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CHAPTER 1 PROJECT BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND NEED 

1 . 1  I n t r o d u c t i o n  

Velva Wildlife Club (Club) is a non-profit organization founded in 2016 by Velva area sportsmen with a 

mission to promote youth education, hunter ethics and wildlife conservation.  

The Club has applied to the North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGFD) for a grant to expand and 

improve their existing property. The Club is proposing construction of a shooting and educational facility, 

consisting of a rifle range, archery ranges and a trap range. Updates to existing buildings are also included 

as part of the improvements to the Club. The grant funds, if approved, will be administered through the 

United States (US) Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS). By using Federal grant monies, a Federal nexus is 

triggered, requiring the implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) resulting in the 

preparation of this Environmental Assessment (EA).  

This EA will be developed in accordance with NEPA standards, as amended, and the regulations of the 

Council on Environmental Quality 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500 through 1508. This EA is 

an informational document intended for use by both decision makers and the public that discloses potential 

environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives.  

1 . 2  P r o j e c t  B a c k g r o u n d   

The Club’s property and proposed shooting range complex (the project) is located in McHenry County, 2.5 

miles west of Velva, North Dakota (ND), right off ND Highway (Hwy) 52, at a former Farmer’s Union Camp. 

Located on 52 acres, the property is directly adjacent to the Mouse River. Please refer to Figure 1, Project 

Location.  

1 . 3  P u r p o s e  a n d  N e e d   

The purpose of the project is to: 1) develop a safe and accessible public shooting range facility from which 

to enjoy recreational shooting, 2) promote safe, responsible, knowledgeable and involved gun use, and 3) 

provide accessible hunter education opportunities to the public. 

The need is driven by the lack of public shooting ranges in the area and North Dakota in general. The closest 

public shooting range is the Riverdale Wildlife Management Area, over 60 miles south of Velva. Safe 

shooting facilities are too few to support the demand of area shooters and hunters. Additionally, a certified 

Hunter Education Course is required by persons born after 1961 prior to obtaining a firearm or bow hunting 

license in North Dakota. The closest facility that offers the course is in Minot, which is approximately 25 

miles northwest of Velva. Approximately 5,500 students are trained each year in North Dakota, and 

additional hunter education opportunities and facilities will support the demand.  
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Figure 1, Project Location 
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the proposed project. 

2 . 1  P r o p o s e d  A c t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e  

The Proposed Action Alternative includes the issuance of USFWS grant funds, which in turn, will be 

dispersed by the NDGFD to be used by the Club to construct a shooting range complex. The shooting range 

complex includes the following shooting and educational facilities being constructed or updated. This 

alternative will meet the purpose and need as described in Chapter 1.   

Rifle Range: The proposed rifle range will be located on the northeast corner of the property. The range will 

be outdoors and contain three shooting lanes. Each lane will be 300 feet (100 yards) long and 60 feet (20 

yards) wide. The backstop, to catch bullets, will consist of a berm 10 feet high, 10 feet thick, and 120 feet 

wide (40 yards). The rifle range itself will be surrounded by a combination of wildlife friendly fence and 

chain link fence to allow wildlife to continue to utilize the travel corridor. The shooting house will have 

shooting benches and a solid back wall with an overhang. Construction activities associated with the rifle 

range will consist of clearing trees and leveling the ground with a dozer. The soil will be pushed to the end 

of the range to form the berm.  

Archery Ranges: The proposed archery ranges will be located on the Northern and Southwestern portions 

of the property. The archery ranges will contain two outdoor archery courses: a target course on the 

Southwest corner and a 3D course on the North half. The 3D archery course consists of approximately 23 

removable targets of multiple species including, but not limited to, antelope, hog, deer, elk, and mountain 

goat. The Club may buy additional full-sized moose, caribou, and other miscellaneous animal targets.  

Trap Range: The proposed trap range will include trap houses and an associated new parking area placed 

on the southern portion of the property, near the archery range. The trap houses will be constructed of 

concrete (possibly cinder block) and built into the ground. Sidewalks will be poured behind the trap houses 

to shoot from. The trap area will be leveled using a dozer, with the new parking area being leveled and 

having a gravel surface placed. A 30-foot by 40-foot storage building on a concrete slab will also be 

constructed near the trap shooting area for storage of equipment. Construction activities associated with 

the trap range will include leveling the ground with a dozer. 

Existing Building Updates: The property has three existing buildings that require updating. The main building 

will be used as a Youth Education Center which will host hunter education classes and other outdoor 

recreational events. The main building renovation will include remodeling to make it usable year-round 

instead of only being available on a seasonal basis; in addition, placement of an outdoor, concrete, 20-foot 

by 36-foot patio will be installed adjacent to the building. The second building, known as the east building, 

has structural damage which will be repaired along with a remodel and winterization process. The eastern 

building will be used as an indoor archery range after the renovations. The third building, known as the 

west building, will be used for storage. Existing parking areas for these buildings will be re-graveled. 

Please refer to Figure 2, Project Overview for a visual representation of the Proposed Action Alternative.  
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Figure 2, Project Overview 
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2 . 2  N o  A c t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e  

Under the No Action Alternative, updates to the existing property would not occur. None of the new 

facilities identified above would be provided. This will not meet the purpose and need as described in 

Chapter 1 including a lack of a valuable social and recreational resource in the community.  
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the current conditions of the physical, biological, cultural, economic, and social 

resources that could be affected by the implementation of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative 

discussed in Chapter 2. In compliance with the requirements of NEPA, and implementing regulations and 

related guidance, the description of the affected environment focuses on those environmental resources 

potentially subject to impacts.  

3 . 1  P h y s i c a l  E n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  L a n d  U s e  

The project is located within the Northern Glaciated Plains. More specifically, the Drift Plains and the 

Northern Black Prairie ecoregions of the Northern Glaciated Plains. The Northern Black Prairie represents a 

transitional zone with the introduction of boreal plant communities and colder climate. The Drift Plains 

consists of a subtle undulating topography with a thick layer of glacial till. Due to the topography and 

productive soil the area is largely cultivated and contains many temporary and seasonal wetlands.  

The project area is located adjacent to the Mouse River. The river connects with the project area from the 

west and flows east towards the City of Velva. Due to the meandering nature of the Mouse River, multiple 

wetlands are found within the project area.  

The current land use of the project area is riparian woodland with recreational development. The riparian 

area is largely located on the northwestern portion of the project area. This area is dominated by woody 

vegetation. The Club has existing buildings on the property and maintains a recreational trail that travels 

through the wooded area. Through observations of historical aerial imagery, it appears the southern end 

of the project area, where the trap shooting range is proposed, had previously been cultivated. The 

landscape of the surrounding area consists of agricultural land, the Hwy 52 transportation corridor and light 

residential development.  

