did not observe the presence of any transformers or potentially PCB-containing 
equipment on the Subject Property at the time of the site reconnaissance.  
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7.0 Interviews 

7.1 INTERVIEW WITH SUBJECT PROPERTY REPRESENTATIVE 
 
Date of Interview: August 6, 2019 
Name: Mr. Blaine Hill 
Affiliation: City Manager, City of Morris 
Years familiar with Subject Property: Over 40 years 
Telephone Number: 320-589-3141 
 
Wenck interviewed Mr. Blaine Hill, City Manager at the City of Morris, regarding the Subject 
Property, on August 6, 2019. Mr. Hill stated that the Subject Property has been farmland or 
a lowland area for as long as he is aware. The adjacent MOX airport facility was farmland 
prior to development. He is not aware of leaks or spills associated with the Subject Property 
or the airport, specifically on the runway adjacent to the Subject Property. The current UST 
located on the airport is located in the parking lot. He does not believe there are wells, 
septic systems or dumps located on the Subject Property. 
 
7.2 INTERVIEW WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL 
 
Date of Interview: July 31, 2019 
Name: Mr. John Smith 
Affiliation: File Manager, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
Years familiar with Subject Property: N/A 
Telephone Number: 651-757-2626 
 
Wenck requested the leak file #802 for the adjacent Morris Municipal Airport from the 
MPCA. Mr. John Smith responded to the request and provided access to the file reviewed 
and discussed in Section 5.1.2. 
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8.0 Evaluation 

8.1 DATA GAPS 
 
Historical information was reviewed back to 1912. Data gaps greater than five years exist 
from prior to 1912, from 1912 to 1938, from 1938 to 1951, from 1953 to 1965, from 1965 
to 1972, from 1973 to 1979, and from 1985 to 1992. 
 
The interviews, historical maps, city directories and aerial photographs provide generally 
good corroborating information that allows an understanding of historical Subject Property 
use. A research summary is included as Appendix I. 
 
Wenck considers the evaluation of the presence of RECs, CRECs, and HRECs to be complete, 
based on the lack of identified changes in land use during the periods affected by any data 
gaps of more than five years. Therefore, we do not recommend additional investigation 
relative to the resolution of those data gaps, as we do not believe it would materially affect 
our conclusion. 
 
8.2 IDENTIFIED FINDINGS  
 
Wenck was authorized by Mr. Marcus Watson, Group Manager Aviation Planning at TKDA on 
behalf of the FAA and the City to conduct this Phase I ESA of unimproved parcels located 
adjacent to MOX, approximately three miles west of Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota; the 
Subject Property. The Subject Property consists of three discontinuous parcels, totaling 
17.71 acres and in current use as agricultural cropland. Each parcel is a subset of a larger 
Stevens County tax parcel. 
 
The Subject Property has been in agricultural use since at least 1912. 
 
The Subject Property was not identified in the GeoSearch Radius Report on the identified 
databases. 
 
Adjacent properties consist of agricultural cropland, except for the MOX adjacent east-
northeast. MOX was identified in the GeoSearch Radius Report in the UAST, LUAST2016, 
TIERII, WDP, ECHOR05, FRSMN and WIMN databases. The UAST database identifies the site 
for four removed 1,000-gallon aviation gasoline USTs, one removed 10,000-gallon aviation 
gasoline UST, one active 10,000-gallon aviation gasoline UST, and one active 10,000-gallon 
aviation gasoline AST. The LUAST2016 database identifies a release associated with the 
removed 10,000-gallon aviation gasoline UST. 
 
The MPCA file #LS802 was reviewed to determine the potential impacts for the LUAST2016 
listing for the Subject Property. A closure letter in the file identified that one 10,000-gallon 
aviation fuel tank was excavated from the airport property following notification to the MPCA 
on November 2, 1989.  Approximately 175-cubic-yards of impacted soil was removed from 
the tank basin and thin spread on the airport property. The report does not identify the 
exact location of the soil application. Low levels of petroleum impacts were identified in the 
soil and groundwater. 
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The remaining database listings for MOX are not indicative of a release or a material threat 
of release of petroleum products or potentially hazardous substances for the Subject 
Property. 
 
8.3 OPINIONS 
 
The following opinions are based on the above findings: 

 The current use of the Subject Property as agricultural cropland since at least 1912 is 
not considered to represent a REC, CREC or HREC for the Subject Property because 
there is no indication of a release or a material threat of release of petroleum 
products or potentially hazardous substances at the Subject Property during this time 
period; and 
 

 The Morris Municipal Airport (MOX), adjacent to north-northeast of the Subject 
Property, is not considered to represent a REC for the Subject Property because 
there is no indication of a release or a material threat of release of petroleum 
products or potentially hazardous substances at the Subject Property. Specifically, 
the identified petroleum release was located approximately 0.40 miles north of the 
nearest Subject Property parcel on the MOX property and the low-level soil and 
groundwater impacts warranted regulatory closure by the MPCA in 1990. 
 

8.4  CONCLUSIONS 
 
Wenck performed a Phase I ESA in conformance with the scope and limitations of the ASTM 
Phase I Standard and in accordance with the AAI Rule (40 CFR Part 312) of the Subject 
Property and improvements of unimproved parcels located adjacent to MOX, approximately 
three miles west of Morris, Stevens County, Minnesota. Any exceptions to, or deletions 
from, the ASTM Phase I Standard are described in Section 2.3 and Section 2.4 of this 
report. 
 
This ESA has identified no evidence of RECs, CRECs or HRECs in connection with the Subject 
Property. 
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9.0 Non-Scope Considerations 

Assessments of potential environmental issues or conditions at the Subject Property that 
may relate to commercial real estate activities, but were not part of this scope of work 
(unless otherwise noted) include the following: 
 

 Asbestos Survey 
 Radon Gas Survey 
 Lead-Based Paint Assessment 
 Lead in Drinking Water Evaluation 
 Wetland Delineation (completed for the Subject Property in a separate report) 
 Regulatory Compliance Audit 
 Cultural and Historic Resources Review (completed for the Subject Property in a 

separate report) 
 Industrial Hygiene Review 
 Health and Safety Assessment 
 Ecological Resources Evaluation (completed for the Subject Property in a separate 

report) 
 Endangered Species Survey (completed for the Subject Property in a separate 

report) 
 Indoor Air Quality Evaluation 
 Mold Investigation 
 High Voltage Power Lines Assessment 

 
This list is not intended to be all-inclusive and is not intended to imply significance of further 
investigation into these non-scope items. 
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11.0 Signature Page 

We declare that, to the best of our professional knowledge and belief, we meet the 
definition of Environmental Professional as defined in 312.10 of 40 CFR Part 312, and we 
have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess a 
property of the nature, history, and setting of the Subject Property. We have developed and 
performed the all appropriate inquiries in conformance with the standards and practices set 
forth in 40 CFR Part 312. 
 
Prepared by: 
 

 
 
Alison Creeger 
Environmental Scientist 
 

 
Chad R. Anderson 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
 
 

 
Kristina DeName 
Senior Environmental Analyst 
 
 
 
Reviewed by: 
 

 
 

Joe Sedarski, P.E./J.D. 
Senior Project Manager/QA Reviewer 
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12.0 Qualifications 

Company Experience 
 
WENCK ASSOCIATES, INC. is a full-service environmental consulting firm that specializes in 
providing comprehensive environmental, regulatory, and safety guidance for our client’s real 
estate asset protection, redevelopment and development needs. Collectively, Wenck offers 
our clients over 25 years of experience, depth of technical and regulatory knowledge and 
expertise in the following service areas: 
 

 Environmental Assessment Services (Phase I and II) 
 Site Preparation/Planning Services 
 Integrated Site Remediation and Risk-based Response Actions 
 Storage Tank Removal, Replacement and Compliance 
 Stormwater Management Plans and Permitting (NPDES requirements, etc.) 
 Wetlands Delineation and Mitigation 
 Environmental Permitting and Compliance 
 Renewable Energy Project Permitting and Due Diligence Services 
 Asbestos and Lead Identification and Abatement 
 Voluntary Cleanup Programs and Guidance on Public Funding Mechanisms for 

Brownfield Redevelopment 
 Indoor Air Quality Assessment 
 Facility Layout Review for Environmental and Safety Efficiency 
 Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) and Statements (EIS), Environmental 

Assessment Worksheets (EAW), Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) 
 Traffic Engineering 
 Pollution Prevention Plans 
 Greenhouse Gas Services 

 
Wenck strives to provide our clients with strategic, high quality and cost-effective services 
that are customized to their specific needs. For more extensive information on the services 
we provide please refer to www.wenck.com. 
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This report was designed by GeoSearch to meet or exceed the records search requirements of the All Appropriate Inquiries Rule (40 CFR
ï¿½312.26) and the current version of the ASTM International E1527, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment Process or, if applicable, the custom requirements requested by the entity that ordered this report. The
records and databases of records used to compile this report were collected from various federal,state and local governmental entities. It is
the goal of GeoSearch to meet or exceed the 40 CFR ï¿½312.26 and E1527 requirements for updating records by using the best available
technology. GeoSearch contacts the appropriate governmental entities on a recurring basis. Depending on the frequency with which a
record source or database of records is updated by the governmental entity, the data used to prepare this report may be updated monthly,
quarterly, semi-annually, or annually.

The information provided in this report was obtained from a variety of public sources. GeoSearch cannot ensure and makes no
warranty or representation as to the accuracy, reliability, quality, errors occurring from data conversion or the customer's interpretation of
this report. This report was made by GeoSearch for exclusive use by its clients only. Therefore, this report may not contain sufficient
information for other purposes or parties. GeoSearch and its partners, employees, officers And independent contractors cannot be held
liable For actual, incidental, consequential, special or exemplary damages suffered by a customer resulting directly or indirectly from any
information provided by GeoSearch.
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Target Property Information
Morris Municipal Airport
50725 MN-28
Morris, Minnesota  56267

Coordinates
Area centroid (-95.961805, 45.5596040)
1,112 feet above sea level

USGS Quadrangle
Morris, MN

Geographic Coverage Information
County/Parish: Stevens (MN) 
ZipCode(s): 
Morris MN: 56267
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Target Property Summary



FEDERAL LISTING

Standard Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SYSTEM ERNSMN 0 0 TP/AP

FEDERAL ENGINEERING INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL SITES EC 0 0 TP/AP

LAND USE CONTROL INFORMATION SYSTEM LUCIS 0 0 TP/AP

RCRA SITES WITH CONTROLS RCRASC 0 0 TP/AP

RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT - GENERATOR RCRAGR05 0 0 0.1250

RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT - NON-
GENERATOR

RCRANGR05 0 0 0.1250

BROWNFIELDS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM BF 0 0 0.5000

NO LONGER REGULATED RCRA NON-CORRACTS TSD FACILITIES NLRRCRAT 0 0 0.5000

RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT - NON-CORRACTS
TREATMENT, STORAGE & DISPOSAL FACILITIES

RCRAT 0 0 0.5000

SUPERFUND ENTERPRISE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SEMS 0 0 0.5000

SUPERFUND ENTERPRISE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM ARCHIVED
SITE INVENTORY

SEMSARCH 0 0 0.5000

DELISTED NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST DNPL 0 0 1.0000

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST NPL 0 0 1.0000

NO LONGER REGULATED RCRA CORRECTIVE ACTION FACILITIES NLRRCRAC 0 0 1.0000

PROPOSED NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST PNPL 0 0 1.0000

RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT - CORRECTIVE
ACTION FACILITIES

RCRAC 0 0 1.0000

RESOURCE CONSERVATION & RECOVERY ACT - SUBJECT TO
CORRECTIVE ACTION FACILITIES

RCRASUBC 0 0 1.0000

SUB-TOTAL 0 0

Additional Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

AEROMETRIC INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEM / AIR FACILITY
SUBSYSTEM

AIRSAFS 0 0 TP/AP

BIENNIAL REPORTING SYSTEM BRS 0 0 TP/AP

CERCLIS LIENS SFLIENS 0 0 TP/AP

CLANDESTINE DRUG LABORATORY LOCATIONS CDL 0 0 TP/AP

EPA DOCKET DATA DOCKETS 0 0 TP/AP

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE HISTORY INFORMATION ECHOR05 1 0 TP/AP

FACILITY REGISTRY SYSTEM FRSMN 6 0 TP/AP
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Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INCIDENT REPORTING SYSTEM HMIRSR05 0 0 TP/AP

INTEGRATED COMPLIANCE INFORMATION SYSTEM (FORMERLY
DOCKETS)

ICIS 0 0 TP/AP

INTEGRATED COMPLIANCE INFORMATION SYSTEM NATIONAL
POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

ICISNPDES 0 0 TP/AP

MATERIAL LICENSING TRACKING SYSTEM MLTS 0 0 TP/AP

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM NPDESR05 0 0 TP/AP

PCB ACTIVITY DATABASE SYSTEM PADS 0 0 TP/AP

PERMIT COMPLIANCE SYSTEM PCSR05 0 0 TP/AP

SEMS LIEN ON PROPERTY SEMSLIENS 0 0 TP/AP

SECTION SEVEN TRACKING SYSTEM SSTS 0 0 TP/AP

TOXIC SUBSTANCE CONTROL ACT INVENTORY TSCA 0 0 TP/AP

TOXICS RELEASE INVENTORY TRI 0 0 TP/AP

ALTERNATIVE FUELING STATIONS ALTFUELS 0 0 0.2500

FEMA OWNED STORAGE TANKS FEMAUST 0 0 0.2500

HISTORICAL GAS STATIONS HISTPST 0 0 0.2500

INTEGRATED COMPLIANCE INFORMATION SYSTEM
DRYCLEANERS

ICISCLEANERS 0 0 0.2500

MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION MASTER INDEX FILE MSHA 0 0 0.2500

MINERAL RESOURCE DATA SYSTEM MRDS 0 0 0.2500

OPEN DUMP INVENTORY ODI 0 0 0.5000

SURFACE MINING CONTROL AND RECLAMATION ACT SITES SMCRA 0 0 0.5000

URANIUM MILL TAILINGS RADIATION CONTROL ACT SITES USUMTRCA 0 0 0.5000

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SITES DOD 0 0 1.0000

FORMER MILITARY NIKE MISSILE SITES NMS 0 0 1.0000

FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITES FUDS 0 0 1.0000

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM FUSRAP 0 0 1.0000

RECORD OF DECISION SYSTEM RODS 0 0 1.0000

SUB-TOTAL 7 0
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STATE (MN) LISTING

Standard Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

WATER DISCHARGE PERMITS WDP 2 0 TP/AP

PERMITTED BY RULE LANDFILLS PBRLF 0 0 0.2500

REGISTERED STORAGE TANKS UAST 1 0 0.2500

SITES WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS IC 0 0 0.2500

CLOSED LANDFILLS CLF 0 0 0.5000

PETROLEUM BROWNFIELDS PROGRAM SITES PBF 0 0 0.5000

POTENTIAL VOLUNTARY INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP
PROGRAM SITES

PVICP 0 0 0.5000

REGISTERED LEAKING STORAGE TANKS LUAST 0 0 0.5000

REGISTERED LEAKING STORAGE TANKS PRIOR TO APRIL 2016 LUAST2016 1 0 0.5000

SITE RESPONSE SECTION DATABASE SRS 0 0 0.5000

SOLID WASTE FACILITIES SWF 0 0 0.5000

STATE ASSESSMENT SITES SAS 0 0 0.5000

UNPERMITTED DUMP SITES UNPERMDUMPS 0 0 0.5000

VOLUNTARY INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP PROGRAM SITES VICP 0 0 0.5000

MPCA REMEDIATION SITES REMSITES 0 0 1.0000

SUPERFUND SITE INFORMATION LISTING SF 0 0 1.0000

SUB-TOTAL 4 0

Additional Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

CLANDESTINE DRUG LABORATORY LOCATIONS CDL 0 0 TP/AP

FEEDLOTS FEEDLOT 0 0 TP/AP

PERMITTED AIR FACILITIES AIRS 0 0 TP/AP

SOLID WASTE UTILIZATION PROJECTS SWUP 0 0 TP/AP

SPILLS LISTING PCASPILLS 0 0 TP/AP

TIER TWO FACILITY LISTING TIERII 1 0 TP/AP

BULK STORAGE PERMITS BULKSTORAGE 0 0 0.2500

REGISTERED DRYCLEANING FACILITIES CLEANERS 0 0 0.2500

AGRICULTURAL CONTINGENCY SITES CONTINGENCIES 0 0 0.5000

AGRICULTURAL SPILLS LISTING AGSPILLS 0 0 0.5000

CONCENTRATED ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS CAFO 0 0 0.5000

WHAT'S IN MY NEIGHBORHOOD DATABASE WIMN 2 0 0.5000
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SUB-TOTAL 3 0
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TRIBAL LISTING

Standard Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON TRIBAL LANDS USTR05 0 0 0.2500

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS ON TRIBAL LANDS LUSTR05 0 0 0.5000

OPEN DUMP INVENTORY ON TRIBAL LANDS ODINDIAN 0 0 0.5000

SUB-TOTAL 0 0

Additional Environmental Records

Database Acronym Locatable Unlocatable

Search
Radius
(miles)

INDIAN RESERVATIONS INDIANRES 0 0 1.0000

SUB-TOTAL 0 0

TOTAL 14 0
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FEDERAL LISTING

Standard environmental records are displayed in bold.

