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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1 Introduction 

This EA (Environmental Assessment)1 is prepared in accordance with FAA (Federal Aviation 
Administration) Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 
5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. 
These documents prescribe the policies and procedures of the FAA for implementing the NEPA of 
1969, as amended, and the regulations of the CEQ (Council on Environmental Quality), 40 CFR 
(Code of Federal Regulations) Parts 1500–1508. The EA is an informational document intended for 
use by both decision makers and the public. As such, it represents a disclosure of relevant 
environmental information concerning the proposed action. 

1.2 Description of the Proposed Action 

Custer County, in cooperation with the South Dakota Department of Transportation (SDDOT) and the 
FAA, proposes to acquire approximately 6.1 acres of land located within the Runway 26 end RPZ 
(Runway Protection Zone) and to provide preliminary environmental review for approximately 12.4 
acres of land adjacent to the Custer County Airport for a proposed future development of 
taxilane/apron/hangar area. 

The Airport is located approximately two miles southwest of the City of Custer, South Dakota, in 
Custer County. The Airport is surrounded by the Black Hills National Forest. There is rural residential 
housing located east, southeast, and north of the Airport. Additionally, an industrial area is located 
south of the Airport. Please refer to EXHIBIT 1-1, LOCATION MAP, at the end of this chapter.  

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the proposed action is to acquire land necessary to ensure compatible land uses in 
the Runway 26 end RPZ.  The proposed action is needed to meet the FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
5300-13A, Airport Design, standards for the RPZ. This action will enhance the protection of people 
and property on the ground located within the Runway 26 end RPZ. This need is best achieved 
through airport owner control over the Runway 26 end RPZ.  

An additional purpose of this project is to provide an initial environmental review of land for planned 
development of a taxilane/apron/hangar area needed to meet the anticipated demand for such 
facilities on the airport2 and surrounding area.  This expansion area will also support firefighting 

                                                 
1 The information and reference materials contained herein are intended to be read as a complete document. 
2 Planning efforts currently underway at the Airport include an update to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). Preliminary work on the ALP 

shows that the proposed property south of Runway can be reasonably used to accommodate the improvements needed to meet the 
current and anticipated demands for aircraft storage at the Airport. 
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efforts in the Black Hills National Forest by providing a loading and parking location for firefighting 
helicopters and fixed wing support aircraft during forest fires, and thus assisting in the protection of 
life and property of citizens in the Black Hills. The need for this area is not currently identified or 
shown on an approved ALP. Note that Federal funding under the AIP program is for select capital 
improvements and justified land acquisition for areas that are for non-exclusive public use. Exclusive 
use and near exclusive use areas are not eligible for AIP funding. For the expansion area south of the 
Airport to be eligible for AIP, the use would have to meet eligibility requirements in FAA Order 
5100.38, Airport Improvement Handbook. 

 

1.3.1 Airport Description: 

 Existing Proposed 
 

Runway: 08-26  08-26   

     Length: 5,500 ft. 5,500   ft.  
     Width: 60 ft. 60   ft.  
Pavement Strength: SW 12,500 Lbs  SW 12,500 Lbs   
NAVAIDS: PAPI  PAPI   
Approach Minimums: Visual  Visual    
Critical Aircraft: A/B-1  A/B-1   
RPZ Area: 250X450X1000  250X450X1000   

 
1.3.2 Airport Design Criteria 

FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design, established the criteria and standards for designing 
airports. This AC relates airport design criteria to the approach speed, tail height, and 
wingspan of aircraft by using a coding system. This coding system is known as the ARC 
(Airport Reference Code).3 

The ARC system contains up to five categories of approach (landing) speeds, ranging from 
Categories A to E, and up to six design groups, ranging from Groups I through VI. The design 
groups are based on wingspan and tail height. The ARC is determined by combining the 
appropriate approach category and design group for an aircraft design family. For example, 
an aircraft design family that includes aircraft with an approach speed of 140 knots, (Category 
C), wingspan of 117 feet, and tail height of 35 (Group III) is classified as a C-III aircraft. 
Please refer to TABLE 1-1, ARC SYSTEM OF CATEGORIES AND GROUPS, for the actual quantities 
associated with each category or group that compose the ARC system.  

The ARC of A/B-I exclusively small is appropriate for the aircraft currently utilizing the Airport.  
Airport facilities should be designed to meet FAA design standards that are appropriate to 
ARC A/B-I exclusively small.  

  

                                                 
3 This EA is in accordance with FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design cancelled September 28, 2012:  The ALP currently being developed 

and any future design and construction will meet FAA AC 150/5300-13A issued September 28, 2012..  
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Table 1-1, ARC System of Categories and Groups 

ARC  Quantities 

Approach Category A 90 knots or less 

Approach Category B 91–120 knots 

Approach Category C 121–140 knots 

Approach Category D 141–165 knots 

Approach Category E 166 knots or more 

Airplane Design Group I Wingspan: 48 feet or less; Tail Height: 19 feet or less 

Airplane Design Group II Wingspan: 49–78 feet; Tail Height: 20-29 feet 

Airplane Design Group III Wingspan: 79–117 feet; Tail Height: 30-44 feet 

Airplane Design Group IV Wingspan:118–170 feet; Tail Height: 45-59 feet 

Airplane Design Group V Wingspan:171–213 feet: Tail Height: 60-65 feet 

Airplane Design Group VI Wingspan: 214–261 feet: Tail Height: 66-79 feet 

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design  
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1.3.3 Compatible Land Use 
The Airport is required by its Federal grant assurances to maintain land use compatibility on 
the lands surrounding the airport. Compatible land uses are those that typically are not 
influenced by normal airport operations. The compatibility of existing land uses in the vicinity 
of an airport is usually associated with the extent of noise impacts off of airport property and 
safety concerns. Compatible land uses include those that protect the airspace from 
obstructions like towers, tree rows, other tall structures, and those land uses that have the 
potential to attract hazardous wildlife. 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 AC recommends wildlife attractants be at least 5,000 feet away 
from the AOA (air operations area) for piston-powered aircraft and five miles from the AOA if 
they would cause wildlife to cross the approach/departure surface.  

When Airports receive federal money, they are required to do a number of items through 
grant assurances. Grant assurance #21 refers to compatible land use, and indicates that the 
Airport will take “appropriate action, to the extent reasonable…to restrict the use of land 
adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible 
with normal airport operations…” Since the Airport receives Federal funding, it is required to 
ensure compatible land use. 

Every airport has an area known as a RPZ off of the end of every runway. The RPZ’s function 
is to “enhance the protection of people and property on the ground.” The FAA design 
standards indicate that where practical, airport owners should own the property within the 
RPZ and clear the RPZ of all above-ground objects. Where that is not practical, it is desired 
to have an RPZ that is clear of incompatible activities. Incompatible activities would be those 
that would result in property on the ground that could be hazardous to aircraft or that 
encourage people to congregate in the area.  FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, issued 
9/28/2012, allows for five specific land uses within the RPZ as long as they do not attract 
wildlife. They are 1) farming activities, 2) irrigation channels, 3) airport service roads, 4) 
underground facilities, and 5) unstaffed airport navigational aids.  

To provide additional guidance “about what constitutes a compatible land use and how to 
evaluate proposed land uses that reside in an RPZ,” the FAA issued a memorandum, Interim 
Guidance on Land Uses within a Runway Protection Zone, on 9/27/2012. This Memorandum 
further states that the FAA will “work with sponsors to remove or mitigate the risk of any 
existing incompatible land uses in the RPZ as practical.” 

The land adjacent to the Airport contains land associated with forested areas, with some 
areas of housing located to the east, north, and south of the Airport. The Runway 8 end RPZ 
is located west of the runway and is surrounded by trees that are located within Black Hills 
National Forest. The Airport currently leases portions of the property containing the Runway 8 
end RPZ from USFS (United States Forest Service) and through that lease is able to control 
the use of the land therein.  