3 . 2  W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s  

Surface water resources, such as wetlands, are located within the project area. The Mouse River is directly 

adjacent, following the project area boundary. The project area is located within the Mouse River 

Watershed, which is part of the Upper Mouse River Basin. Surface water will flow north into Canada and 

eventually drain into Lake Winnipeg. 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act prohibits unauthorized obstruction or alteration of any navigable 

water of the US. It provides protection from work affecting the course, location, condition or physical 

capacity of such waters without appropriate authorization from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 

Several rivers in North Dakota are considered jurisdictional waterways under Section 10, however, the 

Mouse River is not.  

Pursuant to Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, filling or dredging wetlands under the jurisdiction 

of the USACE would require a permit from the USACE and water quality certificate from the US 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Wetlands that are not under the jurisdiction of the USACE are 

protected by Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of Wetlands.  
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A search of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood Map Service Center indicated the project 

area is located within a mapped regulatory floodway and 100-year floodplain. Most of the project area is 

located in the regulatory floodway of the Mouse River. The southern quarter of the project area is in a 100-

year floodplain. Both the floodplain and floodway were designated in Zone AE. As defined by FEMA, Zone 

AE is a high-risk area for flooding. Development within floodplains and floodways is regulated through 

McHenry County, with floodway development potentially elevated to the North Dakota State Water 

Commission for evaluation and concurrence. 

Groundwater is water that exists in the saturated zones beneath the Earth’s surface and includes 

underground streams and aquifers. Sole-source aquifers are groundwater supplies that provide the only 

source of drinking water for a particular area, which are afforded protection by the Safe Drinking Water 

Act. There are no sole-source aquifers located near the project area. The North Dakota State Water 

Commission has documented one domestic groundwater well within the project area.  

For an overview of the water resources located near or within the project area, please refer to Figure 3, 

Water Resources.  
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Figure 3, Water Resources 



9 | P a g e  
Velva Shooting Range Complex 
Environmental Assessment | April 2018 
 

3 . 3  S o i l s  

Web Soil Survey identified three soil types within the project area. A majority of the project area occurs on 

Velva fine sandy loam (F578A), and Velva loam (F576A). Together these soils account for approximately 

77.8 percent of the project area and are both considered to be predominantly non-hydric soils. (NRCS, 

2018). Ludden silty clay (F537A) makes up the remaining 14.3 percent of the soil in the project area. This 

soil is considered very poorly drained and is predominantly a hydric soil. This soil is associated with the 

wetlands in the project area. Please refer to Figure 4, and Table 1, for an overview of the identified soils 

within the project area. 

Table 1, Soils  

Map unit 
Symbol 

Map Unit Name Hydric Soil 
Rating 

Acres in 
Project Area 

Percent of 
Project Area 

F578A Velva fine sandy loam, moist, 

0 to 2 percent slopes 

frequently flooded 

Predominantly 

non-hydric 

20.5 43.5% 

F576A Velva loam, moist, 0 to 2 

percent slopes occasionally 

flooded 

Predominantly 

non-hydric 

16.2 34.3% 

F527A Ludden silty Clay, very poorly 

drained, 0 to 1 percent 

slopes, frequently flooded 

Predominantly 

Hydric 

6.8 14.3% 

F996 Water N/A 3.7 7.9% 
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Figure 4, Soils 
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3 . 4  A i r  Q u a l i t y  

In accordance with Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, the air quality in a given area is measured by the 

concentration of criteria pollutants in the atmosphere. Under the CAA, USEPA has developed National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that represent the maximum allowable concentrations for six 

criteria pollutants: 

• Ozone (O3), 

• Carbon monoxide (CO), 

• Nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 

• Sulfur dioxide (SO2), 

• Particulate matter (i.e., tiny particles of solid or semi-solid material) that is equal to or less than 10 

microns in diameter (PM10), and equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), and 

• Lead (Pb). 

The USEPA has delegated responsibility for many provisions of the CAA to the State of North Dakota, 

Department of Health. The Department of Health has also promulgated State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(SAAQS) for criteria pollutants. The State of ND has set ambient air quality standards for hydrogen sulfide 

(H2S).  

The ND air quality monitoring network consists of multiple individual sites located throughout the state that 

host equipment to measure pollution concentrations in the air. The closest ambient air quality monitoring 

site is located in Ryder, ND.  

According to the Department of Health’s 2017 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Program Network Plan with 

Data Summary, the entire state of ND is in attainment for all criteria pollutants; meaning the measurements 

obtained of the criteria pollutants did not exceed federal or state standards in 2016.  

3 . 5  T h r e a t e n e d  a n d  E n d a n g e r e d  S p e c i e s  

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, 50 CFR Part 402, as amended, 

each federal agency is required to ensure the following two criteria: first, any action funded or carried out 

by such agency must not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally-listed endangered 

or threatened species or species proposed to be listed; second, no such action can result in the destruction 

or adverse modification of habitat of such species that is determined to be critical by the Secretary of the 

Interior.  

A search through the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) identified six species listed 

as threatened and endangered under the ESA (USFWS, 2017). Additionally, designated critical habitat for 

the Dakota skipper and piping plover was identified in McHenry County. Please refer to Table 2, Threatened 

and Endangered Species. 
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Table 2, Threatened and Endangered Species 

Common Name Scientific Name Designation 

Mammals 

Gray wolf Canis lupus Endangered 

Northern Long-eared Bat  Myotis septentrionalis Threatened 

Birds 

Piping Plover  Charadrius melodus Threatened 

Rufa Red Knot  Calidris canutus rufa Threatened 

Whooping Crane Grus Americana Endangered 

Insects 

Dakota skipper  Hesperia dacotae Threatened 

 

The piping plover, rufa red knot and Dakota skipper are habitat specialists. Meaning they thrive in a very 

specific habitat type. The piping plover and rufa red knot prefer sparsely vegetated shorelines and alkali 

wetlands. While the Dakota skipper requires native prairie habitat with a variety of flowering forbs and 

bluestem grasses to complete their life cycle. Neither of these habitats were identified in the project area.  

Gray wolves utilize a variety of habitat types, including forest, grassland and waterbodies. In North Dakota 

the species is considered rare with occasional sightings. No known breeding populations are known of in 

the state (NDGFD, 2016A).  

