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SITE SPECIFIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

 
Project Location:  Generally From Tier 1 Assessment, Benton, Buchanan, and Tama Counties, 
Iowa 
 
                   Specific to this Tier 2 Review for MC-INV-008, As Cited on Prior Page 

 
Contract Number:  13-NDRI-002 
 
Estimated Total Project Cost (all sources): $11,168,559 (all sources) plus 10% construction 
match from landowners.  

 
Amount of HUD Assistance: $11,168,559  HUD Grant Program: OMB 14.269 / CDBG B-13-DS-19-

0001                                                                                                                                   

 
Recipient Address & Phone:  Benton County Courthouse  
                                                  2nd Floor – 111 E. Fourth Street 
                                                  Vinton, IA  52349 

 
RE Project Contact Name & Phone:  Tom Gruis, Planner @ 319-365-9941 ext. 126 
 
 

Conditions for Approval: (List all mitigation and project modification measures adopted by the responsible 

entity to eliminate or minimize adverse environmental impacts. These conditions must be included in project contracts 
and other relevant documents as requirements.) [24 CFR 58.40(d), 40 CFR 1505.2(c)] 

 
See Summary of Findings and Conclusions Section for Mitigation and Project Modification 
Measures Recommended. 
 
      
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

PREPARER SIGNATURE: ____________________________________________________   DATE:        

 
PREPARER NAME & TITLE:  Tom Gruis, Planner_________________________  

 
PREPARER’S AGENCY (If Different from RE):  East Central Iowa Council of Governments (“ECICOG”) 

 

 
RE APPROVING OFFICIAL SIGNATURE: ______________________________________   DATE:        

 
RE APPROVING OFFICIAL NAME & TITLE:  Rick Primmer, Chairperson, County Board of Supervisors 
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Purpose of the Project: [“Statement of Purpose and Need for the Proposal” - 40 CFR 1508.9(b)] 
Include all contemplated actions that are logically either geographically or functionally a 
composite part of the project, regardless of the source of funding. [24 CFR 58.32, 40 CFR 1508.25] As 
appropriate, attach maps, site plans, renderings, photographs, budgets and other descriptive 
information: 

In January 2016, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) announced 
an award of nearly $97 million to the State of Iowa for the Iowa Watershed Approach for Urban 
and Rural Resilience (IWA). The award was made under HUD’s National Disaster Resilience 
Competition designed to fund cutting-edge projects addressing unmet needs from past disasters 
while addressing potential vulnerabilities from future disasters. From 2011 to 2013, eight 
Presidential Disaster Declarations (encompassing 73 of 99 Iowa counties and more than 70 
percent of the state) were issued across Iowa as a result of extreme flood events. Flooding 
resulted in property damage and loss; temporary and permanent displacement of people and 
businesses; damage to roads, bridges, and other vital infrastructure; and soil loss. While 
notable, the 2011 to 2013-floods do not represent Iowa’s worst flood years. Long-term data 
indicates heavy precipitation and flooding events are increasing in frequency across the 
Midwest, and models predict this trend will continue in the future. Responding to this trend, HUD 
and its various partners believed a new emphasis on flood resilience was required. This new 
perspective needed to decrease flood risks, improve water quality, and increase both urban and 
rural resilience to these events. In October 2015, the Iowa Economic Development Authority 
(IEDA), Iowa Department of Homeland Security (IDHS), and the Iowa Flood Center (IFC) 
responded to HUD National Disaster Resilience Competition with a proposal to develop the 
IWA.  The proposed action is designed to accomplish six specific goals: 1) Reduce flood risks 
within the urban and rural areas; 2)  Improve water quality for users within and downstream, 
especially in light of the Gulf of Mexico hypoxia problem – a national environmental issue;  3)  
Increase flood resilience for individuals and communities through conservation practices proven 
to reduce water quantity during high-flow events; 4) Engage stakeholders through collaboration 
and outreach/education through Watershed Management Authority and flood resilience action 
plans; 5) Improve quality of life and health, especially for susceptible populations (low- to middle 
income households) by improving water quality and reducing or eliminating periods of 
displacement due to flooding; and 6) Develop a program scalable and replicable throughout the 
Midwest and the United States. 

