DAVID EVANS
AnD ASSOCIATES inc.

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 28, 2013
TO: Bill Semmens, Montana Department of Transportation
FROM: L. Stragis — David Evans and Associates, Inc. Senior Biologist
SUBJECT: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE REPORT ADDENDUM
PROJECT: Montana Department of Transportation — Billings Bypass, Yellowstone County
COPIES: Billings Bypass FEIS project file

At the request of the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT), David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has
prepared this Biological Resource Report Addendum to document changes from what was presented in the
November 2011 Biological Resources Report (BRR). This Addendum includes: project alternative updates,
general BRR updates, Biological Assessment (BA) update with 2012 USFWS concurrence communications, and
wetlands update. This Addendum will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) as part of
the BRR Technical Report.

BRR ADDENDUM SUMMARY

The study area, existing conditions, avoidance and minimization measures, impacts, and recommended
conservation measures described in the BRR are still valid and remain unchanged except as detailed below.

*  The practicable alternatives advanced and analyzed in the FEIS include: Mary Street Option 1, Mary
Street Option 2, Five Mile Road, and No Build alternatives. Mary Street Option 2 has been identified as
the Preferred Alternative. Updated project designs and analysis included secondary corridors and
refinements of interchanges, intersections, and bridge crossings. MDT is proposing a phase approach with
Phase 1 as an initial two-lane facility and, at a later date with available funding, will construct an
additional two lanes for the Full Buildout.

* A BRR re-evaluation is an added recommended conservation measure before the construction of the four-
lane facility for species of concern, threatened and endangered species, and other resources due to
potential changes in the resource status or regulations.

*  The current and approved BA impact assessment for threatened and endangered species is displayed
below (Table 1).

Table 1. Threatened and Endangered Species Update

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME USFWS  OCCURRENCE IN STUDY  PROJECT EFFECT DETERMINATION
STATUS AREA
Whooping crane Grus americana Endangered | Potentially during migration | Not likely to adversely affect
Black-footed ferret Mustela nigripes Endangered | Highly unlikely No Effect
Greater sage-grouse | Centrocercus urophasianus | Candidate Unlikely Not likely to jeopardize continued existence
Sprague’s pipit Anthus spragueii. Candidate Unlikely Not likely to jeopardize continued existence
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*  Updated wetland impacts were determined to be 5.39 acres for Mary Street Option 1, 4.52 acres for Mary
Street Option 2, and 4.70 acres for Five Mile Road. Additional information regarding wetlands AA, K,
and Z is provided.

BRR SECTION 1.1.1 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES UPDATES

As a result of the project planning and screening process, the practicable alternatives advanced and analyzed in
the FEIS include: Mary Street Option 1, Mary Street Option 2, Five Mile Road, and No Build alternatives. These
build alternatives were evaluated in the BRR as the Johnson Lane Option 1 for Mary Street Option 1, Mary Street
Option 2, Five Mile Road alternatives, and No Build. The Johnson Lane Option 2 alternatives were eliminated.
See Figure 1. Mary Street Option 2 has been recommended as the Preferred Alternative.

The selected alternative would be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 would consist of a two-lane facility that
meets the traffic needs within the 20-year planning horizon. With future funding, the Full Buildout would be
constructed to meet the traffic needs outside of the 20-year planning horizon. Phase 1would be narrower than the
Full Buildout but it would include the right-of-way acquisition and the secondary corridor of the Full Buildout.

Figure 1. FEIS Alternative Alignment and Aquatic Resources
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GENERAL BRR UPDATES

The study area, existing conditions, avoidance and minimization measures, and recommended conservation
measures described in the BRR are still valid and remain unchanged. The preliminary potential impacts to the
biological resources in the BRR were estimates derived from analysis of the conceptual design that identified the
primary corridor of the alternatives. The impacts have been updated in the FEIS with analysis of the alternative
designs provided in 2012 and 2013 by DOWL HKM. These updated designs included secondary corridors and
refinements in the alternative corridors particularly at major intersections and bridge crossings. Final alignment
designs are anticipated to further reduce impacts through avoidance and minimization measures implemented on
the basis of policies, procedures, and regulations.

It was been determined that Phase 1 would not have substantially greater impacts than the Full Buildout for
biological resources. Therefore, additional analysis of impacts to these resources would not be required. This
approach would not result in substantial changes to potential impacts, avoidance and minimization measures, and
recommended conservation measures for terrestrial vegetation resources and aquatic resources. However, the
status and occurrence of some species of concern, and threatened and endangered species of the area may change
between Phase 1 and the Full Buildout. Additionally, regulation may change in regard to other biological
resources. Therefore it is understood that a re-evaluation would be required and is added as a recommended
conservation measure. The avoidance and minimization methods for general wildlife, species of concern, and
threatened and endangered species would still be valid and remain unchanged.

BRR SECTION 6 - BA UPDATE

The BRR update contains BA concurrence communications with USFWS that include the effects determination
update with information regarding the “No Effect” determination for the black-footed ferret and updates the
effects determination language for candidate species greater sage grouse and Sprague’s pipit to read “is not likely
to jeopardize the continued existence” as recommended by USFWS during the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) review. Table 1 provides the current and approved impact assessment for threatened and
endangered species. The June 2013 USFWS county list of endangered, threatened, proposed and candidate
species is attached. There have been no further changes to listed species in Yellowstone County since the USFWS
concurrence was received.

