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Executive Summary 

 
This executive summary is provided for convenience only and should not substitute review of 
the complete report, including all figures, tables, and appendices. 
 
The Proposed, Selected and Implemented Action is identified as the Hardin County Radio 
Communications Tower Site Facility erected by the Hardin County Iowa Sheriff’s Department, 
Eldora, Iowa (Tower Site). The Tower Site is situated in a farm field, about 3.5 miles northwest 
of the city of Eldora on a 40-acre parcel (approximate size) owned by Hardin County. The area 
surrounding the Tower Site consists of low density rural residential and agricultural land uses. 
 
The Tower Site includes a 375 ft guyed structure, and is classified as a “New” Transmission and 
Receiving Site which consists of a 32 ft x 12 ft prefabricated communications equipment shelter 
and a 500 gallon above ground propane fuel storage tank, all located within a 50 ft x 50 ft 
secured fenced compound area. The shelter encloses electronic equipment and a 47 horse 
power propane fueled emergency generator. This guyed tower configuration consists of the 
tower structure and six guy wire anchor points. A total land area of approximately 0.30 acres 
was permanently disturbed (long term) and 0.32 acres temporary (short term) by the 
construction of this facility (see Survey of Site, Figures 4A and 4B, and Table 2-1, page 7).  
 
The purpose for the construction of the new tower was to serve as an anchor location for Hardin 
County’s new VHF public safety radio communications network. Prior to the construction of the 
Hardin County Tower in November 2009, the existing Hardin County VHF radio network was 
aging (20+ years old), did not provide reliable radio communications for the law enforcement, 
fire and EMS agencies within the county, and was not capable of VHF “narrowband” channel 
operation as is required by the FCC no later than December 31, 2012. A recent study of Hardin 
County’s communications system had determined that its communications infrastructure was 
obsolete (GeoComm, 2008a). The construction of this tower and appurtenances was an 
important step in updating the communications infrastructure in the County, adding support to 
the development of a statewide network and improving interoperability between emergency 
service providers. This radio tower has improved radio coverage and interoperable 
communications for first responders and emergency service providers in Hardin County and 
surrounding jurisdictions.  
 
Hardin County had been planning the development of a new tower site to replace its existing 
smaller tower, which had been located within the city of Eldora, adjacent to the Sheriff’s office. 
Somewhat ironically, the existing 140 foot tower was destroyed by a windstorm in September 
2009, one month prior to commencing construction on the new tower. Construction of the new 
Hardin County Tower Site Facility was completed in December 2009, after receiving the 
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mandatory approvals from FAA, FCC, Iowa SHPO, Tribal representatives, and other state and 
federal agencies as required by the FCC’s tower siting and construction requirements.  
The data provided in this EA is based on the environmental, historical, archaeological and other 
work and data collected prior to the development of the Hardin County Tower Site Facility and 
construction of the tower. All field work, studies and regulatory review required to complete the 
PSIC GRANT ENVIRONMENTAL LAND USE COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST (Appendix J) for the 
Hardin County Tower Site Facility was completed on July 13, 2009 (i.e., date of SHPO 
concurrence – see Appendix H), prior to commencement of tower construction.  
 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action did not involve any unusual risks or impacts to 
sensitive resources and did not have a significant impact on any of the eleven resource areas 
identified by the National Telecommunications and Information Administration’s (NTIA’s) 
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)  for the Public Safety Interoperable 
Communications Grant Program. The only issue identified within this project was mitigated 
through an agreement with the State of Iowa Historical Preservation Office. Based on the data 
gathered for this EA, no evidence was identified that indicated National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) environmental concerns existed prior to construction of the Selected Alternative. 
 
In addition to the Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC) Grant Program screening, 
any new tower construction is required to undergo FCC NEPA Land Use screening in 
accordance with 47 CFR Section 1.1307(a)(1) through (8), to determine whether any of the 
listed FCC special interest items would be significantly affected if a tower structure and/or 
antenna and associated equipment were constructed at a proposed site location. All work and 
regulatory review required to execute the FCC NEPA Land Use Compliance Checklist & 
Summary Report (Appendix K) for the Tower Site Facility was also completed on July 13, 2009,  
(i.e., date of SHPO concurrence – see Appendix H), prior to commencement of tower 
construction. Therefore, no further environmental analysis was required. 
 