It should be noted that portions of the land containing the existing runway are also leased 
from the USFS. The lease was granted in the form of a USFS special use permit. It was last 
renewed in 2007 and is valid through the end of 2038. Please refer to APPENDIX A, PROJECT 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION, for a copy of the permit.  Since the land is owned by USFS, there 
is low potential for any development in those areas; whereas the other areas adjacent to the 
Airport that are privately owned have a higher potential for development. Therefore, while the 
Airport reserves the right to analyze potentially acquiring that land in the future, it would not 
be necessary in order to meet the purpose for this project at this time. 
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The Runway 26 end, on the other hand, contains incompatible land uses. Currently, there are 
four residential lots located within the Runway 26 end RPZ, containing two trailer houses, 
trees, and a small shed. An easement search completed by the SDDOT indicates that these 
residential lots are subject to a Clear Zone navigation easement for free, unobstructed 
passage of aircraft over and across the premises and subject to the further restriction that no 
erection or growth of any structure or trees shall permitted which will interfere with the clear 
zone approach. The Runway 26 end also contains portions of US Highway 385 and the 
Mickelson Trail, which are not considered compatible land uses. The highway and Trail allow 
people to move across the central zone of the Runway 26 end RPZ. 

Additionally, there is undeveloped land located south of the Airport. The Airport would like to 
acquire these areas in order to ensure compatible land use adjacent to the Airport. The 
desired land acquisition would be needed for the Airport’s ultimate design of hangar 
expansion currently being evaluated as part of an ALP update. 
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Exhibit 1-1, Location Map 
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 

 

 
 
 
 
2.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides information on the development and evaluation of project alternatives. These 
alternatives have been identified in order to determine the alternative that would best provide the 
facilities necessary to meet the demands of existing and future aircraft operations at Custer County 
Airport. This section includes an evaluation of a no action alternative and land acquisition alternative. 
 
2.2 Alternatives 

Two alternatives were considered for their potential ability to meet the purpose and need established 
for Custer County Airport. The following paragraphs provide a detailed description of the alternatives 
and their compatibility with the purpose and need. 
 

2.2.1 Alternative A: No Action 

Alternative A consists of maintaining the existing Airport property. Only those improvements 
needed to maintain the existing facilities would be done as part of this alternative. Please 
refer to EXHIBIT 2-1, ALTERNATIVE A.  
If Alternative A is chosen, incompatible land uses would remain in the Runway 26 end RPZ. 
No measures would be taken to ensure compatible land use in the adjacent properties aside 
from County zoning restrictions. The current zoning limits the height of structures located 
adjacent to the Airport from penetrating the primary, horizontal, transitional, and conical 
surfaces adjacent to the Airport.  It establishes four safety zones that restrict land use in 
certain areas. In addition, there are also conditional use approvals for any sort of commercial 
operations proposed in the area. There are limited areas for development on the current 
airport property to expand for hangar, taxilane and apron development. Alternative A would 
not meet the purpose and need for this project, but is included in order to provide a baseline 
from which to examine potential impacts of the proposed project.  

2.2.2 Alternative B: Acquire Runway 26 End RPZ and Review Land for Future 
Hangar Development 

Alternative B consists of acquiring approximately 6.1 acres of land including 1.8 acres of 
restrictive easements and 4.3 acres in fee simple located in the Runway 26 end RPZ. 
Additionally, approximately one (1) acre may be acquired if deemed uneconomic remnants 
from lots affected by the Runway 26 end RPZ acquisition. This Alternative includes relocating 



JULY 2013  CHAPTER 2  CUSTER COUNTY AIRPORT   ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 

 PAGE 2-2 

or removing two mobile homes and a shed which currently lie within the Runway 26 end RPZ 
and possibly two more located on the remnant north of the Runway 26 end RPZ between the 
highway and the Mickelson Trail. 

Approximately 12.4 acres of land southeast of the Airport would also be review for future 
acquisition for expansion of hangar development areas and to allow for additional aircraft 
parking.  There is limited area for expansion surrounding the airport, and this area has been 
previously identified on airport layout plans as an area for expansion. This Alternative 
includes acquisition or relocation of a shooting range and associated structures. 

Trees that are located on the land acquired in fee simple would also be removed. The areas 
to be acquired include parcel numbers 9-11, and 13-16 as shown in the Airport Layout Plan’s 
property map. Please refer to APPENDIX A, PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION, for a copy of 
the property map. 

The Runway 26 end contains portions of US Highway 385 and the Mickelson Trail. In order to 
ensure airspace protection for these areas, a restrictive easement would be acquired. 

According to the current funding programs, approximately 90 percent of the project may be 
eligible for FAA Airport Improvement Program funds and State grants. In the event that no 
Federal funds are available, the cost of the project would be shared between State grants 
and local funds. Please refer to EXHIBIT 2-1, ALTERNATIVE A. 

The following is the project work description for Alternative B: 

• Acquire approximately 6.1 acres of land (including approximately 1.8 acres of 
easements and 4.3 acres in fee simple) in Runway 26 end RPZ 

• Relocate four trailer houses from property to be acquired 

• Acquire approximately one (1) acre of uneconomic remnants from lots affected by the 
Runway 26 end RPZ acquisition  

• Remove/demolish associated outbuildings 

• Remove all trees from land acquired in fee simple 

Alternative B would meet the purpose and need of the project. 
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Exhibit 2-1, Alternative A 
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Exhibit 2-2, Alternative B 
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES, AND MITIGATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 Introduction  

This chapter addresses the positive and negative impacts of the alternatives carried forward from 
Chapter 2. The inventory and evaluation of the existing environment provides the necessary baseline 
from which to determine the impacts of the proposed alternatives. The potential direct and indirect 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction and operation of the alternative, as well as the 
no action alternative, are presented. Potential mitigation measures are also disclosed for adverse 
impacts, where applicable. The potential impacts are identified for the following alternatives: 
 

• Alternative A: No Action  

• Alternative B: Acquire Runway 26 end RPZ and Review Land for Future Hangar 
Development 

 

3.2 Resource Impact Categories 

3.2.1 Air Quality 

FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.B, 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions of Airport Actions, and 
the FAA Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports & Air Force Bases (known as the Air 
Quality Handbook) outline procedures for determining when airport related projects require 
an air quality analysis and, if so, what level of analysis may be necessary. According to these 
guidelines, if a general aviation airport has fewer than 180,000 general aviation and air taxi 
annual operations forecasted annually, an air quality analysis is not required.  
 
According to the Terminal Area Forecast Detail Report (FAA, APO (Aviation Policy and Plans 
Office), December, 2006), the Airport is forecasted to have 3,500 general aviation operations 
and no air taxi operations throughout the planning period (2009-2030).  
 
The Airport is not anticipated to exceed the threshold of 180,000 operations through the 
duration of the planning period. Therefore, a detailed air quality analysis is not required. 
Furthermore, the project is not located in a non-attainment area, and the General Conformity 
Rule does not apply. 
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3.2.1.1 Air Quality Impacts/Mitigation 

Alternative A: If the No Action Alternative is chosen, there would be no change in impacts to 
air quality from this alternative. 
 
Alternative B: Since there is no construction anticipated with this project, no air quality 
impacts are anticipated. Additionally, the SD DENR (Department of Natural Resources) 
indicated this project is anticipated to have little or no impact on air quality in this area. Please 
refer to APPENDIX C, LETTERS AND RESPONSES, for a copy of coordination with the SD DENR. 
 
Future land acquisition and development southeast of the Airport would not increase 
operations above the thresholds described above and would not require a detailed air quality 
analysis. 
 
3.2.2 Coastal Resources 

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act and the Great Lakes Barrier Act of 1988 prohibit Federal 
financial assistance for development within the Coastal Barrier Resources System and the 
Great Lakes Coastal Barriers. In addition, pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act, 
each state has established a coastal zone management program to evaluate those activities 
which directly affect the coastal zone and their consistency with the provisions of the 
approved coastal zone management program. 
 
The alternatives are not located within a coastal barrier or coastal zone as defined in the 
Coastal Barriers Resources Act of 1982 (amended by the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 
1990) and the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. 
 
3.2.2.1 Coastal Resources Impacts/Mitigation 

Alternative A & Alternative B: No impacts to coastal resources would occur from these 
alternatives including the future development of land to the southeast of the Airport. No 
further analysis would be required. 
 