Tier I and Tier II Review: 

Tier 1 Environmental Review PEAs assess the individual and cumulative environmental impacts 
of program activities on a specific geographical area. PEAs may also be prepared when the 
environmental impacts are generic or common to a class of actions, or to other activities that are 
not location specific. The PEA can serve as a foundation and reference document to allow the 
efficient completion of Supplemental or Individual EAs for the individual actions described in the 
PEA. This PEA was specifically designed to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with 
the construction and implementation of structures or practices. With the PEA in place, the 
environmental review process required by NEPA and its associated environmental laws would 
be streamlined.  

The Tier 1 EA for this watershed was completed on September 17, 2017. It is available as a 
companion to this Tier II review.   
 
Under the previously evaluated Tier 1 EA, the following laws and authorities referenced under 
HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR Part 58.5 have been fully considered and do not require a site-
specific review: 
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  Safe Drinking Water Act (42 USC 201, 300(f) et seq., and 21 U.S.C. 349 – Sole Source 
Aquifers) as amended; particularly section 1424(e)(42 USC 300h–3(e)) 

  Clean Air Act (40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93) 

  Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 

  Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982  

  Noise Abatement and Control (24 CFR Part 51(B)) 

  Explosive and Flammable Operations (24 CFR Part 51(C))  

  Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271, Sections 7(b) and (c))  

 Environmental Justice (EO 12898)  

 

The Tier 2 Environmental Review Based on the completion of the Tier I EA, the following 
subject areas will be evaluated on a site-specific analysis to determine compliance. These 
authorities are referenced under HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR Part 58.5:  

 Floodplain Management (Executive Order [EO] 11988; 24 CFR Part 55) 

 Excavation and Fill In Navigable Waters (Section 404; Article 15, Title 5) 

 Clean Water Act Water Quality Certification (Section 401)  

 Wetland Protection (EO 11990)  

 National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR Part 800)  

 Endangered Species Act (50 CFR Part 402) 

 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (24 CFR Part 58, Sec 5(i)(2))  

 Airport Clear Zones and Accident Potential Zones (24 CFR Part 51D)  

 Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 CFR Part 658)  

A site-specific ERR included a desktop evaluation of the application, the proposed site activity, 
and its location relative to the above compliance factors. Reviews also included direct field 
observation with photographs and notes for the file.   
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT  

(types of practices, number of practices, etc.): 

This Tier II review covers the proposed construction of a wetland and surrounding perennial 

cover, pond, and grade stabilization on three sites in Buchanan County, Iowa, comprising one 

environmental review inventory in the IWA project. A map of the proposed project is shown in 

Map 1. 

Estimated Construction Cost: $ 

BUCHANAN COUNTY 
 

MC-126-DAVIS WETLAND 

MC-127-DAVIS PERENNIAL COVER 

 
MC-085-BISTLINE POND 

 
MC-166-BISTLINE GRADE STABILIZATION 
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PROPOSED SITES 

Buchanan County 

MC-126–127-DAVIS 
Project Location: 

The project is proposed at a site located southeast of the intersection of 290th St. and Gabriel 
Ave. The legal description is SE ¼, NW ¼ of Section 12 T87N R10W. A site map, which 
includes the location of site photos, is shown in Map 2. 
Project Description: 

The proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) is currently row crop agricultural land. The 
proposed project consists of constructing a wetland and perennial buffer to control gully erosion, 
improve water quality, and reduce flood risk in the Lime Creek watershed. Site photos are 
shown in Figure 1 to Figure 4. The preliminary design is shown in Figure 5. 

MC-085-BISTLINE 
Project Location: 

The project is proposed at a site located northeast of the intersection of Benton-Buchanan Rd. 
and Hamilton Ave. The legal description is SW ¼ of Section 31 T87N R9W. A site map, which 
includes the location of site photos, is shown in Map 3. 
Project Description: 

The proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) is predominately row crop agricultural land. The 
proposed project consists of constructing a pond to control gully erosion, improve water quality, 
and reduce flood risk in the Bear Creek watershed. Site photos are shown in Figure 6 to Figure 
9. The preliminary design is shown in Figure 10. 