Based on the information obtained for this PSIC-Environmental Assessment (EA) and the FCC 
NEPA Compliance Checklist & Summary Report, the Hardin County Communication Tower 
Facility does not pose an adverse effect on any of the NEPA environmental categories. No 
evidence that would suggest National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental concerns 
exist for the Proposed (and since completed) Action. No FCC special interest items were 
identified that would require a site specific EA to be prepared. The Implemented Action has had 
beneficial impacts on health and safety by improving public safety radio coverage and 
interoperable communications for first responders and emergency service providers in Hardin 
County and surrounding jurisdictions. Alternatively, the No Action Alternative would have 
resulted in adverse impacts to human health and safety because no improvements to 
interoperable communications would have occurred. It is therefore our opinion that no further 
environmental investigation is warranted and we recommend that the NTIA issue a finding of no 
significant impact (FONSI) for the Proposed, Selected and Implemented Action.  
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1.0  Introduction 
 
 
1.01 Introduction 
 
On behalf of the City of Hardin County Iowa Sheriff’s Department, Land Recyclers Inc (LRI) 
completed this Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) of the expected environmental impacts 
associated with the construction of a transmitting and receiving facility within the Hardin County 
Radio Communications Tower Site (Tower Site). The Hardin County Sheriff’s Department has 
received funding, through the Iowa Department of Homeland Security, from the Public Safety 
Interoperable Communications (PSIC) Grant Program administered by National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA), an agency of the Department of 
Commerce. The PSIC grant program was established to assist state and local agencies in the 
improvement of their public safety interoperable communications capabilities. Because the 
Proposed, Selected and Implemented Action involved the installation of a tower more than 200 
feet tall, the grant application required the County to complete an EA to ensure that the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal laws are 
addressed. 
 
The NTIA specified that PSIC-funding must be used for projects that would improve 
communications in areas at high risk for natural disasters and in urban and metropolitan areas 
at high risk for threats of terrorism, and should include pre-positioning or securing of 
interoperable communications for immediate deployment during emergencies or major 
disasters. Investments that receive PSIC funding range from large-scale infrastructure build-
outs, such as tower construction, to governance-related initiatives. 
 
Prior to applying for PSIC-funding, Hardin County had been planning the development of a new 
tower site to replace its existing, obsolete, 140 ft tall tower, which was located within the City of 
Eldora. That structure had been in place for over fifty years and by current engineering 
standards was not able to hold any additional antennae or other functional communications 
equipment. The county’s plans were expedited when the old tower was destroyed by a 
windstorm in September 2009, one month prior to the planned commencing of construction on 
the new tower (note: images of the destroyed tower are included in Appendix M). Tower 
construction was completed in December 2009, after receiving the mandatory approvals from 
FAA, FCC, Iowa SHPO, Tribal representatives, and other state and federal agencies as 
required by the FCC’s NEPA tower siting and construction requirements.  
 
The data provided in this EA is based on the environmental, historical, archaeological, 
regulatory and tribal consultation, and other work and data collected prior to the start of 
construction on the Hardin County Tower Site Facility. All data development and collection and 
regulatory review required to complete the PSIC Grant Environmental Land Use Compliance 
Checklist (see Appendix J) and FCC NEPA Land Use Compliance Checklist & Summary Report 
(see Appendix K) for the tower facility was completed on July 13, 2009 (i.e., date of SHPO 
concurrence – see Appendix H) prior to commencement of tower construction activities. 
 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action is identified as the Hardin County Radio 
Communications Tower Site Facility erected by the Hardin County Iowa Sheriff’s Department, 
Eldora, Iowa. The area surrounding the Tower Site consists of low density rural residential and 
agricultural land uses. 
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Hardin County, situated in north central Iowa, is a primarily rural county with a land area of 
approximately 582 square miles and a population of 18,800 residents (2000 Census). It is 
transected north and south by US Highway 65 and east to west by US Highway 20 both of 
which are main arterial highways connecting major cites in Iowa and Iowa with bordering states. 
The stakeholders in the county for the PSIC Grant consists of all police, fire and EMS services 
in the county, eleven small cities, the Sheriff’s Department, the Iowa State Training School for 
Boys and the Central Iowa Juvenile Detention Center. It will also serve all public schools, public 
works, hospital based communications, Department of Natural Resources, and Iowa 
Department of Public Safety in Hardin County. 
 