BRR SECTION 7.0 - WETLANDS UPDATE

Wetland avoidance and minimization measures and recommended conservation measures presented in the original
BRR are still valid and remain unchanged. Due to the need to phase the construction of the preferred alternative,
independent analysis of impacts related to Phase 1 and the Full Buildout are quantified in the FEIS Section 4.11,
“Threatened and Endangered Species” and the 404(b)(1) evaluation included in the FEIS Appendix F, “Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation.”

Section 7.2 Methods

Biologists used the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and subsequent Regional Supplement Great
Plains Region, Version 2.0 protocol for project wetland determinations. It needed to be clarified that problematic
situations where parameters may have been absent due to natural causes or recent human activities such as mud
flats, riparian areas, or managed plant communities was included in the protocol in addition to typical
simultaneous evidence of the three parameters (a dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
hydrology) for a wetland determination. Preliminary jurisdictional determinations were made following the 2008
Rapanos/SWANCC Guidance of the Clean Water Act.
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Section 7.3 Results

Impacts to wetlands have been updated from what was presented in the November 2011 BRR with the alternative
designs including secondary corridors. Total permanent and temporary impacts by alternative were determined to
be 5.39 acres for Mary Street Option 1, 4.52 acres for Mary Street Option 2, and 4.70 acres for Five Mile Road.
These types of impacts will be differentiated during final design and permitting.

Project right-of-way was expanded from what was presented in the November 2011 BRR to intersect three
additional wetlands along Mary Street. Information and descriptions of Wetlands AA, K, and Z are provided
below and are updated in the FEIS Section 4.4.7, “Wetlands” and the 404(b)(1) Evaluation. Data forms for
Wetlands AA, K, and Z are attached.

Table 2. Wetland Updates

Location .. . Mary St1 Mary St2 |Five Mile Rd
WeItII)a L (decimal V\g::gd rglt?nT Prell‘rjr:)lnary Justification for Determination De::;asted Impacted Impacted | Impacted
degrees) 9 acres acres acres
-108.445427 Supply/waste ditch for agricultural use, B
M| gsgazers | M|V YeS  Lutletto Five Mie Creek, 0.08 0.04 0.04
Sub surface flow from gravel pit ponds
-108.435140 from SE of Mary Street, end use cistern
K 45 8 42759 PFO Il No land domestic landscape irrigation, 0.29 0.29 .06 -

potential intermittent flow to Five Mile
Creek without surface connectivity.
Ditch at intersection, intermittent flow,

-108.466628 land small pond. Flow north from culvert
z 45.842775 PEM v No to culvert ends in agricultural land 0.04 0.01 0.01
roadside ditch.

Wetland AA is located along a small narrow lateral irrigation waste ditch located north of Mary Street. The dominant wetland plant species is reed
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and cattail (Typha latifolia). It is surrounded by irrigated hayfields and pasture. The NRCS soils listed for
Wetland AA are Shonkin loam, 0 to 1% slope, listed as hydric in Yellowstone County and Keiser silty clay loam, 1 to 4% slope, not listed as hydric.
Wetland AA is likely to be considered jurisdictional under the Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because the irrigation ditch discharges into natural
drainage to Five Mile Creek. This wetland’s most prominent functions are a high rating for sediment/shoreline stabilization and medium rating for
sediment, nutrient, and toxic removal. The remaining functions are rated low.

Wetland K is a naturally occurring, spring fed wetland north of the Mary Street. The dominant wetland plant species in Wetland K are Plains
cottonwood (Populus delfoides), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), reed canarygrass, and cattail. It is bordered by rural residences and irrigated
hayfields. The NRCS soil listed for Wetland K is gravel pit, not listed as hydric in Yellowstone County (NRCS 2010). The adjacent land use is
currently residential and what was a gravel pit has been landscaped, converted to agricultural use, and somewhat naturalized in low areas. Wetland
Kis not likely to be considered jurisdictional under the Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because the end use of the spring water is irrigation of the
residential property. Ilts most prominent functions are high ratings in sediment, nutrient, and toxic removal; groundwater discharge/recharge; and
medium ratings in general wildlife habitat, MT Natural Heritage program species habitat, and uniqueness.

Wetland Z abuts a small roadside ditch on Highway 87 north of Mary Street. The dominant species in Wetland Z are cattail and Kentucky bluegrass
(Poa pratensis). The wetland is surrounded by development and pasture. The NRCS soil listed for Wetlands Z was Keiser silty clay loam, 0 to 1%
slope, not listed as hydric in Yellowstone Count. Wetland Z is not likely to be considered jurisdictional under the Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
because the ditches flow to agricultural end use. The most prominent function is a high rating for in sediment/shoreline stabilization. The remaining
functions are rated low.
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This concludes the updates to the November 2011 BRR. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the
above information, please feel free to contact me.

Licia (Lee) A. Stragis

Senior Biologist

David Evans and Associates, Inc.
Spokane, WA

509-232-8709

Attachments/Enclosures:

June 2013 USFWS county list of endangered, threatened, proposed and candidate species.
July 2012 USFWS concurrence letter and addendum.
Wetland Determination Data Forms for Wetlands AA, K, and Z.