MC-166-BISTLINE 
Project Location: 

The project is proposed at a site located southwest of the intersection of 26th Ave. and 50th St. 
Dr. The legal description is SE ¼, SE ¼ of Section 3 T86N R10W. A site map, which includes 
the location of site photos, is shown in Map 4. 
Project Description: 

The proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) is predominately row crop agricultural land. The 
proposed project consists of constructing a grade stabilization structure to control gully erosion, 
improve water quality, and reduce flood risk in the Bear Creek watershed. Site photos are 
shown in Figure 11 to Figure 14. The preliminary design is shown in Figure 15. 
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Map 1: Project Map 
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Map 2: MC-126–127-DAVIS Site Map 
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Figure 1: MC-126–127-DAVIS Photo Point 1 North 

Figure 2: MC-126–127-DAVIS Photo Point 1 East 
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Figure 3: MC-126–127-DAVIS Photo Point 1 South 

Figure 4: MC-126–127-DAVIS Photo Point 1 West 
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Figure 5: MC-126–127-DAVIS Preliminary Design 
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Map 3: MC-085-BISTLINE Site Map 
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Figure 6: MC-085-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 North 

Figure 7: MC-085-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 East 

 
  



16 
 

Figure 8: MC-085-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 South 

Figure 9: MC-085-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 West 
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Figure 10: MC-085-BISTLINE Preliminary Design 
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Map 4: MC-166-BISTLINE Site Map 
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Figure 11: MC-166-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 North 

Figure 12: MC-166-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 East 
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Figure 13: MC-166-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 South 

Figure 14: MC-166-BISTLINE Photo Point 1 West 
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Figure 15: MC-166-BISTLINE Preliminary Design 
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PART I:  STATUTORY CHECKLIST 

[24CFR §58.5] 

 
“A box” The project is in compliance, either because: (1) the nature of the project does not implicate the authority 
under consideration, or (2) supporting information documents that project compliance has been achieved.  In either 
case, information must be provided as to WHY the authority is not implicated, or HOW compliance is met;  OR 

“B box” The project requires an additional compliance step or action, including but not limited to 
consultation with or approval from an oversight agency, performance of a study or analysis, 
completion of remediation or mitigation measure, or obtaining of license or permit.  

1. Airport Hazards  
(Clear Zones and 
Accident Potential Zones)  
[24 CFR 51D] 
 

  

As part of the Site Specific Review, the RE will determine 
if a structure or practice was within 2,500 feet of a civil 
airport during the site-specific review.  
 
Proposed Action Affect: 
The proposed practices are not within 2,500 feet of a civil 
airport. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Map 5: Airport Map 

2.  Contamination and 
Toxic Substances 
[24 CFR 58.5(i)(2)] 
 

  

During the initial planning, engineering review/design, and 
local permitting process, the RE and its consulting 
engineers will determine the presence of contaminants 
and toxic substances at each site. The review should 
include: 1) a physical inspection of the property to identify 
dump sites, abandoned storage tanks, vehicles, and other 
possible sources of contaminants and toxins; 2) a review 
of historic documentation and historic aerial imagery to 
identify possible sites; and 3) a review of pertinent IDNR 
and EPA databases.  

  

Proposed Action Affect: 
There are no IDNR or EnviroMapper contaminated or toxic 
sites within a half-mile of the proposed practices. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Map 6: Contamination and Toxic Substances Map 

3.  Endangered Species 
[50 CFR 402] 
 
 

  

The IDNR Natural Heritage Program and the USFWS 
were contacted as part of the tier I assessment to initiate 
consultation to ensure compliance with State and Federal 
threatened and endangered species laws. Each project 
component will be reviewed to determine the level of effect 
for both State- and Federally protected species. Further 
consultation with the IDNR and USFWS will be conducted 
if an action may affect a listed species. Each site will be 
reviewed for proximity to aquatic species to determine the 
level of effect of project activities. Mitigation measures 
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may include time limits for when the work may be 
completed. For example, tree clearing during winter may 
be postponed to protect potential roost trees for the 
federally protected Northern long-eared bats. If the 
installation of a structure or practice results in a “may 
affect” determination, Section 7 consultation must be 
completed for that site. The RE will ensure all structures 
and practices meet this requirement by including analysis 
of threatened and endangered species. A record check 
with the IDNR and USFWS would be the first step, 
followed by a habitat assessment for each location. If the 
necessary habitat is present to support a listed species, 
then an inventory would likely be required. If the species 
was found to be present, the consultation protocols 
outlined above would be followed.  