The Western Population of the Northern Long-eared Bat (NLEB) occurs partially in ND, where the bats have 

been observed during the summer in the Turtle Mountains, Missouri River Valley and Badlands. The species 

utilize caves and crevices for hibernacula, (NDGFD, 2016B). While no hibernacula are known to exist in the 

state, this may be a function of lack of adequate survey data (USFWS, 2013). During the summer months, 

the species commonly roost singly or in colonies in the trees of forested areas, and to a lesser extent in 

caves, mines and the built environment.  Given that the NLEB utilizes a variety of forested and interspersed 

non-forested areas during the summer maternity season, it is reasonable to assume the wooded habitat 

within the project area is suitable habitat for the species. In a statewide survey of bat distribution, the NLEB 

was observed within Theodore Roosevelt National Park and the Little Missouri National Grasslands (Gillam 

and Barnhart, 2011). These observations are over 100 miles from the project area. There have been no 

individual species recorded within the project area; however, there is limited data for the NLEB.   

The whooping crane utilize shallow, seasonally and semi-permanent flooded palustrine wetlands for 

roosting and various cropland and emergent wetlands for feeding. The species migrates through ND along 

a band running from the south central to the northwest part of the state, known as the Central Flyway. 

During migration, whooping cranes are often recorded in riverine habitats, such as the Missouri River. 

According to USFWS data spanning from 1955 through the spring of 2009; eight confirmed whooping crane 

sightings were reported in McHenry County. The closest sighting to the project area was recorded 4.91 

miles northwest in Ward County.  
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3 . 6  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  R e s o u r c e s  

Protection for migratory birds is provided under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Act regulates impacts 

on migratory birds, such as taking, direct mortality, habitat degradation, and displacement of individual 

birds. Protection for bald eagles and golden eagles is also provided under the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act. The Act was written with the intent to protect and preserve bald and golden eagles, both of 

which are treated as species of concern within the Department of the Interior.  

Due to the proximity of the Mouse River and other surface water bodies, the project area may provide 

habitat for a large variety of avian species. The woody vegetation provides nesting and roosting locations 

while the river and wetlands would attract waterfowl species. Typical waterfowl species such as the mallard, 

Canadian goose, sandhill crane, and blue-winged teal would be expected to utilize the waterbodies found 

within the project area. Prey species such as the ferruginous hawk, red-tailed hawk, and eagles could use 

the trees as roosting locations while hunting. Ferruginous hawks and bald eagles are also known to use 

cottonwoods found near waterways as potential nesting habitat. Habitat for bald eagles does exist within 

the project area; however, there are currently no known nests in the vicinity of the project area.  

The location of the project area, being adjacent to water resources and containing a mix of vegetation cover 

with mixed grass prairie and riparian woodlands, provides a variety of available resources that can support 

a number of fish and wildlife species. 

The riparian areas within the project area could support many types of mammals. According to NDGFD, 

habitats of North Dakota, Riparian Areas, many animal species inhabit riparian woodlands. Species such as 

beavers, raccoons, fox, squirrels, masked shrew, and white-tailed deer to name a few. These species utilize 

the trees and river for shelter and food.  

Additionally, the Mouse River, directly adjacent to the project area, does provide habitat for fish. NDGFD 

has stocked the Mouse River near Minot, ND with 300,000 fry-sized walleyes. Other species such as yellow 

perch, northern pike, white sucker, black bullhead, goldeye, brown bullhead and burbot, may also be found 

in the river.  

3 . 7  V e g e t a t i o n  

The existing vegetation in the northern portion of the project area is dominated by woody vegetation. This 

area is within the riparian zone of the Mouse River. Typical riparian vegetation in ND consists of 

Cottonwood, Green ash, box elder, American elm, hackberry, and lindens. The understory can be 

dominated by smaller shrub species such as redosier dogwoods and black current.  

The southern portion of the project area is dominated by prairie and wetland vegetation. The location of 

the trap shoot range appears to have been previously disturbed. As a result, it is likely dominated by 

introduced cool season grass species such as Kentucky bluegrass and smooth brome grass. The wetlands 

would be dominated by hydrophytic vegetation such as sedges and rushes. Typical wetland vegetation such 

as prairie cordgrass and reed canary grass would likely be observed around the perimeter of the wetlands.  
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3 . 8  N o i s e  

Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication, is intense 

enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying. Human response to increased sound levels varies 

according to the source type, characteristics of the sound source, distance between source and receptor, 

receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Affected receptors are specific (e.g., schools, homes) or broad (e.g., 

nature preserves or designated districts) areas in which occasional or persistent sensitivity to noise above 

ambient levels exists. There are no noise receptors within the project area. Seven residences are located 

within a one-mile radius of the project area. These residences would be considered noise receptors. The 

closest noise receptor to the project area is a residential home located south of Hwy 52, approximately 

1,300 feet from the project area boundary. 

Noise levels within the project area are considered generally low as there is currently minimal activity. The 

primary noise contributor in the immediate area is from traffic on Hwy 52. There is also an active Canadian 

Pacific Railway that parallels Hwy 52.  

Decibel readings were taken from a residential home approximately 1,400 feet from the nearest proposed 

shooting range to assess existing noise levels. Decibel readings were analyzed for four scenarios from the 

residence; (1) no traffic and no gun fire, (2) car traffic, (3) truck traffic and (4) no traffic with gun fire (shotgun 

with trap load). Please refer to Table 3, Existing Sound Levels for the decibel readings.  

Table 3, Existing Sound Levels 

Environment Sound Level 
(Decibels) 

No Traffic 

No Gun fire  

37-40 

Car Traffic 56-64 

Truck Traffic 63-67 

No Traffic 

With Gun fire 

48-51 

 

The human ear can barely perceive a noise level change of 3 decibels but can readily perceive a noise level 

change of 5 decibels. The human ear perceives a noise level change of 10 decibels as a doubling in noise. 