The City of Eldora has a population estimated at 3035 according to the 2000 census. The Tower 
Site is located approximately 3.5 miles northwest of Eldora (the Hardin County seat) and 
approximately 80 miles north of Des Moines. The Tower Site is located on a 40 acre parcel 
owned by Hardin County in the east central part of the county (Jackson Township). The actual 
center of the tower is located at N 42º 23’ 54.40” Latitude and W 93º 08’ 38.0”, Longitude 
(NAD83) at an elevation of 1082.0-ft AMSL (NAVD 88) as is depicted in Figures 3, 4A and 4B. 
The legal location of the Tower Site is Part of the SW/4, of the SE/4, Section 26, Township 88 
North, Range 20 West, Hardin County, Iowa.  
 
The Tower Site consists of a 375 ft guyed communications tower and is classified as a “New” 
Transmission and Receiving Site. The Site consists of one 32 ft x 12 ft prefabricated equipment 
shelter and a 500 gallon above ground storage tank (AST), all located within a 50 ft x 50 ft 
fenced compound area. The shelter encloses electronic communications equipment and a 47 
horse power (HP) propane fueled emergency generator. This guyed tower configuration 
consists of the tower structure and six guy wire anchor points. The access approach to the 
tower compound area utilizes a portion of an existing northerly tending unnamed farm road that 
ties into County Road D41 and extends along the eastern margin of the county property. The 
access proceeds north along the farm road approximately 250 ft before turning northwest and 
continuing for approximately 144 ft on a constructed 16 ft wide gravel spur to the Tower Site. A 
total land area of approximately 0.30 acres was permanently disturbed (long term) and 0.32 
acres temporary (short term) by the construction of this facility (see Survey of Site, Figures 4A 
and 4B, and Table 2-1, page 7). Recent photos of the Tower Site and surrounding area is 
depicted in Figures 5 – 15.   
 
Prior to the construction of the new Tower, Hardin County was faced with using an obsolete 
communication system in which various parts ranged in age from 11 to over 50 years old. The 
old 140 ft radio antennae tower (built in downtown Eldora in the early 1960’s, had been in place 
for over fifty years and by modern engineering standards could not hold any additional antennae 
or other functional communications equipment. Through working with a communications 
consultant the county had determined the need to not only replace this tower with one of a 
newer design and higher in elevation, but also move it to a new location to better serve the 
communications needs of all the jurisdictions and disciplines served by their agency (i.e., Iowa 
Department of Public Safety). This new tower structure and new location solved many of the 
county’s communications problems. As noted, the need to replace the old tower became 
imminent when it was destroyed by a windstorm in September 2009.  
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1.02 Purpose and Need 

Hardin County, being a rural county with widely diverse agency locations, has experienced 
undesirable public safety radio communications problems during routine and emergency / 
disaster operations. Most of these problems were due to an aging radio system, including the 
radio system equipment and supporting tower infrastructure. The existing VHF radio system 
utilizes a significant amount of equipment that is more than 20 years old, and requires frequent 
maintenance. The majority of this equipment is not capable of operation on the VHF 
“narrowband” channels required by the FCC not later than December 31, 2012. Hardin County 
also needs to address the loss of coverage range that will be experienced after the conversion 
to narrowband channel operation.  
 
The Hardin County public safety community enlisted the services of a public safety radio 
consulting firm, and completed a radio system operations study for all public safety radio 
communications in the county. The result of this activity was the development of a radio system 
improvement plan, issued in December 2008 (GeoComm, 2008a), which identified the needs 
and recommended a complete overhaul and expansion of the radio systems.  
 
A critical element in this plan and project was the replacement and expansion of the county’s 
aging and obsolete tower infrastructure. The report and plan identified the need for a new Tower 
Site, centrally located in the county, of significant height, to serve as the primary location for 
new radio communications equipment. This new Tower Site will support a variety of public 
safety and governmental radio systems, for both local and state agencies. This Tower Site will 
also be capable of supporting both VHF and 800 Mhz networks, as well as mobile data systems 
in the future.  
 