3.2.3 Compatible Land Use 

Compatible land uses are those that typically are not influenced by normal airport operations. 
The compatibility of existing land uses in the vicinity of an airport is usually associated with 
the extent of noise impacts off of airport property and safety concerns. Compatible land uses 
include those that protect the airspace from obstructions such as fuel storage facilities, areas 
of public assembly, tree rows, high density residential areas, and those having the potential 
to attract hazardous wildlife. 
 
Pursuant to the Wendell H. Ford Act for the 21st Century (AIR 21), 49 USC, the adoption of 
zoning laws shall be taken to restrict the use of land 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. Custer County currently has an Airport Zoning Ordinance in 
place in and around the Airport to limit the types of land uses near the Airport to those that 
are most compatible with Airport operations. A copy of the Zoning Ordinance for Custer 
County Airport can be found at: 
HTTP://WWW.SDCOUNTIES.ORG/WP-CONTENT/UPLOADS/CUSTER/AIRPORT%20ORDINANCE.PDF. 



JULY 2013  CHAPTER 3   CUSTER COUNTY AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 PAGE 3-3 

 
Land Use. The City of Custer is located approximately two miles northeast of the Airport 
along US Highway 385. Most of the land surrounding the Airport is part of the Black Hills 
National Forest. There are residential areas abutting the Airport on three sides, excluding the 
west side where the area has been utilized as a National Guard training area. A portion of the 
George S. Mickelson Trail runs through the Runway 26 end RPZ. The George S. Mickelson 
Trail was developed on a stretch of the abandoned Burlington Northern railroad line that 
connected Edgemont and Deadwood, SD. The Trail was completed in 1998 (South Dakota 
Game, Fish, and Parks). There are two homes located within the Runway 26 end RPZ. 
Please refer to EXHIBIT 3-1, AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT MAP, located at the end of this 
chapter. 
 
Additionally, an electrical distribution line is located north of the Airport and parallel to Sunset 
Lane (the east-west road immediately north of the Airport). East of Sunset Lane, this line 
turns south under the Runway 26 20 to 1 approach surface and is marked with two aviation 
balls. The 20 inch orange spheres are located directly off the Runway 26 end and meet the 
requirements in FAA AC 70/7460-1K, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, for power lines 
below 50 feet above ground and within 1,500 feet of an airport runway end.  
 
3.2.3.1 Compatible Land Use Impacts/Mitigation 

Alternative A: This alternative would not result in impacts to land use in the area. 
Incompatible land uses would continue to exist in the Runway 26 end RPZ. 
 
Alternative B: This alternative would require the acquisition of approximately 6.1 acres of land 
in the Runway 26 end RPZ. Additional acres may be acquired if the remainder of the lots are 
deem uneconomic remnants. Two mobile homes and several associated outbuildings are 
located within the proposed areas to be acquired and would need to be removed from the 
property. It is anticipated that the mobile homes may be relocated. However, it is uncertain 
whether the outbuildings could be relocated; therefore, it is assumed they would be 
demolished. Easements would be acquired on approximately 1.8 acres of the 6.1 acres over 
road right-of-ways and the George S. Mickelson Trail within the Runway 26 end RPZ. In a 
letter dated November 1, 2010, trail officials agreed not to place objects that may cause trail 
users to congregate within the Runway 26 end RPZ. That letter can be found in APPENDIX C, 
LETTERS AND RESPONSES.  Trees that are located on the land acquired in fee simple would be 
removed. No impacts to the electrical distribution line are anticipated from this alternative, as 
it would remain in place.  
 
Approximately 12.4 acres of land would be reviewed for future acquisition in fee simple for 
the planned development of a taxilane/apron/hangar area southeast of the existing Airport. 
Two of the three parcels identified for acquisition within the 12.4 acres are undeveloped 
grasslands and do not have any structures.  The third parcel contains a commercial 
recreation business and associated structures including buildings and shelters. The 
commercial recreation business would be immediately closed and the structures would need 
to be demolished or relocated upon development of this parcel.  
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3.2.4 Construction Impacts 

No construction would occur from this project; only land acquisition would occur. It is 
anticipated the mobile homes could be relocated off of the property. Outbuildings located 
within the property to be acquired would be demolished or relocated. 
 
3.2.4.1 Construction Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: No construction impacts would occur from this alternative aside from those 
associated with general maintenance of the Airport. 
 
Alternative B: There would be minimal impacts associated with the relocation of the mobile 
homes and removal of the outbuildings. The Mickelson Trail Manager would be contacted 
prior to any construction near the Trail to ensure the safety of trail users. If necessary, any 
non-vegetated areas would be reseeded with grasses, such that it does not become an 
attractant to hazardous wildlife, in order to reduce the potential for erosion. 
 
No construction impacts would occur as a result of the Airport acquiring the land southeast of 
the Airport. Development of that area would require addition environmental review prior to the 
area being developmented. 
 

3.2.5 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) 

The Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, provides that the Secretary shall 
not approve any program or project that requires the use of publicly-owned land from a public 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, 
or land from an historic site of National, State, or local significance as determined by the 
officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the 
use of such land and/or such program, or the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm resulting from the use.  
 
A portion of the George S. Mickelson Trail runs through the Runway 26 end RPZ.  The Trail 
is used for recreation and is owned by the State of South Dakota, and is therefore, protected 
under Section 4(f) 
 
No Section 4(f) properties are located on the land southeast of the Airport. 
 
3.2.5.1 Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: The no action alternative would not impact Section 4(f) properties. 
 
Alternative B: Restrictive easements would be acquired over the George S. Mickelson Trail. 
No construction activities would take place on trail property. The activities (recreation trail), 
features, and attributes (owned by the State of South Dakota) that qualify the George S. 
Mickelson Trail for protection under Section 4(f) would not impacted, therefore the project 
does not result in use of this 4(f) property. 
 

  



JULY 2013  CHAPTER 3   CUSTER COUNTY AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 PAGE 3-5 

3.2.6 Farmland 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 provides protection to prime and unique 
farmlands. The Act defines prime farmland as land that has the best combination of physical 
and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is 
available for these uses (not urban build-up land or water). It has the soil quality, growing 
season, and moisture oversupply needed to economically produce sustained high yields of 
crops when treated and managed, including water management (irrigation), according to 
acceptable farming methods. Unique farmland is farmland that is used for production of 
specific high value food, feed, and fiber crops. 
 
No land in the project area is utilized for agriculture or grazing. Additionally, there is no 
protected farmland located within the project area (US Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service).  
 
3.2.6.1 Farmland Impacts/Mitigation 

Alternative A: If no action is taken, there would be no impacts to prime or unique farmland.  
 
Alternative B: This alternative would result in no impacts to protected farmland from the 
acquisition of the Runway 26 end RPZ or the future acquisition and development of land 
southeast of the Airport. 
 

3.2.7 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

Pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, if the proposed improvements would 
affect water resources, then consultation with the USFWS (United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service) and with the state agency having administrative responsibilities over wildlife 
resources must be initiated. This consultation is to determine the possibility of damage to 
wildlife resources and the means and measures that should be adopted to prevent the loss 
of, or damage to, those resources, as well as to provide concurrently for the development and 
improvement of such resources. The Act also provides for the protection of any publicly-
owned wildlife or waterfowl refuge of National, State, or local significance.  
 
Threatened and endangered species are protected under the Endangered Species Act. This 
Act also requires each Federal agency to ensure that any action funded or carried out by 
such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any Federally-listed 
endangered or threatened species or species proposed to be listed, or likely to result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined to be 
critical by the Secretary of the Interior.  
 
In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the study area was evaluated 
to determine the potential for occurrences of federally listed threatened and endangered 
species. According to the SD USFWS’s Endangered Species by County List, there are two 
endangered species that may be present in Custer County: the whooping crane and black-
footed ferret (US Fish and Wildlife Service, South Dakota Ecological Services Field Office, 
2010). However, coordination with USFWS did not identify any threatened or endangered 
species or their habitats in the study area. 
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The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940, §16 USC (United States Code) 668-668d 
as amended, was written with the intent to protect and preserve the bald eagle. The Act 
mandates that it is unlawful to take, possess, import, export, or sell bald and golden eagles or 
any part thereof, including nests. The taking of these eagles can only be made allowable by 
the Secretary of Interior, who may deem the taking necessary for scientific purposes. Those 
violating this law can be punished by cancellation of grazing agreements on federal land, 
monetary fines, or imprisonment. 
 