 

Proposed Action Affect: 

An official species list was obtained from the US FWS. No 
suitable habitat is present for the listed species. The sites 
are in-production cropland. Trees that could be possible 
bat habitat are adjacent to MC-166-BISTLINE; however, 
no trees are present where the practice will be installed. 
Because there is no suitable habitat, no FWS consultation 
is required. The Iowa DNR was consulted for State 
threatened and endangered species. They identified no 
concerns. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List 
Figure 17: Section 7 Decision Making Process for HUD 

Projects 
Figure 18: Section 7 Step-by-Step Instructions 
Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter 
Figure 20: IDNR Response 

4. Farmland Protection  
[7 CFR 658] 
 
 

  Many (if not most) of the structures and practices 
associated with NRRWP will be installed proximal to or 
within agricultural ground as defined by FPPA. However, 
most practices are directly related to agricultural 
operations and do not irreversibly convert farmland to non-
agricultural uses. As part of the ERR, for each practice, an 
assessment will be completed on Form AD-1006, 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, and included in the 
ERR as part of the review (Scoping comments from NRCS 
personnel indicated that each location would need to be 
evaluated for a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating to 
comply with the FPPA.).  

Proposed Action Affect: 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service was 
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consulted regarding the proposed practices. They are not 
considered irreversible conversion of farmland and are, 
therefore, not subject to FPPA review. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Figure 21: NRCS Consultation and Response 

5. Floodplain 
Management 
[24 CFR 55, Executive 
Order 11988] 
 
 

  

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) requires a Federal 
agency avoid direct or indirect support of development 
within the 100-year floodplain whenever there is a 
practicable alternative. HUD has developed an Eight-step 
process to assess impacts to floodplains. HUD uses Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) to identify the regulatory 
100-year floodplain for the National Flood Insurance 
Program.   

24 CFR Part 55.12(c)(3) states that compliance with 
floodplain management is not required for the approval of 
financial assistance for restoring and preserving natural 
and beneficial functions and values of floodplains and 
wetlands. There are three additional requirements 
associated with such a determination found at 24 CFR 
Part 55.12(c)(3)(i-iii): 1) the property must be cleared of all 
existing structures and improvements; 2) the property is 
dedicated for permanent use for flood control, wetland 
protection, park land, or open space; and 3) a permanent 
covenant or comparable restriction is placed on the 
property’s continued use to preserve the floodplain and 
wetland from future development. However, not all of the 
requirements under 24 CFR Part 55.12(c)(3)(i-iii) would be 
meet, since proposed practices will not be placed under 
permanent easement. Instead, the RE will follow the Eight-
step process (see below) to assess floodplain impacts. 

Proposed Action Affect:  

No proposed practices overlap a 100-year floodplain. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Map 7: MC-085-BISTLINE Floodplain Map 
Map 8: MC-166-BISTLINE Floodplain Map 
Map 9: MC-126–127-DAVIS Floodplain Map 

6. Historic Preservation 
[36 CFR 800] 
 
 

  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) and implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800 
require the expenditure of federal funds to take into 
consideration the potential effect of a project on historic 
and cultural resources.  As part of the Tier I level, all tribes 
were notified of the potential for ground disturbing 
activities in the geographic areas of Tier 1 and an 
archaeological consultant was contracted by IEDA to 
conduct modeling of these areas.   

Once specific site locations are determined, the site 
information must be shared with the IEDA consulting 
archaeologist.  The Archaeologist will determine if a Phase 
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I Archaeological Site Investigation should be completed.  If 
such investigation is required the RE must procure for 
such services.  Once all investigation is completed, the RE 
selects their federal finding in accordance with the 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800), and submits the finding 
along with the results of all archaeological investigation 
and the proposed scope of work to both the Native 
American tribes with an interest in the geographic area, 
and IEDA through the Section 106 form in iowagrants.gov. 
No ground disturbing activities shall take place until 
consultation is concluded.   

 

Proposed Action Affect: 

The proposed practices were reviewed through an 
archeological Phase I assessment. One historical site was 
logged, but the portion within the APE was recommended 
ineligible for nomination to the NRHP. A finding of No 
Historic Places is recommended. Native American tribes 
with an interest in the area were consulted. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Figure 22: MC-085-BISTLINE Phase I Needs Assessment 
Figure 23: MC-085-BISTLINE Phase I Investigation 

Summary 
Figure 24: MC-166-BISTLINE Phase I Needs Assessment 
Figure 25: MC-126–127-DAVIS Phase I Investigation 

Summary 
Figure 26: Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Consultation Letter 
Figure 27: Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin 

Consultation Letter 
Figure 28: Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and 

Nebraska Consultation Letter 
Figure 29: Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma Consultation 

Letter 
Figure 30: Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa 

Consultation Letter 
Figure 31: Consultation Letter Certified Mailing Receipts 
Figure 32: Miami Tribe of Oklahoma Response 

7. Wetland Protection 
[24 CFR 55, Executive 
Order 11990] 
 
 

  

Under EO 11900—Protection of Wetlands, an agency 
must find “that there is no practicable alternative to such 
construction, and that the proposed action includes all 
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which 
may result from such use.” Furthermore, the “agency shall 
also provide opportunity for early public review of any 
plans or proposals for new construction in wetlands.” 