File Name: P:\MDOT0000-0019 - Billings\Planning\FEIS\APPENDICES&SUPPLEMENTAL\BRR\DEA Memorandum
Addendum_ 08282013 _Ixst.docx



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE
585 SHEPARD WAY

HELENA, MONTANA 59601
PHONE (406) 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5339

ENDANGERED, THREATENED, PROPOSED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES
MONTANA COUNTIES*
Endangered Species Act

June 2013
C = Candidate PCH = Proposed Critical Habitat
LT = Listed Threatened CH = Designated Critical Habitat
LE = Listed Endangered XN = Experimental non-essential population

P = Proposed

*Note: Generally, this list identifies the counties where one would reasonably expect the
species to occur, not necessarily every county where the species is listed

County/Scientific Name Common Name
BEAVERHEAD
Spiranthes diluvialis Ute Ladies' Tresses LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Thymallus arcticus Arctic Grayling (Upper Missouri River DPS) C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
BIG HORN
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
BLAINE
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
BROADWATER
Spiranthes diluvialis Ute Ladies' Tresses LT
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
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County/Scientific Name Common Name Status
CARBON
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
CARTER
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
CASCADE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
CHOUTEAU
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
CUSTER
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
DANIELS
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
DAWSON
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
DEER LODGE
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Thymallus arcticus Arctic Grayling (Upper Missouri River DPS) C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
FALLON
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
FERGUS
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
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County/Scientific Name Common Name Status
FLATHEAD
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Silene spaldingii Spalding's Campion LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Lednia tumana Meltwater Lednian Stonefly C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
GALLATIN
Spiranthes diluvialis Ute Ladies' Tresses LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
GARFIELD
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
GLACIER
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Lednia tumana Meltwater Lednian Stonefly C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
GOLDEN VALLEY
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
GRANITE
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
HILL
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
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County/Scientific Name

Common Name

Status

JEFFERSON

Spiranthes diluvialis Ute Ladies' Tresses LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
JUDITH BASIN

Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
LAKE

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Howellia aquatilis Water Howellia LT
Silene spaldingii Spalding's Campion LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
LEWIS AND CLARK

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
LIBERTY

Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
LINCOLN

Acipenser transmontanus White Sturgeon (Kootenai River Pop.) LE
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Silene spaldingii Spalding's Campion LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
MADISON

Spiranthes diluvialis Ute Ladies' Tresses LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Thymallus arcticus Arctic Grayling (Upper Missouri River DPS) C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C

Page 4 of 8




County/Scientific Name

Common Name

Status

McCONE

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
MEAGHER

Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
MINERAL

Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
MISSOULA

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Howellia aquatilis Water Howellia LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed cuckoo (western pop.) C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
MUSSELSHELL

Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
PARK

Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
PETROLEUM

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
PHILLIPS

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE, XN
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
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County/Scientific Name Common Name Status
PONDERA
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
POWDER RIVER
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
POWELL
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
PRAIRIE
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
RAVALLI
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed cuckoo (western pop.) C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
RICHLAND
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
ROOSEVELT
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
ROSEBUD
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
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County/Scientific Name

Common Name

SANDERS

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT, CH
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
Silene spaldingii Spalding's Campion LT
SHERIDAN

Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
SILVER BOW

Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Thymallus arcticus Arctic Grayling (Upper Missouri River DPS) C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
STILLWATER

Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
SWEET GRASS

Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
TETON

Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT, CH
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C

Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
TOOLE

Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
TREASURE

Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
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County/Scientific Name

Common Name

VALLEY

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, CH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
WHEATLAND

Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
Gulo gulo luscus Wolverine P
Pinus albicaulis Whitebark Pine C
WIBAUX

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
YELLOWSTONE

Moustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Centrocercus urophasianus Greater Sage-Grouse C
Anthus spragueii Sprague’s Pipit C
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United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services
Montana Field Office
585 Shepard Way
Helena, Montana 59601-6287

U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

Phone: (406) 449-5225 Fax: (406) 449-5339

M.17 FHWA (1) July 26, 2012

Bill Semmens

Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Dear Mr. Semmens:

This is in response to your June 28, 2012 request from the Montana Department of
Transportation (Department) for concurrence with your effects determinations on federally
listed species affected by the proposed Billings Bypass (NCPD 56(55)) project in Yellowstone
County, Montana. The purpose of this project is to improve access, connectivity, and mobility
between 1-90 and Old Highway 312 in the eastern area of Billings, Montana through
construction of a new arterial roadway and a new bridge across the Yellowstone River. This
letter addresses only project-related effects to listed species that may occur in the project
vicinity in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.), and does not address the overall environmental acceptability of the proposed
actions.

We have reviewed the biological assessment and amended biological assessment for the
proposed project and concur with your determination that the project is not likely to adversely
affect whooping crane (Grus americana), and acknowledge your determination that the
proposed project would have no effect on the black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes). We also
acknowledge your determinations that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the
existence of the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) and Sprague’s pipit (Anthus
spragueii), which are candidate species. We base our concurrences on the information
displayed in the biological assessment, amended biological assessment, and biological resource
report.

This concludes informal consultation pursuant to regulations 50 CFR 402.13 implementing the
Act. This project should be re-analyzed if new information reveals effects of the action that



may affect federally-listed species or critical habitat, or if the project is modified in a manner
that causes an effect not considered in this consultation.

We appreciate the Department’s efforts to conserve fish and wildlife resources. If you have
guestions about this letter, please contact Mike McGrath at (406) 449-5225, extension 201, or

at mike mcgrath@fws.gov.

Sincerely,

R. Mark Wilson
Field Supervisor

Copies to:
Bonnie Gundrum, Montana Department of Transportation, Helena, MT
Brian Hasselbach, Federal Highways Administration, Helena, MT


mailto:mike_mcgrath@fws.gov

M m Montana Department of Transportation _Timaothy W, Recrdon, Director
Briom Schwaiiiarn Gowarnos

2701 Prospec] A e
PO Bow 201000
Hafang MT F2420- 1001

|MASTER FILE COPY

June 28, 2012

Mr. B. Mark Wilson, Field Supervisor

Attn: Mike McGrath, Fish and Wildlife Biologist (Transportation)
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service

Montana Field Office

283 Shepard Way

Helena, MT 359601

Subject: Billings Bypass — Biological Assessment
Billings Bypass
NCPD 56(55)
Control Number: 4199

Dear Mr. Wilson:

This is in response to your November 2010 letter regarding USFWS participation for review of
the Billings Bypass Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The letter stated that once the
preferred altemative is identified, your office would handle consultation regarding effects to
listed species.