Acronym Search
Radius
(miles)

TP/AP
(0 - 0.02)

1/8 Mile
(> TP/AP)

1/4 Mile
(> 1/8)

1/2 Mile
(> 1/4)

1 Mile
(> 1/2) > 1 Mile

Total

AIRSAFS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

BRS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

CDL 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

DOCKETS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

EC 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

ECHOR05 0.0200 1 NS NS NS NS NS 1

ERNSMN 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

FRSMN 0.0200 6 NS NS NS NS NS 6

HMIRSR05 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

ICIS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

ICISNPDES 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

LUCIS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

MLTS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

NPDESR05 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

PADS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

PCSR05 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

RCRASC 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

SEMSLIENS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

SFLIENS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

SSTS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

TRI 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

TSCA 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

RCRAGR05 0.1250 0 0 NS NS NS NS 0

RCRANGR05 0.1250 0 0 NS NS NS NS 0

ALTFUELS 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

FEMAUST 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

HISTPST 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

ICISCLEANERS 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

MRDS 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

MSHA 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

BF 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

NLRRCRAT 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

ODI 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

RCRAT 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

SEMS 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0
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Acronym Search
Radius
(miles)

TP/AP
(0 - 0.02)

1/8 Mile
(> TP/AP)

1/4 Mile
(> 1/8)

1/2 Mile
(> 1/4)

1 Mile
(> 1/2) > 1 Mile

Total

SEMSARCH 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

SMCRA 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

USUMTRCA 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

DNPL 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

DOD 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

FUDS 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

FUSRAP 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

NLRRCRAC 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

NMS 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

NPL 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

PNPL 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

RCRAC 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

RCRASUBC 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

RODS 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

SUB-TOTAL 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
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STATE (MN) LISTING

Standard environmental records are displayed in bold.

Acronym Search
Radius
(miles)

TP/AP
(0 - 0.02)

1/8 Mile
(> TP/AP)

1/4 Mile
(> 1/8)

1/2 Mile
(> 1/4)

1 Mile
(> 1/2) > 1 Mile

Total

AIRS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

CDL 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

FEEDLOT 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

PCASPILLS 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

SWUP 0.0200 0 NS NS NS NS NS 0

TIERII 0.0200 1 NS NS NS NS NS 1

WDP 0.0200 2 NS NS NS NS NS 2

BULKSTORAGE 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

CLEANERS 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

IC 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

PBRLF 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

UAST 0.2500 1 0 0 NS NS NS 1

AGSPILLS 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

CAFO 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

CLF 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

CONTINGENCIES 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

LUAST 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

LUAST2016 0.5000 1 0 0 0 NS NS 1

PBF 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

PVICP 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

SAS 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

SRS 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

SWF 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

UNPERMDUMPS 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

VICP 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

WIMN 0.5000 2 0 0 0 NS NS 2

REMSITES 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

SF 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

SUB-TOTAL 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
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TRIBAL LISTING

Standard environmental records are displayed in bold.

Acronym Search
Radius
(miles)

TP/AP
(0 - 0.02)

1/8 Mile
(> TP/AP)

1/4 Mile
(> 1/8)

1/2 Mile
(> 1/4)

1 Mile
(> 1/2) > 1 Mile

Total

USTR05 0.2500 0 0 0 NS NS NS 0

LUSTR05 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

ODINDIAN 0.5000 0 0 0 0 NS NS 0

INDIANRES 1.0000 0 0 0 0 0 NS 0

SUB-TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 14 0 0 0 0 0 14

NOTES:
NS = NOT SEARCHED
TP/AP = TARGET PROPERTY/ADJACENT PROPERTY
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1 ECHOR05 110052101809 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

MN 17

1 FRSMN 110008804712 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

18

1 FRSMN 110038037415 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNI UNKNOWN, MORRIS, MN 19

1 FRSMN 110040933023 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNI SEE LOCATION DATA, MORRIS,
MN

20

1 FRSMN 110052101809 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

MN 21

1 FRSMN 110052495625 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT-SOFTENER

5075 WEST HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

22

1 FRSMN 110068286713 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
FRAMNAS TOWNSHIP, MN 56267

23

1 LUAST2016 802LUAST Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

24

1 TIERII 13787 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS CITY
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HWY. #28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

25

1 UAST 4684UAST Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

58

1 WDP 214456WDP Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

2016 PARALLEL
TAXIWAY
CONSTRUCTION

50725 MN-28, MORRIS, MN 56267 61

1 WDP 4684WDP Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

62

1 WIMN 214456 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

2016 PARALLEL
TAXIWAY
CONSTRUCTION

50725 MN-28, MORRIS, MN 56267 63

1 WIMN 4684 Higher
(1,127 ft.)

0.015 mi.
ENE
(79 ft.)

MORRIS MUNICIPAL
AIRPORT

50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28,
MORRIS, MN 56267

64
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Located Sites Summary

NOTE: Standard environmental records are displayed in bold.

Map
 ID#

Database
Name

Site ID# Relative
Elevation

Distance
From Site

Site Name Address PAGE
#

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1


Elevations are collected from the USGS 3D Elevation Program 1/3 arc-second (approximately 10 meters) layer hosted at the NGTOC. .

Target Property Elevation: 1112 ft.
NOTE: Standard environmental records are displayed in bold.

EQUAL/HIGHER ELEVATION

Map
 ID#

Database Name Elevation Site Name Address Page
#

1 ECHOR05 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MN 17

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

18

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNI UNKNOWN, MORRIS, MN 19

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNI SEE LOCATION DATA, MORRIS, MN 20

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MN 21

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT-
SOFTENER

5075 WEST HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS, MN
56267

22

1 FRSMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, FRAMNAS
TOWNSHIP, MN 56267

23

1 LUAST2016 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

24

1 TIERII 1,127 ft. MORRIS CITY AIRPORT 50725 STATE HWY. #28, MORRIS, MN
56267

25

1 UAST 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

58

1 WDP 1,127 ft. 2016 PARALLEL TAXIWAY
CONSTRUCTION

50725 MN-28, MORRIS, MN 56267 61

1 WDP 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

62

1 WIMN 1,127 ft. 2016 PARALLEL TAXIWAY
CONSTRUCTION

50725 MN-28, MORRIS, MN 56267 63

1 WIMN 1,127 ft. MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28, MORRIS,
MN 56267

64

LOWER ELEVATION

No Records Found
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
UNIQUE ID:    110052101809

REGISTRY ID:    110052101809

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

ADDRESS:   NO STREET REPORTED

                       NOT REPORTED, MN 

COUNTY:   STEVENS

FACILITY LINK:  Facility Detail Report

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110008804712

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

LOCATION ADDRESS:   50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                                         MORRIS, MN 56267

COUNTY:   STEVENS

EPA REGION:    5

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNI

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   NEI - NATIONAL EMISSIONS INVENTORY

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)

   4581 - AIRPORTS, FLYING FIELDS, AND AIRPORT TERMINAL SERVICES

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)

   488119 - OTHER AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110038037415

NAME:    MORRIS MUNI

LOCATION ADDRESS:   UNKNOWN

                                         MORRIS, MN 

COUNTY:   NOT REPORTED

EPA REGION:    5

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNI

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   NEI - NATIONAL EMISSIONS INVENTORY

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)

   4581 - AIRPORTS, FLYING FIELDS, AND AIRPORT TERMINAL SERVICES

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)

   48811 - AIRPORT OPERATIONS

Back to Report Summary 
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Facility Registry System (FRSMN)

https://s3.amazonaws.com/Geosearch.Public/QuickMap/index.html?DataID=A2FPAEU1LwLjfMwfb2vlEw==&CategoryID=Standard
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110040933023

NAME:    MORRIS MUNI

LOCATION ADDRESS:   SEE LOCATION DATA

                                         MORRIS, MN 

COUNTY:   STEVENS

EPA REGION:    05

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNI

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   EIS - EIS

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)
   NO SIC DATA REPORTED

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)

   488119 - OTHER AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

   488119 - OTHER AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110052101809

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

LOCATION ADDRESS:   NO STREET REPORTED

                                         NOT REPORTED, MN 

COUNTY:   STEVENS

EPA REGION:    05

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   SFDW - SFDW

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)
   NO SIC DATA REPORTED

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)
   NO NAICS DATA REPORTED

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110052495625

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT-SOFTENER

LOCATION ADDRESS:   5075 WEST HIGHWAY 28

                                         MORRIS, MN 56267

COUNTY:   NOT REPORTED

EPA REGION:    05

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT-SOFTENER

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   SFDW - SFDW

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)
   NO SIC DATA REPORTED

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)
   NO NAICS DATA REPORTED

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
REGISTRY ID:    110068286713

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

LOCATION ADDRESS:   50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                                         FRAMNAS TOWNSHIP, MN 56267

COUNTY:   STEVENS

EPA REGION:    05

FEDERAL FACILITY:    NOT REPORTED

TRIBAL LAND:    NOT REPORTED

ALTERNATIVE NAME/S:

   MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

PROGRAM/S LISTED FOR THIS FACILITY

   MN-TEMPO - MN-TEMPO

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION/S (SIC)

   4581 - AIRPORTS, FLYING FIELDS, AND AIRPORT TERMINAL SERVICES

NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION/S (NAICS)
   NO NAICS DATA REPORTED

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

SITE INFORMATION
GEOSEARCH ID:    802LUAST 

LEAK ID:    802 

NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

ADDRESS:     50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 

RELEASE DISCOVERED:    10/15/1988 00:00:00 

RELEASE REPORT:    11/02/1988 00:00:00 

CONDITIONAL CLOSURE DATE:    NOT REPORTED 

COMPLETE SITE CLOSURE DATE:    01/05/1990 00:00:00 

COMTAMINATED SOILS REMAINING:    NO 

OFFSITE COMTAMINATION:    NO 

PRODUCT RELEASED:    AVIATION GAS

GROUND WATER
DRINKING WATER CONTAMINATION:    NOT REPORTED 

FREE PRODUCT OBSERVED:    NO 

FREE PRODUCT THICKNESS:   NOT REPORTED 

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION:    YES

CLEANUP ACTIONS
CODE:                LEAK ACTION DESCRIPTION:     

19                       CAD MONITORING

APPROVAL DATE:        NOT REPORTED

BEGIN DATE:         11/02/1988 00:00:00

END DATE:        05/31/1989 00:00:00

PRODUCT RECOVERED IN GALLONS:       NOT REPORTED

PRODUCT REMOVED IN GALLONS:       NOT REPORTED

TREATED WATER IN GALLONS:     NOT REPORTED

INTEREST TYPE: LAST UPDATE:

LEAK SITE 11/10/2014 08:17:06

DELETED LEAK SITE 10/22/2010 16:08:21

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
FACILITY ID:    13787 

FACILITY NAME:    MORRIS CITY AIRPORT 

ADDRESS:    50725 STATE HWY. #28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 

COUNTY:    STEVENS 

STATUS:    ACTIVE 

CONTACT NAME:    NOT REPORTED 

CONTACT PHONE:   NOT REPORTED

FACILITY DETAILS
CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   
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NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC
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STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED
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CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED
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CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018
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CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018
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CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

31 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810
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REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL
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EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

34 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL
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EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED
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MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365
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STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2018

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC
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STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

39 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365
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STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

41 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS
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AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED
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MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL
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EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017
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CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT LESS THAN AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED
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MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365
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STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED
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CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017
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CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS
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AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2017

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   7 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT
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NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

52 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2016

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

53 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Tier Two Facility Listing (TIERII)



STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT1 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   EMERGENCY CONTACT2 AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT

NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2015

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   8 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   1 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   REGULATORY POINT OF CONTACT AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT

TEMPERATURE BUT NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2014

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   68000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   BELOW GROUND TANK AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT
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NOT CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2014

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   60000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   ABOVE GROUND TANK AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2013

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   68000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BUT NOT

CRYOGENIC

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2013

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   60000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2012

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   60000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   
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NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2012

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   68000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE, NOT CRYOG

STORAGE LOCATION:   

NOT REPORTED

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2011

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   60000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

ON SITE

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2011

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   68000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE, NOT CRYOG

STORAGE LOCATION:   

ON SITE

CASE NUMBER:   64742810

REPORT YEAR:   2010

CHEMICAL:   JET FUEL TYPE A

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   60000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

ON SITE

CASE NUMBER:   64742810
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REPORT YEAR:   2010

CHEMICAL:   AVGAS 100 LL

EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE:   NOT REPORTED

MAXIMUM DAILY AMOUNT:   68000 POUNDS

AVERAGE DAILY AMOUNT:   0 POUNDS

DAYS ON SITE:   365

STORAGE CONDITIONS:   NOT REPORTED AT AMBIENT PRESSURE AND LESS THAN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE

STORAGE LOCATION:   

ON SITE

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
Note: Data is current as of November 16th, 2018

GEOSEARCH ID:   4684UAST

AGENCY INTEREST(AI) ID:   4684

AGENCY INTEREST(AI) NAME:   MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

ADDRESS:   50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                     MORRIS, MN 56267

OWNER:     MORRIS CITY OF

OWNER ADDRESS:   50725 HIGHWAY 28

                     MORRIS, MN 56267

FACILITY DETAILS
ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000001

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000001-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 1000

SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GASOLINE

TANK WALL TYPE: SINGLE

TANK MATERIAL: BARE/PAINT/ASPH COAT STEEL

TANK INSTALL DATE: 12/31/1899

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 8/1/1988

TANK STATUS: REMOVED

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED

      -----------------------

ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000002

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000002-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 1000

SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GASOLINE

TANK WALL TYPE: SINGLE

TANK MATERIAL: BARE/PAINT/ASPH COAT STEEL

TANK INSTALL DATE: 12/31/1899

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 7/1/1986

TANK STATUS: REMOVED

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED

      -----------------------

ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000003

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000003-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 1000
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SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GASOLINE