Please refer to Table 4, Common Indoor and Outdoor Sound Sources for a summary of the estimated sound 

levels for common indoor and outdoor sounds. 
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Table 4, Common Indoor and Outdoor Sound Sources 

Sound Sources Sound 
Level 

Indoor Sources 

Rock Band at 16 feet 110 

Inside New York Subway Train 100 

Food Blender at 3 feet 90 

Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 80 

Shouting at 3 feet 75 

Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 70 

Normal Speech at 3 feet 65 

Quiet Conversation at 3 feet 55 

Dishwasher in Next Room 50 

Empty Theater or Library 40 

Quiet Bedroom (Nighttime) 30 

Empty Concert Hall 25 

Broadcast and Recording Studios 15 

Threshold of Human Hearing 3 

Outdoor Sources 

Jet Over-flight at 1,000 feet 105 

Gas Lawn Mower at 3 feet 95 

Diesel Truck at 50 feet 85 

Noisy Urban Area (Daytime) 80 

Gas Lawn Mower at 100 feet 70 

Suburban Commercial Area 65 

Quiet Urban Area (Daytime) 55 

Quiet Urban Area (Nighttime) 45 

Quiet Suburb (Nighttime) 35 

Quiet Rural Area (Nighttime) 25 

Rustling Leaves 20 

Reference Pressure Level 0 

Source: FHWA 1980 

 

3 . 9  C u l t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  

Federal historic preservation laws provide a mandate and direction for the identification, evaluation, and 

protection of cultural resources that may be affected by Federal undertakings. NEPA requires Federal 

agencies to consider the potential effects to the “human environment” – an all-encompassing term that 

has been interpreted to include historical and archaeological resources. Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) and accompanying implementation regulations specified in 36 CFR 800 establish a 
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cooperative consultation process and procedures that enable Federal agencies to identify historic 

properties that may be directly or indirectly affected by a proposed Federal undertaking.  

A Class III, cultural resource inventory was conducted within the project area and found “No Historic 

Properties Affected”. The ND State Historical Preservation Office reviewed and concurred with this 

determination in a December 2017 letter.  

3 . 1 0  S o c i o e c o n o m i c   

Socioeconomic conditions depend on the character, habits and economic conditions of people living in 

proximity to the project area.  

The proposed project is located just outside of the city of Velva, ND in McHenry County. According to 2016 

U.S. Census data (USCB, 2016), McHenry County has a total population of 5,912 people. Approximately 97.1 

percent of the population identifies as white. The second largest race is American Indian accounting for 1.4 

percent of the total population.  

McHenry county has an unemployment rate of 1.7 percent and has a median household income of 60,000 

dollars with 10 percent of the population whose income in the past 12 months is below the poverty level. 

In contrast the United States has an unemployment rate of 4.7 percent, median household income of 

55,000 dollars and 15.1 percent of the population whose income in the past 12 months is below the poverty 

level (USCB, 2016). 

The economy in Velva, along with McHenry County, primarily depends on agriculture and energy 

development. According to the City of Velva website, the community’s economy is thriving with recent and 

proposed energy developments, including wind turbines and biodiesel plants.  
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CHAPTER 4  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The purpose of this Chapter is to identify the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts for the Proposed Action 

and the No Action Alternative. It also identifies potential avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 

for adverse impacts.  

4 . 1  P h y s i c a l  E n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  L a n d  U s e  

Proposed Action Alternative 

The proposed shooting range complex will permanently alter the land use of the project area. The land 

would be further developed to accommodate the needs of the Club. Approximately 1.88 acres of riparian 

woodland would be removed and replaced with a rifle shooting range. An additional 4.0 acres would be 

converted from grassland to a trap shooting range.  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, construction activities would not occur.  Therefore, direct and indirect 

impacts to the physical environment and land use would not occur.  

4 . 2  W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s  

Proposed Action Alternative 

Direct impacts to surface water, including the Mouse River and wetlands, were avoided by the Proposed 

Action Alternative. Steps were taken during the development of the project layout to ensure the proposed 

facilities were positioned to avoid surface waters. If wetland impacts cannot be avoided, USACE 

coordination would be required.  

Construction activities would result in ground disturbance and removal of vegetation that could result in 

erosion of soils and transport of sediment into surface water, during stormwater events. Construction 

activities have the potential to result in accidental spills or inadvertent leaks of vehicle or other fluids. As 

such, the Proposed Action Alternative may result in temporary, minor, indirect water quality impacts due 

to sedimentation and fluid releases.  

Best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to minimize water quality impacts, such as re-

seeding inactive areas, erosion control mats, and/or silt fence. These practices would be incorporated into 

a NPDES Construction General Permit, if the Proposed Action disturbs one acre or land of more.  

The use of lead bullets at the rifle range does pose a threat to the water quality of the Mouse River. The 

lead bullets have the potential to oxidize if exposed to favorable soil and water conditions and leach into 

the river or be shot directly into the water way. To minimize this threat, a berm will be constructed on the 

end of the rifle range to capture bullets before making it to the Mouse River. The rifle range and berm will 

also be planted with a grass seed mixture. The grass will limit surface runoff to the river. In addition, a 

vegetative buffer will be maintained between the Mouse River and the rifle range. The Club plans to 

perform lead recovery on the berm every 10 to 15 years depending on use. 
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Additionally, the Club has committed to enforcing the use of lead-free ammunition and utilizing non-toxic 

clay pigeons on the proposed trap range. This will also minimize the threat of lead contamination to 

surrounding water resources.  

Floodplains and floodways cannot be avoided; therefore, the Club applied for and received a Floodplain 

Development Permit on December 5, 2017.   

Construction activities would avoid the one existing groundwater well within the project area.  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, construction activities would not occur.  Therefore, direct and indirect 

impacts to water resources would not occur.  

4 . 3  S o i l s  

Proposed Action Alternative 

Surface disturbance caused by construction activities would result in the removal of vegetation from the 

soil surface. All construction activities would occur on non-hydric soils. Removal of vegetation can damage 

soil crusts and destabilize the soil. As a result, the soil surface could become more prone to accelerated 

erosion by wind and water. 

BMPs would be implemented to minimize soil impacts, such as re-seeding inactive areas, erosion control 

mats, and/or silt fence. 

The use of heavy equipment may result in soil compaction. When soil is compacted, it decreases 

permeability and increases surface runoff, especially in silt and clay soils. In addition, soils may be impacted 

by mixing of soil horizons. Soil compaction and mixing of soil horizons would be minimized by topsoil 

segregation. 

Construction activities have the potential to result in accidental spills or inadvertent leaks of vehicle or other 

fluids. As such, the Proposed Action Alternative may result in temporary, minor, indirect soil impacts due 

to fluid releases. 

The use of lead bullets at the rifle range does pose a threat to soil quality. The lead bullets have the potential 

to oxidize if exposed to favorable soil and water conditions and contaminate the soil. To minimize this 

threat, the rifle range and berm will be planted with a grass seed mixture and the Club plans to perform 

lead recovery on the berm every 10 to 15 years depending on use. 

Additionally, the Club has committed to enforcing the use of lead-free ammunition and utilizing non-toxic 

clay pigeons on the proposed trap range. This will also minimize the threat of lead contamination to the 

soil. 