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is the only eagle unique to North America. The 
bald eagle is found throughout North America, and almost half of the world’s 70,000 bald 
eagles live in Alaska. The bald eagle is not common in South Dakota, but is sighted along the 
Missouri River during spring and fall migration periods and periodically in other places of the 
state usually around large water bodies. In 2008, there were 208 bald eagle sightings on the 
lower Missouri River, Lake Francis Case, Lake Oahe, and Lake Sharpe areas during winter 
months according to the SD Game, Fish, and Parks. Its preferred habitat includes open 
areas, forests, rivers, and large lakes. Bald eagles tend to use the same nest year after year, 
building atop the previous year’s nest, and nests can weigh over 2,000 pounds. 
 
In addition, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 protects migratory birds by implementing 
treaties between the United States, Mexico, Canada, Japan, and the former Soviet Union. 
The Act makes it unlawful to take, hunt, kill, or possess any migratory bird, nest, eggs, or any 
part thereof. The Secretary of the Interior has the discretion to decide when the above actions 
may be permitted. 
 
3.2.7.1 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: There would be no impacts to fish, wildlife, or plants associated with the No 
Action Alternative. 
 
Alternative B: Trees located within the areas to be acquired in fee simple would be removed. 
There would be no other impacts to fish, wildlife, or plants associated with this alternative. A 
determination of “no effect” to threatened or endangered species is made for this alternative. 
Additionally, USFWS indicated the project is anticipated to have no significant impact on fish 
and wildlife resources. 
 

3.2.8 Floodplains 

Floodplains constitute lands situated along rivers and their tributaries that are subject to 
periodic flooding, with a 1 percent chance of being flooded in any given year on the average 
interval of 100 years or less.  
 
Consultation with the USACE (US Army Corps of Engineers) Omaha District Office indicated 
they have no Corps owned or operating lands in the area, so they did not provide floodplain 
or flood risk information.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s floodplain maps 
indicate the project area is not located in an identified floodplain (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, 1986). 
 

  



JULY 2013  CHAPTER 3   CUSTER COUNTY AIRPORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 PAGE 3-7 

3.2.8.1 Floodplains Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: No impacts to floodplains would occur with this alternative. 
 
Alternative B: No impacts to floodplains would occur with the acquisition of the Runway 26 
end RPZ or the future acquisition and development of land southeast of the Airport. 
 

3.2.9 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 

Hazardous Materials. Two statues the FAA considers in proposing actions to construct and 
operate facilities are CERCLA1 (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act of 1980), and RCRA2 (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976). 
CERCLA provides for cleanup of any release of a hazardous substance (excluding 
petroleum) into the environment. RCRA governs the generation, treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous wastes. 
 
Most hazardous materials and petroleum products used in support of aviation activities are in 
connection with aircraft fueling and maintenance and airfield maintenance. The most 
common materials are jet fuel, avgas, and motor vehicle fuels; paints, paint removers, deicers 
and antifreeze, and cleaning solvents; pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers; and a range of 
other miscellaneous items including batteries, filters, and electrical equipment, as described 
in 40 CFR Part 261.  
 
Routine servicing of aircraft engines (i.e., hydraulic fluid changes, lubrication, cleaning, etc.) 
generates waste fuel, used oil, synthetic lubricants, and other petroleum-based solvents. 
RCRA requires that these waste materials are collected and temporarily stored on-site for 
proper disposal. Other aircraft maintenance activities that generate hazardous waste include 
aircraft painting and paint stripping. These activities generate organic solvents, resins, and 
paint waste, and are generally confined to aircraft hangars and maintenance buildings.  
 
There are no identified sites on the NPL (National Priority List) located in the proposed 
project area or in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project. During the scoping process, 
consultation with the SD DENR indicated there are no known releases in the area.  Although 
not intended to be an exhaustive survey, this assessment does not indicate that there are 
significant hazardous material sites within the proposed project area.  
 
Pollution Prevention. The broad mission of pollution prevention is to avert pollution at the 
source, promote the use of more efficient material, and conserve natural resources.  Pollution 
prevention offers important economic benefits, as pollution that is never created avoids the 
need for expensive investments in waste management and cleanup. 
 
Solid Waste. The nature of the proposed improvement is not likely to produce a large 
increase in solid waste collection, control, or disposal other than that which is associated with 
the outbuilding removal.  
 

                                                 
1 As amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and the Community Environmental Response Facilitation 

Act of 1992. 
2 As amended by the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1980, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, and the Federal Facility 

Compliance Act of 1992. 
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3.2.9.1 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: Alternative A would not impact hazardous materials, pollution prevention, or 
solid waste aspects.  
 
Alternative B: The proposed alternative is not expected to involve hazardous materials or 
generate hazardous waste. A temporary increase in solid waste is anticipated during removal 
of the outbuildings, however, that increase is anticipated to be temporary. Further, the 
proposed alternative would have no appreciable increase on the generation, transportation, 
disposal, or recycling of waste. Additionally, the SD DENR indicated this project would have 
no adverse impact to waste management in the area. 
 
It is possible that unrecorded sites may contain hazardous materials, hazardous waste, 
and/or environmental contamination in the areas of the proposed Airport improvements. This 
is because not all sites, spills, and problems are reported or are known to exist. Therefore, 
the information contained in this section is intended for planning purposes and is not meant to 
replace Environmental Due Diligence Audits (EDDA) or Environmental Site Assessments 
(ESA) that are conducted prior to land acquisition.  
 
Acquisition of the Runway 26 end RPZ presents a minimal risk based on the known past and 
anticipated future use as a safety area, therefore an EDDA is not recommended for this area. 
Further review from an EDDA may be necessary and is recommended prior to acquisition of 
the land southeast of the Airport, as there is potential for heavy metal contamination due to 
the gun range located on one of these parcels. 
 

3.2.10 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires that 
Federally-funded projects be evaluated for their effects on historic and cultural properties 
included in, or eligible for listing in, the NRHP (National Register of Historic Places). The 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides for the survey, recovery, and 
preservation of significant scientific, pre-historical, archaeological, or paleontological data 
when such data may be destroyed or irreparably lost due to a Federal, Federally-licensed, or 
Federally-funded project.  
 
The NAGPRA (Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990) is triggered 
by the possession of human remains or cultural items by a Federally-funded repository or by 
the discovery of human remains or cultural items on Federal or Tribal lands and provides for 
the inventory, protection, and return of cultural items to affiliated Native American groups. 
Permits are required for intentional excavation and removal of Native American cultural items 
from Federal or Tribal lands.  
 
The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 requires consultation with Native 
American groups concerning proposed actions on sacred sites on Federal land or affecting 
access to sacred sites. It establishes Federal policy to protect and preserve for American 
Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Native Hawaiians their right to free exercise of their religion in 
the form of site access, use, and possession of sacred objects, and freedom to worship 
through ceremonial and traditional rites. The Act requires Federal agencies to consider the 
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impacts of their actions on religious sites and objects important to Native Americans, 
regardless of the eligibility for listing on the NRHP. 
 
The APE (Area of Potential Effect) identified for this project would be limited to those areas 
proposed to be acquired. There are two trailer houses and several associated outbuildings 
within the project area.  
 
3.2.10.1 Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources 

Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: This alternative would not impact historical, architectural, archaeological, or 
cultural resources. 
 
Alternative B: It is anticipated that the APE would be limited to 18.5 acres of land potentially 
being acquired in the Runway 26 end RPZ and southeast of the Airport for future hangar 
development. It is not believed that there is potential for additional visual, audible, or 
atmospheric effect to historic properties. A finding of “No Historic Properties Affected” was 
recommended for the acquisition of all property and the removal of the buildings within the 
Runway 26 end RPZ. SHPO (State Historic Preservation Officer) concurred with this 
determination on June 3, 2010. Please refer to APPENDIX C, LETTERS AND RESPONSES, for a 
copy of the SHPO letter and additional correspondence. SHPO concurred with a finding of 
“No Historic Properties Affect” for removal of the buildings on the land that may be acquired 
as an uneconomic remnant on June 21, 2013. 
 