TANK WALL TYPE: SINGLE

TANK MATERIAL: BARE/PAINT/ASPH COAT STEEL

TANK INSTALL DATE: 1/1/1979

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 11/1/1988

TANK STATUS: REMOVED

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED

      -----------------------

ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000004

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000004-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 1000

SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GASOLINE

TANK WALL TYPE: SINGLE

TANK MATERIAL: BARE/PAINT/ASPH COAT STEEL

TANK INSTALL DATE: 12/31/1899

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 8/1/1988

TANK STATUS: REMOVED

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED

      -----------------------

ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000005

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000005-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 10000

SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GASOLINE

TANK WALL TYPE: SINGLE

TANK MATERIAL: STI-P3

TANK INSTALL DATE: 11/30/1988

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 7/17/2014

TANK STATUS: ACTIVE

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED

      -----------------------

ITEM ID(ID for an individual tank. One individual tank can have zero to many compartments.):     4684-EQUI0000000006

ITEM COMPARTMENT(Represents a specific compartment of a specific tank.):     4684-EQUI0000000006-1

TANK SITE ID: TS0014577

COMPARTMENT NUMBER WITHIN THE TANK: 1

CAPACITY OF THIS COMPARTMENT IN GALLONS: 10000

SUBSTANCE IN THE TANK: AVIATION GAS

TANK WALL TYPE: DOUBLE

TANK MATERIAL: CARBON STEEL

TANK INSTALL DATE: 3/1/2000

STATUS CHANGE DATE: 3/1/2000

TANK STATUS: ACTIVE

TANKS CONTRACTOR: NOT REPORTED
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
UNIQUE ID:    214456WDP 

SITE ID:    214456 

SITE NAME:    2016 PARALLEL TAXIWAY CONSTRUCTION 

ADDRESS:    50725 MN-28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 STEVENS

SITE URL:  https://cf.pca.state.mn.us/wimn/siteInfo.cfm?siteid=214456

FACILITY DETAILS
ID:  C00044718

TYPE:   CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER

WATERSHED:   POMME DE TERRE RIVER

ACTIVE?:   YES

INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION:   NOT REPORTED

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS:   NO

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
UNIQUE ID:    4684WDP 

SITE ID:    4684 

SITE NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

ADDRESS:    50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 STEVENS

SITE URL:  https://cf.pca.state.mn.us/wimn/siteInfo.cfm?siteid=4684

FACILITY DETAILS
ID:  MNR053CBH

TYPE:   INDUSTRIAL STORMWATER

WATERSHED:   POMME DE TERRE RIVER

ACTIVE?:   YES

INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION:   OTHER SUPPORT ACTIVITIES FOR AIR TRANSPORTATION

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS:   NO

ID:  MNR05354P

TYPE:   INDUSTRIAL STORMWATER

WATERSHED:   POMME DE TERRE RIVER

ACTIVE?:   NO

INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION:   OTHER SUPPORT ACTIVITIES FOR AIR TRANSPORTATION

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS:   NO

Back to Report Summary 
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   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
UNIQUE ID:    214456 

SITE ID:    214456 

SITE NAME:    2016 PARALLEL TAXIWAY CONSTRUCTION 

ADDRESS:    50725 MN-28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 STEVENS

SITE URL:  https://cf.pca.state.mn.us/wimn/siteInfo.cfm?siteid=214456

FACILITY DETAILS
MPCA ACTIVITY OF INTEREST AT THE SITE:  CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF MPCA ACTIVITIES OF INTEREST AT THE SITE:   CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER

MPCA ID ASSOCIATED WITH AN ACTIVITY AT THE SITE:   C00044718

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF MPCA IDS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   C00044718

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF CODES FOR PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   ST

NAME OF THE MPCA PROGRAM ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   STORMWATER

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF NAMES OF MPCA PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   STORMWATER

PRIMARY INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE:   NOT REPORTED

INDICATES THE PRESENCE OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS AT THE SITE:   NO

Back to Report Summary 

63 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

What's In My Neighborhood Database (WIMN)

https://s3.amazonaws.com/Geosearch.Public/QuickMap/index.html?DataID=A2FPAEU1LwLjfMwfb2vlEw==&CategoryID=Standard
https://cf.pca.state.mn.us/wimn/siteInfo.cfm?siteid=214456
1


   MAP ID# 1
Distance from Property: 0.015 mi. (79 ft.) ENE
Elevation: 1,127 ft. (Higher than TP)

FACILITY INFORMATION
UNIQUE ID:    4684 

SITE ID:    4684 

SITE NAME:    MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

ADDRESS:    50725 STATE HIGHWAY 28

                       MORRIS, MN 56267 STEVENS

SITE URL:  https://cf.pca.state.mn.us/wimn/siteInfo.cfm?siteid=4684

FACILITY DETAILS
MPCA ACTIVITY OF INTEREST AT THE SITE:  MULTIPLE ACTIVITIES

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF MPCA ACTIVITIES OF INTEREST AT THE SITE:   ABOVEGROUND TANKS; INDUSTRIAL

STORMWATER; UNDERGROUND TANKS

MPCA ID ASSOCIATED WITH AN ACTIVITY AT THE SITE:   MULTIPLE IDS

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF MPCA IDS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   MNR05354P; MNR053CBH; TS0014577

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF CODES FOR PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   ST; TL

NAME OF THE MPCA PROGRAM ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   MULTIPLE PROGRAMS

COMMA-DELIMITED LIST OF NAMES OF MPCA PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE:   STORMWATER;

TANKS

PRIMARY INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE:   OTHER SUPPORT ACTIVITIES FOR AIR

TRANSPORTATION

INDICATES THE PRESENCE OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS AT THE SITE:   NO

Back to Report Summary 
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This list contains sites that could not be mapped due to limited or incomplete address information.

No Records Found
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AIRSAFS                              Aerometric Information Retrieval System / Air Facility Subsystem

VERSION DATE: 10/20/14 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) modified the Aerometric Information Retrieval

System (AIRS) to a database that exclusively tracks the compliance of stationary sources of air pollution with

EPA regulations: the Air Facility Subsystem (AFS).  Since this change in 2001, the management of the

AIRS/AFS database was assigned to EPA's Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance.

BRS                              Biennial Reporting System

VERSION DATE: 12/31/15 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in cooperation with the States, biennially collects

information regarding the generation, management, and final disposition of hazardous wastes regulated under

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended. The Biennial Report captures

detailed data on the generation of hazardous waste from large quantity generators and data on waste

management practices from treatment, storage and disposal facilities.  Currently, the EPA states that data

collected between 1991 and 1997 was originally a part of the defunct Biennial Reporting System and is now

incorporated into the RCRAInfo data system.

CDL                              Clandestine Drug Laboratory Locations

VERSION DATE: 10/05/17 

The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this information as a public service.  It contains

addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported they found chemicals or other items that

indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites.  In most cases, the source of the

entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry and does not guarantee its

accuracy.  Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example, contacting local law

enforcement and local health departments.  The Department does not establish, implement, enforce, or certify

compliance with clean-up or remediation standards for contaminated sites; the public should contact a state or

local health department or environmental protection agency for that information.

DOCKETS                              EPA Docket Data

VERSION DATE: 12/22/05 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency Docket data lists Civil Case Defendants, filing dates as far

back as 1971, laws broken including section, violations that occurred, pollutants involved, penalties assessed

and superfund awards by facility and location.  Please refer to ICIS database as source of current data.

EC                              Federal Engineering Institutional Control Sites

VERSION DATE: 08/03/15 

This database includes site locations where Engineering and/or Institutional Controls have been identified as part
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of a selected remedy for the site as defined by United States Environmental Protection Agency official remedy

decision documents.  A site listing does not indicate that the institutional and engineering controls are currently in

place nor will be in place once the remedy is complete; it only indicates that the decision to include either of them

in the remedy is documented as of the completed date of the document.  Institutional controls are actions, such

as legal controls, that help minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination by ensuring appropriate

land or resource use.  Engineering controls include caps, barriers, or other device engineering to prevent access,

exposure, or continued migration of contamination.  The data included in this report was extracted from the final

CERCLIS dataset (CERCLIS was a Superfund data system that EPA decommissioned in 2014 following its

deployment of the Superfund Enterprise Management System), which represents program progress as of the

end of fiscal year 2013.

ECHOR05                              Enforcement and Compliance History Information

VERSION DATE: 03/09/19 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Enforcement and Compliance History Online (ECHO) database,

provides compliance and enforcement information for facilities nationwide.  This database includes facilities

regulated as Clean Air Act stationary sources, Clean Water Act direct dischargers, Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act hazardous waste handlers, Safe Drinking Water Act public water systems along with other data,

such as Toxics Release Inventory releases.

ERNSMN                              Emergency Response Notification System

VERSION DATE: 04/07/19 

This National Response Center database contains data on reported releases of oil, chemical, radiological,

biological, and/or etiological discharges into the environment anywhere in the United States and its territories.

The data comes from spill reports made to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Coast Guard, the

National Response Center and/or the U.S. Department of Transportation.

FRSMN                              Facility Registry System

VERSION DATE: 04/05/19 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Environmental Information (OEI) developed the

Facility Registry System (FRS) as the centrally managed database that identifies facilities, sites or places subject

to environmental regulations or of environmental interest.  The Facility Registry System replaced the Facility

Index System or FINDS database.

HMIRSR05                              Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System

VERSION DATE: 04/14/19 

The HMIRS database contains unintentional hazardous materials release information reported to the U.S.

Department of Transportation located in EPA Region 5.  Region 5 includes the following states:  Illinois, Indiana,

Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
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ICIS                              Integrated Compliance Information System (formerly DOCKETS)

VERSION DATE: 03/09/19 

ICIS is a case activity tracking and management system for civil, judicial, and administrative federal

Environmental Protection Agency enforcement cases.  ICIS contains information on federal administrative and

federal judicial cases under the following environmental statutes: the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act - Section

313, the Toxic Substances Control Act, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, the

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, and the

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act.

ICISNPDES                              Integrated Compliance Information System National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

VERSION DATE: 07/09/17 

Authorized by the Clean Water Act, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit

program controls water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United

States.  This database is provided by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

LUCIS                              Land Use Control Information System

VERSION DATE: 09/01/06 

The LUCIS database is maintained by the U.S. Department of the Navy and contains information for former Base

Realignment and Closure (BRAC) properties across the United States.

MLTS                              Material Licensing Tracking System

VERSION DATE: 06/29/17 

MLTS is a list of approximately 8,100 sites which have or use radioactive materials subject to the United States

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licensing requirements.  Disclaimer: Due to agency regulations and

policies, this database contains applicant/licensee location information which may or may not be related to the

physical location per MLTS site.

NPDESR05                              National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

VERSION DATE: 04/01/07 

Authorized by the Clean Water Act, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit

program controls water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United

States.  The NPDES database was collected from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from

December 2002 through April 2007.  Refer to the PCS and/or ICIS-NPDES database as source of current data. 

This database includes permitted facilities located in EPA Region 5.  This region includes the following states: 

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
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PADS                              PCB Activity Database System

VERSION DATE: 09/14/18 

PADS Identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers of PCB’s who are

required to notify the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency of such activities.

PCSR05                              Permit Compliance System

VERSION DATE: 08/01/12 

The Permit Compliance System is used in tracking enforcement status and permit compliance of facilities

controlled by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) under the Clean Water Act and is

maintained by the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Compliance.  PCS is designed to

support the NPDES program at the state, regional, and national levels.  This database includes permitted

facilities located in EPA Region 5.  This region includes the following states:  Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,

Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.  PCS has been modernized, and no longer exists.  National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System (ICIS-NPDES) data can now be found in Integrated Compliance Information

System (ICIS).

RCRASC                              RCRA Sites with Controls

VERSION DATE: 04/24/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems

that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

to facilities with institutional controls in place.

SEMSLIENS                              SEMS Lien on Property

VERSION DATE: 08/13/18 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, Office of

Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI), has implemented The Superfund Enterprise

Management System (SEMS), formerly known as CERCLIS (Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation and Liability Information System) to track and report on clean-up and enforcement activities

taking place at Superfund sites.  SEMS represents a joint development and ongoing collaboration between

Superfund's Remedial, Removal, Federal Facilities, Enforcement and Emergency Response programs. This is a

listing of SEMS sites with a lien on the property.

SFLIENS                              CERCLIS Liens

VERSION DATE: 06/08/12 
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A Federal CERCLA ("Superfund") lien can exist by operation of law at any site or property at which United States

Environmental Protection Agency has spent Superfund monies. These monies are spent to investigate and

address releases and threatened releases of contamination. CERCLIS provides information as to the identity of

these sites and properties.  This database contains those CERCLIS sites where the Lien on Property action is

complete.  Please refer to the SEMSLIENS database as source of current data.

SSTS                              Section Seven Tracking System

VERSION DATE: 02/01/17 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency tracks information on pesticide establishments through the

Section Seven Tracking System (SSTS).  SSTS records the registration of new establishments and records

pesticide production at each establishment.  The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

requires that production of pesticides or devices be conducted in a registered pesticide-producing or device-

producing establishment. ("Production" includes formulation, packaging, repackaging, and relabeling.)

TRI                              Toxics Release Inventory

VERSION DATE: 12/31/16 

The Toxics Release Inventory, provided by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, includes data on

toxic chemical releases and waste management activities from certain industries as well as federal and tribal

facilities.  This inventory contains information about the types and amounts of toxic chemicals that are released

each year to the air, water, and land as well as information on the quantities of toxic chemicals sent to other

facilities for further waste management.

TSCA                              Toxic Substance Control Act Inventory

VERSION DATE: 12/31/12 

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) was enacted in 1976 to ensure that chemicals manufactured,

imported, processed, or distributed in commerce, or used or disposed of in the United States do not pose any

unreasonable risks to human health or the environment.  TSCA section 8(b) provides the United States

Environmental Protection Agency authority to "compile, keep current, and publish a list of each chemical

substance that is manufactured or processed in the United States."  This TSCA Chemical Substance Inventory

contains non-confidential information on the production amount of toxic chemicals from each manufacturer and

importer site.

RCRAGR05                              Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - Generator

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems

that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

70 of 84

www.geo-search.com   888-396-0042

Order# 128407    Job# 300229

Environmental Records Definitions - FEDERAL



to facilities currently generating hazardous waste. EPA Region 5 includes the following states:  Illinois, Indiana,

Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

RCRANGR05                              Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - Non-Generator

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems

that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

to facilities classified as non-generators. Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste. EPA

Region 5 includes the following states:  Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

ALTFUELS                              Alternative Fueling Stations

VERSION DATE: 03/01/19 

Nationwide list of alternative fueling stations made available by the U.S. Department of Energy's Office of Energy

Efficiency & Renewable Energy.  Includes Bio-diesel stations, Ethanol (E85) stations, Liquefied Petroleum Gas

(Propane) stations, Ethanol (E85) stations, Natural Gas stations, Hydrogen stations, and Electric Vehicle Supply

Equipment (EVSE).

FEMAUST                              FEMA Owned Storage Tanks

VERSION DATE: 12/01/16 

This is a listing of FEMA owned underground and aboveground storage tank sites. For security reasons, address

information is not released to the public according to the U.S. Department of Homeland Security.

HISTPST                              Historical Gas Stations

VERSION DATE: NR 

This historic directory of service stations is provided by the Cities Service Company.  The directory includes

Cities Service filling stations that were located throughout the United States in 1930.