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, construction activities would not occur.  Therefore, direct and indirect 

impacts to soils would not occur.  
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4 . 4  A i r  Q u a l i t y  

Proposed Action Alternative 

A minimal increase in pollutants would be expected due to construction equipment. These emissions are 

not anticipated to result in violations of federal or state standards 

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to air quality would not occur.  

4 . 5  T h r e a t e n e d  a n d  E n d a n g e r e d  S p e c i e s  

Proposed Action Alternative  

The Mouse River’s shoreline is densely vegetated with a variety of woody plant species and the narrow 

channel is devoid of sandy shorelines or sandbars to be utilized as potential nesting habitat for the rufa red 

knot or piping plover. The project area is also devoid of native prairie habitat that would be suitable for the 

Dakota skipper due to the dominance of woody vegetation. The Proposed Action Alternative will have no 

effect on the piping plover, rufa red knot or Dakota skipper. 

It is unlikely that gray wolves would inhabit the project area due to the abundance of existing human 

disturbances. Any wolf sighted near the project area would be considered transient and therefore; the 

Proposed Action Alternative will have no effect on the gray wolf.  

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in the removal of 1.88 acres of trees. The trees in the project 

area could provide the NLEB with suitable habitat; therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative may affect, 

but not likely to adversely affect the NLEB. To avoid potential impacts to the NLEB, no tree removal will 

occur between June 1 and July 31. The NLEB 4(d) Rule Streamlined Consultation Form was completed and 

submitted to the USFWS. Additionally, to mitigate these impacts, the Club plans to plant trees around the 

trap shooting range and the archery range, within 2 years of completing the shooting range complex. 

Suitable habitat in the form of palustrine wetlands and cropland does exist within and near the project area. 

The abundance of existing human disturbances within and near the project area, including buildings, 

roadways, railroads, residences and overhead utility lines, would likely deter whooping cranes from utilizing 

the project area. Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative will have no effect on the whooping crane. 

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to threatened and endangered species would 

not occur.  
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4 . 6  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  R e s o u r c e s  

Proposed Action Alternative 

Best management practices (BMPs) as previously mentioned would be implemented to minimize water 

quality impacts; therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative is not anticipated to have a direct or indirect 

impact on fish species that may inhabit the Mouse River. 

All reasonable, prudent and effective measures to avoid the taking of migratory bird species would be 

implemented during construction and operation activities.  

Due to the presence of suitable habitat within the project site for many avian and wildlife species, 

construction activities, including the removal of approximately 1.88 acres of trees, may impact individuals 

by displacing animals from suitable habitat. As a result, wildlife may be forced to utilize marginal habitats 

or relocate to unaffected habitats where population density and competition increase. Consequences may 

include lower survival, lower reproductive success, lower recruitment, and lower carrying capacity leading 

ultimately to population-level impacts. Therefore, the proposed project may affect individuals and 

populations of wildlife species but is not likely to result in a trend towards listing of any of the species 

identified. To mitigate these impacts, the Club plans to plant trees around the trap shooting range and the 

archery range within 2 years of completing the shooting range complex. The Club also plans to plant annual 

food plots to increase the usefulness of the habitat of the area. Currently, the Club has a verbal agreement 

with the neighboring land owner to use a 9-acre piece of his property for this purpose. The landowner also 

has expressed interest in donating an additional 52 acres of adjoining farm land to the Club for use of 

planting trees and food plots to release pheasants and potentially turkeys for youth hunting areas. 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to fish and wildlife species would not occur.  

4 . 7  V e g e t a t i o n  

Proposed Action Alternative  

As part of construction of the shooting range complex, vegetation will be cleared in the rifle and trap 

shooting ranges. The rifle range will clear approximately 1.88 acres of trees. Once construction of the rifle 

range is completed the disturbed land would be seeded with a grass seed mixture to stabilize the soil and 

re-establish vegetation. To mitigate these impacts, the Club plans to plant trees around the trap shooting 

range and the archery range within 5 years of completing the shooting range complex.  

The trap shooting range will disturb approximately 4.00 acres as the area will be leveled during 

construction. This area was previously cultivated farm land. The area around the trap shooting houses 

would be reseeded with a grass mixture once construction is completed to stabilize the soil and re-establish 

vegetation.  

No vegetation would be disturbed with the placement of the archery targets.  

No Action Alternative  
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Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to vegetation would not occur.  

4 . 8  N o i s e   

Proposed Action Alternative  

Construction activities would result in temporary noise due to operation of construction equipment. 

Based on the decibel readings during the noise assessment conducted from a nearby residence, a recurring 

increase in noise levels would be expected during the use of the Proposed Action Alternative.  

To mitigate the increased noise from the shooting range complex the Club proposes to construct sound 

barriers and limit the use of the shooting range to specific times. A sound barrier will be installed on the 

back side of the rifle range. This will help deflect noise away from the residences to the south. Trees will 

also be planted around the trap shooting range. The trees will help absorb the sound from the gun fire and 

trap shooting. Noise from the shooting range complex will also be limited to 2-3 days a week. Most 

weekends the range will be closed but will be open occasionally on weekends for special events.  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to noise would not occur.  

4 . 9  C u l t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  

Proposed Action Alternative  

Given all construction activities take place within the inventory area, the Proposed Action Alternative would 

not result in any adverse impacts to historical, archaeological, architectural or cultural resources. 

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources would not occur.  

4 . 1 0  S o c i o e c o n o m i c   

Proposed Action Alternative  

Considering the distance of the closet shooting range, the Proposed Action Alternative has the potential to 

draw individuals from around the region to utilize the shooting range complex or attend Hunter Education 

Courses. This in turn could indirectly impact the local economy from fuel or food purchases from local 

businesses. 

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, direct and indirect impacts to socioeconomics would not occur.  
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4 . 1 1  C u m u l a t i v e  I m p a c t s  

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental consequences of an action “when added to other past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such 

other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Effects of an action may be minor when evaluated in an individual context, 

but the effects can add to other disturbances and collectively may lead to a measurable environmental 

change. By evaluating the impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative with the effects of other actions, the 

relative contribution of the Proposed Action Alternative to a projected cumulative impact can be estimated. 

The study area for cumulative impact analysis includes the same project area and surrounding areas 

analyzed for each resource category. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions considered for the 

cumulative impact analysis includes the following:  

• Hwy 52 construction and operation 

• Agricultural operations 

• Canadian Pacific Railway construction and operation 

• Velva Biodiesel plant construction and operation 

• ADM Canola Plant construction and operation 

• Velva Wind Farm construction and operation 

Cumulative impacts are most likely to occur when there is an overlapping geographic location and a 

coincidental or sequential timing of events. Because the environmental analysis required under NEPA is 

forward-looking, the aggregate effect of past actions is analyzed to the extent relevant and useful in 

analyzing whether the reasonably foreseeable effects of a proposed action could have a continuing, 

additive, and significant relationship to those effects.  