A Class III cultural survey and further coordination would be required prior to any 
development of the land to the southeast of the Airport. 
 
Pursuant to 30 CFR part 800.13, if historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects 
on historic properties found after the agency official has completed the Section 106 process, 
the agency official shall avoid, minimize or mitigate the adverse effects to such properties and 
notify the SHPO/THPO, and Indian tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance 
to the affected property within 48 hours of the discovery. 
 

3.2.11 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 

The Custer County Airport is presently lighted by medium intensity runway lighting. There is 
no additional runway lighting planned for the proposed project. The lenses on the light 
fixtures are designed to produce a more intense light in a skyward direction than in the 
horizontal plane. This allows for easy recognition of the Airport from the air while at the same 
time eliminating the glare to the pilot’s eyes the crucial touchdown point is reached. The light 
emissions from these types of light systems produce minimal annoyance.  
 
Visual Landscape. The aesthetic value of an area is influenced by its landscape and the 
viewer’s response to the view, scenic resource, or man-made feature. The extent of potential 
visual contrast/compatibility effects with adjacent landforms and land uses are addressed 
from the vantage point of those looking to an airport from outside the system. The visual 
landscape around the Custer County Airport is associated with the previously described 
surrounding land use.  
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3.2.11.1 Light Emissions and Visual Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: This alternative would not change any of existing light emission and visual 
impacts. 
 
Alternative B: This alternative is not anticipated to result in impacts to light emissions or the 
visual landscape from the acquisition of property. Further analysis would be required prior to 
any development of the land to the southeast of the Airport. 

3.2.12 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

EO (Executive Order) 13123, Greening the Government through 
Efficient Energy Management, required Federal agencies to 
reduce petroleum use, total energy use and associated air 
emissions, and water consumption at its facilities. 
 
Impacts on energy supplies and natural resources are related to 
changes of stationary facilities, such as airfield lighting or terminal 
building heating, as well as any increase of fuel consumption by 
aircraft or ground vehicles.  
 
3.2.12.1 Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: There are no impacts to natural resources or energy 
supplies anticipated from this alternative.  
 
 Alternative B: There are no impacts to natural resources or 
energy supplies anticipated from this alternative from the 
acquisition of property.  
 
Any future development of the land southeast of the airport would 
require the use of additional fuels for construction equipment. 
Upon construction completion, the demand for fuel from the 
project would no longer exist. 
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3.2.13 Noise 

Noise emitted from aircraft can significantly affect the well-being of persons living or working 
near an airport. While there are several effects of aircraft noise upon people, the most 
common is annoyance. Annoyance can be defined as the overall adverse reaction of people 
to noise. Other effects of aircraft noise include sleep disturbance and speech interference. 
 
Due to the impact airport noise can have on individuals, FAA Orders 1050.1E, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, require a noise analysis for projects involving a 
transport or utility airport accommodating Airplane Design Groups I and II, either of which 
have forecast operations in excess of 90,000 annual adjusted3 propeller operations or 700 
annual adjusted jet operations.  
 
According to the Terminal Area Forecast Detail Report (FAA, APO, January, 2013), the 
Airport is forecasted to have 3,400 general aviation operations throughout the planning period 
(2013-2040). 
 
3.2.13.1 Noise Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: If no action is taken, there would be no change in noise impacts.  
 
Alternative B: The project is not anticipated to exceed the thresholds requiring a detailed 
noise analysis; therefore, a noise analysis was not conducted. It is not anticipated that this 
project would increase flights at the Airport. There would be no anticipated impacts caused by 
noise as a result of acquisition of property for this alternative. 
 
Further analysis of noise impacts may be necessary prior to any future development on the 
land locate to the southeast of the Airport. 
 

3.2.14 Secondary (Induced) Impacts 

Secondary or indirect effects are “caused by the action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth 
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, 
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural 
systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR § 1508.8). 
 
This section focuses on population, industrial/commercial growth characteristics, and 
assumptions used to justify the project and determine indirect impacts as relevant to the 
proposed project. Included in this discussion are the following local characteristics: location of 
the community; accessibility though an effective highway, rail, and air transportation system; 
population trends; accessibility to schools, places of worship, shopping centers, and other 
public areas; economic characteristics; the potential for industrial and commercial growth; 
and the availability of housing.  
 

                                                 
3 The term “adjusted” is used as defined in Report No. FAA-AS-75-1, Developing Noise Exposure Contours for General Aviation Airports. 
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The City of Custer is located in Custer County, in southwestern South Dakota. Custer is 
accessible by US Highway 385 from the north and south and by US Highway 16 from the 
east and west. 
 
According to the United States Census Bureau, Custer County had a population of 8,216 as 
of 2010. The City of Custer had a population of 2,067. This comprises approximately 25 
percent of the total population of Custer County. The United States Census Bureau indicated 
an increase in population to 8,339 in the year 2012. Approximately 94.1 percent of Custer 
County’s population is white. American Indian and Alaska Native origin makes up the largest 
minority group, totaling 3.1 percent of the population. (US Census Bureau. Custer County 
South Dakota Census 2010 Fact Sheet). The largest employer in the area is the USFS. 
 
The primary industries in the area include: agriculture, education, health, and social services. 
According to the City of Custer website, there are 5 places of worship in Custer. 
Approximately 88.9 percent of the population has a high school degree, while 24.4 percent 
have a bachelor’s degree or higher. There are three public school buildings in the City of 
Custer (Custer School District 16-1).  
 
3.2.14.1 Secondary (Induced) Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: No secondary impacts are anticipated with the No Action Alternative. 
 
Alternative B: The implementation of this alternative is not expected to result in shifts in long-
term patterns of population movement and growth; public service demands; or any induced 
impacts related to changes in business and economic activity. Further, secondary impacts 
associated with noise, land use, or direct social impacts are not expected to be significant. 
 

3.2.15 Socioeconomic Impacts, Environmental Justice, and Children’s 
Environmental Health and Safety Risks 

A variety of Federal laws and regulations address socioeconomic factors. Among these are 
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 the project. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, must be addressed if impacts result in an 
adverse and disproportionately high impact on minority or low-income communities. EO 
13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, requires 
Federal agencies to ensure that their policies, programs, activities, and standards address 
disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health and safety risks.  
 
Social impacts from a project depend on how that project affects the character, habits, and 
economic conditions of the people living within the affected area of the project. The project’s 
effects on business, employment, transportation, utilities, etc. are factors that affect the social 
climate of a community. Other factors that distinguish the social habits of one particular area 
from another include the geography, geology, and climate of the area. Any action of a project 
that would adversely or beneficially affect the factors stated above would be considered as 
having some type of social impact on the residents of a particular community.  
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The project area includes residential areas containing two mobile homes in the Runway 26 
end RPZ. As well as, two undeveloped areas east of the apron and a lot with a privately 
owned recreation business on the land needed for future development. 
 
3.2.15.1 Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health 

and Safety Risks Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: Alternative A would not alter land uses, current development, or the potential 
for future development. 
 
Alternative B: Alternative B would require the fee acquisition of approximately 4.3 acres of 
land in the Runway 26 end RPZ. This land contains two mobile homes and associated 
outbuildings. Approximately one (1) acre may be acquired if deemed uneconomic remnants 
from lots affected by the Runway 26 end RPZ acquisition. This land also contains two mobile 
homes. It is anticipated that the mobile homes would be relocated from the area; however, it 
is not certain whether the outbuildings would be suitable for relocation. Buildings not suitable 
for relocation would have to be demolished/removed. 
 
Planned future development includes the acquisition of 12.4 acres of land southeast of the 
Airport. A commercial recreation business is also located this land to be acquired in the future 
and would be immediately closed once acquired.  The buildings and structures associated 
with this facility may be relocated or would be demolished prior to any future development. 
Further analysis of the area with ponded water to address potential wildlife hazard impacts 
would be necessary prior to any future acquisition and development on the land locate to the 
southeast of the Airport. Land acquisition would comply with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 
 
The proposed project is not anticipated to cause a substantial social impact on the 
community.  It would not divide or disrupt established communities, alter planned community 
development, cause a disproportionate risk to children, or cause a change of employment. 
 