ICISCLEANERS                              Integrated Compliance Information System Drycleaners

VERSION DATE: 03/09/19 

This is a listing of drycleaner facilities from the Integrated Compliance Information System (ICIS).  The U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) tracks facilities that possess NAIC and SIC codes that classify

businesses as drycleaner establishments.
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MRDS                              Mineral Resource Data System

VERSION DATE: 03/15/16 

MRDS (Mineral Resource Data System) is a collection of reports describing metallic and nonmetallic mineral

resources throughout the world. Included are deposit name, location, commodity, deposit description, geologic

characteristics, production, reserves, resources, and references. This database contains the records previously

provided in the Mineral Resource Data System (MRDS) of USGS and the Mineral Availability System/Mineral

Industry Locator System (MAS/MILS) originated in the U.S. Bureau of Mines, which is now part of USGS.

MSHA                              Mine Safety and Health Administration Master Index File

VERSION DATE: 03/15/19 

The Mine dataset lists all Coal and Metal/Non-Metal mines under MSHA's jurisdiction since 1/1/1970. It includes

such information as the current status of each mine (Active, Abandoned, NonProducing, etc.), the current owner

and operating company, commodity codes and physical attributes of the mine. Mine ID is the unique key for this

data. This information is provided by the United States Department of Labor - Mine Safety and Health

Administration (MSHA).

BF                              Brownfields Management System

VERSION DATE: 03/31/19 

Brownfields are real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the

presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. Cleaning up and reinvesting

in these properties takes development pressures off of undeveloped, open land, and both improves and protects

the environment.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency maintains this database to track activities

in the various brown field grant programs including grantee assessment, site cleanup and site redevelopment. 

This database included tribal brownfield sites.

NLRRCRAT                              No Longer Regulated RCRA Non-CORRACTS TSD Facilities

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

This database includes RCRA Non-Corrective Action TSD facilities that are no longer regulated by the United

States Environmental Protection Agency or do not meet other RCRA reporting requirements.  This listing

includes facilities that formerly treated, stored or disposed of hazardous waste.

ODI                              Open Dump Inventory

VERSION DATE: 06/01/85 

The open dump inventory was published by the United States Environmental Protection Agency.  An “open dump”

is defined as a facility or site where solid waste is disposed of which is not a sanitary landfill which meets the

criteria promulgated under section 4004 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6944) and which is not a

facility for disposal of hazardous waste.  This inventory has not been updated since June 1985.
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RCRAT                              Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - Non-CORRACTS Treatment, Storage & Disposal Facilities

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems

that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

to facilities recognized as hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal sites (TSD).

SEMS                              Superfund Enterprise Management System

VERSION DATE: 03/11/19 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, Office of

Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI), has implemented The Superfund Enterprise

Management System (SEMS), formerly known as CERCLIS (Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation and Liability Information System) to track and report on clean-up and enforcement activities

taking place at Superfund sites.  SEMS represents a joint development and ongoing collaboration between

Superfund's Remedial, Removal, Federal Facilities, Enforcement and Emergency Response programs.

SEMSARCH                              Superfund Enterprise Management System Archived Site Inventory

VERSION DATE: 03/11/19 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Superfund Enterprise Management System Archived Site

Inventory (List 8R Archived) replaced the CERCLIS NFRAP reporting system in 2015.  This listing reflects sites

at which the EPA has determined that assessment has been completed and no further remedial action is

planned under the Superfund program.

SMCRA                              Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act Sites

VERSION DATE: 03/19/19 

An inventory of land and water impacted by past mining (primarily coal mining) is maintained by the Office of

Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE) to provide information needed to implement the Surface

Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA). The inventory contains information on the location, type,

and extent of AML impacts, as well as, information on the cost associated with the reclamation of those

problems. The inventory is based upon field surveys by State, Tribal, and OSMRE program officials. It is

dynamic to the extent that it is modified as new problems are identified and existing problems are reclaimed.

USUMTRCA                              Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act Sites

VERSION DATE: 03/04/17 

The Legacy Management Office of the Department of Energy (DOE) manages radioactive and chemical waste,
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environmental contamination, and hazardous material at over 100 sites across the U.S. The L.M. Office

manages this database of sites registered under the Uranium Mill Tailings Control Act (UMTRCA).

DNPL                              Delisted National Priorities List

VERSION DATE: 04/09/19 

This database includes sites from the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Final National Priorities

List (NPL) where remedies have proven to be satisfactory or sites where the original analyses were inaccurate,

and the site is no longer appropriate for inclusion on the NPL, and final publication in the Federal Register has

occurred.

DOD                              Department of Defense Sites

VERSION DATE: 12/01/14 

This information originates from the National Atlas of the United States Federal Lands data, which includes lands

owned or administered by the Federal government.  Army DOD, Army Corps of Engineers DOD, Air Force DOD,

Navy DOD and Marine DOD areas of 640 acres or more are included.

FUDS                              Formerly Used Defense Sites

VERSION DATE: 06/01/15 

The Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) inventory includes properties previously owned by or leased to the

United States and under Secretary of Defense Jurisdiction, as well as Munitions Response Areas (MRAs).  The

remediation of these properties is the responsibility of the Department of Defense.  This data is provided by the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the boundaries/polygon data are based on preliminary findings and not

all properties currently have polygon data available.  DISCLAIMER: This data represents the results of data

collection/processing for a specific USACE activity and is in no way to be considered comprehensive or to be

used in any legal or official capacity as presented on this site. While the USACE has made a reasonable effort to

insure the accuracy of the maps and associated data, it should be explicitly noted that USACE makes no

warranty, representation or guaranty, either expressed or implied, as to the content, sequence, accuracy,

timeliness or completeness of any of the data provided herein. For additional information on Formerly Used

Defense Sites please contact the USACE Public Affairs Office at (202) 528-4285.

FUSRAP                              Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

VERSION DATE: 03/04/17 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) established the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

(FUSRAP) in 1974 to remediate sites where radioactive contamination remained from the Manhattan Project and

early U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) operations. The DOE Office of Legacy Management (LM)

established long-term surveillance and maintenance (LTS&M) requirements for remediated FUSRAP sites. DOE

evaluates the final site conditions of a remediated site on the basis of risk for different future uses. DOE then

confirms that LTS&M requirements will maintain protectiveness.
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NLRRCRAC                              No Longer Regulated RCRA Corrective Action Facilities

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

This database includes RCRA Corrective Action facilities that are no longer regulated by the United States

Environmental Protection Agency or do not meet other RCRA reporting requirements.

NMS                              Former Military Nike Missile Sites

VERSION DATE: 12/01/84 

This information was taken from report DRXTH-AS-IA-83A016 (Historical Overview of the Nike Missile System,

12/1984) which was performed by Environmental Science and Engineering, Inc. for the U.S. Army Toxic and

Hazardous Materials Agency Assessment Division.  The Nike system was deployed between 1954 and the mid-

1970’s. Among the substances used or stored on Nike sites were liquid missile fuel (JP-4); starter fluids (UDKH,

aniline, and furfuryl alcohol); oxidizer (IRFNA); hydrocarbons (motor oil, hydraulic fluid, diesel fuel, gasoline,

heating oil); solvents (carbon tetrachloride, trichloroethylene, trichloroethane, stoddard solvent); and battery

electrolyte. The quantities of material a disposed of and procedures for disposal are not documented in

published reports. Virtually all information concerning the potential for contamination at Nike sites is confined to

personnel who were assigned to Nike sites.  During deactivation most hardware was shipped to depot-level

supply points. There were reportedly instances where excess materials were disposed of on or near the site itself

at closure. There was reportedly no routine site decontamination.

NPL                              National Priorities List

VERSION DATE: 04/09/19 

This database includes United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Priorities List sites that

fall under the EPA's Superfund program, established to fund the cleanup of the most serious uncontrolled or

abandoned hazardous waste sites identified for possible long-term remedial action.

PNPL                              Proposed National Priorities List

VERSION DATE: 04/09/19 

This database contains sites proposed to be included on the National Priorities List (NPL) in the Federal

Register.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency investigates these sites to determine if they may

present long-term threats to public health or the environment.

RCRAC                              Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - Corrective Action Facilities

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems
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that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

to facilities with corrective action activity.

RCRASUBC                              Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - Subject to Corrective Action Facilities

VERSION DATE: 04/01/19 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

the authority to control hazardous waste from the "cradle-to-grave." This includes the generation, transportation,

treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of

non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems

that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances. This listing refers

to facilities subject to corrective actions.

RODS                              Record of Decision System

VERSION DATE: 02/06/19 

These decision documents maintained by the United States Environmental Protection Agency describe the

chosen remedy for NPL (Superfund) site remediation. They also include site history, site description, site

characteristics, community participation, enforcement activities, past and present activities, contaminated media,

the contaminants present, and scope and role of response action.
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AIRS                              Permitted Air Facilities

VERSION DATE: 01/28/19 

This database contains facilities with air permits issued by the by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. These

permits identify the units at each facility that generate air pollutants and, where applicable, the limits on those

emissions.  In some cases a permit may also authorize construction or modification of a facility.

CDL                              Clandestine Drug Laboratory Locations

VERSION DATE: 01/22/19 

This listing of clandestine methamphetamine laboratories is provided by the Minnesota Department of Health.

Each meth lab, spill or dump is a potential hazardous waste site, requiring assessment and remediation by

experienced and qualified personnel. Former meth lab sites are being cleaned (or remediated) in many

Minnesota communities. In these communities, the cleanups are being guided by city and county ordinances,

local housing laws, and Minnesota Statute 145A, the Public Health Nuisance Statute.

FEEDLOT                              Feedlots

VERSION DATE: 01/28/19 

Feedlots may be small farms or large-scale commercial livestock operations. They are places where animals are

confined for feeding, breeding or holding. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and its county

partners place requirements on how manure is managed at feedlots, so that it does not contaminate nearby

surface water and groundwater.

PCASPILLS                              Spills Listing

VERSION DATE: 06/13/19 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency's Emergency Response Team maintains this listing of reported

petroleum product, hazardous substance, and/or other spills.

SWUP                              Solid Waste Utilization Projects

VERSION DATE: 01/28/19 

According to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, a solid waste utilization project uses certain wastes in a

new way to recycle the material instead of putting it into a landfill. An example is using tires to create furniture.

The beneficial use of waste products saves landfill capacity for materials that do not have alternative uses. By

using solid waste, individuals and organizations can reduce disposal costs, or even generate profit through the

sale of materials that have a beneficial use.

TIERII                              Tier Two Facility Listing

VERSION DATE: 05/08/19 
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The Minnesota Department of Public Safety’s Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act Program

(EPCRA) maintains this listing of Tier Two facilities which store hazardous chemicals on-site. These facilities

subject to EPCRA reporting submit Tier II forms which provide information such as the Material Safety Data

Sheet (MSDS) chemical or common name, emergency contact information, approximate amount of chemical

stored, along with the location of the chemical at the facility.

WDP                              Water Discharge Permits

VERSION DATE: 01/28/19 

This Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) database includes the following types of water permits:

Construction Stormwater Permits, Construction Stormwater Site Subdivisions, Industrial Stormwater Permits,

MS4 Projects, and Wastewater Dischargers. A construction stormwater permit is designed to limit pollution

during and after construction by controlling the erosion associated with construction activities. A construction

stormwater site subdivision is a site where a construction project with an existing stormwater permit has been

sub-divided into smaller parcels. Industrial stormwater permits are designed to limit the amount of harmful

contaminants that reach surface water and groundwater, by requiring good practices for storing and handling

materials. A Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) is a system of conveyances - such as gutters,

ditches, city streets and storm drains - which is used as a path for stormwater. Regulated MS4s cover large

areas, and are owned or operated by a public entity such as a city, county, township, watershed district or

university. A wastewater discharger is a facility that generates or treats wastewater for discharge onto land or

into water.

BULKSTORAGE                              Bulk Storage Permits

VERSION DATE: 02/24/19 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture's Licensing Information System (LIS) lists individuals or companies

who hold licenses, certificates and/or permits required by state law and regulated by the Department. This

database only contains those LIS licenses related to anhydrous ammonia storage facilities and bulk pesticide/

fertilizer storage facilities. Please note the data is real time and therefore constantly changing.

CLEANERS                              Registered Drycleaning Facilities

VERSION DATE: 02/27/17 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency maintains this listing of registered dry cleaning facilities.

IC                              Sites with Institutional Controls

VERSION DATE: 04/28/19 

Institutional controls are defined by Minnesota Statute, Section 115B.02, subdivision 9a, as legally enforceable

restrictions, conditions, or controls on the use of real property, ground water, or surface water located at or

adjacent to a facility where response actions are taken that are reasonably required to assure that the response

actions are protective of public health or welfare or the environment. Institutional controls include restrictions,
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conditions, or controls enforceable by contract, easement, restrictive covenant, statute, ordinance, or rule,

including official controls such as zoning, building codes, and official maps. An affidavit required under section

115B.16, subdivision 2, or similar notice of a release recorded with real property records is also an institutional

control.

PBRLF                              Permitted By Rule Landfills

VERSION DATE: 06/13/19 

According to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, a landfill that is permitted by rule is not required to obtain

an individual solid waste permit if it meets certain eligibility criteria. However, it must comply with waste

management rules and regulations. Landfills may be permitted by rule if they have a small capacity and/or

operate for a short period of time.

UAST                              Registered Storage Tanks

VERSION DATE: 05/03/19 

The Registered Storage Tanks Database provides information on aboveground and underground storage tanks

registered with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. Owners of USTs and ASTs with a capacity of 500

gallons or more which contain petroleum or hazardous substances must notify the MPCA of the existence of

these tanks. Tanks not subject to notification include farm and residential motor fuel tanks less than 1,100

gallons; heating oil tanks less than 1,100 gallons; flow-through process tanks; septic tanks; and agricultural

chemical tanks. Some of the data included reflects storage tanks reported in the old "TALES" database. New

data reported here is from the MPCA's new "TEMPO" database.

AGSPILLS                              Agricultural Spills Listing

VERSION DATE: 02/12/19 

This list of reported spill incidents is provided by the Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA). The MDA is

the lead agency for response to, and cleanup of, agricultural chemical contamination (pesticides and fertilizers)

in Minnesota. The MDA has grouped these spills into three categories: Old Emergencies, Small Spills and

Investigations, and Investigations Boundaries. Old Emergencies represent emergencies which were closed prior

to March 1, 2004. These files and the locations plotted have not been reviewed for accuracy and completeness.

Smalls Spills and Investigations represent the location of small spills and investigations, which were closed after

March 1, 2004. Investigation Boundaries represent the approximate extent of large spills and other types of

facility investigations. Facility Investigations are further subdivided into the following program areas: Awaiting

Prioritization Investigation files of known or potential agricultural chemical contamination that are waiting to be

prioritized; Prioritized Investigation files of known or potential agricultural chemical contamination that have been

prioritized and are awaiting activation; Comprehensive Facility Investigation/MERLA Investigation files of known

or potential agricultural chemical contamination that have been activated in MDA's Comprehensive Facility

Investigation Program or are active Superfund sites under MDA's oversite; AgVIC Investigation files of known or

potential agricultural chemical contamination that have enrolled in the MDA's Agricultural Voluntary Investigation

and Cleanup (AgVIC) Program; and Agricultural Chemical Emergency Response Investigation files that were

reported as emergency spills of agricultural chemicals and are large enough in size to be represented by a
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polygon.

CAFO                              Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations

VERSION DATE: 03/25/19 

A Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) is any feeding operation with a capacity of 1,000 or more

animal units according to federal animal unit calculations. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency can also

define a facility with less than 1,000 animal units as a CAFO on a case-by-case basis, depending on site

conditions, and if manure or process wastewater is directly discharged to waters of the state.  Facilities that are

CAFOs must comply with both federal regulations and state rules. Two or more feedlots under common

ownership are considered a single facility if they adjoin each other or use the same manure storage or disposal

system.