The Proposed Action Alternative has been evaluated in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions to determine whether cumulative impacts on the environment would occur. No 

significant, adverse cumulative impacts were identified in the cumulative impact analysis. The Proposed 

Action Alternative would have no impact on cultural resources thus would not contribute to cumulative 

impacts on cultural resources. Therefore, cultural resources are not included in this cumulative impact 

analysis.  

Physical Environment and Land Use 

The proposed project would convert woodland and grassland into a shooting range complex; however, the 

facilities have been positioned to avoid sensitive land uses. The overall project footprint is minor in 

comparison to other past, present and foreseeable actions. Therefore, the contribution of the proposed 

project to land conversion is not expected to be significant. 
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Water Resources 

During construction activities associated with the Proposed Action Alternative, water resources have the 

potential of being contaminated with sediment, equipment fluids or lead; however, BMPs would be utilized 

to minimize the threat.  All construction and operation activities associated with any project must follow 

similar BMPs as regulated by local, state and/or federal officials. Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative 

would not contribute to an overall long-term, cumulative impact to water resources in the area.  

Soils and Vegetation  

During construction activities associated with the Proposed Action Alternative, vegetation would be 

removed; however, the disturbed land would be seeded with a grass seed mixture to stabilize the soil and 

re-establish vegetation.  All construction activities associated with any ground disturbing project must 

follow similar BMPs as regulated by local, state and/or federal officials. Therefore, the Proposed Action 

would not contribute to an overall long-term, cumulative loss of soil or vegetation in the area.  

Air Quality 

Air emissions related to construction and operation of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions 

when added to emissions resulting from the proposed project, are anticipated to have a negligible 

cumulative impact. North Dakota is currently below the state and National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 

and it is anticipated that mobile air source toxics from construction equipment for the proposed project 

and other projects, as well as air emissions related to biodiesel plant operations, would be minor. Therefore, 

the contribution of the proposed project to air emissions is not expected to be significant. 

Threatened and Endangered Species and Fish and Wildlife Resources 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, potential suitable habitat for the NLEB, along with various avian 

and wildlife species, would be lost.  Ongoing developments have the potential to threaten these species 

and force them to utilize marginal habitats or relocate. By planting additional trees within the project area, 

habitat loss would be minimized; therefore, the contribution of the proposed project is not expected to be 

significant.  

Noise 

Noise from construction activities associated with the Proposed Action Alternative and other actions would 

be temporary. Noise from gun fire associated with Proposed Action Alternative combined with noise from 

energy developments and infrastructure would result in a cumulative impact on the noise environment. 

Noise associated with gun fire would be noticeable; however, minimization measures proposed by the Club 

will reduce the cumulative impact.  Therefore, the increased noise from the Proposed Action Alternative 

would not be expected to result in significant, cumulative impacts.  

Socioeconomics 

The Proposed Action Alternative, along with other developments in the area, are anticipated to have a 

beneficial impact to the City of Velva and McHenry County. Qualified individuals may find employment 

through energy development and increase their individual incomes. Additionally, the Proposed Action 
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Alternative and developments may result in indirect economic benefits to local business owners resulting 

from construction workers or visitors expending money on food, lodging and other necessities. The 

contribution of the proposed project is expected to be beneficial; however, it is not expected to be 

significant.  
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CHAPTER 5 AGENCY CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION  

The following is a list of agencies (Federal, State, and Local), that were consulted regarding the proposed 

project:  

• Federal 

o United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

• State 

o North Dakota Game and Fish Department 

o North Dakota State Water Commission 

o State Historical Society of North Dakota 

• Local 

o McHenry County Board of Commissioners 

o McHenry County Zoning Board 
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CHAPTER 6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  

Multiple public meetings were held to allow for public input on the proposed project. The project was 

discussed at a McHenry County Board of Commissioners meeting and the McHenry County Zoning 

Commission meeting. In addition, the Club invited the public to attend an open house to discuss the project 

and answer any questions about the Shooting Range Complex.  

A public hearing was held with the McHenry County Zoning Commission on August 24, 2017. The hearing 

was held to zone the project area as a conditional use in a recreational district. Nine board members and 

ten community members were present during the meeting. Members of the community expressed 

concerns about noise and the possible de-valuation of their home. The Chairman of the commission 

suggested placing conditions on the project before approval of the conditional use permit. The conditions 

included;  

• The shooting range complex must comply with all federal, state and local laws in regard to the 

management of waste lead from bullets to protect groundwater contamination.  

• Limit the hours of operation from 8:00 Am to 10:00 PM; the range must be constructed in 

accordance with national standards to ensure safety of the public. 

• The range must meet NRA design standards. The States Attorney also recommended the 

requirement of an insurance policy with verbiage that identifies the county and holds the county 

harmless.  

The conditional use permit was approved with the aforementioned conditions with a 7-1 vote by board 

members. 

An additional meeting was held with the McHenry County Board of Commissioners on September 5, 2017. 

The meeting was attended by 5 commissioners and one community member. The board reviewed a letter 

in opposition of the shooting range complex. The board was presented with a request for an amendment 

to the county zoning ordinance to add sport shooting ranges as a conditional use in a recreational district. 

The plans for the shooting range complex were then reviewed. A motion was made to approve the 

conditional use permit with the commitments made by the County Zoning Commission in addition to the 

following conditions:   

• Rifles used on the shooting range must not exceed 300 caliber. 

• No muzzle breaks will be allowed at the shooting range. 

• Vegetation must be planted to minimize noise levels.  

The conditional use permit was approved with a 5-1 vote by the Commissioners.  

The Club also be held an open house to provide details about the proposed shooting range complex. The 

open house was held on February 13, 2018 from 5:00 to 7:00 PM at Verendrye Electric in Velva, ND. The 

meeting was advertised to the public in the Mouse River Journal. Representatives from the Club and NDGFD 

were present to provide project details and answer any questions. One member of the public showed up 

to show support for the project.  
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CHAPTER 7 LIST OF PREPARERS 

A list of individuals with the primary responsibility for conducting this study, preparing the 

documentation, and providing technical reviews is contained in Table 5, Preparers.  