3.2.16 Water Quality 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, as amended by the Clean Water Act of 
1977, provides the authority to establish water quality standards, control discharges into 
surface and subsurface waters, develop waste treatment management plans and practices, 
and issue permits for discharges (Section 402) and for dredged or fill material (Section 404). 
 
Airport activities can have a major impact on water quality, mainly due to storm water runoff 
from paved areas. Typical pollutants found in airport runoff include spilled oil and fuel, loose 
debris, rubber tire deposits, and accidentally discharged chemicals. Water pollution problems 
can be intensified during winter if deicers are used to clear taxiways, runways, and apron 
areas. Additionally, washing and de-icing agents used on aircraft can pollute storm water 
runoff if not properly contained.  
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3.2.16.1 Water Quality Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: There would be no water quality impacts 
associated with the No Action Alternative. 
 
Alternative B: This alternative is not anticipated to impact water 
quality. The soil disturbance from removal of the buildings and 
site cleanup would be minimal and, where applicable, would be 
minimized through the use of BMPs (Best Management 
Practices), which would reduce or eliminate the potential for 
erosion. Additionally, the SD DENR indicated the project would 
have no anticipated adverse impacts to ground water quality. 
 
Further analysis of water quality impacts would be necessary 
prior to any future development on the land locate to the 
southeast of the Airport. 
 

3.2.17 Wetlands 

Wetlands are defined in EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, as 
those areas that are inundated by surface or groundwater with a 
frequency to support and under normal circumstances do or 
would support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life that 
require saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for 
growth and reproduction. Three parameters that define a 
wetland, as outlined in the Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetlands 
Delineation Manual, are hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and 
hydrology. Wetlands generally include lakes, ponds, rivers, 
streams, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, 

and vernal pools.  
 
The study area was analyzed to identify wetlands based on review of NWI (National Wetland 
Inventory) Maps, aerial photos, and Custer County Soil Survey. No wetlands or hydric soils 
were identified in the study area. However, recent aerial photos show an area of ponded 
water in the area being reviewed for future acquisition and development. Please refer to 
EXHIBIT 3-2, NWI MAP, located at the end of this chapter. 
 
3.2.17.1 Wetland Impacts/Mitigation  

Alternative A: No wetlands would be impacted from this alternative. 
 
Alternative B: There would be no wetland impacts associated with the acquisition of land 
within the Runway 26 end RPZ.  
 
Further analysis of wetland impacts would be necessary prior to any future development on 
the land locate to the southeast of the Airport. 
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3.2.18 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended, identifies rivers within the United 
States which are eligible to be included in a system of rivers afforded protection. These rivers 
are free-flowing and possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish 
and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values. Rivers designated as Wild and Scenic 
are inventoried and administered by the Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  
 
No wild or scenic rivers are located within the study area. 
 
3.2.18.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers Impacts/Mitigation 

Alternative A: No impacts to wild or scenic rivers would occur from this alternative. 
 
Alternative B: No impacts to wild or scenic rivers would occur from this alternative. 
 

3.3 Cumulative Impacts  

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental consequences of an action “when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes 
such other actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7). Effects of an action may be insignificant when evaluated in an 
individual context, but these effects can add to other disturbances and cumulatively may lead to a 
measurable environmental change. By evaluating the impacts of the proposed action with the effects 
of other actions, the relative contribution of the proposed action to a projected cumulative impact can 
be estimated.  
 

3.3.1 Airport Capital Improvement Plan 

The Airport’s Capital Improvement Plan includes information on the proposed future projects at the 
airport and the capital needs necessary for those projects. The table below summarizes past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects at the Airport. Please refer to TABLE 3-1, PAST, 
PRESENT, AND PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS AT CUSTER COUNTY AIRPORT, 2005–FUTURE. 
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Table 3-1 

 Past, Present, and Proposed Improvements at Custer County Airport, 2005-Future 
Year Description 

2005-
2006 

Construct Portland Cement Concrete apron expansion to existing apron. Construct snow removal 
equipment/pilots lounge buildings. Install additional runway lighting and threshold lights, pavement markings, 
and tiedowns. 

2007-
2008 

No projects aside from general maintenance 

2009 Phase II to construct snow removal equipment/pilots lounge building; install ASOS communications tower 
2010-
2013 

Conduct Environmental Assessment;  

2013 Acquire approximately 6.1 acres of land within the Runway 26 end RPZ; update the Airport’s ALP, maintain 
pavements, rehabilitate runway; reconstruct taxiway and apron; and upgrade medium intensity runway lighting 
system;. 

Future Acquire approximately 12. 4 acres of land southeast of the Airport and expand the hangar area. 

 
3.3.2 South Dakota STIP (Statewide Transportation Improvement Program) 

Each state is required under SAFETEA-LU: (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users), signed on August 10, 2005, to submit a STIP to the Federal Highway 
Administration. The STIP is a four-year approval program of projects for the fiscal years 2010–2013. 
The South Dakota STIP shows three improvement projects in or near the City of Custer for the fiscal 
years 2010–2013. The three improvement projects would be located near the City of Custer and none 
of the improvement projects are in close vicinity of the Airport. The proposed improvements at the 
Custer County Airport would not impede the development and implementation of the South Dakota 
2010–2013 STIP.  
 

3.3.3 Hangar Area Expansion 

The Airport proposes to acquire approximately 12.4 acres of land southeast of the Airport for planned 
future development. As part of future projects, the Airport plans to expand the general aviation hangar 
area to the southeast side of the Airport. These projects would utilize land preliminarily reviewed as 
part of this EA. Constructing the hangar area expansion would be considered a separate Federal 
action, which would require NEPA clearance at the time of the proposal. 
 

3.3.4 Cumulative Impacts Summary 

As described in this chapter, the proposed project is not anticipated to have significant environmental 
impacts. Unavoidable impacts would be minimized and/or mitigated in accordance with applicable 
regulations. The proposed project, in association with the projects referenced above, is not 
anticipated to result in significant cumulative impacts.  
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3.4 Public and Agency Involvement 

An early notification package was sent to 50 Federal, Tribal, State, and local agencies and interested 
parties on February 11, 2010. A Solicitation of Views was requested, and 7 responses were received. 
The preferred alternative will be presented to the community during a public hearing scheduled for the 
end of the project. No conflicts are known to exist between the proposed development solution and 
the objectives of Federal, State, or local land use plans, policies, and controls for the project area. 
Please refer to CHAPTER 4, PREPARERS AND COORDINATING PARTIES, for information regarding public 
involvement on the project.  
 

3.5 Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

The alternatives that were evaluated in this EA include Alternative A (No Action) and Alternative B 
(Acquire Runway 26 end RPZ and Review Land for Future Hangar Development). Alternative B is the 
only alternative carried forward for analysis that meets the purpose and need of this project.  
 
Based on the analysis in this EA, Alternative B is the preferred alternative. Impacts to the 
environment were considered in the selection of the preferred alternative in conjunction with the 
purpose and need outlined in Chapter 1 of this document. Please refer to TABLE 3-2, COMPARISON OF 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, located at the end of this chapter. 
 
3.6 Proposed Action 

Acquire approximately 6.1 acres of land (including 1.8 acres of restrictive easements and 4.3 acres in 
fee simple) in Runway 26 end RPZ. Approximately one (1) acre may be acquired (if deemed 
uneconomic remnants) from lots affected by the Runway 26 end RPZ acquisition. Relocate four 
mobile homes from property to be acquired. Remove trees on land acquired in fee simple. 
Relocate/demolish associated outbuildings. Preliminary environmental review of approximately 12.4 
acres of land acquisition needed southeast of the Airport for a future hangar development area.  
 
3.7 Commitments and Compliance of Preferred Alternative 

Compatible Land Use.  Custer County should continue to implement zoning regulations to ensure 
land uses near the Airport to those that are compatible with airport operations.  
 
Construction Impacts: The Mickelson Trail Manager should be contacted prior to working near the trai 
to ensure the safety of trail users. Non-vegetated areas should be reseeded in order to reduce the 
potential for erosion. 
 
Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste. In the event that previously unknown 
contaminants are discovered during construction, or a spill occurs during construction, work shall 
cease until the Contractor notifies the National Response Center (800.424.8802) and the South 
Dakota DENR (605.773.3231).  
 
Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources. If any construction activity results in 
the discovery of cultural resources work shall cease until the Contractor notifies the Bismarck FAA-
ADO (Airports District Office). Efforts shall be made by the Sponsor to protect the material until 
cultural resource concerns have been addressed. Consultation with the SHPO/THPO and Indian 
Tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance to the affected property shall take place 
within 48 hours of the discovery. Decisions regarding appropriate treatment will then be made. 
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Activities undertaken to address discoveries shall comply with the National Historic Preservation Act, 
the NEPA, the American Indians Religions Freedom Act, the NAGPRA, and the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act, as appropriate to the situation. 
 
Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 
Impacts/Mitigation. Land acquisition and relocation assistance for businesses and tenants would 
comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  
 

Table 3-2, Comparison of Project Alternatives and Environmental Impacts 

  

Impact Categories Alternative A: No 
Action 

Acquire land in Runway 
26 end RPZ  

Commitments and Compliance of 
Preferred Alternative  

(Alternative B) 
Air Quality Not located in a non-

attainment area; General 
Conformity Rule does not 
apply. 

Not located in a non-
attainment area; General 
Conformity Rule does not 
apply. 

No mitigation required.  

Coastal Resources Not located within a 
coastal barrier or coastal 
zone. 

Not located within a coastal 
barrier or coastal zone. 

No mitigation required. 

Compatible Land Use Incompatible land uses 
would remain in Runway 
26 end RPZ. 

A total of 6.1 acres of land to 
be acquired in easements 
and fee simple. Removal of 
buildings and trees from  
Runway 26 end RPZ and 
adjacent properties. Future 
acquisition and relocation of 
a recreational business.  

Zoning restrictions should continue to 
be enforced. 

Construction Impacts No impact. Buildings and trees would 
be removed/demolished.  

Contact Mickelson Trail Manager when 
working near the trail to ensure the 
safety of trail users.  Non-vegetated 
areas would be re-seeded. 

Department of 
Transportation Act: 
Section 4(f) 

No impact. No impact. No mitigation required. 

Farmlands (Prime or 
Important) 

No impact. No impact.  No mitigation required. 

Fish, Wildlife, and Plants No impact.  “No effect” determination for 
threatened and endangered 
species. No impact to fish or 
wildlife. Trees cut down on 
land acquired in fee simple. 

No mitigation required. 

Floodplains No impact. No impact. No mitigation required. 
Hazardous Materials, 
Pollution Prevention, and 
Solid Waste 

No impact. Minimal increase in solid 
waste associated with 
building removal.  

Work shall cease if any spills or 
discovery of unknown contaminants are 
found.  
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Purpose and Need Alternative A: No 
Action 

Acquire land in 26 end 
RPZ 

Commitments and Compliance of 
Preferred Alternative  

(Alternative B) 
Historical, Architectural, 
Archaeological, and 
Cultural Resources 

No impact. SD SHPO concurred with 
finding of “No Historic 
Properties Affected” June 3, 
2010 for the land 
acquisition. Coordination 
pending for the removal of 
all buildings. Further review 
needed prior to future 
development of land to the 
southeast. 

Work shall cease if there is a discovery 
of cultural resources. Discoveries must 
be reported to the SD SHPO and the 
FAA—Bismarck ADO. 

Light Emissions and 
Visual Impacts 

No impact. No impact.  Further review 
needed prior to future 
development of land to the 
southeast. 

No mitigation required. 

Natural Resources and 
Energy Supply 

No change in use. No impact. No mitigation required. 

Noise No impact. No impact.  Further review 
needed prior to future 
development of land to the 
southeast. 

No mitigation required. 

Secondary (Induced) 
Impacts 

No reasonably foreseeable 
impacts. 

No reasonably foreseeable 
impacts. 

No mitigation required. 

Socioeconomic Impacts, 
Environmental Justice, 
and Children’s 
Environmental Health 
and Safety Risks 

No impact. Two homes will be impacted 
from this alternative. It is 
anticipated the homes can 
be relocated. Land leased to 
two additional mobile homes 
may be purchased as 
uneconomic remnant.  
Future acquisition or 
relocation of a recreational 
business. 

Acquisition of property and relocation 
assistance will follow the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. 

Water Quality No impact. No impact.  Further review 
needed prior to future 
development of land to the 
southeast. 

 

No mitigation required. 

Wetlands No impact. No impact to acquire 
Runway 26 end RPZ, further 
study needed for land to the 
southeast of Airport 

No mitigation required. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers No impact. No impact. No mitigation required. 
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 Exhibit 3-1, Area of Potential Effect Map          
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Exhibit 3-2, NWI Map 
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CHAPTER 4 PREPARERS & COORDINATING PARTIES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.1 Introduction 

As required by FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 
Instructions for Airport Actions, FAA Order 105.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 
and 40 CFR § 1502.17 of the CEQ, the names and qualifications of the principal persons contributing 
information to this Environmental Assessment are identified. It should be noted that, in accordance 
with 40 CFR § 1502.6 of the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, the efforts of an 
interdisciplinary team, consisting of technicians and experts in various fields, were required to 
accomplish this study. 

4.2 Preparers 

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson Inc. prepared this EA under a contractual agreement with Custer County, 
SD. 

4.3 Qualifications 

TABLE 4-1, PREPARERS, lists those individuals with primary responsibility for preparation of this EA. 

              
                Table 4-1, Preparers 

Name Title Role 

Rod Senn Project Manager Project Engineer 

Mason Short Airport Planner Planning; Alternative Development; 
Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

Curt Cady Environmental Planner NEPA Process Coordination; Impact 
Analysis; Data Collection; Exhibit Creation  

Tina Fricke Environmental Planner NEPA Process Coordination; Impact 
Analysis 

Shane Steiner Engineer-in-Training Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

Kathy Schmidt Records Administrator Grant Administration 
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4.4 Public and Agency Coordination 
4.4.1 Scoping 

Scoping is a formal information exchange to determine the scope of issues to be addressed 
and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. The scoping process is 
described in 40 CFR Part 1501—NEPA and Agency Planning (CEQ Regulations) as a 
process used to identify the range of alternatives and impacts and the issues to be addressed 
in the environmental document. Scoping is to begin early and continue throughout the project 
development process. Scoping is usually limited to affected governmental agencies and 
interested groups or organizations with specific knowledge about a project study area. 

4.4.1.1 Advance Notification 

To initiate early communication and coordination, an early notification package to Federal, 
State, and local agencies and other interested parties was distributed on February 11, 2010 
to 50 recipients. Pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the NEPA, a solicitation of views was 
requested to ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the 
development of the EA for the Airport project. Comments were requested by March 15, 2010. 
Please refer to APPENDIX B, ADVANCE NOTIFICATION, which contains the notification package 
and a list of agencies and interested parties that received the package. 

Of the 50 recipients of the notification package, comments were received from 6 agencies 
and interested parties, yielding a response rate of 12 percent. The comments were 
referenced and incorporated, where appropriate, within the environmental impact categories 
in Chapter 3, Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences. Additional agency 
coordination was conducted throughout the process as applicable. These comments provided 
valuable insight into the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. Please refer to 
APPENDIX C, LETTERS AND RESPONSES, which contains a list of agencies and interested 
parties who commented. Copies of each letter received in response to the advance 
notification package are also included in APPENDIX C, LETTERS AND RESPONSES. 

4.5 Opportunity for a Public Hearing 

A Notice of Availability of the EA and Opportunity for a Public Hearing date will be advertised at the 
conclusion of this study. 