CLF                              Closed Landfills

VERSION DATE: 03/10/19 

This database includes closed solid waste facilities and sites that have been entered into the PCA's Closed

Landfill Program (CLP). The CLP is a voluntary program established by the legislature in 1994 to properly close,

monitor, and maintain Minnesota's closed municipal sanitary landfills. Any MPCA-permitted mixed-municipal

solid waste landfill that stopped accepting mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) by April 9, 1994, and demolition

debris before May 1, 1995, can qualify for application to this program.

CONTINGENCIES                              Agricultural Contingency Sites

VERSION DATE: 02/12/19 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) Incident Response Unit (IRU) is the state lead agency for the

investigation and remediation of incidents involving agricultural chemicals (pesticides and fertilizer). This MDA

IRU database includes sites with a soil or ground water contingency, deed restriction, local ordinance, restrictive

covenant or deed affidavit in place. The accuracy of these sites can be variable. In most cases, the site

boundaries should be considered as only representing the vicinity of the soil or ground water contingency area or

plume.

LUAST                              Registered Leaking Storage Tanks

VERSION DATE: 05/20/19 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency maintains this listing of leaking aboveground and underground storage

tanks. Tank owners are required to immediately report a leak or spill of more than five gallons of petroleum, or

any amount of a hazardous substance, from any tank or piping. All leaks and spills from USTs and ASTs and

associated piping must be cleaned up to protect the environment and public health. In April of 2016, the MPCA

Remediation Programs began utilizing a new data management system and completed this transition in 2018. 

Please note that select data may be incomplete for sites migrated from the prior data management system, refer

to LUAST2016 as an additional leaking storage tank data source.
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LUAST2016                              Registered Leaking Storage Tanks Prior to April 2016

VERSION DATE: 04/01/16 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency maintains this listing of leaking aboveground and underground storage

tanks registered with the MPCA through April of 2016.  Tank owners are required to immediately report a leak or

spill of more than five gallons of petroleum, or any amount of a hazardous substance, from any tank or piping. All

leaks and spills from USTs and ASTs and associated piping must be cleaned up to protect the environment and

public health.  In April of 2016, the MPCA Remediation Programs began utilizing a new data management

system and completed this transition in 2018.  Please refer to LUAST database as source of current data.

PBF                              Petroleum Brownfields Program Sites

VERSION DATE: 04/28/19 

This listing of Petroleum Brownfield sites, including those with Development Response Action Plans dated

between 2008 and 2012, is provided by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). The Petroleum

Brownfields Program (formerly VPIC) provides the technical assistance and liability assurance needed to

facilitate and expedite the development, transfer, investigation and/or cleanup of property that is contaminated

with petroleum. Even after cleanup or MPCA file closure most properties will have contamination remaining.

State law requires that persons properly manage contaminated soil and water they uncover or disturb - even if

they are not the party responsible for the contamination. Property owners, purchasers or developers of property

where contaminated soil or water might be encountered may include provisions - called "response actions" - in

development plans describing how petroleum contaminated soil and water will be managed if encountered. For

some properties, special construction might be needed to prevent the further spreading of the contamination

and/or to prevent petroleum vapors from entering buildings or utility access shafts.

PVICP                              Potential Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Program Sites

VERSION DATE: 04/22/16 

This listing of Potential Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Program sites is provided by the Minnesota Pollution

Control Agency.  These potential sites have not yet entered into the VIC Program until an application has been

received at the MPCA.

SAS                              State Assessment Sites

VERSION DATE: 05/06/19 

State Assessment sites are places that Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Site Assessment staff have

investigated because of suspected contamination. The sites investigated include abandoned industrial

properties, small commercial businesses and publicly-owned land. (Note that petroleum-contaminated sites are

investigated by MPCA Tanks and Leaks staff.) These sites may be referred to the Site Assessment program by

the Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup (VIC) program, the Petroleum Remediation program, Minnesota Duty

Officer reports or citizen complaints. Site Assessment staff do an initial assessment, and then determine if further

action is needed. If a site poses a threat to human health or the environment, it is referred to CERCLIS,
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Superfund, RCRA Cleanup or VIC.

SRS                              Site Response Section Database

VERSION DATE: 04/22/16 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) is involved in remediation activities through various programs. 

Remediation is the process of cleaning up pollution in the soil, water or air. The pollution can result from an

accidental spill or from activities that occur over a long time. This MPCA database includes remediation sites

from the Superfund, Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup, Brownfields, Resource Conservation and Recovery

Act, Tanks, Landfills, and Emergency Response Programs.

SWF                              Solid Waste Facilities

VERSION DATE: 06/06/19 

This list of solid waste facilities is provided by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.  Solid waste includes

mixed municipal solid waste (garbage), construction and demolition debris, and/or industrial solid waste.

UNPERMDUMPS                              Unpermitted Dump Sites

VERSION DATE: 08/03/18 

Unpermitted dump sites are landfills that never held a valid permit from the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

(MPCA). Generally, these dumps existed prior to the permitting program established with the creation of the

MPCA in 1967. These dumps are not restricted to any type of waste, but were often old farm or municipal

disposal sites that accepted household waste. State assessment staff have investigated many of these dump

sites.

VICP                              Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Program Sites

VERSION DATE: 06/02/19 

The Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup (VIC) Program site listing is provided by the Minnesota Pollution

Control Agency. This program encourages timely property transactions by reducing potential health or

environmental risks from contamination and promoting the redevelopment of these properties.

WIMN                              What's In My Neighborhood Database

VERSION DATE: 01/17/19 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)'s What's in My Neighborhood database contains a variety of

environmental information. This includes potentially contaminated sites, permits, licenses, registrations,

inspections, and closed enforcement activities. It is a searchable inventory of those properties, as well as sites

that have already been cleaned up and those currently being investigated or cleaned up. Environmental permits

and registrations: This Web application also contains a searchable inventory of businesses that have applied for

and received different types of environmental permits and registrations from the MPCA.
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REMSITES                              MPCA Remediation Sites

VERSION DATE: 05/20/19 

This list of Remediation Sites is provided by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.  In April of 2016, the MPCA

Remediation Programs began utilizing a new data management system and completed this transition in 2018. 

The environmental site types included in this database are Brownfield, Integrated Remediation, Leaking Storage

Tank, RCRA Remediation, Superfund, Superfund sub-area, and Site Assessment Sites.  Please note that select

data may be incomplete for sites migrated from the prior data management system.

SF                              Superfund Site Information Listing

VERSION DATE: 06/03/19 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency's Superfund Program identifies, investigates and determines

appropriate cleanup plans for abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites where a release or potential

release of a hazardous substance poses a risk to human health or the environment. Superfund does not deal

with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sites or petroleum storage tank releases.
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USTR05                              Underground Storage Tanks On Tribal Lands

VERSION DATE: 10/12/18 

This database, provided by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), contains underground

storage tanks on Tribal lands located in EPA Region 5.  Region 5 includes the following states:  Illinois, Indiana,

Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

LUSTR05                              Leaking Underground Storage Tanks On Tribal Lands

VERSION DATE: 10/12/18 

This database, provided by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), contains leaking

underground storage tanks on Tribal lands located in EPA Region 5.  Region 5 includes the following states: 

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

ODINDIAN                              Open Dump Inventory on Tribal Lands

VERSION DATE: 11/08/06 

This Indian Health Service database contains information about facilities and sites on tribal lands where solid

waste is disposed of, which are not sanitary landfills or hazardous waste disposal facilities, and which meet the

criteria promulgated under section 4004 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6944).

INDIANRES                              Indian Reservations

VERSION DATE: 01/01/00 

The Department of Interior and Bureau of Indian Affairs maintains this database that includes American Indian

Reservations, off-reservation trust lands, public domain allotments, Alaska Native Regional Corporations and

Recognized State Reservations.
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City Directories  



1999 Morris, MN Directory - City Directory, Inc.
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1979 Morris, MN Directory - Mullin-Kille Co.
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Appendix G 
 
 
Fire Insurance Map Research Document  



Fire Insurance Maps No Coverage Statement
Site Location
Morris Municipal Airport
Morris, MN

Requested by
Wenck
7500 Olson Memorial Highway Suite 300
Golden Valley, MN

The HIG Historical Map Collection and the United States Library of Congress Map Collection were searched for fire
insurance maps (FIM), real estate atlases and similar maps for the site location and adjoining properties. No FIMs or
similar maps were identified for the site location and/or adjacent properties.

FIM+ Maps

The HIG Historical Map Collection and the United States Library of Congress Map Collection were searched for fire
insurance maps (FIMs), real estate atlases and similar maps for the site location and adjoining properties. No FIMs or
similar maps were identified for the site location and/or adjoining properties.

HIG Project #
2027798
Client Project #
B0970-0046, Phase 02, Affected Environment
Date Created
06/18/2019

Historical Information Gatherers • www.historicalinfo.com • 952-253-2004 • Page 1 of 1
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HIG Research Summary
Site Location
Morris Municipal Airport
Morris, MN

Requested by
Wenck
7500 Olson Memorial Highway Suite 300
Golden Valley, MN

This Research Summary identifies the products and services provided by Historical Information Gatherers, Inc. (HIG)
for the above referenced site location. All products are provided as PDFs unless otherwise noted.

GIS Ready Historical Aerial Photographs

Georeferenced historical aerial photographs compatible with GIS and CAD programs were produced for the site
location. At least 3 ground control points were used to georeference each image to an orthophoto in the local UTM
zone or client specified projection. The folder containing the files is named GISAerialPhotos and each file is named with
the year the photograph was taken. The years provided are:

1938, 1951, 1953, 1965, 1972, 1982, 1985, 1992, 1997, 2003, 2008, 2013, 2015

City Directory Pages/Abstracts

Research Methodology: A search was conducted for city directories that include coverage of the site area using HIG’s
City Directory Collection and other sources, if needed. Directories for the following years were identified for the site
area. A comma between date ranges indicates a gap of 10 years or more in available city directories:

Morris 1979, 1999

The above listed directories were reviewed at approximate 5 year intervals to determine if the street(s) specified in the
order were included in the directories and had listings for the site area. HIG attempted to identify former street names
and aliases and if identified, these were also included in the review.

Research Results: City directory information, when provided, was used to create a multi-page file(s) named CD-
followed by the street name. When City Directory Pages are provided, the publication name and date are shown at the
top of each page. When a City Directory abstract is provided, the first page of the abstract includes the relevant
publication information. The years of coverage identified for each street and any identified historical street names are
as follows:

240th Street (no listings)
250th Street (no listings)
500th Avenue (no listings) CSAH 7 (no listings)
510th Avenue (no listings)
520thAvenue (no listings) CR 65 (no listings)
Morris Municipal Airport Road (no listings)
State Highway 28 (1979, 1999)

FIM+ Maps

The HIG Historical Map Collection and the United States Library of Congress Map Collection were searched for fire
insurance maps (FIMs), real estate atlases and similar maps for the site location and adjoining properties. No FIMs or
similar maps were identified for the site location and/or adjoining properties.

Database Report

A GeoSearch Radius Report is provided as a file named DBR. Links to the text file, unlocatable report and zip report
can be accessed by clicking on the paperclip icon within the GeoSearch report. Key information regarding the database
listings is included in a separate Excel spreadsheet named DBRS.

Topographic Maps

HIG Project #
2027798
Client Project #
B0970-0046, Phase 02, Affected Environment
Date Created
06/19/2019
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The HIG Historical Map Collection was searched for topographic maps for the site location and adjoining properties.
Maps from the HIG Collection were used to create a multi-page file named TopoMaps. The years provided are:

1912, 1973, 2013

Up to four different topographic maps may have been used to create a unified map showing the site location in the
center. Unified maps show subdued modern topo features where corresponding maps of the same year were not
published. The date in large font on each map is the date HIG has attributed to the map based on the date of first
publication, or the most recent date of map inspection or revision. The definitions below provide clarification regarding
the dates included in the HIG title block for each map.

Base Map Year - The year when a topographic map was first published or the date the map was significantly revised
and given a new base map date.
Photo Year - The date of the most recent aerial photography used to create, revise, or inspect the map.
Photoinspected Year - The year the base map was compared to a more recent aerial photograph. If the comparison
showed that no changes were needed, the map was marked photoinspected and no changes were made to the map.
Photorevised Year - During the photo inspection process, if enough changes were observed, the map would be
revised by adding the new features. These changes were not field checked and are shown in purple on the
photorevised maps.

Disclaimer & Limitation of Liability
This Research Summary and the related documents and images provided by Historical Information Gatherers (hereafter referred to as the “Site Specific HIG Data”)
contain information obtained from a variety of public and private sources. Additional information for the site and surrounding properties may exist. Accordingly, there can
be no guaranty or warranty that the information provided is complete for its particular intended purpose. No warranty expressed or implied, is made whatsoever in
connection with the Site Specific HIG Data. Historical Information Gatherers specifically disclaims the making of any such warranties, including without limitation,
merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose. Historical Information Gatherers, its officers, employees and independent contractors cannot be held liable to anyone for
any loss or damage, whether arising out of errors or omissions, negligence, accident or any other cause, resulting directly or indirectly from any information provided or
any information not provided in the Site Specific HIG Data. Any liability on the part of Historical Information Gatherers is strictly limited to a refund equal to the amount paid
for the Site Specific HIG Data.

HIG Copyright Notice
This Research Summary and the selection, arrangement and compilation of Site Specific HIG Data are the property of Historical Information Gatherers. © Copyright 2019
by Historical Information Gatherers, Inc. All rights reserved. The person or entity that ordered and paid for the Site Specific HIG Data is granted a personal,
non-assignable, limited license to reproduce the Site Specific HIG Data solely for purposes of providing supporting documentation for reports produced for the site location
which is noted on page one of this Research Summary. Any other reproduction or other use of the Site Specific HIG Data in any media or format, in whole or in part, is
expressly prohibited without prior written permission from Historical Information Gatherers, and the person or entity that ordered and paid for the Site Specific HIG Data
assumes all liability for the making of any such reproductions.