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Admimstration (FHWA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to analveze
alternatives to improve access, connectivity, and mobility between [-90 and Old Hwy 312, The
Draft EIS analyzed three build alternatives for consideration: Mary Street Option 1, Mary Street
Option 2, and Five Mile Road. The Draft EIS has recommended the Mary Street Option 2
Alternative as the preliminary preferred alternative. However, it is anticipated that etfects on
listed species would be the same for the Mary Street Option 1 Altermative and the Five Mile
Road Alternative, because all alternatives are in close proximity to each other and follow similar

alignments.

The USFWS county list (May 2012) shows that the black-footed ferret, whooping crane, greater
sage grouse, and Sprague’s Pipit may occur in Yellowstone County. The Biological Assessment
(BA) was completed for these species as part of the Biological Resource Report of the EIS.
Attached is a copy of that technical report and a BA Addendum. The BA Addendum incledes:

17 A current summary of the effects determinations;
2) Additional information regarding the “No Effect”™ determination for the black-footed ferret;

3) Updates to the effects determination language for candidate species including the greater
sapge grouse and Sprague’s pipit. The language was amended to read “is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence™ as recommended by the USFWS during the Draft EIS

review; and
4} The May 2012 USFWS county list of endangered, threatened, proposed and candidate
species.
Enwironmenfal Services Busay A Bgoal Copartent) Eryiayer B, Trorgil and Plavning Divition
P [#06) 4447225 TI¥: (B0 335-T502
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Mr. B. Mark Wilson

June 28, 2012
Page 2 of 2

Table 1. Summary of Billings Bypass Effect Determinations

L ommon

=ejentific Name

USFWS

(decurrenee in

Project Effect

MName

Siatus

Study Area

Determination

Whooping | Grus americana | Listed Potentially Mot likely to adversely
crang Endangered | during affect
migration
Black-footed | Musielo nigripes | Listed Highly unlikely | No Effect
ferret Endangered
Greater Cenirocercus Candidate Unlikely Mot likely to
sage-grouse | wrophasianis jeopardize continued
existence
Sprague’s Anthus Candidate Unlikely Mot likely to
pipit spraguei, Jeopardize continuwed
existence

The whooping crane determination of “may effect, not likely to adversely affect” is due to the
potential for brief, rare use of the project area by whooping crane during migration. As stated
above, because of the close proximity of the project alternatives to cach other, the project effects
to whooping crane would be similar for all alternatives. Recommended conservation measures
are not likely to be necessary. However, it any whooping cranes are observed in or adjacent to
the project arca during construction, work would be halted and MDT would contact the USFWS.
Migration peaks are in April and October.

MDT would appreciate concurrence from your agency with these determinations of effect.
Should you have any questions regarding the above information, please feel free to contact me,

Sincerely,

illings

| b
District Biologist

MDT Environmental Services
(406) 444-7227

N

copies:  Bonnie Gundrum, MDT, Resources Section Supervisor

e-copies: Brian Hasselbach, FHWA, ROW & Environmental Specialist

Fred Bente, MDT, Consultant Design
Tom Gocksch, MDT, Environmental
Mary Guse, David Evans and Associates, Inc., Senior Project Coordinator

Attachments:

BA Addendum

Biological Resources Report (Movember 2011)
USFWS Participation Letter (November 23, 2010)
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MEMORANDUM

June 28, 2012
Bill Semmens, MDT

L. Stragis — DEA Senior Scientist [V

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT ADDENDUM

MDT - Billings Bypass, Yellowstone County
Billings Bypass EIS BRR Technical Report project file

At the request of the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT), David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has
prepared this Biological Assessment Addendum to document updates from what was presented in the November

2011 Biological Resources Report (BRR). The BA Addendum includes 1) A current summary of the effects

determinations; 2) Additional information regarding the “No Effect” determination for the black-footed ferret; 3)

Updates to the effects determination language for candidate species including the greater sage grouse and
Sprague’s pipit to read “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence” as recommended by the USFWS
during the EIS review; and 4) The May 2012 USFWS county list of endangered, threatened, proposed and
candidate species. This Addendum will be included in the EIS as part of the BRR Technical report.

Table 1. Summary of Billings Bypass Effect Determinations

Common Name

Scientific Name USFWS Status  Occurrence in Study

Area

Project Effect Determination

Whooping crane Grus americana Listed Potentially during Not likely to adversely affect
Endangered migration

Black-footed Mustela nigripes Listed Highly unlikely No Effect

ferret Endangered

Greater sage- Centrocercus Candidate Unlikely Not likely to jeopardize continued

grouse urophasianus existence

Sprague’s pipit Anthus spragueii. Candidate Unlikely Not likely to jeopardize continued

existence

908 North Howard Street Suite 300 Spokane Washington 99201 Phone: 509.327.8697 Facsimile: 509.327.7345




Bill Semmens, MDT
June 28, 2012
Page 2

The black-footed ferret was not fully assessed in the 2011 Biological Assessment prepared for the project because
the last observation near the study area was in 1949 and suitable habitat and prey (prairie dogs) are not located in
the study area. However, the following additional information is provided in this Addendum to supplement the
effects analysis.