If program work on a specific site would impact a wetland, 
the Eight-step decision making process outlined in 24 CFR 
Part 55.20 (modified for wetlands) would be completed. If 
the wetland impacts cannot be avoided, appropriate 
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permits would be obtained in compliance with EO 11990 
and sections 401 and 404 of the CWA, as well as any 
applicable State permits.    In instances were an Individual 
Permit would be required, the RE would not be required to 
complete the Eight-step process per 24 CFR Part 55.28. 
Instead, the procedures and requirements under the 
Individual Permit would be followed by the RE. 

 

Proposed Action Affect:  

MC-085-BISTLINE and MC-166-BISTLINE overlap a total 
of 0.42 acres of National Wetland Inventory-designated 
wetlands. The 8-Step Decision Making Process for 
Projects Proposed in a 100-Year Floodplain or Wetland 
was followed. No comments were received. 

Documents in Appendix: 
Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo 
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PART II: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 

[Environmental Review Guide HUD CPD-782, 24 CFR 58.40; 40 CFR 1508.8 &1508.27] 
 

As part of the Phased Tier 1 Environmental Assessment, impact categories were evaluated for 
the effects of the proposal on the character, features and resources of the project area.  The 
Tier 1 EA completed these assessments and entered relevant base data and credible, verifiable 
source documentation to support the finding as well as the appropriate determination of impact: 
None Anticipated, Potentially Adverse or Potentially Beneficial.   
 
Those impact categories were: 
 

• Conformance with Comprehensive and Neighborhood plans 

• Land use compatibility and conformance with zoning 

• Urban Design – visual Quality and Scale 

• Slope 

• Erosion 

• Soil suitability 

• Hazards and Nuisances 

• Noise 

• Air Quality 

• Energy Conservation 

• Demographic Character changes 

• Displacement 

• Employment and Income patterns 

• Educational Facilities 

• Commercial Facilities 

• Health Care 

• Social Services 

• Solid Waste 

• Waste Water 

• Storm water 

• Water supply 

• Public Safety – Police, Fire, and Emergency Medical 

• Open Space, Recreation, and Cultural Facilities 

• Transportation 

• Water Resources 

• Surface Water 

• Unique Natural Features and Agricultural Lands 

• Vegetation and Wildlife 
 
Some impact categories will require mitigation measures (see following). 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Project Alternatives Considered 

[24 CFR 58.40(e),  Ref. 40 CFR 1508.9] (As appropriate, identify other reasonable courses of action that were 
considered and not selected, such as other sites, design modifications, or other uses of the subject site.  Describe the 
benefits and adverse impacts to the human environment of each alternative and the reasons for rejecting it.  Include 
consideration of the No Action Alternative, that is, not implementing the preferred alternative). 

1.5.1. No Action Alternative 
Agriculture is the primary land use throughout the MCRW. The No Action Alternative 
would allow the continued degradation of water quality and the increase of flooding 
events currently resulting from poor agricultural practices and other sources to continue. 
Nonpoint source pollution of surface water is a widespread problem in Iowa and 
surrounding Midwest states. Common pollutants include excessive nutrients, sediments, 
pesticides, and bacteria. Many of Iowa’s rivers and lakes receive direct discharge of 
treated effluent from municipal and industrial sources, as well as runoff from urbanized 
areas, construction sites, and agricultural areas. Sedimentation and nutrient enrichment 
are problems associated with runoff that can impact surface water quality. Nitrogen 
concentrations generally tend to be greatest in rivers that drain urban or heavily 
agricultural areas (U.S. Geological Survey, 2017a). Agricultural non-point source 
pollutants are a primary (but not exclusive) cause of surface water quality degradation in 
Iowa (NASS, 2016). With the selection of the No Action Alternative, modes of agricultural 
production would remain as they have for decades. There would be no incentives to 
construct structures or implement practices. The installation of filter strips, buffers, and 
other structures or practices that reduce pollutant loading and reduce flooding intensity 
would not be funded. High levels of nutrients would continue to periodically accumulate 
and pollute the watershed. The potential for negative economic impacts resulting from 
reduced water quality and quantity would remain present and possibly increase. 