Licensing Agreement
The licensing agreement between Historical Information Gatherers and infoGroup provides that Historical Information Gatherers may create photocopies or reproductions
of portions of Polk City Directories, Hill-Donnelley Criss-Cross Directories and other directories under infoGroup copyright. The licensing agreement also permits the
person or entity that ordered and paid for the Site Specific HIG Data to include photocopies or reproductions of portions of Polk City Directories, Hill-Donnelley Criss-Cross
Directories and other directories under infoGroup copyright as supporting documents for reports produced for the site which is the subject of the Site Specific HIG Data.
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Appendix H 

 
 
Public Involvement, Comments and Responses 
  



Agency POC Title Address Email
Minnesota Department of Agriculture Ms. Becky Balk State Principal Planner 625 N. Robert Street St. Paul, MN 55155 becky.balk@state.mn.us
Minnesota Department of Commerce Mr. Ray Kirsch 85 Seventh Place East, Suite 500 St. Paul, MN 55101 raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us
Minnesota Department of Health   Health Reviewer Environmental Health Division 625 N. Robert Street St. Paul, MN 55155 health.review@state.mn.us
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources  Mr. Randall Doneen  Environmental Review Unit 500 Lafayette Road St. Paul, MN 55155 randall.doneen@state.mn.us
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Mr. Dan Card Environmental Review Unit  4th Floor 520 Lafayette Road North St. Paul, MN 55155 dan.card@state.mc.us
Minnesota Department of Transportation  Ms. Debra Moynihan MnDOT Office of Environmental Stewardship 395 John Ireland Blvd, MS 620 St. Paul, MN 55155  debra.moynihan@state.mt.us
Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources    Ms. Annie Felix-Gerth 520 Lafayette Road St. Paul, MN 55155 annie.felix-gerth@state.mn.us
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Mr. Chad Konickson Konickson  Regulatory Branch  180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 St. Paul, MN 55101 mvp-reg-inquiry@usace.army.mil
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency   Mr. Kenneth Westlake Westlake Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 77 W. Jackson Blvd (mail code: E-19J) Chicago, IL 60604 westlake.kenneth@epa.gov
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Project Leader Minnesota-Wisconsin Field Office 4101 American Blvd East Bloomington, MN 55425 peter_fasbender@fws.gov
Federal Aviation Administration  Dakota-Minnesota Airports 
District Office 6020 28th Avenue South, Room 102 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 joshua.fitzpatrick@faa.gov Mr. Josh Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Environmental Protection Specialist 6020 South 28th Ave. Room 102, Minneapolis, MN 55450 joshua.fitzpatrick@faa.gov
Darnen Township Knute Christensen Chairman 25836 500th Ave Morris, MN 56267
MnDOT Office of Aeronautics Ms. Cassandra Isackson Director 222 East Plato Blvd., St. Paul, MN 55107 cassandra. jackson@state.mn.us
City of Morris Mr. Blaine Hill City Manager PO Box 438, Morris MN 56267 bhill@ci.morris.mn.us
Stevens County Ms. Rebecca Young County Coordinator 400 Colorado Ave, Suite 302, Morris, MN  56267 rebeccayoung@co.stevens.mn.us
Morris Wetland Management District Mr. Bruce Freske Manager 43875 230th Street, Morris, MN  56267 Bruce_Freske@fws.gov
Stevens County Soil and Water Conservation District Mr. Matt Solemsaas District Administrator 12 Hwy. 28 E, Suite 2, Morris, MN 56267 matt.solemsaas@stevensswcd.org

mailto:bhill@ci.morris.mn.us
mailto:rebeccayoung@co.stevens.mn.us
mailto:Bruce_Freske@fws.gov
mailto:matt.solemsaas@stevensswcd.org


 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

May 3, 2019 
 
POC 
TITLE 
AGENCY 
ADDRESS 
CITY/STATE/ZIP 
 
Re: Morris Municipal Airport; Morris, MN 

Environmental Assessment for Runway Extension and Related Airport Improvements 
TKDA Project No. 17458 

 
Dear POC: 
 
TKDA is assisting the City of Morris, Minnesota in the development of improvements to the Morris 
Municipal Airport. The improvements (Project) may include, but are not limited to, reconstruct and 
strengthen Runway 14/32 and apron; reconstruct hangar taxilane pavements; rehabilitate taxiway 
pavements; extend Runway 14/32 and parallel taxiway by 899 feet; expand apron; close turf Runway 
4/22; vacate 240th Street south of the airport; and provide infrastructure to support additional aircraft 
storage hangars. Please refer to the enclosed Study Area Map showing the preliminary Project study 
area.  
 
Funding for the airport improvements is a federal action, which requires environmental review and 
documentation in accordance with the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). The Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal agency for review and approval of the Project and 
NEPA compliance.  
 
To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the development of the 
Project, we are soliciting views, comments and agency input on the development of the Project 
pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the NEPA of 1969, as amended. Information regarding any 
property that your department may own, or have interest in, and which would be adjacent to the Project, 
would be appreciated. Additionally, please provide information on any environmental or other concerns 
that your agency may have with the Project.  
 
Please provide me with any information or comments you may have regarding the Project on or before 
June 7, 2019. In accordance with NEPA, this information will be evaluated and used in the preparation 
of the environmental document for the Project. If you would like to discuss this Project further, please 
contact me at 651-292-4599 or marcus.watson@tkda.com. Thank you for your input and consideration.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Marcus Watson 
Group Manager Aviation Planning 
 
Enc.  Study Area Map 
 
cc:  Joshua Fitzpatrick, FAA 
 Blaine Hill, City of Morris

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com


 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Hangar Area

Apron

Runway 14/32

Muddy Creek
Wildlife Management

Area

Mud Creek
Waterfowl Production Area

240th St

State Highway 28

BNSF Railway

50
0th

 A
ve

 / 
CS

AH
 7

51
0th

 A
ve

Parallel Taxiway

Runway 4/22

Preliminary Study Area

Sec. 5Sec. 6 Sec. 4

Sec. 7 Sec. 8 Sec. 9

Sec. 16Sec. 17Sec. 18

Darnen Township
(T124N, R42W)

Muddy Creek

o0 750 1,500375 Feet
SOURCE: FAA AGIS SURVEY (SEPT, 2017), MNDNR

STUDY AREA MAP (PRELIMINARY)

Airport Buildings
Existing Pavement Preliminary Study Area
Airport Property
WPA Mud Creek
WMA Muddy Creek

Freshwater Emergent Wetland
Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland

Freshwater Pond
Lake
Riverine

Section Line

MORRIS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT (MOX)
AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT MORRIS, MN



 

 

Appendix I 

 
 
Agency Comments and Responses 

 
 

  



Morris Municipal Airport (MOX)  

Airport Expansion Project  

 

Summary of Agency Comments and Responses 

February 19, 2020 

 

Date Agency/Entity Subject Correspondence Type 

5/8/2019 MN Pollution Control Agency Early coordination Email 

5/9/2019 MN Department of Agriculture Early coordination Email and letter 

6/4/2019 US Fish and Wildlife Service Early coordination Email 

6/5/2019 MN Department of Natural Resources Early coordination Email and letter 

5/30/2019 US Environmental Protection Agency Early coordination Letter 

6/20/2019 US Army Corps of Engineers Early coordination Email and letter 

11/4/2019 MN State Historic Preservation Office Section 106 
consultation request 

Letter 

12/12/2019 MN State Historic Preservation Office Section 106 
consultation response 

Letter 

 



From: Marcus Watson
To: Kromar, Karen (MPCA)
Cc: Joe Sedarski
Subject: RE: Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
Date: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 12:10:30 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

Karen,
 
Thanks for reaching out. The correspondence you received is the early coordination agency letter to
solicit initial comments and/or concerns. Once the EA is drafted, a notice will be prepared regarding
the availability of the Draft EA. We expect this to occur in Fall 2019. At this stage the MPCA and
other stakeholders can review and comment on the document.
 
Let me know if you have additional questions.
 
Thanks,
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Kromar, Karen (MPCA) <karen.kromar@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 10:35 AM
To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Subject: FW: Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
 
Hi Marcus,
 
This was forwarded to me by my supervisor, Dan Card.  There is not much information provided in
the attached documents.  The letter states that an environmental document will be prepared for the
project. 
Will we have the opportunity to review and comment on that document?
 
Regards,
 
Karen

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:karen.kromar@state.mn.us
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite


 
Karen Kromar
Environmental Review Unit
Resource Management & Assistance Division
651-757-2508  | karen.kromar@state.mn.us
 

 
520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul, MN 55155-4194
 
NOTICE: This email (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.
2510-2521. This email may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. Please reply back to the sender that you have received this message in error, then delete it. Thank you.
 
 
 

From: Card, Dan (MPCA) <dan.card@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Kromar, Karen (MPCA) <karen.kromar@state.mn.us>
Subject: Fwd: Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S8.
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Date: 5/6/19 2:52 PM (GMT-06:00)
To: "Card, Dan (MPCA)" <dan.card@state.mn.us>
Subject: Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Attached you will find a request for views, comments, and agency input on the proposed
development of the Morris Municipal Airport in Morris, Minnesota. The proposed Project includes a
runway extension and related airport improvements. An environmental review in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is underway. We request your comments by June 7,
2019.
 
Thanks,
 

Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101

mailto:karen.kromar@state.mn.us
mailto:dan.card@state.mn.us
mailto:karen.kromar@state.mn.us
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:dan.card@state.mn.us


tkda002

P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

NOTICE: This email (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C.
2510-2521. This email may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. Please reply back to the sender that you have received this message in error, then delete it. Thank you

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.tkda.com%3Fom%3Demail%3Asig%3Anewsite&data=02%7C01%7Ckaren.kromar%40state.mn.us%7Cdc5a59ee74944378148008d6d25febd5%7Ceb14b04624c445198f26b89c2159828c%7C0%7C0%7C636927706768454868&sdata=xfxjeWNvaqhk6p1NmlIiZ08uS7xrObUxCD9u4im7Ap8%3D&reserved=0


From: Marcus Watson
To: Joe Sedarski
Subject: FW: Morris Municipal Airport Morris MN - EA
Date: Thursday, May 9, 2019 11:28:15 AM
Attachments: Morris Airport EA.doc

image001.png

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

FYI
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Balk, Becky (MDA) <becky.balk@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 11:12 AM
To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Subject: Morris Municipal Airport Morris MN - EA
 
Dear Mr. Watson,
 
Please find MDA’s attached comment letter.
 
Becky Balk
Land Use Program Manager
Agricultural Marketing & Development Division
 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture
625 N. Robert St., St. Paul, MN 55155
651-201-6369    Becky.balk@state.mn.us
 
 

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite
mailto:Becky.balk@state.mn.us


 

 

 

625 ROBERT STREET NORTH, SAINT PAUL, MN 55155-2538      651-201-6000 or 1-800-967-2474      WWW.MDA.STATE.MN.US 
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, this information is available in alternative forms of communication upon request by calling 

651-201-6000. TTY users can call the Minnesota Relay Service at 711. The MDA is an equal opportunity employer and provider. 

May 9, 2019 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Marcus Watson 
Group Manager Aviation Planning 
 
Re: Morris Municipal Airport EA 
 
Dear Mr. Watson: 
 
Thank you for contacting the Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) about the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Morris Municipal Airport.  It’s difficult to tell from the map the impacts the 
project will have on farmland. For these type of projects the MDA recommends that the EA include 
any acreage that may be severed, triangulated or isolated farmland resulting from the expansion 
alternatives.  The impact may be farming remnants that are difficult from a practical standpoint.  
There may be problems of getting to the field and once there, problems of maneuvering farm 
equipment on the field.  Also, smaller fields that are oddly shaped may be less valuable than fields of 
typical dimension and size.  The parcels of farmland should be identified by location and acreage. 
The MDA also recommends that the farmers be informed of when the construction will begin so they 
can plan their operations accordingly.  
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  Please feel free to contact me at (651) 
201-6369 or becky.balk@state.mn.us if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Becky Balk, Agricultural Land Use Program Manager 
Agricultural Development and Marketing Division 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



From: Marcus Watson
To: Joe Sedarski
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
Date: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 5:00:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

Response from USFWS.
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 
From: Freske, Bruce <bruce_freske@fws.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 12:56 PM
To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Morris, MN Airport Environmental Assessment
 
Hi Marcus:
 
Our only vehicle access to the north side of Mud Creek Waterfowl Production Area (WPA) is
via a township road which travels from County Road 7 to the northwest corner of the WPA
(along section line between section 8 and 17.  
 
This road is used by hunters to access the WPA.  In addition, our staff also use this road to
manage the portion of the WPA north of Mud Creek.  Management activities include
prescribed burning, grazing, and weed/tree and control.
 
If the airport expansion plan calls for the section of the township road to the WPA to be
abandoned, we would want a new access to be provided to the WPA which would provide
vehicle access.  From our perspective a number of options are possible, including:
 
1) Purchase the tract of land between the WPA and County Road 7 (E1/2 of NE1/4 of Sec 17),
or a portion of the tract, to provide a new access to the WPA.  The tract is 67.32 acres in size
and is owned by Robert & Gwendolyn Feuchtenberger,18 Riverview Drive, Morris, MN
56267
 
2)  Purchase 8-10 acres of land in the southwest corner of Section 8 to provide a dry access to
the west end of the township road (510th Ave) and thus access from the west to the WPA. 
 The land is steeply sloped in this area so several acres are needed in order to have a relatively
level surface to drive on. This land is owned by Calvin and Mary Sommer, 1597 West Latoka

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite
https://maps.google.com/?q=18+Riverview+Drive,+Morris,+MN+56267&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=18+Riverview+Drive,+Morris,+MN+56267&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=1597+West+Latoka+Drive+SW,+Alexandria,+MN+56308&entry=gmail&source=g


Drive SW, Alexandria, MN 56308; 320-762-0473
 
Thank you for contacting us regarding this project and feel free to contact me if you have any
further questions.
 
On Mon, May 6, 2019 at 3:04 PM Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com> wrote:

Good Afternoon,
 
Attached you will find a request for views, comments, and agency input on the proposed
development of the Morris Municipal Airport in Morris, Minnesota. The proposed Project
includes a runway extension and related airport improvements. An environmental review in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is underway. We request
your comments by June 7, 2019.
 
Thanks,
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

 
--

Bruce Freske
District Manager, Morris Wetland Management District
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
43875 230th Street
Morris, MN 56267
office:   (320) 589-4961
mobile: (320) 287-0369

https://maps.google.com/?q=1597+West+Latoka+Drive+SW,+Alexandria,+MN+56308&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite


From: Marcus Watson
To: Joe Sedarski
Subject: FW: Morris Municipal Airport; Morris, MN (T124N, R42W) -MN DNR comments
Date: Wednesday, June 5, 2019 4:57:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

FYI
 
tkda002 Marcus Watson | Group Manager Aviation Planning

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500, Saint Paul, MN 55101
P 651.292.4599 | C 651.448.3013
marcus.watson@tkda.com
tkda.com

 

 

From: Thibodeaux, Jaime (DNR) <jaime.thibodeaux@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2019 4:55 PM
To: Marcus Watson <marcus.watson@tkda.com>
Cc: Siira, Emily (DNR) <emily.siira@state.mn.us>; Kotts, Kevin B (DNR) <kevin.kotts@state.mn.us>;
Herwig, Christine (DNR) <christine.herwig@state.mn.us>; Ebbenga, Theresa (DNR)
<theresa.ebbenga@state.mn.us>
Subject: Morris Municipal Airport; Morris, MN (T124N, R42W) -MN DNR comments
 
Mr. Watson,
 
Thank you for the early coordination on this airport improvement project. Please see attached
comments and recommendations. If you have any questions feel free to contact me.
 
Thank you!
 
Jaimé Thibodeaux
NW Environmental Assessment Ecologist | Division of Ecological and Water Resources

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
2115 Birchmont Beach Rd. NE
Bemidji, MN 56601
Phone: 218-308-2672

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
https://www.tkda.com/?om=email:sig:newsite


Fax: 218-755-4066
Email: jaime.thibodeaux@state.mn.us
mndnr.gov
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Ecological and Water Resources 
2115 Birchmont Beach Rd NE 
Bemidji, MN 56601 

June 5, 2019 

Marcus Watson 
Group Manager, Aviation Planning 
TKDA Consulting 
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

EA Scoping Letter: Morris Municipal Airport 

Mr. Watson, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed project. The Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) has received and reviewed the project scoping letter and offers the following recommendations 
for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment (EA):  

• The project is located less than 1,000 feet from Muddy Creek and its associated floodplain. The 
EA should describe potential changes in quantity, use, and transport of fueling, de-icing, 
firefighting agents, or other chemicals on the property as a result of proposed improvements. 
The EA should also describe measures to address potential stormwater and pollutant increases. 
Mitigation measures should address potential impacts to both surface and groundwater 
resources. 

• Measures from a Spill Contamination and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) or Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) should be referenced and the plans should be included as an 
appendix. These measures should account for both growing season and frozen ground 
conditions (when run-off is harder to capture due to lack of infiltration). The EA should also 
provide estimates of both existing and proposed impervious surface coverage and estimated 
quantities and quality of run-off before and after the project. 