4.6 EA Coordination 

Copies of the EA document will be sent to the following agencies:  

 Black Hills Electric Cooperative, Custer, South Dakota 

 SD SHPO, Pierre, South Dakota 

 SD Department of Game, Fish, and Parks, Division of Parks and Recreation 
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The EA will be made available to the following public viewing locations: 

 FAA, Bismarck ADO (Airports District Office), Bismarck, ND  

 SDDOT—Office of Local Transportation Programs-Aeronautics Division, Pierre, SD  

 Airport Manager’s Office, Custer, SD 

 Custer County Library, Custer, SD 

 Online at www.custercountysd.com/airport/ 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Advance Notification 

• Agency Notification Package 

 

• Mailing List 
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APPENDIX C 
Letters and Responses  

 
 

• US Department of Agriculture, Wildlife Services (email) 
10/20/10 

 
• United States Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District (USACE) 

3/8/2010 
 

• United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2/23/2010 

 
• United State Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 

2/19/2010 
 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service, SD Ecological Services Field Office 
11/02/2010 

 
• United States Fish and Wildlife Service, SD Ecological Services Field Office 

2/19/2010 
 

• SD Department of Game, Fish, and Parks, Division of Parks and Recreation 
11/01/2010  

 
• SD Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Air Quality Program 

3/12/2010  
 

• SD Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
3/17/2010 

 
• KLJ letter to SD State Historic Preservation Office 

06/14/2013 
 

• SD State Historic Preservation Office 
06/21/2013 
 

• SD State Historic Preservation Office 
06/03/2010 
 

• Custer County Planning/Zoning Director (phone log) 
02/23/2010 

 



• Black Hills Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
03/15/2010 

 
 

 



From: Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov
To: curt.cady@kljeng.com
Subject: RE: Custer, SD Airport
Date: Wednesday, October 20, 2010 2:06:26 PM

Hi Curt, 

Sorry for the confusion.  I did misunderstand.  If the airport is acquiring all three sections lighted in red,
and thus has complete control over them, then by all means, all of the trees from all three sections
should be removed. 

Tim

Timothy Pugh
Wildlife Biologist
USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services
420 S. Garfield Ave.  Suite 300
Pierre, SD 57501
(605) 224-8692 office
(605) 945-2677 fax
timothy.l.pugh@aphis.usda.gov 

"Curt Cady" <curt.cady@kljeng.com>

10/15/2010 04:59 PM
Please respond to

<curt.cady@kljeng.com>

To <Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov>
cc

Subject RE: Custer, SD Airport

Tim, 

  
Thanks for your quick reply.  I may have been a little unclear, the Airport will be acquiring all three sections
lighted in red.  The exception would be two narrow strips running north/south through the eastern section that
contain the highway and Mickelson trail right of ways.  So just to be clear you would recommend removing the
trees from the sections highlighted in red north and south of the east end of the runway and the trees to the

east of the highway could remain.   
  
Curt 
  
From: Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov [mailto:Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov] 
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2010 4:30 PM
To: curt.cady@kljeng.com
Subject: Re: Custer, SD Airport 
  
Hi Curt, 

I looked at the airport on google earth and see that the Custer airport is surrounded by trees.  Anyway,
as you are aware, trees provide nesting, loafing and roosting sites for a variety of birds.  They also
provide perch sites to large birds of prey who hunt in open areas.  And of course, birds will fly back

mailto:Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov
mailto:curt.cady@kljeng.com
mailto:Timothy.L.Pugh@aphis.usda.gov


and forth from one tree to another, possibly passing through flight paths.   

There is no benefit in leaving the trees.  There may even be some increased use of the trees by birds
of prey on this east end due to it being much more open. I would recommend removing the trees from
the acquired land.  I am less concerned about the trees on the section with the Trail as it appears
birds would be less likely to use these trees to hunt on the airfield. 

That is probably the best input I can give without seeing it first hand.  I hope that meets your needs.  If
not, let me know. 

Thanks, 

Tim

Timothy Pugh
Wildlife Biologist
USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services
420 S. Garfield Ave.  Suite 300
Pierre, SD 57501
(605) 224-8692 office
(605) 945-2677 fax
timothy.l.pugh@aphis.usda.gov 

"Curt Cady" <curt.cady@kljeng.com>

10/15/2010 02:08 PM

Please respond to
<curt.cady@kljeng.com>

To <timothy.l.pugh@aphis.usda.gov>
cc

Subject Custer, SD Airport

 

Tim, 

KL&J is working on a property acquisition EA for the Custer County airport.
I have attached a aerial photo showing the areas that will be acquired.  The
FAA would like to see all of the trees removed from the acquired land if
they are obstructions to airspace or wildlife hazards to the Airport.  Could
you provide comment on any benefits that may or may not be achieved by
removal of the trees within the Affect Area on the attached aerial
photo/map. Part of the area directly east of the airport is crossed by the
Mickelson Trail (see photos).  This area will not be acquired however the
FAA would like the airport to work with Trail in anyway necessary to protect
the safety and utility of the Airport. Please do not hesitate to call me if
you have any questions or I could provide you with any further information
on this matter. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Curt Cady
Environmental Planner
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.
Airports Group
128 Soo Line Drive
Bismarck, ND 58502-1157
Phone: (701) 355-8719





















 

October 29, 2010 
 
 
 
Dana Garry, Park Manager 
South Dakota Game, Fish, & Parks 
11361 Nevada Gulch Road 
Lead, SD 57754‐9801 
 
Re: Custer County Airport and George S. Mickelson Trail 
 
Dear Ms. Garry: 
 
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson (KL&J) is assisting Custer County in the development of 
improvements to the Custer County Airport. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
is the lead Federal agency.  
 
The improvements may include acquisition of approximately 31 acres of land (including 
2 acres of easements and 29 acres in fee simple) in the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) 
and in adjacent areas for compatible land use. The RPZ’s function is to enhance the 
protection of people and property on the ground. There are three trailer houses and 
several outbuildings that would be removed to ensure compatible land use. All trees on 
the land acquired in fee simple would be removed. Trees provide nesting, loafing, and 
roosting sites for a variety of birds and many species of birds pose a threat to aircraft 
safety. No portions of the Mickelson Trail will be acquired in fee simple and no trees in 
the Mickelson Trail right‐of‐way would be removed as part of this project. Please refer 
to the attachments. 
 
In order to discourage people from congregating in the section of the trail that fall in the 
RPZ, we request that SD Game, Fish, & Parks agree not to place any benches, trailheads, 
or other markers in that area. This section is approximately 600 feet long starting 
approximately 275 feet north of where Old Sawmill Road intersects with the Trail. 
 
To indicate SD GF&P’s agreement with the above, we respectfully request a response 
letter and any additional comments on the project to be forwarded to our office on or 
before November 29, 2010. If further information is desired regarding the proposed 
improvements, you may contact me at (701) 355‐8729. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc. 

 
Kayla Torgerson 
Environmental Planner 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc:   Patricia Dressler, FAA ADO 
  Rod Senn, KL&J Rapid City 
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Looking north from Old Sawmill Road Bridge over Trail.
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Looking south along Trail approximately 0.25 miles north of 
Old Sawmill Road.
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March 15, 2010 

 

Mr. Curt Cady, Environmental Planner 

Kadrmas, Lee, & Jackson 

PO Box 1157 

Bismarck, SD  58502-1157 

 

 Re: Custer County Airport – Custer, SD 

 

Dear Curt: 

 

Black Hills Electric Cooperative (BHEC) owns, operates, and maintains a three-phase 7.2/12.47 

kV electrical distribution line within or immediately adjacent to the study area.  I have included 

an aerial photograph from our system maps with the subject line segments highlighted in yellow. 

 

Though not shown correctly on the aerial photo, a portion of the line is actually located along the 

south edge of Sunset Lane at the north edge of the study area.  Another portion of the line crosses 

the study area adjacent to and east of Highway 385.  Without a lot of research into the files for 

individual pole sizes, I can tell you that the poles of this line extend generally 29-34 feet above 

ground, and the conductor spans are likely 250-350 feet between poles.  The line east of 

Highway 385 is marked with orange-colored aviation balls. 

 

This line provides main feeder service to approximately 250 consumers, including the Custer 

County Airport, west and south of the town of Custer.  It provides contingency service for 

another 350 consumers between Custer and Pringle, including the town of Pringle, which are 

normally served from the Pringle Substation.  The line has existed adjacent to the airport 

property for many years without any issues. 

 

Without knowing exactly what types of improvements are planned, BHEC cannot comment 

specifically on any issues or impacts.  However, BHEC does not expect the acquisition of land, 

in itself, to significantly alter the environmental dynamics of the area. In addition, the cost of any 

adjustments to the BHEC facilities, if any are required, would be the responsibility of the Custer 

County Airport.     

 

Sincerely yours, 

BLACK HILLS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

 
Kendrick C. Kirschenmann, P.E. 

System Engineer 

 

Enclosure 
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