 

Table 5, Preparers 

Affiliation Name Title Role 

US Fish & Wildlife Service Amanda Horvath Fish and Wildlife Biologist Document review 

ND Game & Fish 

Department 

Corey Wentland Business Manager Document review 

Marty Egeland Education Supervisor Document review 

Kim Kary Division Chief Document review 

KLJ Ashley Ross Environmental Planner Project Manager, Senior 

review 

Tyler Conley Environmental Planner Document author, Impact 

assessment 

Jeff Price GIS Specialist Exhibit creation 

Velva Wildlife Club Travis Leier Club President Document review 
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Community: 

FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

FOR A WALLED AND ROOFED BUILDING 

SECTION 1: GENERAL INFORMATION 

PERMIT#: __ ( b _ __ _ DATE: I 2. - !:"-q 

Applicant: \)~v .. t,J;\Jtt l~b fJ"' ,,~
1
~

0 
Telephone# ?ol,Zf(o-?uf 0 

Address: 'l~v, f;.,ff1t,rf' [>rll/ f'-/ 11 /Jf,/ ✓~ ..,, ';>(/ 7 

Pl'Ope1ty Owner: Telephone # 
Address: 

, 1/ ,, t..;t. l tl,' \)t-\V', 
Location of Pl'Oposed Developmen\: 1,.. "7 41, ,o ' 
Legal description: Ot..~(o ~~ 5 qLJ ( gp "'~ .Ut-~,'"" /7 ~ /1 aC Udvt "'T2)t.Jh /.., rs '$1.) ~ 6°c.! 

Ov• ~/11 ~, S q'5 ~ 81t. oC ~t-i1i11,, /fj 

Contractor: ,<.~q.., U,Sc; ' Telephone# 7vl -l,1.<, - /i!)6 
Address: 

FLOODPLAIN DETERMINATION: 

Ground elevation(s) at the building site: /!518. 51 feet (msl) 

Project location (check one only): 
____ Not located in the 100-year floodplain 

X' Floodplain (flood fringe, 100-year floodplain, A Zone, AE, AO, AH Zone) 
___ Floodway (engineering analysis required) 

M~p information: 
FIRM Date: 
FIRM Zone: . Ae. 
BFE at Development Site: _....,/~=11.,;_•_.J-'-o _______ (msl) 

Lowest floor must be elevated or floodproofed to : ISJK'[p I S-t "f .10 (msl) 
/ 



SECTION 2: BUILDING DEVELOPMENT 

Activity 
New Structure 
Addition 
Alteration 
Replacement 
Removal/Demo I it ion 
Remodel/Renovate 

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: 
(Check all that apply) 

Structu1·e Type 
Residential (I-4 Family) 
Residential (Multiple) 
Manufactured Home 
Combined Use 
Non-Residential 

Other (explain): _____ _______ ______________ _ 

Substantial Improvement? (50% or more of mal'ket value): 
Existing market value of Structure? 
Estimated Cost of project: (labor and materials) 

$ {,,.,. I ( f\t>im 

$ (}H/1.AA<llt 
$ "117/l,tJao 

I 

ELEVATION OR FLOODPROOFING CERTIFICATION forms: 
FEMA form 81-31 ELEVATION CERTIFICATE; 
FEMA form 81-65 NON-RESIDENTIAL FLOODPROOFING CERTIFICATE 
Attach Certification(s) 

• Cettificate signed by a registered professional engineel' or registered land surveyor. 
• The ce1tified as-built elevation of the lowest floor of the structure is ISt8. 57 feet (msl). 
• The ce11ified as-built floodproofed elevation of the strncture is ___ feet (msl). 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED: 
Attach property description, building plans, blueprints, drawings, diagrams as available. 

OTHER PERMITS NECESSARY??: 
Please list: 

ACTION/APPROVAL: 
The proposed development is in conformance with applicable floodplain standards. 
*PERMIT APPROVAL IS CONDITIONED ON RECEIVING AS-BUILT ELEVATION CERTIFICATIONS: 

Signature (Local Administrator): Date: 

be--L.-e-,~ 

Signature acknowledging Permit Compliance: Date: 



OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE MCHENRY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

December 5, 2017 9:00 AM 

Chairman Medalen called the meeting to order. Commissioners Harry Bergstad, David Medalen, Gregg 
Boutilier, Larry Haman and Bryan Bruner were present. 

A motion was made by Bergstad and seconded by Bruner to approve the November ih and 21 st minutes . 
Motion carried unanimously. 

The Chairman relinquished his chair to the auditor for the purpose of reorganizing the board. The auditor 
called for nominations for Chair. Bruner nominated David Medalen. A motion was made by Boutilier 
and seconded by Bergstad that nominations cease and a unanimous ballot be cast for Medalen. 
Commissioners Boutilier, Bruner, Bergstad and Haman voting aye. Commissioner Medalen abstained. 
Motion carried. The auditor called for nominations for Vice Chair. Boutilier nominated Larry Haman. A 
motion was made by Boutilier and seconded by Bruner that nominations cease and a unanimous ballot be 
cast for Haman. Commissioners Bergstad, Bruner, Medalen and Boutilier voting aye. Commissioner 
Haman abstained. Motion carried. The auditor turned the meeting over to Chairman Medalen. 

A motion was made by Boutilier and seconded by Bergstad to make the following appointments: Murray 
Pfau - Water Resource Board, David Haman- Water Resource Board, Lyle Hendrickson -Zoning 
Board, Maurice Goodwin - Zoning Board, Dennis Wunderlich - School Reorganization Board, Anthony 
Jorde - School Reorganization Board, Bryan Bruner - Park Board, Jeff Smette - Park Board, Dustin 
Welstad- LEPC Board, Jeff Michalenko -LEPC Board, Harry Bergstad- LEPC Board, Maxine 
Rognlien - Supt. of Schools, James Davenport - Veteran Service Officer, Kelsey Siegler - Emergency 
Manager/911. Motion carried unanimously. 

Correspondence was received from Gary Deibert requesting additional dust control on 8th Ave N, near 
Verendrye. Gregg will contact Strata about this. 

The board reviewed the variance request from Erick and Amy Nelson to place a structure 85' from the 
center of 17th Ave N located in the NE1/4NE1/4 of section 18-151-80. The zoning board recommended 
approval, as no one appeared for or against the variance at the public hearing. A motion was made by 
Bergstad and seconded by Boutilier to approve the variance. Motion carried unanimously. 

A motion was made to sign the joint powers agreement with Pierce County to contract for boarding 
prisoners at a rate of$72.00/day for 2018 and $74.00/day for 2019. Motion carried unanimously. 