• The EA should include a discussion of potential impacts to waterfowl and other wildlife given 
the proximity to Muddy Creek Wildlife Management Area, Muddy Creek Waterfowl Production 
Area, and a US Fish and Wildlife Service wetland conservation easement. If a Wildlife Hazard 
Mitigation Plan has been completed, list mitigation strategies, reference the plan, and add as an 



appendix. The EA should also include a discussion of potential disturbance to use and access of 
these wildlife hunting lands to the public.  

• DNR recommends consideration of landscaping tactics to keep wildlife from encroaching on 
airport facilities. Areas of mowed turf adjacent to water bodies are attractants to geese and 
other waterfowl. Reduced mowing frequencies will reduce the attractiveness to waterfowl, as 
well as help to minimize run-off into nearby waterways. Discuss if the proposed closure of the 
turf run-way 4/22 will reduce the overall acreage of frequently mowed turf grass for the 
airport.   

• DNR also encourages the planting of native grasses and forbs in areas mowed less frequently. 
These taller grasses are less attractive to geese, which maybe a benefit for airport operations. 

• DNR recommend a query of the Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) database by a 
consultant with an NHIS data license or request a review by DNR. Please visit the Minnesota 
DNR NHIS webpage for further information.  

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments. We look forward to reviewing the draft 
Environmental Assessment. 

Sincerely, 

 
Theresa Ebbenga 
DNR Assistant Regional Manager 

CC:  Christine Herwig, Non-game wildlife specialist 
Emily Siira, Area Hydrologist 
Kevin Kotts, DNR Wildlife 

 
 

Links:  

Minnesota DNR Natural Heritage Information System 

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/nhnrp/nhis.html 
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From: Marcus Watson
To: Joe Sedarski; Amy Denz
Subject: Fwd: 2009-03161-MMJ 06-20-2019 Pre-App Letter (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Friday, June 21, 2019 9:21:02 AM
Attachments: 2009-03161-MMJ Morris Airport 20190621 Preapp.pdf

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

FYI. I am on vacation today and have not reviewed.

Get Outlook for Android<https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?
a=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fghei36&c=E,1,zp4qYzvUTrejYrazIojxteMo772GjFKVZBNLqz-C-
okBbIXQPdiDoFwE4YFqoo28jLJOU48LLomJZI2UFuxL0bIuMtna4oV8lwzU5OB4&typo=1>

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Whaley, Colleen A CIV CEMVP CEMVD (US)"
<Colleen.A.Whaley@usace.army.mil<mailto:Colleen.A.Whaley@usace.army.mil>>
Date: Thu, Jun 20, 2019 at 2:37 PM -0700
Subject: 2009-03161-MMJ 06-20-2019 Pre-App Letter (UNCLASSIFIED)
To: "Jenny, Melissa M CIV CEMVP CEMVD (USA)"
<Melissa.M.Jenny@usace.army.mil<mailto:Melissa.M.Jenny@usace.army.mil>>, "Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov"
<Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov<mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov>>, "Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov"
<Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov<mailto:Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov>>, "Marcus Watson"
<marcus.watson@tkda.com<mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com>>, "Blaine Hill"
<bhill@ci.morris.com<mailto:bhill@ci.morris.com>>

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

Hello,

Attached please find the subject document. A hard copy will not be sent. If you wish to receive a hard copy of this
letter please respond to this email. If you have any other questions, please contact the project manager indicated in
the letter.

Colleen A. Whaley
Environmental Protection Technician
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1678
(651) 290-5361

We are pleased to introduce our new paperless communication procedures in Minnesota.  Requests for action (pre-
application consultations, permit applications, requests for delineation concurrences, requests for jurisdictional
determinations, and mitigation bank proposals) should be sent directly to the following email:
usace_requests_mn@usace.army.mil. Please include the county name in the subject line of the email (e.g.

mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:jsedarski@wenck.com
mailto:Amy.Denz@mooreengineeringinc.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fghei36&c=E,1,zp4qYzvUTrejYrazIojxteMo772GjFKVZBNLqz-C-okBbIXQPdiDoFwE4YFqoo28jLJOU48LLomJZI2UFuxL0bIuMtna4oV8lwzU5OB4&typo=1
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fghei36&c=E,1,zp4qYzvUTrejYrazIojxteMo772GjFKVZBNLqz-C-okBbIXQPdiDoFwE4YFqoo28jLJOU48LLomJZI2UFuxL0bIuMtna4oV8lwzU5OB4&typo=1
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2faka.ms%2fghei36&c=E,1,zp4qYzvUTrejYrazIojxteMo772GjFKVZBNLqz-C-okBbIXQPdiDoFwE4YFqoo28jLJOU48LLomJZI2UFuxL0bIuMtna4oV8lwzU5OB4&typo=1
mailto:Colleen.A.Whaley@usace.army.mil
mailto:Melissa.M.Jenny@usace.army.mil
mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov
mailto:Joshua.Fitzpatrick@faa.gov
mailto:marcus.watson@tkda.com
mailto:bhill@ci.morris.com


Washington County).  These changes will improve efficiency, reduce costs and reduce the environmental footprint. 
Additional information can be found in our public notice located here:
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ST. PAUL DISTRICT 

180 FIFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700 
ST. PAUL, MN  55101-1678 

Regulatory File No. 2009-03161-MMJ 

TKDA 
c/o Marcus Watson 
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

This letter is in response to correspondence we received on behalf of the City of Morris 
requesting comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Runway Extension and 
Related Airport Improvements at the Morris Municipal Airport.  This letter contains our initial 
comments on this project for your consideration.  The purpose of this letter is to inform you that 
based on the EA for the project referenced above a Department of the Army (DA) permit may be 
required for your proposed activity. The project site referenced in the EA contains aquatic 
resources that are likely regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA Section 
404), including Muddy Creek and adjacent tributaries and wetlands.     

If the proposal involves discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, 
it may be subject to the Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction under CWA Section 404.  Waters of the 
United States include navigable waters, their tributaries, and adjacent wetlands (33 CFR § 
328.3).  CWA Section 301(a) prohibits discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States, unless the work has been authorized by a Department of the Army permit under 
Section 404.  Information about the Corps permitting process can be obtained online at 
http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory. 

The Corps evaluation of a Section 404 permit application involves multiple analyses, 
including (1) evaluating the proposal’s impacts in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (33 CFR part 325), (2) determining whether the proposal is contrary to the 
public interest (33 CFR § 320.4), and (3) in the case of a Section 404 permit, determining 
whether the proposal complies with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) (40 CFR part 
230).   

If the proposal requires a Section 404 permit application, the Guidelines specifically require 
that “no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable 
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic 
ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental 
consequences” (40 CFR § 230.10(a)).  Time and money spent on the proposal prior to applying 
for a Section 404 permit cannot be factored into the Corps’ decision whether there is a less 
damaging practicable alternative to the proposal. 

If an application for a Corps permit has not yet been submitted, the project proposer may 
request a pre-application consultation meeting with the Corps to obtain information regarding 
the data, studies or other information that will be necessary for the permit evaluation process.   
A pre-application consultation meeting is strongly recommended if the proposal has substantial 
impacts to waters of the United States, or if it is a large or controversial project.    

June 20, 2019

http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory


Regulatory Branch (File No. 2009-03161-MMJ) 
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If you have any questions, please contact me in our St. Paul office at (651) 290-5363 or 
Melissa.m.jenny@usace.army.mil.  In any correspondence or inquiries, please refer to the 
Regulatory file number shown above. 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Jenny  
Project Manager 

Ccs: 
Blaine Hill, City of Morris 
Joshua Fitzpatrick, FAA 
Virginia Laszewski, EPA 



0
U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
Bismarck Office
2301 University Drive, Building 23B
Bismarck, ND 58504

Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
Minneapolis Office
6020 28th Avenue South, Suite 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450

November 4, 2019

Ms. Sarah Beimers
State Historic Preservation Office
50 Sherburne Avenue
Suite 203
St. Paul, MN 55155

Re: Determination of Effect for the Morris Municipal Airport Runway Extension and
Associated Improvements Project

Dear Ms. Beimers:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) determined that a Section 106 finding of
a No Historic Properties Affected is applicable for the Morris Municipal Airport
Runway Extension and Associated Improvements Project. The FAA respectfully
requests the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office to provide written
concurrence with the Section 106 determination of No Historic Properties Affected
within 30 days of receipt.

If you have any comments, questions, or concerns regarding the analyses and
conclusions used to determine the potential effects of the proposed project on
historic, cultural, and archaeological resources, or have any questions regarding the
project, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Josh Fitzpatrick
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Dakota-Minnesota Airports District Office
612-253-4639

Enclosure: No Historic Properties Affected Finding

Cc: White Earth Nation, Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, Sisseton Wahpeton
Oyate, Flandreau-Santee, Upper and Lower Sioux Communities Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers (THPOs)
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Morris Municipal Airport (MOX)  

Airport Expansion Project  

 

MOX Draft EA Agency Distribution List 

February 19, 2020 

 

Agency/Entity Point of Contact Title 

Minnesota Department of 
Agriculture  Ms. Becky Balk State Principal Planner  

Minnesota Department of 
Commerce  Mr. Ray Kirsch  Environmental Review Manager 

Minnesota Department of 
Health    NA 

Health Reviewer Environmental Health 
Division 

Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources   Ms. Jill Townley Environmental Review Unit 

Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency  Mr. Dan Card Environmental Review Unit 

Minnesota Department of 
Transportation   Ms. Debra Moynihan 

MnDOT Office of Environmental 
Stewardship 

Minnesota Board of Water 
and Soil Resources     Ms. Annie Felix-Gerth Water Programs Coordinator 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers   Mr. Chad Konickson Regulatory Branch 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency    Mr. Kenneth Westlake 

Office of Enforcement and Compliance 
Assurance 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service   Mr. Peter Fasbender 
Project Leader Minnesota-Wisconsin 
Field Office 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 
Dakota-Minnesota Airports 
District Office Mr. Josh Fitzpatrick Environmental Protection Specialist 

Darnen Township Mr. Knute Christensen Chairman 

MnDOT Office of Aeronautics Ms. Cassandra Isackson Director 

City of Morris Mr. Blaine Hill City Manager 

Stevens County Ms. Rebecca Young County Coordinator 

Morris Wetland Management 
District Mr. Bruce Freske Manager 

Stevens County Soil and Water 
Conservation District Mr. Matt Solemsaas District Administrator 

Upper Sioux Community Ms. Samantha Odegard Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Lower Sioux Community Ms. Cheyanne St. John Interim THPO / Site Manager 

Flandreau Santee Sioux  Mr. Garrie Killsahundred Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

TMBCI Mr. Jeff Desjarlais Jr. Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate Ms. Dianne Desrosiers Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

White Earth Nation Ms. Jamie Arsenault Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Minnesota Environmental 
Quality Board  Katrina Hapka EQB - Environmental Review Program 
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Agency/Entity Point of Contact Title 

Minnesota Department of 
Administration Ms. Amanda Gronhovd State Archaeologist 

Minnesota Indian Affairs 
Council Ms. Melissa Cerda Senior Cultural Resource Specialist 

Minnesota State Historic 
Preservation Office Ms. Sarah Beimers Environmental Review Program Manager 

Environmental Conservation 
Library Ms. Helen Burke Service Manager 

West Central Initiative Mr. Wayne Hurley Director of Planning 

Fergus Falls Public Library NA NA 
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Morris Municipal Airport (MOX)  

Airport Expansion Project  

 

Summary of Public Comments and Responses to Draft EA 

February 19, 2020 

 

Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

A 1/29/2020 MN Office of 

State 

Archaeologist 

(OSA) 

 

Jennifer 

Tworzyanski 

 

Unable to comment on Phase I 

archaeological investigation as 

the previously submitted report 

does not satisfactorily describe 

the survey process and results. 

OSA recommends a 

comprehensive report be 

completed and submitted in order 

to provide comment. 

In Situ Archaeological 

Consulting contacted the OSA 

via telephone on January 30, 

2020. The Phase I Cultural 

Resource Report (CR Report) 

was revised per OSA 

comments and resubmitted to 

OSA on January 30, 2020. The 

OSA responded on February 

10, 2020, and indicated that 

OSA concurs with the 

recommendation in the 

updated CR Report that no 

further archaeological survey 

is necessary. Text was added 

to Final EA document to 

address these comments.  

5.8 Historical, 

Architectural, 

Archaeological, and 

Cultural Resources 

 

Appendix I – 

includes OSA 

correspondence 

 

Appendix E includes 

updated CR Report 

(dated January 30, 

2020) and OSA 

correspondence 

B1 1/29/2020 US 

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency (EPA) 

 

Kenneth 

Westlake 

EPA contacted TKDA by telephone 

and indicated it will be submitting 

Draft EA comments. EPA noted 

that their initial Early 

Coordination letter (dated May 

30, 2019) was not included in 

Appendix I of the Draft EA.  

The EPA Early Coordination 

letter of May 30, 2019, is 

included in Appendix I of the 

Final EA document. 

Appendix I – 

Agency Comments 

and Responses 

B2 1/31/2020 US 

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency (EPA) 

 

In its Draft EA comment letter 

(dated January 31, 2020), the 

EPA finds the Draft EA adequately 

addresses many of the scoping 

recommendations. The EPA 

Comments and responses are 

summarized in this table. 

Comment letters are included 

in Appendix I. 

 

Appendix I – 

Agency Comments 

and Responses 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

Kenneth 

Westlake and 

Virginia 

Laszewski 

recommended incorporating the 

following five items of information 

in the Final EA: 

Appendix I – include all agency 

correspondence regarding the 

Project from the USFWS and 

MnDNR. 

 

 

All responses from USFWS and 

MnDNR are included in 

Appendix I. 

B3 1/31/2020 EPA 

 

Appendix I – include both EPA 

letters (dated May 30, 2019 and 

January 21, 2020). 

 

Both EPA comment letters are 

included in Appendix I of the 

Final EA. 

 

Appendix I – 

Agency Comments 

and Responses 

B4 1/31/2020 EPA 

 

 

Appendix I - If responses to 

comments are not provided in 

Appendix I, consider providing 

Final EA page numbers and/or 

direct links to the specific 

sections of the Final EA that 

address EPA and other agency 

comments. 

 

This summary table includes 

summary of applicable 

responses and sections of the 

Final EA where these have 

been included. 

 

Appendix I – 

Agency Comments 

and Responses 

B5 1/31/2020 EPA 

 

Section 5.15.3 Surface Waters – 

Concerning impervious surfaces, 

provide estimates of existing and 

proposed impervious surface 

coverage and estimated 

quantities and quality of run-off 

before and after the Project (see 

MnDNR comment letter dated 

June 5, 2019, in Draft EA, 

Appendix I). 

 

Section 5.14.3 has been 

revised in the Final EA to 

include the requested 

impervious surface 

information.  

 

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 

B6 1/31/2020 EPA Identify the name and location of 

potential wetland mitigation 

bank/s that may be used to 

Section 5.14.1 has been 

revised in the Final EA to 

include wetland banking 

information being considered 

5.14.1 Wetlands 

and Waterbodies  
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

compensate for Project related 

wetland and stream impacts. 

for the Project (i.e., Pomme de 

Terre watershed in Stevens 

County, MN). 

 

C 1/31/2020 Federal 

Aviation 

Administration 

(FAA) 

Two encumbrances associated 

with the Morris Airport property 

will need to be addressed. First is 

the Stevens County mineral 

rights and second is the blanket 

easement associated with power 

lines with Argilight Cooperative. 

The Morris Airport is working 

to extinguish or subordinate 

the mineral rights interests, 

and to modify and subordinate 

the power line easement. This 

information is included in the 

Errata Sheet, and discussed in 

Section 4.4.1, 5.9.1, and 5.16 

of the Final EA. 

