


Environmental Assessment for Airfield BASH Mitigation – Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota  
Draft 

March 2024 A-2

This page intentionally left blank



Environmental Assessment for Airfield BASH Mitigation – Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota 
Draft 

March 2024 A-3

Mailing List 

Floyd Azure 
Tribal Chairman 
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck 
Indian Reservation, Montana 
PO Box 1027 
Poplar, MT 59255 

Reggie Wassana 
Governor 
Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes 
700 Black Kettle Blvd 
Concho, OK 73022 

Harold Frazier 
Tribal Chairman 
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe of the Cheyenne 
River Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 590 
Eagle Butte, SD 57625 

Harlan Baker 
Tribal Chairman 
Chippewa Cree Indians of the Rocky Boy's 
Reservation, Montana 
96 Clinic Road North 
Box Elder, MT 59521 

Lester Thompson Jr. 
Tribal Chairman 
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe of the Crow Creek 
Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 50 
Fort Thompson, SD 57339-0050 

Alvin Not Afraid, Jr. 
Tribal Chairman 
Crow Tribe of Montana 
PO Box 159 
Crow Agency, MT 59022 

Anthony Reider 
President 
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe of South 
Dakota 
PO Box 283 
Flandreau, SD 57028 

Andrew Werk Jr. 
President 
Fort Belknap Indian Community of the Fort 
Belknap Reservation of Montana 
656 Agency Main St 
Harlem, MT 59526 

Boyd Gourneau 
Chairman 
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe of the Lower Brule 
Reservation, South Dakota 
187 Oyate Circle 
Lower Brule, SD 57548 

Robert Larsen 
President 
Lower Sioux Indian Community Council 
39527 Reservation Highway #1 
Morton, MN 56270 

Cathy Chavers 
Chairwoman 
Bois Forte Band of Chippewa Indians 
1500 Bois Forte Rd 
Tower, MN 55790 

Rynalea Whiteman Pena 
Chairwoman 
Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern 
Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Montana 
PO Box 128 
Lame Deer, MT 59043 

Julian Bear Runner 
President 
Oglala Sioux Tribe 
OST Cultural Affairs and Historic Preservation 
Office 
PO Box 320 
Pine Ridge, SD 57770 

Darrell Seki 
Chairman 
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, 
Minnesota 
PO Box 274 
Red Lake, MN 56671 

Rodney Bordeaux 
President 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe of the Rosebud Indian 
Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 809 
Rosebud, SD 57570 

Roger Trudell 
Chairman 
Santee Sioux Nation, Nebraska 
425 Frazier Ave N. 
Suite 2 
Niobara, NE 68760 





Environmental Assessment for Airfield BASH Mitigation – Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota 
Draft 

March 2024 A-5

Jonathan Windy Boy 
THPO 
Chippewa Cree Indians of the Rocky Boy's 
Reservation, Montana 
9740 Upper Box Elder Road 
PO Box 230 
Box Elder, MT 59521 

Merle Marks 
THPO 
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe of the Crow Creek 
Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 50 
Fort Thompson, SD 57339-0050 

William BigDay 
THPO 
Crow Tribe of Montana 
PO Box 159 
Crow Agency, MT 59022 

Garrie Kills a Hundred 
THPO 
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe of South 
Dakota 
PO Box 283 
Flandreau, SD 57028 

Michael J. Black Wolf 
THPO 
Fort Belknap Indian Community of the Fort 
Belknap Reservation of Montana 
656 Agency Main St 
Harlem, MT 59526 

Claire Green 
THPO 
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe of the Lower Brule 
Reservation, South Dakota 
187 Oyate Circle 
Lower Brule, SD 57548 

Cheyanne St. John 
THPO 
Lower Sioux Indian Community Council 
39527 Reservation Highway #1 
Morton, MN 56270 

Jaylen Strong 
THPO 
Bois Forte Band of Chippewa Indians 
1500 Bois Forte Rd 
Tower, MN 55790 

Teanna Limpy 
THPO 
Northern Cheyenne Tribe of the Northern 
Cheyenne Indian Reservation, Montana 
PO Box 128 
Lame Deer, MT 59043 

Thomas Brings 
THPO 
Oglala Sioux Tribe 
OST Cultural Affairs and Historic Preservation 
Office 
PO Box 320 
Pine Ridge, SD 57770 

Kade Ferris 
THPO 
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, 
Minnesota 
PO Box 274 
Red Lake, MN 56671 