Black-footed Ferret
1.0.1 Species Description

The black-footed ferret is a medium sized mustelid that is 19 to 24 inches long, weighing 1.4 to 2.5 pounds. Males
are slightly larger than females. Cryptic coloration includes yellow-buff color fur with lighter tones on the belly,
white on the forehead, muzzle, and throat with a black facemask, feet, and tip of the tail. It is the only native
American ferret species. Historically, ferret habitat largely coincided with habitats of the prairie dog; depending
on them as a primary prey species and their burrows for shelter (USFWS 2011). Only large prairie dog complexes
that include several thousand acres of closely spaced colonies can support and sustain a breeding population of
black-footed ferrets. It has been estimated that about 40 to 60 hectares of prairie dog colony is needed to support
one black-footed ferret, and females with litters have never been found on colonies less than 49 hectares (MTNHP
2012).

1.0.2 Status and Distribution

On March 11, 1967, the black-footed ferret was listed as endangered range-wide. Its historic range spanned
western North America’s intermountain and prairie grasslands from Canada to Mexico. In Montana, there are four
black-footed ferret re-introduction sites: Fort Belknap Indian Reservation, the BLM 40-complex, the UL Bend
National Wildlife Refuge, and the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation (USFWS 2011).

1.0.3 Reason for Decline

Black-footed ferrets have been extirpated from most of their former large range mainly as a result of prairie dog
and predator control programs. Canine distemper resulted in extirpation of the last known wild population near
Meeteetse, Wyoming. All current known populations are a result of the reintroduction of captive-bred individuals.
Predations by coyotes and badgers, plague, and long distance dispersal have reduced reintroduction efforts. Some
wild reproduction has occurred, but there are no self-sustaining populations established (MTNHP 2012).

1.0.4 Occurrence in Project Area

The last observation near the study area was in 1949 (MTNHP 2011). Suitable habitat or prairie dog areas were
not located in the study area during field investigations by DEA biologists.

1.0.5 Effects of the Action

Black-footed ferrets are not known or likely to occur in the project area. Preferable habitat is not located in or near
the project area. Therefore, the action will not have direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to the black-footed
ferret.



Bill Semmens, MDT
June 28, 2012
Page 3

1.0.6 Recommended Conservation Measures
No conservation measures are recommended.
1.0.7 Effect Determination

The project would have no effect on black-footed ferret.

REFERENCES:

MTNHP 2012. Black-footed Ferret — Mustela nigripes. Montana Field Guide. Montana Natural Heritage Program
and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Retrieved on June 25, 2012, from
http://FieldGuide.mt.gov/detail AMAJF02040.aspx

MTNHP 2011. Montana Natural Heritage Tracker. Regarding SOC and T&E species observations.
http://mtnhp.org/Tracker/NHTMap.aspx. Retrieved July 2011.

USFWS 2011. Black-footed Ferret. Endangered species. Mountain Prairie Region updated April 2011.
http://'www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/mammals/blackfootedferret/. Accessed June 25, 2012

The May 2012 USFWS list is attached.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding the above information, please feel free to contact me.

Licia (Lee) A. Stragis

Senior Scientist IV

David Evans and Associates, Inc
Spokane, WA

509-232-8709

Attachments/Enclosures: May 2012 USFWS county list of endangered, threatened, proposed and candidate
species

Initials:
File Name: S:\PROJECTS\BILLINGS\4000-4999\4199\USFWS_CONSULTATION\DEA MEMORANDUM BILLINGS BYPASS BA
ADDENDUM DRAFT062712.DOCX



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE

585 SHEPARD WAY
HELENA, MONTANA 59601
PHONE (406) 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5339

File: M.44. MDT (1) November 23, 2010

Tom S. Martin, Chief

Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001

Helena, Montana 59620-1001

Dear Mr. Martin:

This is in response to your September 27, 2010 letter on behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) inviting participation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
in the environmental review process for the Billings Bypass Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). The completed Participating Agency Designation is attached.

The environmental review process will develop a proposed action and alternatives for a bypass
road from Interstate 90 in the vicinity of Lockwood to Old Highway 312 north of Billings
Heights. Of necessity, this project will entail a new bridge spanning the Yellowstone River.
All activities will occur in Yellowstone County, Montana. Species that are listed under the
Endangered Species Act that may occur in the vicinity of this project include: black-footed
ferret (Mustela nigripes), whooping crane (Grus americana), mountain plover (Charadrius
montanus), a proposed species, and greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), a
candidate species. In the past we have been concerned about the possible presence of pallid
sturgeons (Scaphirhynchus albus) in this area. However, information obtained in the last
decade indicates that pallid sturgeons are unlikely to be found upstream of the confluence with
the Big Horn River, and are not expected to occur within the vicinity of the project area. No
wildlife refuges are contained within the project study area.

We have indicated our status as a Participating Agency because the project may affect listed
species. However, as you are undoubtedly aware, we are extremely short-staffed at this time,
and we do not anticipate being able to provide substantial review or participation in meetings,
field reviews, and other activities. Once the preferred alternative is identified, consultation
regarding effects to listed species will be handled from this office.

We recommend that you consider locations for the new bridge across the Yellowstone River
that minimize impacts to the floodplain, riparian habitat, and the channel migration zone.
Designs to be considered should include, if practicable, as clear-span bridge that has no
footings or supports within the active river channel.



We appreciate your efforts to ensure the conservation of threatened and endangered species as
part of our joint responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act, as amended. If you have
questions or comments related to this correspondence, please contact Shannon Downey of my
staff at 406-449-5225, ext 214.