The primary tower structure that had been used for emergency communications was located 
adjacent to the Sheriff’s Office in downtown Eldora. That tower structure had been in place for 
over thirty years. A structural engineering review of the tower had determined that it was no 
longer capable of supporting the antennas and transmission lines needed for the county’s radio 
communications equipment.   
 
The old county tower also was not tall enough (140 ft) to provide reliable radio coverage 
throughout the county – even with additional voting receiver sites in the network. Given that 
tower height limitations exist within the downtown area of Eldora, the ground elevation in the 
downtown area was not sufficient for a tower needing to provide coverage throughout the 
county.  
 
It was determined that a 375-foot tower would provide the height needed for an expanded VHF 
radio network, and would replace the county’s existing 140 foot tower located in Eldora. Existing 
county property was identified near Eldora, located sufficiently close to the center of the county, 
and met the location and ground elevation requirements established in the radio planning 
process.   
 
Ironically, the county’s existing 140-foot tower was destroyed by a windstorm (90+ mph winds) 
in September 2009, one month prior to commencing construction on the new tower. Images of 
the damaged tower are provided in Appendix M of this EA.  
 
During the County’s planning process, the State of Iowa’s radio communications planning report 
(Iowa Statewide Interoperable Radio System (ISIRS, 2007)) Feasibility Study was reviewed, 
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and it was noted that the plan identified the need for a new tower within the Hardin County 
geographical area. The State’s planned system utilizes 700 and 800 Mhz radio channels, and 
requires significantly more tower sites than are currently used with the State’s VHF radio 
network.  
 
The county contacted the State of Iowa and confirmed the need for a new Tower Site in the 
Hardin County area. Based on that information, and Hardin County’s need for a new tower site, 
it was agreed and determined that Hardin County would apply for the PSIC grant for the New 
Tower Site, and would construct a tower that would be suitable for both local, county and state 
radio communications use.  
 
It was based on this joint planning effort that a PSIC grant was awarded to Hardin County, and 
the new Hardin County Tower was designed and engineered to support city, county and state 
radio communications system equipment. This approach eliminated the need for two separate 
towers in the area, and promotes interoperability between the local city, county and state radio 
networks. The new Hardin County Tower has also been designed and constructed to support 
any local cellular carriers that are interested in providing coverage in the Eldora area, again 
potentially precluding the need for additional tower structures in the immediate area.  
 
In summary, the Proposed (and since completed) Action replaced a former communications 
tower which was destroyed in a wind storm. The former system did not meet the present 
coverage and security needs of Hardin and surrounding counties. The former 140 ft tall 
communications tower facility did not provide options for expansion of the radio system 
coverage. Therefore, the Proposed (and since completed) Tower Site Facility will be utilized to 
provide the following: 

 
•    Increased coverage area for emergency responders connected through the system; 
 
•    Updated equipment to support new frequencies to improve and expand voice and data           

coverage; 
 
•    Facilitate reliable interoperable communications among first responder organizations; 
 
•    Enhanced security and facility control; and 
 
•    Use cost-effective measures, such as leasing agreements and systems sharing.  
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2.0  Proposed Action 

 
 
2.01 Project Information  

The Proposed (and since completed) Action was the construction of a new 375-foot guyed radio 
communications tower to support the following public safety radio system improvement goals: 

•    Improved public safety responsiveness to the citizens, businesses and agencies of           
Hardin County through reliable voice communications for all law, fire and EMS agencies 
within the county, with improved coverage and radio channel capacity; 

•    Promote radio communications interoperability for city, county and state public safety 
and governmental agencies within the region; 

      •    Establish microwave connectivity between the Eldora and Iowa Falls dispatch centers; 

      •    Meeting the required FCC 2012/2013 VHF Narrowband channel mandate; 

•    Improved radio communications reliability through the implementation of a radio     
communications facility with good security, redundancy and emergency power 
capabilities; and 

      •     Supporting near-term and long-term communications needs. 

In addition, the Proposed (and since completed) Action would have beneficial impact on human 
health and safety, because it would enable countywide improvements to public safety 
interoperable communications. 