Ben Rhodd 
THPO 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe of the Rosebud Indian 
Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 809 
Rosebud, SD 57570 

Ellen Roberts 
THPO 
Santee Sioux Nation, Nebraska 
425 Frazier Ave N. #2 
Niobara, NE 68760 

Leonard Wabasha 
THPO 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community of 
Minnesota 
2330 Sioux Trail NW 
Prior Lake, MN 55372 

Dianne Desrosiers 
THPO 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate of the Lake 
Traversed Reservation, South Dakota 
PO Box 907 
Sisseton, SD 57262 

Erich Longie 
THPO 
Spirit Lake Tribe, North Dakota 
PO Box 76 
Fort Totten, ND 58335 







































4 

Water Quality Data 

Water quality data for the streams, lakes, and wetlands within or adjacent to the project area provide 
important information for evaluating the potential influence of the Project on downstream water quality. 
Such an evaluation can then guide management for the Project, with the data providing a baseline for 
future monitoring of impacts. We recommend the Draft EA provide a summary of available information 
and monitoring data on water quality within the project area and for downstream waters that may be 
affected by the proposed Project and alternatives, including parameters such as total phosphorus, total 
nitrogen, total suspended solids, turbidity, total dissolved solids, and temperature. It will also be 
important to include water quality data for parameters listed for impaired water bodies within or 
downstream of the project area. Identifying any significant gaps in available data may be helpful in 
developing a monitoring plan. At a minimum, the EPA recommends providing a reference to publicly 
accessible technical documentation or an appendix that contains the requested relevant water quality 
data. 

Potential Impacts to Impaired Waterbodies 

Based upon the most recent EPA-approved Integrated Report list for North Dakota (2018) there are 
impaired streams (e.g., Turtle River) located within the proposed project area. These resources are 
important to evaluate as the proposed activities may further impact systems or portions of systems 
downstream. We recommend the Draft EA include an analysis of water quality that, at a minimum, 
evaluates the following areas: 

o Water quality impairments per State CWA Section 303(d) lists, draft or established
TMDLs, and potentially affected dischargers
 The project area intersects an already known water quality limited stream with

impairments for biota and habitat; and,
o Source Water Protection areas and explanation of how the project will be consistent with

Source Water Protection planning measures.

Wetlands 

The EPA recommends the Draft EA include a description of the impacts to wetlands that may result 
from the proposed Project and alternatives. Such impacts may include changes to supporting wetland 
hydrology (e.g., snow melt patterns or groundwater hydrology); and wetland disturbance and loss. We 
recommend the USAF analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to all wetlands within the 
geographic scope of potential impacts, including impacts to wetlands from changes in hydrology even if 
these wetlands are spatially removed from the construction of the footprint. We also recommend the 
Draft EA demonstrate that the destruction, degradation, and modification of all wetlands will be avoided 
and minimized on federal lands as outlined in Executive Order (E.O.) 11990, Protection of Wetlands. 
This involves mapping all wetlands within the project site, including springs, and selecting a practicable 
alternative that avoids impacts to wetlands, or if no such practicable alternative exists, ensuring all 
practicable measure to minimize harm are incorporated into the project. 
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USAF as it plans the appropriate level of analysis. Additionally, we recommend USAF consider 
opportunities to reduce vehicle emissions as well as road and construction-related dust emissions 
through application of BMPs such as dust suppression and limited vehicle idling. 

(3) Climate change

On January 9, 2023, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) published interim guidance to assist 
federal agencies in assessing and disclosing climate change impacts during environmental reviews. CEQ 
developed this guidance in response to E.O. 13990, Protecting Public Health and the Environment and 
Restoring Science to Tackle the Climate Crisis. This interim guidance is effective immediately. CEQ 
indicated that agencies should use this interim guidance to inform NEPA review for all new proposed 
projects and may use it for evaluations in process, as agencies deem appropriate, such as informing the 
considerations of alternatives or helping address comments raised through the public comment process. 
The EPA recommends the Draft EA apply the interim guidance to ensure robust consideration of 
potential climate impacts, mitigation, and adaptation issues. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The EPA recommends including an estimate of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed Project. Example tools for estimating and quantifying GHG 
emissions can be found at CEQ’s NEPA.gov website.3 Recognizing that climate impacts are not 
attributable to any single project, but are exacerbated by a series of smaller decisions, we do not 
recommend comparing the GHG emissions from a proposed project to global, national, or state 
emissions, as this approach is limited by the cumulative nature of GHG concentration and the impacts of 
climate change. Because of these limitations, these comparisons inappropriately minimize the 
significance of emissions and do not provide meaningful information for a project level analysis.4 