1.5.2. Proposed Action Alternative 

Within the eight sub-watersheds associated with the MCRWP targeted for the installation 
and maintenance of selected structures, implementation of the Proposed Action 
Alternative would focus on approximately 323.8 square miles (207,243 acres) in the 
eight sub-watersheds within the MCRWP targeted for the installation and maintenance 
of selected structures. MCRWMA would provide the financial and technical assistance 
necessary to assist eligible Iowa farmers and livestock producers in voluntarily 
establishing structures or practices to control water runoff and nonpoint source pollution, 
including nutrient loading, soil erosion, and sedimentation. The landowners would be 
funded through a cost-sharing arrangement to install these approved structures or 
practices. Implementing structures associated with the MCRWP would decrease the 
amount of nonpoint source pollution and high-water flow, thereby reducing these factors 
throughout the entire MCRW. Proposed practices have been shown to decrease 
watershed contaminants, which would improve water quality and provide cleaner water 
sources for drinking and recreation (Center for Agriculture and Rural Development, 
2017). Additionally, proposed structures and practices would lessen the severity of 
flooding (especially in low- to middle-income neighborhoods in urban areas of the 
watershed) by temporarily impounding water in basins, ponds, constructed wetlands, 
and other structures. 
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Recommendation 

The Proposed Action Alternative is recommended because of the documented benefits similar 
structures have provided for other projects. The no action alternative supports the status quo, 
which is poor and possible degrading water and soil health and existing and possibly increasing 
flood hazard risk. The Tier II site-specific review resulted in the identification of no impacts or no 
significant impacts with the Proposed Action Alternative for all environmental factors not fully 
considered in the Tier I assessment. 
 

Mitigation and Project Modification Measures Recommended  

[24 CFR 58.40(d), 40 CFR 1508.20] 
(Recommend feasible ways in which the proposal or its external factors should be modified in order to minimize 
adverse environmental impacts and restore or enhance environmental quality.) 
 

As expansion of that stipulated within Phased Tier 1 assessment: 
 

• Erosion – as a best management practice during construction of the practices silt fence 
and erosion prevention may be implemented if required by permits. All synthetic erosion 
control features (which are intended for temporary use during construction) should be 
completely removed and properly disposed of after construction is completed. Only 
natural fiber materials may be abandoned in place. 
 

• Soil Suitability – as part of the design of the structures an assessment of soil suitability 
will be included in the engineering design plans.   If necessary, the design of the 
structure will be relocated or soils will be amended. 
 

• Noise - Temporary increases in noise levels due to installation of structures would be 
minimized through compliance with local noise ordinances (including time of day work 
limitations) if applicable. 
 

6.8. Wetlands 

• The Eight-Step Decision Making Process for Activities in a Floodplain or Wetland was 
followed. 

 
Additional Studies Performed 

(List the reports, studies or analyses performed for this assessment, and attach studies or summaries.) 

      
Phase I Investigation, refer to Appendix B, #6—Historic Preservation 
 

List of Agencies and Persons Consulted  

[40 CFR 1508.9(b)] 

(List agencies and persons consulted for this assessment.)  

Agency Representative Purpose 
Bear Creek Archeology  Phase I Investigation 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources Seth Moore Endangered species consult 
Natural Resources Conservation Service Neil Sass FPPA consult 
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APPENDIX A—GIS DATA SOURCES 

Layer Source  
Link 
 
Airport Shapefile Federal Aviation Administration 
https://ais-faa.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/e747ab91a11045e8b3f8a3efd093d3b5_0 
 
Brownfields (ACRES) EnviroMapper 
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-
92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa 
 
Contaminated Sites Iowa DNR REST Service 
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/ 
 
Elevation Contours Iowa DNR REST Service 
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/ 
 
Flood Hazard Zones FEMA REST Service 
https://hazards.fema.gov/gis/nfhl/rest/services/public/NFHL/MapServer 
 
Hazardous Waste (RADInfo) EnviroMapper 
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-
92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa 
 
HUC 12 Watersheds USGS 
https://www.usgs.gov/core-science-systems/ngp/national-hydrography/access-national-
hydrography-products 
 
Iowa Counties U.S. Census TIGER/Line 
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html 
 
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks Iowa DNR REST Service 
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/ 
 
Municipality U.S. Census TIGER/Line 
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html 
 