Sincerely,

R. Mark Wilson
Field Supervisor



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Great Plains Region

Project/Site:_{ i [lina.g [EJ. pAs T City/County: _,';j_c_ﬂ.-‘:"m.f b e __ Sampling Date: 25/ /7
Applicant/Owner: __f I'] [:T “' state: N T Sampling Point:
lwestigators): J  Sstrana i< G Barn 6'{ Section, Township, Range: > ﬂ- _'.__,_[."-JI RALE
Landform (hillslope, @m.r 'r."l Local relief (concave, convex, @gl.? Slope (%): Q__g
Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification: _— 5, YY"\
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _\é- No L (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes l/ No
Are Vegetation , Soil . or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
:z:;ip;zti:c‘a\r/::::;ion Present? / No Is the Sampled Area l/
Wetland Hydrology -Present? ____k_/ No within a Wetiand? Yes No

————a

Remarks: B _ { J.-"@7’ roth e k4t no
E( -‘ ? I pea vn oo s
el

w&mf\o'gﬁ; ?ﬁ¢ 1:# 1 ."---ct

'U'EEET"ATIDH Use scientific names of plants. ' I

Absolute Dieeninant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ] % Cover _Specie Status

e =222 | Number of Dominant Species
1_Elam.g1m_mn,m|:&ﬁn_&9.lm 157 _\/ TEAC. | Thatae OBLFACW,orFAC 3
2 = & v (excluding FAC-): ")
3. Total Number of Dominant 3
4 Species Across All Strata: (B)
. —LJL/— = Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species

Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plotsizer ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: | Ef_:l ﬂ 2 (A/B)
1. ]
2 Prevalence Index warksheot:
3 ' Tatal % Cove Multiply by:
4 e OBL species x1=
5 FACW species X2=

= Total Cover FAC species x3=
Jﬂl:'if.ﬂlﬂ] (Plot size: ] FACU species X4=
TPhalnr.s g ! - ar .'c':’f-_.grrq-r:.— - FACl/ | UPL species x5=
z'."ll,;;" role Yakifel us L enfe 25\ 4 (JBL Column Totals: (A) B)
3.
4 Prevalence Index =B/A=
: Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicatars: |
6 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
7' . 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
8' ___ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0’
9' ___ 4 -Morphological Adaptations‘ (Provide supporting

: — data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
lQZ 2 = Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
1 be present, uniess disturbed or problefnatic.
2. Hydrophytic

= Total Cover Vegetation \/
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present? Yes No
Remarks:

Irl =
x ] 'nll - onpk A oliow woor e L

US Army Corps of Engnitars " Grea Plains — Version 2.0



SOIL Sampllng Pomt A:& {

Profile Description: [Bascrine to the depth needed to document the indicator or cenfinm the absence of |nd|cators ') 55

Depth Matrix Redox Features -

(inches) Colar I'mn_'lﬂl % Color (moist) % Type' _Loc? Texture Hpmdrks
0-D Yk % | Clan_

Q- g \E L 75 WY I"-f LB ¢ M r s e o o x
J-) TC\p e =D NVE g, &hH O 1,',5_1:. Ly el

F

_'I"ﬁje_éﬁumr:hnn D=Daplation, AM=Reduced Malrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Graing, "Logalion: PL=Pore Linkg, M=Matrix.

HydricSoit Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted. ) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Histosol (A1) . Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___1cm Muck (AS) (LRR |, J)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) . Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)
___ Black Histic (A3) . Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Dark Surface (87) (LRR G)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) . Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ High Plains Depressions (F16)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F) . Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73)
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Reduced Vertic (F18)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
— 2.5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) ___ High Plains Depressions (F16) %Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
— 5. cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type: /

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Famars:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primany Indicatare of one requirad: chack all that annhs Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

__ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ Mligh Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) _ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
A/S‘Iaturation (A3) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) - ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) _\/@ized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) __. Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Presence of Reduced iron (C4) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ lron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) - Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__  No__ Depth(inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No__ Depth(inches): r4
Saturation Present? Yes _\V Depth (inches): __{ 1 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes l"lr No
| _(includes capillary fringe)

Duscribe Recorded [hala (stream gauge, moniforing wiell, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

g:an;rks_) dQ %mﬁ o

f‘nmng <{aLn -}}6!

e =

|

US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Great Plains Region

Project/Site: E.:”r nas Bwonss City/County: LA of | mustene . Sampling Date: ® /25//
Applicant/Owner: i) )ID_T J State: k " I | Sampling Point: ! 2 BA 2

Investigator(s!l..é.__z"tr < Fe B AN 5 ir-.':-' ﬁd\r“ﬁd Section, Township, Range: i | :;'- AN M.‘ E :éé =

Landform (hillslope,@, ;r. K _‘fﬁwrﬂ Local relief (concave, convex, Q:ﬂ;}ej ___ Slope (%): Q_
Subregion (LRR): (—1\ . Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: i NWI classification: _{A (‘nl Ay

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _Zl No___ (if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No___
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No -I*'/j Is the Sampled Area
Hvdric Soi " (s

ydric Soil Present Yes No {/ within a Wetland? Yes No V
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Rema”‘SfPam’ oP V3O N o wetland '.iﬁ“'j"