Changes in Existing Environmental Conditions 

The EPA also recommends that the Draft EA describe how the proposed Project and its impacts 
would be affected by ongoing and foreseeable changes and trends in the affected environment, for 
instance, under a scenario of continued decreasing precipitation days, changing frequency of intense 
storms and related flood events, and increasing drought intensity in the project area. The 2022 State 
Climate Summary for North Dakota indicates an increase in frequency of 2-inch extreme 
precipitation events.5 Full consideration of influences from the project setting on the proposed Project 
may inform necessary design modifications to enhance project resiliency and changes to operational 
assumptions for determining resource supplies, system demands, system performance requirements, 
and operational constraints. 

3 CEQ’s GHG Guidance: https://ceq.doe.gov/guidance/ghg-tools-and-resources.html 
4 CEQ’s GHG Guidance (“[S]uch comparisons and fractions also are not an appropriate method for characterizing the extent 
of a proposed action’s and its alternatives’ contributions to climate change because this approach does not reveal anything 
beyond the nature of the climate change challenge itself—the fact that diverse individual sources of emissions each make a 
relatively small addition to global atmospheric GHG concentrations that collectively have a large effect.") 
5 https://statesummaries.ncics.org/chapter/nd/ 
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The US Climate Resilience Toolkit6 serves as a repository of information related to climate resilience 
in the U.S., including steps to build resilience, case studies, expertise, and special topic areas, 
including tools to project future climate scenarios for planning purposes. The EPA’s Climate Change 
Indicators7 presents a key set of indicators related to the causes and effects of climate change. EPA 
partners with various government agencies, academic institutions, and other organizations to compile 
these indicators that are used to understand and track the science and impacts of climate change. We 
recommend utilizing these tools in the analysis of climate change impacts and for Project planning 
purposes. 

Mitigating Climate Change Effects 

Finally, consistent with the goals of E.O. 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, the 
EPA encourages identifying measures to provide for diverse, healthy ecosystems that are resilient to 
climate stressors; requiring effective mitigation and encouraging voluntary mitigation to offset the 
adverse impacts of projects or actions; requiring reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from authorized 
activities to the lowest practical levels; identifying and protecting areas of potential climate refugia; 
reducing barriers to plant migration; using pollinator-friendly plant species in restoration and 
revegetation projects; and designing the project to mitigate potential structural impacts associated with 
extreme weather events.  

(4) Noxious Weeds

Management of noxious weeds is an important issue to address in the EA since these species tend to 
gain a foothold where there are disturbances to the landscape. We recommend the EA provide 
information on the current state of invasive species in the Project area and how alternatives may impact 
distribution and prevalence of invasive species. We further recommend that the EA disclose specific 
management actions that will address invasive species through prevention, early detection and rapid 
response, and restoration and rehabilitation. If any herbicides will be used to treat noxious weeds, we 
recommend disclosing any potential hazards related to the application of the chemicals and describing 
what actions will be taken to minimize impacts of toxic substances released into the environment. 

(5) Hazardous Waste

The EPA recommends that the Draft EA discuss the potential impacts of any hazardous waste, including 
unexploded ordnance, that could be encountered during construction activities. We recommend the 
Draft EA evaluate the risk for such encounters and the resulting impact of their occurrence. As part 
of this discussion, we also recommend that the Draft EA identity possible waste types and their expected 
storage, disposal, and management. BMPs include storing chemicals for Project activities in closed 
containers with secondary containment in a specific location, identifying areas and procedures for 
fueling, and providing a protected vehicle washout. We recommend that any references to standard 
operating protocols be clearly identified and referenced in the Draft EA. 

6 U.S. Climate Resilience Toolkit, https://toolkit.climate.gov/ 
7 U.S. Climate Change Indicators, https://www.epa.gov/climate-indicators 
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(6) Consideration of Impacts to Rural Communities

Consistent with E.O.s 13985, Advancing Racial Equity and Support for Underserved Communities 
Through the Federal Government, and 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, the 
EPA recommends meaningfully engaging with rural communities and stakeholders to understand their 
experiences and address their concerns with respect to the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project and alternatives. Rural communities (including subsistence households) are often more 
closely linked to ecosystems and their services, making it especially important that people living in such 
communities have opportunities for input into decision-making about local land use and utilization of 
natural resources, including how federal actions may affect their access to and management of natural 
and cultural resources. 