Travis Leier met with the board regarding the floodplain permit for the Velva Wildlife Club. 
Correspondence was received from the state, indicating the base flood elevation met Federal standards but 
not State standards and flood proofing would be required or the structure would need to be elevated. A 
motio was made by B~rgstad and seconded b Bo tmer o approve the pe mi w·t 11 e require;:nent of 
flood pi;ooftn as per state tegulafions. ot ion carried unanimously. 

Travis Leier presented a contract renewal for the GIS development and website maintenance for the 
county. A motion was made by Haman and seconded by Medalen to approve the contract at $450/mo. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

Joe Mayer, with Sundre Sand & Gravel, met with the board to introduce himself in his new role and to 
keep them in mind for any future projects. 



Wesley Goodman, Jim Kuhnhenn, Jerry Goodman, Kelly Nelson, Lori Willoughby, Will Tiffany and 
Darlene Tiffany joined the meeting for the public hearing regarding the section line closure between 
sections 31/32 in 159-77. Individuals were given the opportunity to speak for or against this closure. 
Chairman Medalen explained the States Attorney's opinion regarding section line closures in which there 
first requires a public benefit to closing a section line before other factors can be considered. A motion 
was made by Haman and seconded by Boutilier to reopen the above stated section line since no public 
benefit was determined. Motion carried unanimously. 

Jim Dolbeare, Carmen Dolbeare and Ken Klebe, Loren Fecho and Scott Smith, Willow Creek Township 
supervisors, joined the meeting to discuss a stretch of road between sections 1/2 and 11/12 in 159-76. 
This area has been a repetitive FEMA site in past years. Jim Dolbeare presented the county board and 
township board with a list of questions he would like answered. The commissioners suggested asking the 
water board to evaluate the area and give a recommendation. 

Jason Mayfield met with the board regarding the county road projects. The pavement project West of 
Upham is complete and will be chip sealed in the spring. A motion was made by Bergstad and seconded 
by Haman to sign the preliminary construction agreement with Wold Engineering for the BRO-2506(065) 
project, to replace and widen the existing bridge West of Upham. Motion carried unanimously. A motion 
was made by Bergstad and seconded by Bruner to use HB 1176 funding for the preliminary engineering 
costs for this project. Motion carried unanimously. A motion was made by Bergstad and seconded by 
Medalen to use the Federal Aid funding to chip seal the county road from East of Velva, North to 
Karlsruhe, then East to ND 14. Motion carried unanimously. 

The board recessed for lunch. 

Commissioner Larry Haman absent. 

The board held a phone conversation with the County Emergency Manager regarding the bill from the 
electrician for the additional costs incurred due to extra equipment requested by Deering, Drake, Upham 
and Velva for the siren projects. A motion was made by Boutilier and seconded by Bruner to approve the 
county paying for½ of the additional electrical costs. Motion carried unanimously. 

A consent motion was made by Bruner and seconded by Bergstad to approve the following receipts: 
Treasurer's Miscellaneous Receipts #42158-42245, the monthly payroll in the amount of $148,747.35 
paid by warrant checks #23956-24020, and Social Service bills totaling $3,764.02; Clerk of Court 
November County fees $564.48, State fees $9,844.59; County Recorder November recording fees of 
$6,450.10 and misc fees of $244.30; Sheriff November statement of fees $282.19, Sheriffs mileage 
$338.00; Deputy reports for Nov. 

The board continued to audit bills until completed. It was then moved by Bruner and seconded by 
Boutilier that the following bills be approved and the proper checks be issued thereof: 

At 3: 15 PM, there being no further business to come before the board at this time, a motion was made by 
Bergstad and seconded by Bruner to adjourn. 

ATTEST: 
Darlene Carpenter, Auditor David Medalen, Chairman 







United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
North Dakota Ecological Services Field Office

3425 Miriam Avenue

Bismarck, ND 58501-7926

Phone: (701) 250-4481 Fax: (701) 355-8513

http://www.fws.gov/northdakotafieldoffice/endspecies/ 

endangered_species.htm

In Reply Refer To: 

Consultation Code: 06E15000-2018-SLI-0091 

Event Code: 06E15000-2018-E-00121  

Project Name: Velva Shooting Range

 

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 

well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 

proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 

requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 

Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 

species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 

contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 

federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 

habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 

Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 

completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 

completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 

implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 

through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 

ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 

Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 

utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 

species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 

designated critical habitat.

January 16, 2018

http://www.fws.gov/northdakotafieldoffice/endspecies/endangered_species.htm
http://www.fws.gov/northdakotafieldoffice/endspecies/endangered_species.htm
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A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 

similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 

human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 

(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 

evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 

affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 

contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 

listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 

agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 

recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 

within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 

consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 

Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require 

development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/ 

eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy 

guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and 

bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 

towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http:// 

www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http:// 

www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/ 

comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 

Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 

planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 

the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 

that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

▪ Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 

requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 

any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 

action".

This species list is provided by:

North Dakota Ecological Services Field Office

3425 Miriam Avenue

Bismarck, ND 58501-7926

(701) 250-4481
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 06E15000-2018-SLI-0091

Event Code: 06E15000-2018-E-00121

Project Name: Velva Shooting Range

Project Type: DEVELOPMENT

Project Description: The Velva Wildlife Club and the North Dakota Department of Game and 

Fish Department propose to expand of shooting range. The project will 

include construction of a rifle range, two archery ranges, a trap range, and 

some building updates.

Project Location:

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 

www.google.com/maps/place/48.07742940058326N100.99107733206138W

Counties: McHenry, ND

https://www.google.com/maps/place/48.07742940058326N100.99107733206138W
https://www.google.com/maps/place/48.07742940058326N100.99107733206138W
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 6 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. Species on 

this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species that 

exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because 

a project could affect downstream species. See the "Critical habitats" section below for those 

critical habitats that lie wholly or partially within your project area under this office's 

jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Mammals
NAME STATUS

Gray Wolf Canis lupus
Population: U.S.A.: All of AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, IN, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, 

ME, MI, MO, MS, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA, VT, 

WI, and WV; and portions of AZ, NM, OR, UT, and WA. Mexico.

There is final critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not available.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488

Endangered

Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045

Threatened

Birds
NAME STATUS

Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
Population: [Atlantic Coast and Northern Great Plains populations] - Wherever found, except 

those areas where listed as endangered.

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039

Threatened

Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864

Threatened

Whooping Crane Grus americana
Population: Wherever found, except where listed as an experimental population

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758

Endangered

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9045
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1864
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/758
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Insects
NAME STATUS

Dakota Skipper Hesperia dacotae
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1028

Threatened

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1028
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