Orthographic Imagery Iowa State University Geographic Information 

Systems Support & Research Facility 
https://ortho.gis.iastate.edu/arcgis/services/ortho/naip_2017_nc/ImageServer 
 
Public Land Survey System Bureau of Land Management REST Service 
https://gis.blm.gov/arcgis/rest/services/Cadastral/BLM_Natl_PLSS_CadNSDI/MapServer 
 
Roads U.S. Census TIGER/Line 
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html 
 

https://ais-faa.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/e747ab91a11045e8b3f8a3efd093d3b5_0
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/
https://hazards.fema.gov/gis/nfhl/rest/services/public/NFHL/MapServer
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://www.usgs.gov/core-science-systems/ngp/national-hydrography/access-national-hydrography-products
https://www.usgs.gov/core-science-systems/ngp/national-hydrography/access-national-hydrography-products
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/geospatial/rest/services/
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html
https://ortho.gis.iastate.edu/arcgis/services/ortho/naip_2017_nc/ImageServer
https://gis.blm.gov/arcgis/rest/services/Cadastral/BLM_Natl_PLSS_CadNSDI/MapServer
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-line.html


31 
 

Streams Iowa GeoData 
https://geodata.iowa.gov/dataset/stream-centerlines-iowa/resource/7a3d9234-51e3-4f48-b7ac-
20e00393b1f1 
 
Superfund Sites (NPL) EnviroMapper 
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-
92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa 
 
Toxic Releases (TRI) EnviroMapper 
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-
92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa 
 
Toxic Substances Controls Act (TSCA) EnviroMapper 
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-
92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa 
 
Wetlands Iowa GeoData 
https://geodata.iowa.gov/dataset/national-wetlands-inventory-iowa 

  

https://geodata.iowa.gov/dataset/stream-centerlines-iowa/resource/7a3d9234-51e3-4f48-b7ac-20e00393b1f1
https://geodata.iowa.gov/dataset/stream-centerlines-iowa/resource/7a3d9234-51e3-4f48-b7ac-20e00393b1f1
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geopub.epa.gov/myem/efmap/index.html?ve=9,42.079432,-92.065718&pText=Benton%20County,%20Iowa
https://geodata.iowa.gov/dataset/national-wetlands-inventory-iowa
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APPENDIX B—STATUTORY CHECKLIST SUBSTANTIATING 

DOCUMENTATION 

# 1—Airport Hazards 

The proposed practices are not within 2,500 feet of a civil airport. Refer to Map 5. 

Map 5: Airport Map 
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# 2—Contamination and Toxic Substances 

There are no IDNR or EnviroMapper contaminated or toxic sites within a half-mile of the 
proposed practices. Refer to Map 6. Only the types of IDNR and EnviroMapper sites that appear 
in the map frame are included in the legend. 

Map 6: Contamination and Toxic Substances Map 
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# 3—Endangered Species 

An official species list was obtained from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Refer to 
Figure 16. No suitable habitat is present for the listed species. The sites are in-production 
cropland. Trees that could be possible bat habitat are adjacent to MC-166-BISTLINE; however, 
no trees are present where the practice will be installed. No trees will be removed. Because 
there is no suitable habitat, no FWS consultation is required. Refer to Figure 17 and Figure 18. 
The Iowa DNR was consulted for State threatened and endangered species. The first several 
pages of the consultation letter are included in Figure 19. The remainder of the consultation 
letter matches the Description of the Project section. They identified no concerns. Refer to 
Figure 20. 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List, continued 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List, continued 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List, continued 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List, continued 
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Figure 16: MC-INV-008 Official Species List, continued 
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Figure 17: Section 7 Decision Making Process for HUD Projects 
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Figure 18: Section 7 Step-by-Step Instructions 
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Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter 
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Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 19: IDNR Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 20: IDNR Response 
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# 4—Farmland Protection 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service was consulted regarding the proposed practices. 
They are not considered irreversible conversion of farmland and are, therefore, not subject to 
FPPA review. Refer to Figure 21. 

Figure 21: NRCS Consultation and Response 
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Figure 21: NRCS Consultation and Response, continued 
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# 5—Floodplain Management 

No proposed practices overlap a 100-year floodplain. Refer to Map 7 through Map 9. 