Using Accessible Mechanism to Address Systemic Barriers 

In 2021, Grand Forks, ND and surrounding areas were identified as having limited broadband access.8 
Limited broadband and media access in rural locations may warrant using various outreach strategies 
such as email, letter, phone calls and advertising of public meetings in local community venues (e.g., at 
markets, community centers, and community events). Meaningful engagement can also be fostered by 
presenting a clear project purpose, adequate information and associated stakes, and holding meetings as 
early as possible in the NEPA process while continuing to provide information and opportunities for 
input on an ongoing basis. 

Engaging trusted community intermediaries and tailoring engagement to distinct segments of the 
population can also build trust, as can walking the project area to facilitate mutual understanding of the 
circumstances and concerns facing rural stakeholders. Potential disconnection of rural communities from 
largely urban-based political power structures and limited organization and influence over the factors 
that impact their well-being make such outreach and engagement strategies especially important. We 
recommend that the Draft EA describe the process and outcome of engagement with rural communities, 
including how their concerns were addressed in the range of alternatives. As part of this, we recommend 
that the Draft EA include who was contacted and how.

8 https://www.ndlegis.gov/files/committees/67-2021/23_5072_02000_87_broadband_assoc_nd.pdf 



































C.2 Environmental Protection Measures for Wetlands and Other Waters of the United
States 

Because the project would potentially affect wetlands or other waters of the United States, a 
sequence of actions has been followed to offset effects, known as the mitigation sequence, to guide 
mitigation decisions and determine the type and level of mitigation required under the CWA 
Section 404. The sequence of steps is to avoid, minimize, and compensate, as appropriate. Because 
effects on wetlands cannot be avoided, they will be minimized. Following minimization, the 
remaining unavoidable impacts will be compensated. Compensation can include wetland 
restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation. 

C.3  Avoiding Effects on Wetlands or Other Waters of the United States

Avoidance of effects on wetlands or other waters of the United States results in the least 
environmental effect on these resources. Avoidance can be most effective through project design 
that sites a project in an area that would result in no direct or indirect effects on wetlands or other 
waters of the United States. In addition to avoidance through design, effects could be avoided by 
flagging the boundary of a wetland or water of the United States to delineate areas to avoid, and 
ensuring construction vehicles and workers remain outside of the flagged boundary.  

Because the purpose of the Proposed Action is to reconstruct the ground topography and the natural 
and manmade water features within the project area to comply with BASH requirements, complete 
avoidance of wetlands is not possible. Many of the project activities, including regrading the 
airfield’s west ditch (up to 14,000 linear feet), conducting perimeter drainage maintenance, and 
installing up to 35 acres of drain tile would potentially affect wetlands.  

[Add description of how wetlands have been avoided to the extent possible] 

C.4 Minimizing Effects on Wetlands or Other Waters of the United States

Because impacts cannot be completely avoided, reduction of effects is evaluated based on the type 
and extent of the impact on wetlands or waters of the United States. Indirect effects could occur 
on wetlands or other waters of the United States that are in proximity to proposed project activities. 
Implementing the following construction and natural resources controls, where appropriate, would 
minimize potential indirect effects on wetlands and other waters of the United States that are 
adjacent to proposed activities. These practices include construction controls and natural resources 
controls.  

C.4.1 Construction Controls

• Wetlands and other waters of the United States would be clearly flagged prior to the
commencement of construction activities. This would prevent construction workers from
entering these wetlands and potentially placing fill material within the wetlands or
trampling wetland vegetation.

• Construction activities would be phased, if logically possible, so that smaller areas of land
are disturbed at one period of time. This would result in less soil being exposed at one time
and would reduce the potential for erosion and deposition of sediment into wetlands or
other waters of the United States.



• Water quality-control features such as sedimentation basins and detention or retention
ponds, if part of the design, would be installed as applicable prior to initiation of
construction activities. Temporary basins and silt traps would be constructed as necessary
to contain sediment and runoff on the construction area. Hay bales and silt fences would
be used to minimize transport of sediments off of the project area.

• All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials would be contained and stored
appropriately. In the event of a spill, procedures outlined in the installation’s Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) would be followed to quickly
contain and clean up a spill.

• An erosion and sediment control plan, typically part of the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and directed by the installation Stormwater Program Manager,
would be developed prior to initiation of construction activities, and adhered to during
development.