VEGETATION —~ Use scientific names of plants.
) Absolute Dammant Indicator | Daminance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size: i % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
2 {exziuding FAC-): A
3. Total Mumiksr of Dominant
4 Species Acfross All Strata: (B)
. . —_=Total Cover. Percent of D:aminaani Species (D
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: } That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
1.
) Provalence Index worksheet:
3 - Total % Cover of Multiply by
4 OBL species 1=
5 FACW species 2w
= Talal Caver FAC species x3e
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) FACU species i4=
1. EIﬂn- wsurd s pie sivgriih hacess Lk, | 1 [ | UPL species X 5=
2. Aans ey o gvebth e Ahanded = LAEL Column Totals: A) 8)
=3
3. L
4 Prevalence Index =B/A =
5. Hydrophytic Yegetation ndicators: B
6 ___ 1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic %ggalation
7' __ 2-Dominance Testis >50%
8‘ ___ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0'
9‘ - ___ 4 -Morphological Adaptations' (Provide sisppearting
: data in Remarks or on a separate shesf}
10 . ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' {Explad)
= Total Cover L
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
1 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
2. Hydrophytic
= Total Cover Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present? Yes No__L—
Fegnarncs:

US Army Corps of Engineers ' “Great Plains — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: _&ﬂ‘_ 2

Profile Descriﬁfi-c;n: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Loc*

Texture

Remarks

| "Typa:_C=Conceniralicn, D=Daplalinn, RM=Reduced Malrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

___ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2)

___ Black Histic (A3)

. Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)

__ 1cmMuck (A9) (LRRF, G, H)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

__ 2.5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)
_ 5em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

__Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)

g Stripped Matrix (S6)

Laamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Lzary Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Daplatad Mairix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surfaga (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

__ Redox Depressions (F8)

___ High Plains Depressions (F16)
(MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)

sl

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

__ High Plains Depressions (F16)

"~ Red Parent Material (TF2)

%Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR I, J)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

(LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73)
Reduced Vertic (F18)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

wetland hydrology must be present,

Restrictive Layerl[l'l' present):
1
Type: _ [ulis| s

unless disturbed or problematic.
No /

__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Depth (inches): 3 4 Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks: o
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hyelrodogy Indicators:

Prim ndicators (minimum of one it ApE Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

—_ Surface Water (a1} ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ High Water Table (a2} ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) e Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ lIron Deposits (B5) — Thj!q Muck Surface (C7) ___ Geomorphic Paosition (D2)

— Dﬂ-r&n',[%-:plpln in Remarks)

"

___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
___ Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe)

No
No

N\
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches).

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

e e— e

S

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Greal Plains — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Great Plains Region

2 T | g ™ i .
Project/Site: Lu n IV irares _||l )71 City/County: &jm.{_m,_ Sampling Date: /L
Applicant/Owner: J"‘r‘T "'Ill _ State: ! N\ Sampling Point: < z

Investigabar(s): 4 - 1 —-E" Saction, Tawnship, Rangs: = 1= 2 TIM, Rag =
Landfom (hlslope 1um§u oo Locs! rebef (ghncavi convex, none): : Slope (%) 22—,
Subregion (LRR): Lak: _ Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: NWJ classification: PED werland
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes l / No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ,(/o Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _|/ No
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? ,Up (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site‘map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydr?phyt_ic Vegeta;ion Present? Yes ‘I'// No Is the Sampled Area /
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_/ No k
Remarks: (/). Ay E e O et
@fP Ao g SEICUgRrRS L M. f Mary STt ) S
. / & .-“ end une»cisten vyl
Hydodlen, soln sraface VLA bakla Yyov, cond S o (Dan Shel-tred & (@#EF!
T ] 7 1 U] F Py
ATION - Use scientific names of plants. U g pre prily,
""""""""""""" T Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: i
Tree Stratum (Plotsize: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Speci
T dr W o pecies
1 m e poamm A PLans P alemei. D v _EAL | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
- ! )
2 Eiciin il w-f wmEtTlefin N0 . ﬁ (excluding FAC-): ] (A)
r
3. Total Number of Dominant
4. Species Across All Strata: _zf_ (B)
") =Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species
dapingiahng Stalum (Plotsee | . ' | That Are 0BL, FACW, or FAG: | (10) (A/B)
1. &L"_,.'-;; L i T et ol e 2/7 [ ‘FA‘C —
2 . o Prevalence Index worksheet:
3 Total % Cover of: _Multiply by: ____
4 - OBL species x1=
5 FACW species x2=
[} Q = Total Cover FAC species x3=
Herp Siralum - (Plot size: ) FACU species X4=
1. kenw el ) w b P By el e _..-_3 j"_ (/ EACWU/ | UPL species  __ x5=
2. i T fatilanlim v AORL | Column Totals: (A) B)
3. Ui AP :‘{;‘nf&'ﬂ_ e
4 \ = Prevalence Index = B/A =
5' Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: T
6. T _ 1 -Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
7' ___ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%
8. __ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0'
' ___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
9. — - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10 e o | ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
IQ) 1" = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
1 _ a be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
2 — Hydrophytic
_=Total Cover Vegetaﬂ;m
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present? Yes No
s — — \_ = S —
Y ¢ Vo ,'
LG [‘JVJ&M w‘ﬁg Z E(_\ '\.'r\\ O\ \D\ Q{)

US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains - Version 2.0



SOK

Sampling Point: —i:-.l[._....