Errata Sheet to the 

Final EA included 

after the table of 

contents. 

 

4.4.1 Airport 

Property 

Encumbrances 

 

5.9.1 Airport 

Property 

Encumbrances. 

 

5.16 Summary, 

Table 5-1. 

D1 2/11/2020 Minnesota 

Department 

of Natural 

Resources 

(MnDNR) 

Appendix I should include 

responses to the agency 

comments submitted earlier 

(June 5, 2019 MnDNR Letter) in 

the EA process or provide the 

specific EA section that addresses 

those concerns. 

 

 

a) Quantity, use, and 

transport of chemicals 

b) Measures to address 

stormwater and pollutant 

increases 

c) Mitigation for potential 

surface and groundwater 

impacts 

A summary table of agency 

comments and responses of 

early consultation and this 

table (addressing Draft EA 

comments and responses) 

were prepared to include 

changes, responses and 

changes to Draft EA. 

 

a) See D3 below 

 

b) See D4 below 

 

 

c) See D4 and D5 below 

 

 

Appendix I and in 

applicable sections 

of the Final EA (see 

below). 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

d) Reference to SPCC or 

SWPPP and plans included 

in appendix (including 

growing season and frozen 

ground conditions) 

 

e) Provide estimates of 

existing and proposed 

impervious surface 

coverage and estimated 

quantity/quality of run-off 

before and after the 

Project 

f) Discuss potential impacts 

to waterfowl and other 

wildlife 

 

 

 

 

g) If a Wildlife Hazard 

Mitigation Plan has been 

completed, provide details 

and include as appendix 

h) Discuss potential 

disturbance to use and 

access of wildlife hunting 

lands to the public 

i) Consider landscaping 

tactics to keep wildlife 

from encroaching on 

airport facilities (e.g., 

reduced mowing, etc.) 

j) Discuss if closure of turf 

runway 4/22 will reduce 

overall acreage of 

d) See E1 below. An SPCC 

is not required for 

construction of the 

Project; a SWPPP will 

be prepared per permit 

requirements. 

e) See B5 above and D3 

below 

 

 

 

 

 

f) The Draft EA discusses 

potential impacts to 

wildlife (see Sections 

4.6, 5.2 and Table 5-

1). See D7 below 

regarding Wildlife 

Hazard Mitigation Plan.  

g) See D7 below 

 

 

 

h) See D8 below 

 

 

 

i) Text added to Section 

5.9.2 Land Use with 

vegetation 

management details. 

 

j) Text added to Section 

5.9.2 Land Use with 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

frequently mowed turf 

grass for the airport 

k) Consider planting of native 

grasses and forbs in areas 

mowed less frequently 

 

 

l) Recommends a query of 

Natural Heritage 

Information System 

(NHIS) or request MnDNR 

review 

 

vegetation 

management details. 

 

k) Text added to Section 

5.9.2 Land Use with 

vegetation 

management details. 

l) A NHIS database query 

was conducted by 

Wenck Associates, Inc. 

(holds an NHIS data 

license). MnDNR 

responded Oct. 7, 2019 

and assigned a 

consultation number, 

ERDB 20190330 

(included in Appendix D 

of the Draft EA). 

D2  MnDNR Recommend noting in Section 

4.5.4 that Muddy Creek is on the 

MPCA draft 2020 impaired waters 

list for e. coli. 

Text was added regarding 

draft 2020 impaired waters list 

and the e. coli impairment for 

Muddy Creek.  

4.5.4 Impaired 

Waters 

D3  MnDNR Provide estimates of both existing 

and proposed impervious surface 

coverage and estimated 

quantities and quality of run-off 

before and after the project.  

Estimates for existing and 

proposed impervious surface 

coverage, as well as quantities 

and quality of runoff were 

added to the EA.  

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 

D4  MnDNR Further describe measures to 

address potential stormwater and 

pollutant increases. Mitigation 

measures should address 

potential impacts to both surface 

and groundwater resources. 

Text was added to describe 

measures to address 

stormwater and pollutant 

increases and mitigation for 

such in Sections 5.14.1 

Wetlands and Waterbodies 

and 5.14.3 Surface Waters. 

5.14.1 Wetlands 

and Waterbodies; 

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

D5  MnDNR EA should describe potential 

changes in quantity, use, storage, 

and transport of fueling, de-icing, 

firefighting agents, pesticides, or 

other chemicals on the property 

as a result of proposed 

improvements. Also, note if there 

will be any updates to spill 

response or containment facilities 

to address any changes to 

hazardous chemical storage and 

use. 

The Project is not expected to 

result in significant increase in 

quantity, use, storage and 

transport of hazardous 

materials. Text was added in 

Section 5.7 of Final EA to 

address this comment. 

5.7 Hazardous 

Materials, Solid 

Waste, and 

Pollution Prevention 

D6  MnDNR Further describe the re-routing of 

intermittent streams and 

proposed outlets and how the 

Project will be designed to 

mitigate potential negative effects 

from runoff flow to Muddy Creek, 

erosion and sedimentation. 

Text was revised in Section 

4.5.3 Rivers and Streams, and 

more details concerning  

proposed rerouting of these 

waterbodies and Project 

design to mitigate potential 

negative effects from runoff 

are included in Sections 5.14.1 

Wetlands and Waterbodies 

and 5.14.3 Surface Waters. 

4.5.3 Rivers and 

Streams; 5.14.1 

Wetlands and 

Waterbodies; 

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 

D7  MnDNR If a Wildlife Hazard Mitigation 

Plan has been completed, list 

mitigation strategies, reference 

the plan, and add as an appendix.  

A draft Wildlife Hazard 

Mitigation Plan is currently 

being developed. It is not final 

at this time, and therefore was 

not included as an appendix to 

the Draft EA. As described in 

5.9.1, no new wildlife hazards 

are being introduced by the 

Project.   

5.9.1 Land Use 

D8  MnDNR The EA should include a 

discussion of potential 

disturbance to use and access of 

these wildlife hunting lands to the 

public.  

Access will continue to be 

allowed to existing public 

lands. Text was added to the 

Final EA to address this.  

5.5 Department of 

Transportation Act, 

Section 4(f); 5.9.2 

Land Use; 5.15 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

Cumulative 

Potential Effects  

D9  MnDNR DNR encourages the planting of 

native grasses and forbs in areas 

mowed less frequently.  

A MnDOT approved seed mix 

will be used to revegetate 

disturbed areas within a timely 

manner following construction 

to reduce the potential 

impacts from erosion and 

minimize the establishment of 

invasive or noxious weed 

species.  

5.2.1 Vegetation 

Management; 5.9.2 

E1 2/12/2020 Minnesota 

Pollution 

Control 

Agency 

(MPCA) 

As mentioned in other sections of 

the EA, Table 6-1 should also list 

the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System/State 

Disposal System (NPDES/SDS) 

Construction Stormwater Permit 

(CSW Permit) and the MPCA 

Section 401 Water Quality 

Certification.  

The NPDES/SDS CSW Permit 

and Section 401 Water Quality 

Certification were added to 6.2 

Permits and Approvals, Table 

6-1. 

6.2 Permits and 

Approvals, Table 6-

1 

 

5.14.6 Water 

Resources 

Conclusions 

E2  MPCA The EA does not specify the total 

acres to be disturbed or amount 

of new impervious surfaces 

requiring stormwater treatment. 

A filtration basin will need to 

meet the design requirements of 

the CSW Permit. If fueling 

activities are onsite, infiltration 

will be prohibited.  

Text was added in Section 

5.14.3 Surface Waters of the 

Final EA with additional details 

to address these comments, 

as well as Section 5.14.4 

Groundwater.   

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 

 

5.14.4 

Groundwater 

E3  MPCA The EA should specify the waters 

receiving stormwater discharge.  

Text was added in Section 

5.14.3 Surface Waters of the 

Final EA to address this 

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

comment; Muddy Creek is the 

receiving stream.   

E4  MPCA Redundant, downgradient, 

sediment control best 

management practices (BMPs) 

will be required during 

construction for soil disturbance 

within 50 feet of any surface 

waters on site.  

Text was added in Section 

5.14.3 Surface Waters of the 

Final EA to address this 

comment.  

5.14.3 Surface 

Waters 

E5  MPCA Please provide responses to our 

comments and notice of decision 

on the need for an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS). 

Responses to comments and 

notice of decision will be 

provided to the MPCA.  

Comment letters 

and responses to 

comments are 

included in 

Appendix I.  

E6  MPCA This comment letter does not 

constitute Project approval by the 

MPCA. Ultimately, it is the 

responsibility of the Project 

proposer to secure any required 

permits and to comply with any 

requisite permit conditions.  

The City will comply with all 

applicable rules and 

regulations for construction 

and operation of the Project. 

All necessary permits will be 

obtained by the City and/or 

the City’s contractor(s) as a 

condition of their agreement 

to construct or operate the 

Project.  

6.2 Permit and 

Approvals, Table 6-

1 provides a list of 

permits and 

approvals for the 

Project.  
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Comment Date Entity Summary of Comment Response to Comment Addressed in  

EA Section  

F 1/28/2020 Federal 

Aviation 

Administration 

(FAA) 

 

Catherine 

Childress, FAA 

Flight 

Procedures 

Office 

Revise the non-precision 

instrument approach with 

visibility minimums from ¾ mile 

to 1 mile.  

 

Text revised in Section 2.2.5 

Meet Other FAA and State 

Airport Design Standards for 

non-precision instrument 

approach with visibility 

minimums from ¾ mile to 1 

mile. 

2.2.5 Meet Other 

FAA and State 

Airport Design 

Standards 

 

 

 



 

 

OFFICE OF THE STATE ARCHAEOLOGIST 

KELLOGG CENTER,    

 328 WEST KELLOGG BLVD, ST. PAUL, MN  

  HTTP://MN.GOV/ADMIN/ARCHAEOLOGIST 

 

January 29, 2020 
 
Marcus Watson 
TKDA 
444 Cedar St, Ste 1500 
St Paul, MN 55101 
marcus.watson@tkda.com 
 
RE:  Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, EA 
 
Dear Marcus Watson: 
 
I appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the above listed project. However, I am unable 
to comment on the Phase I archaeological investigation as the report does not satisfactorily describe the 
archaeological survey process and results for the Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project. This office 
recommends a comprehensive report be completed and submitted to the Office of the State 
Archaeologist so we can comment on the adequacy of the archaeological survey conducted by In Situ 
Archaeological Consulting. Examples of additional items to include in an updated report are, but not 
limited to:  

 How many shovel tests were excavated 

 Where shovel tests were excavated 

 At what intervals were shovel tests excavated 

 How deep were shovel tests excavated 

 Were attempts to excavate shovel tests below soil disturbance/fill carried out to locate natural 
soil horizons 

 Justification of the decisions listed above concerning shovel tests  

 Overall shovel test soil descriptions  

 Pedestrian reconnaissance survey transect intervals 

 Justification of decisions concerning pedestrian reconnaissance intervals 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jennifer Tworzyanski, Assistant to the State Archaeologist 
Office of the State Archaeologist 
Kellogg Center 
328 West Kellogg Blvd 
St Paul, MN 55102 
651.201.2265 
Jennifer.tworzyanski@state.mn.us 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE ARCHAEOLOGIST 

KELLOGG CENTER,    

 328 WEST KELLOGG BLVD, ST. PAUL, MN  

  HTTP://MN.GOV/ADMIN/ARCHAEOLOGIST 

 

 
February 10, 2020 
 
Marcus Watson 
TKDA 
444 Cedar St, Ste 1500 
St Paul, MN 55101 
marcus.watson@tkda.com 
 
RE:  Morris Municipal Airport Expansion Project, EA 
 
Dear Marcus Watson: 
 
I appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the above listed project. I received an updated 
report from In Situ Archaeological Consulting addressing concerns outlined in my letter dated January 
29, 2020. At this time the Office of the State Archaeologist concurs with the recommendation put forth 
in the updated report titled Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation of the Morris Municipal Airport 
Expansion Project, Stevens County, Minnesota (Picka and Ledezma 2020) that no further archaeological 
survey is necessary. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jennifer Tworzyanski, Assistant to the State Archaeologist 
Office of the State Archaeologist 
Kellogg Center 
328 West Kellogg Blvd 
St Paul, MN 55102 
651.201.2265 
Jennifer.tworzyanski@state.mn.us 
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Ecological and Water Resources 
2115 Birchmont Beach Rd NE 
Bemidji, MN 56601 

February 11, 2020 

Marcus Watson 
TKDA 
444 Cedar Street 
Suite 1500  
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Draft EA, Morris Municipal Airport Improvements 

Marcus Watson, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed project. The Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) has received and reviewed the project scoping letter and offers the following recommendations 
for inclusion in the final Environmental Assessment (EA):  

• In addition to all agency correspondence included in Appendix 1, DNR requests responses to 
comments submitted earlier or the specific section that addresses concerns mentioned in the 
agency correspondence.  

• The project is located less than 1,000 feet from Muddy Creek and its associated floodplain. 
While Muddy Creek is not currently listed as impaired, it is on the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency draft 2020 impaired waters list for e.coli. DNR recommends noting this in Section 4.5.4. 

• DNR requests estimates of both existing and proposed impervious surface coverage and 
estimated quantities and quality of run-off before and after the project and further describe 
measures to address potential stormwater and pollutant increases. Mitigation measures should 
address potential impacts to both surface and groundwater resources. 

• The EA mentions a potential increase in flight frequency as a result of airport improvements as 
well as additional airport structures such as hangars. DNR requests the EA describe potential 
changes in quantity, use, storage, and transport of fueling, de-icing, firefighting agents, 
pesticides, or other chemicals on the property as a result of proposed improvements. Also, note 
if there will be any updates to spill response or containment facilities to address any changes to 
hazardous chemical storage and use. 
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• DNR recommends further describing the re-routing of intermittent streams and proposed 
outlets. Ditching and straightening of small streams of any size can increase erosive factors and 
result in increased release of sedimentation into downstream waterbodies. Additionally, 
depending on configuration of airport improvements as well as stream-reconfiguration, 
straightening and channelizing will likely cause increased conveyance of run-off from the airport 
into Muddy Creek. Please further describe how the project will be designed to mitigate these 
potential negative effects. 

• If a Wildlife Hazard Mitigation Plan has been completed, list mitigation strategies, reference the 
plan, and add as an appendix. The EA should also include a discussion of potential disturbance 
to use and access of these wildlife hunting lands to the public. DNR also encourages the 
planting of native grasses and forbs in areas mowed less frequently. These taller grasses tend to 
absorb more stormwater run-off and are also less attractive to geese and deer, which maybe a 
benefit for airport operations. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments. We look forward to reviewing the final 
Environmental Assessment. 

Sincerely, 

 

Christine Herwig 
DNR Assistant Regional Manager 

CC:  Jaimé Thibodeaux, Environmental Assessment Ecologist 
Emily Siira, Area Hydrologist 
Kevin Kotts, DNR Wildlife 
Dean Beck, DNR Fisheries 

Equal Opportunity Employer 

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment D6

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment D7

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment D8

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment D9



AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment Letter E

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E1

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E2

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E3

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E4

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E5

AndCR0912
Text Box
Comment E6



 

 

 
Toltz, King, Duvall,  
Anderson & Assoc. 
444 Cedar Street, Suite 1500 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
Phone: 651-292-4400 

 

Moore Engineering 
3315 Roosevelt Road  
Suite 500A  
St. Cloud, MN 56301 
Phone: 320-281-5493 

WENCK Associates, Inc. 
1800 Pioneer Creek Center 
Maple Plain, MN 55359 
Phone: 763-479-4200 
Fax: 763-479-4242 
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