• Erosion-control structures, if required in the SWPPP, would be installed downgradient of
the construction site in sloped areas adjacent to wetlands and other water bodies. The
structures would be regularly maintained and removed once vegetation has been
reestablished. All stormwater controls will be approved through the installation
Stormwater Program Manager.

• Site grading would be conducted in a manner that would direct stormwater runoff generated
from construction activities away from nearby wetlands or waters of the United States, but
existing drainage patterns and hydrology should be maintained. Best management practices
such as installation of silt fencing along wetland buffers would aid in prevention of siltation
if natural site hydrology directs stormwater runoff to the wetlands.

• Avoid transport and crossing actions through wetlands at all times. When crossing wetlands
is unavoidable, access paths would be placed along high ground with appropriate mats,
docks, or boardwalks as applicable, rather than filling a wetland to simply cover it.
Stormwater runoff originating from the construction site should be diverted and
sedimentation controls implemented to avoid discharging into the wetland.

• When wetland crossings cannot be avoided, the use of heavy machinery in wetlands would
be minimized by installing construction barriers at the edge of the proposed disturbance
area.

• Construction activities would be restricted to drier periods during the year, if logically
possible. Minimum flows for Turtle River occur in January and February; however, work
in the winter would be impossible for the project. It is recommended that project work be
conducted during the fall.

• Construction debris would not be disposed of in wetlands. Debris and waste would be
disposed of in accordance with all local, state, and federal laws.



C.4.2 Natural Resources Controls

• A SWPPP would be developed and implemented to prevent surface water degradation of
wetlands within close proximity of project sites.

• Stormwater runoff originating from impervious surfaces would be routed through
stormwater treatment facilities prior to discharging into surface waters. Existing
drainageways would be preserved if practicable. Water would not be diverted away from
or towards wetlands and other waters of the United States. This aids in maintaining existing
hydrology patterns. All stormwater controls are approved by the Installation Stormwater
Program Manager.

• A buffer surrounding wetlands and waters of the United States would be established on
wetlands identified at Grand Forks AFB. Buffers reduce adverse effects of development,
mainly in relation to slope and vegetative cover. Maintaining dense shrubs or forested
vegetation in areas with steep slopes provides the greatest protection from polluted runoff.
In addition, buffer effectiveness increases with buffer width. As buffer width increases, so
does the effectiveness of removing sediments, nutrients, bacteria, and other pollutants from
surface water runoff.

• Removal of vegetation would be minimized. In areas where excavation is not proposed but
vegetation removal is necessary, vegetation would be cut at ground level, leaving roots
intact. Disturbed areas would be seeded, sodded, or planted with indigenous material as
soon as possible after construction activities are completed, as appropriate.

• The spread of noxious weeds can be controlled by avoiding activities in or adjacent to
heavily infested areas, removing seed sources and propagules from the site prior to
conducting activities or limiting operations to nonseed-producing seasons. Following
activities that expose the soil, mitigation can be achieved by covering the area with weed-
seed-free mulch or by seeding the area with native species. Soil would be covered to reduce
the germination of weed seeds, maintain soil moisture, and minimize erosion.

C.5 Compensatory Mitigation

Following avoidance and minimization, the remaining unavoidable impacts would be 
compensated. Compensation can include wetland restoration, creation, enhancement, or 
preservation. Compensation can be provided via any of the following options: 

• Mitigation Bank credits, which are typically completed in advance of permitted impacts;
• In-lieu Fee Program credits (often involving large, more ecologically valuable

compensatory mitigation projects as compared to permittee-responsible mitigation); or
• Permittee-responsible Mitigation.

The USACE maintains a Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank Information Tracking System (RIBITS) 
website that tracks available in-lieu fee programs by state (USACE, 2023). A search of this website 
showed two options in Grand Forks County, North Dakota: the Mekinock Site, a private 
commercial mitigation bank, and the Thompson Site, which is administered by Ducks Unlimited, 
a private nonprofit organization. The credit classification for both sites is Prairie Pothole wetlands. 



C.6 Design and Permitting Phase

A more detailed analysis for avoidance and minimization of effects would be conducted after a 
FONSI/FONPA (if appropriate) is signed, and prior to submitting necessary permit applications 
for direct wetland impacts. Since direct effects cannot be avoided, correspondence with regulatory 
and resource agencies regarding mitigation will commence, and a permit application will be 
submitted. Additional specifications would be developed as appropriate. The final specifications 
could include specific minimization techniques and the development of management plans for 
stormwater runoff, vegetation, and grading.  
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