Profnle Descnptlon (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Feature&
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) _]-'_r_l;.'g,_,_ _L;nﬁ,_“ _'[p;]uzq_ Remarks
0-4 YR 211 _ Tl — e
d-| InYEHIL Lo A5 0 HIE o/ r*"Er- clm
' JOYE H/% /¢ 7 ..{‘..- stidaktin 4\
_ N g

'"Type: C=Concentration. D=Depletion. RM=Reduced Matrix. CS=Covered or Coated ‘Sand Gr:

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRF, G, H)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F)

RN R RN

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (56)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

__Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

High Plains Depressions (F16)
(MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)

2} ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__1cm Muck (A9) (LRR I, J)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)
__ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)
__ High Plains Depressions (F16)
(LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18)
__ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
®|ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type
Depth (inches):

Remarks: ?

e RLE L Lo g

Hydric Soil Present‘7 Yes \/ No

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one reauired: check all that applv)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

_\/ Surface Water (A1)

__/High Water Table (A2)

jL" Saturation (A3)

___ Water Marks (B1)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2)

__ Drift Deposits (B3)

___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Iron Deposits (B5)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

___ SaltCrust (B11)

__ Agquatic Invertebrates (B13)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

(where not tilled)

___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

__ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
(where tilled)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

'~ "Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

__ Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Yes Q No

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present? — N

Saturation Present?
{includes capillary fringe)

Yes “No
Yes ;2 No

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

//

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

| Descrive Heccaded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspaclianz, il availabi:

Remarks: :'\DJ\iW{ -
N .
Asoine o Gevels

1'.&,*./L _ /("’( A“‘ﬁ

R e

US Army Corps of Engineers
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=

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Great Plains Region

sill mﬁa_E_FPA_MF[I.E_LL_.JT_ City/County: e o oSy Sampling Date: 71’[&Z|l
Iy P

state: _[YYY—_ Sampling Point: 2 .
“Xro oy E._J.ﬂn

Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range: s Ik M I.lf 3 E.QLE._
Landform (hillslope, terrace, @l | ;i;.f,E_ I_.; gy ;.,IJ'___L;_-Id_ Local reluef#ﬂnnme}cmx none): Slope (%): O—=

Subregion (LRR): Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Mame: M classiication: __ 2 S
Are climatic / hydralogic conditions on (he site t:mll::llhr I.h|= time of year? ‘I"BE-_L Mo (If na, explan in Femasks.)
AreVagaiaton Sall ar Hydrology sl-gmﬁ:anlry disturbad? L..:: Ade Homal Girgumslances” preseni? Yes t"‘r‘fﬂ-No__
, Soil , or Hydrology

Project/Site'

Appllcant/Owner

—r

Are Vegetation

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

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

:y:r?pgyf:cPVegeta;lon Present? Yes \/ No Is the Sampled Area /
ydric.Soll Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
Remarks:ru betweer culveds - Tote o coctle v et Rl
L‘ intons e e o /r’ﬁ R 7a g\q /\k)é@k‘ =S\d¢ ~ Gete Qouis

I||.|"E&IET ATION - Use scientific names of plants.

/ . Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plotsize: ____________ ) % Cover Species? _Status | \ymber of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
2 (excluding FAC-): A »
3. Total Number of Dominant 2
4 Species Across All Strata: (B)
= Total Cover Percent of Dominant Species
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plotskze: ) That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __G&7__ (am)
1. Lo ot il F AH e en ,Izi EPC
2 Prevalence Index worksheet:
3 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
4 OBL species x1= :
5 - FAGW apeeies— x2=
= Total Cover FAC species x3=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: FACU species x4=
1, : ) 707) gsaor OI3L | UPL species x5=
2.k hlue e raet o etence 20/ e vV TACA | Column Totals: A) )
T - ' ag
3farle ioe i | Preval Index = BJA =
45 el dal ?f reva.ence n e?( = BiA=
sHbr A Conran means -—,.v—' Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
6 el 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
7' 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
8. __ 3-Prevalence Index is s3.0" *
9' ___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
: data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10. — ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)
. = Total Caver ]
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) Indicators of hydric soit and wetland hydrology must
1 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
2. Hydrophytic
= Total Cover Vegetatl;) n |
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present? Yes No

Remarks:

FochXo 06 Ca HT»\‘ \S & COﬁOHquJ

TR = —

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Paint ==f ¢

Prafile Description: (Describe to tha dapth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of in&Ea'tc;rs.)-

Depth Matrix Redox Features
Jmches)  _ Color(moish % Color (maist) % Type' _ loc® Texture Remarks
- . : = il W 1
(=5 0k =aand i Pl
fr'_ c Wy ' s L .
i

(R |
e -

—mral PR L

"Type: C=Concenirafion, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Malrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 3 ocation: PlL=Paradgring, M=Malrix

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Apg}f@ble to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problemaifi’:?d!dric Soils™
__ Histosol (A1) e ___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) _ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR 1, J)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) . Sandy Redox (S5) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)
___/Black Histic (A3) __“#tripped Matrix (S6) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)
jZflydrogen Sulfide (A4) [ li.oamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ High Plains Depressions (F16)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F} — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73)
__ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H} f __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {411} ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) " Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) ___ High Plains Depressions (F16) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
__ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRRF) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) wetland hydrology must be present,
? unless disturbed or probtematic.
Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: \
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes / No
MBodon L o e 2l e i
4
N
HYDROLOGY )

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

! pquirgd; chegk all that apoby) Secondary Indicators {minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) ™ __ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) o e

High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
_[jSaturation (A3) _-_ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) ____ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__.. lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)
Field Observations: B
Surface Water Present? Yes / No____ Depth (inches): ";
Water Table Present? Yes No__ Depth(inches): !
Saturation Present? Yes _L/_ No___ Depth (inches): L1 Wetland Hydrology Present? 'rai-;’/ No
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: \
[ #T I"_"' ‘
R —— -"'I 1 ._r'
1L g r L] I | "'I: “‘.ll'.q'
o e —
Pl S - -
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