Map 7: MC-085-BISTLINE Floodplain Map 
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Map 8: MC-166-BISTLINE Floodplain Map 
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Map 9: MC-126–127-DAVIS Floodplain Map 
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# 6—Historic Preservation 

The proposed practices were reviewed through an archeological Phase I assessment. One 
historical site, 13BC86, was logged at the DAVIS site, but the portion within the APE was 
recommended ineligible for nomination to the NRHP. No historic or cultural materials were 
found on the BISTLINE sites. A finding of No Effect to Historic Places is recommended. A 
summary of the findings is below, followed by excerpts from the Phase I Needs Assessments (if 
completed) and Phase I investigations, refer to Figure 22 through Figure 25. Native American 
tribes with an interest in the area were consulted. Section 106 review information for practices 
from three separate review inventories were sent to the tribes in this consultation letter. Copies 
of the Native American letters follow the review materials. 

 
MC-085/166-BISTLINE 

Maximum depth of excavation: 

Phase I findings: Phase I summary: Both pedestrian survey and systematic subsurface 
excavations failed to identify any archeological deposits. Based on the negative results of this 
Phase I cultural resource survey, no further investigations are recommended for the project area 
proposed for a pond, borrow area, and access route (MC-085-Bistline). 

MC-126–127-DAVIS 

Maximum depth of excavation: 

Phase I findings: In total, 179 bucket augers were excavated that proved negative for 
archeological deposits. However, a light scatter of historic debris was collected from the surface 
of deflated ridge spur during pedestrian survey corresponding with the depicted location of a 
former farmstead/residence and was subsequently recorded as 13BC86. A total of 64 shovel 
tests excavated at 10 m (32.8 ft) intervals in similarly spaced transects resulted in nine positive 
shovel tests for additional historic materials collected from disturbed contexts. As it exists within 
the project area, 13BC86 is interpreted as a mid- to late nineteenth to early twentieth century 
farmstead/residence that is considered to lack integrity and is recommended not eligible to the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
 

  



55 
 

Figure 22: MC-085-BISTLINE Phase I Needs Assessment 

 
  



56 
 

Figure 23: MC-085-BISTLINE Phase I Investigation Summary 
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Figure 23: MC-085-BISTLINE Phase I Investigation Summary, continued 
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Figure 24: MC-166-BISTLINE Phase I Needs Assessment 
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Figure 25: MC-126–127-DAVIS Phase I Investigation Summary 
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Figure 25: MC-126–127-DAVIS Phase I Investigation Summary, continued 
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Figure 25: MC-126–127-DAVIS Phase I Investigation Summary, continued 
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Native American Consultation 
The findings from the Historic Preservation research conducted for this environmental review 
were shared with Native American tribes with an interest in the proposed project area for 
consultation. Copies of the consultation letters are included in Figure 26 to Figure 30. A copy of 
the certified mail receipts is shown in Figure 31. The letters included vicinity maps of the 
proposed sites and excerpts from the Phase I investigations. The vicinity maps are included in 
the Description of the Project section, and the Phase I excerpts are above. The Section 106 
review materials for practices in three separate environmental review inventories were provided 
with the same letter. The finding for the most significant inventory, “No Adverse Effects to 
Historic Places”, was shared. The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma responded to the consultation letter, 
offering no objections to the proposed practices. Refer to Figure 32. 
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Figure 26: Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Consultation Letter 
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Figure 26: Apache Tribe of Oklahoma Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 27: Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin Consultation Letter 
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Figure 27: Menominee Indian Tribe of Wisconsin Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 28: Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska Consultation Letter 

 
  



68 
 

Figure 28: Sac & Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 29: Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma Consultation Letter 
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Figure 29: Sac & Fox Nation, Oklahoma Consultation Letter, continued 
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Figure 30: Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa Consultation Letter 
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Figure 30: Sac & Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa Consultation Letter, consultation 
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Figure 31: Consultation Letter Certified Mailing Receipts 
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Figure 31: Consultation Letter Certified Mailing Receipts, continued 
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Figure 32: Miami Tribe of Oklahoma Response 
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# 7—Wetland Protection 

MC-085-BISTLINE and MC-166-BISTLINE overlap a total of 0.42 acres of National Wetland 
Inventory-designated wetlands. The 8-Step Decision Making Process for Projects Proposed in a 
100-Year Floodplain or Wetland was followed. No comments were received. A copy of the 
memo documenting the 8-Step Process and wetland maps is shown in Figure 33. The early and 
final notices and publication affidavits are shown in  through . 

Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 

 
  



80 
 

Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 
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Figure 33: 8-Step Decision Making Process Memo, continued 

 