The location selected for the construction of the New Radio Tower is a 40 acre parcel of county 
owned land, adjacent to the former Hardin County Home, a historic property that was evaluated 
to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (see below and Sub-Section 
3.06 and 4.06 Cultural Resources and Historic Properties for additional discussion of this project 
work). The boundary for the Hardin County Home historic district encompasses the historic 
buildings, fields, and cemetery associated with the property (east half of the southwest quarter 
and west half of the southeast quarter south of the railroad of Section 26 – see Figure 16). This 
area includes the location of the tower, at the east edge of the west half of the southeast quarter 
of Section 26. The Tower Site is approximately 1,250 feet to the east of the buildings that 
contribute to the historic district. Generally open fields are located between these buildings and 
the tower site – fields that once provided sustenance for the residents of the Home.  

The Principal Investigator, an architectural historian, concluded that the County Home would be 
adversely affected – both directly and visually – by the construction of the Tower. She 
suggested at the time of the survey that this adverse effect upon the visual resources (i.e., the 
County Home in its rural landscape setting) could be mitigated, upon concurrence with the Iowa 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), by adopting a plan that would emphasize the 
historical resources. She proposed that an architectural historian “prepare a National Register of 
Historic Places nomination for the Hardin County Home Historic District, documenting the 
buildings, history of the property, and historic context on the significant association of the 
County Home to social history of Hardin County and the relation of this County Home to others 
in the state”. The mitigation plan recommendations for the County Home property were 
reviewed by the Iowa State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) (see letter from Ralph 
Christian, Historian, SHPO, to Sheriff Tim Smith, Hardin County, July 13, 2009, Appendix H). In 
that letter, SHPO Historian Ralph Christian, stated: “your plan to prepare an application for the 
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County Home property, and submit it to SHPO and the State Nomination Review Committee 
(SNRC) by February 2010, meets our mitigation criteria for this site… Based on your proposed 
actions, we conclude that this serves as an appropriate mitigation process for this site, and 
therefore we have no objection to the construction of your new tower site”. 

The Proposed (and since completed) new Tower Site is located in a rural farming area, 3.5 
miles northwest of the town of Eldora, the county seat. The physical address of the Tower Site 
is 28749 County Road D41. The actual coordinates of the tower center are N42-23-55.3, W093-
08-36.8, and the ground elevation is 1080 feet above mean sea level as shown on the USGS 
Owasa, IA 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Map dated 1979 which is depicted in Figure 3. The 
tower latitude and longitude values and ground elevation certified to FAA “2C” accuracy1 are 
included in the copies of the 2C Certificate in Appendix A of this EA.  

The Tower Site Facility consists of a 375 ft guyed communications tower and is classified as a 
“New” Transmission and Receiving Site that has been erected in the southeast area of the 
property, approximately 362 feet from the southern edge of the property line (i.e., centerline of 
County Road D41). The use of a guyed tower rather than a self-supporting structure was based 
on the greatly increased cost of a self-supporting structure, in conjunction with the availability of 
land for the installation of guy wire anchor points. The county property parcel is 40 acres, and 
has been leased to a local farmer for crop production. 

The Tower Site includes one 32 ft x 12 ft prefabricated equipment shelter and a 500 gallon AST, 
all located within a 50 ft x 50 ft fenced compound area. The shelter encloses electronic 
communications equipment and a 47 HP propane fueled emergency generator. The guyed 
tower configuration consists of the tower structure and six guy wire anchor points. The access 
approach to the tower compound area utilizes a portion of an existing northerly tending 
unnamed farm road that ties into County Road D41 and extends along the eastern margin of the 
county property. The access proceeds north along the farm road approximately 250 ft before 
turning northwest and continuing for approximately 144 ft on a constructed 16 ft wide gravel 
spur to the Tower Site (see Survey of Site Figures 4A and 4B). As indicated in Table 2-1 (page 
7), total land area of approximately 0.30 acres was permanently disturbed (long term) and 0.32 
acres temporary (short term) by the construction of this facility. 

 

                                                

1 "2C" accuracy: Tower Site elevation and location data certified to FAA “2C” Standards implies 
that at the tower center, the latitude and longitude values are accurate to +/- 50 feet (based on 
NAD 83 Datum) and the stated tower site ground elevation is accurate to +/- 20 feet (based on 
NAVD 88 Datum). 
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Table 2 -1  Temporary and permanent disturbance by disturbance type 
 

Disturbance Type 

Project Task Short Term 
(Temporary) 

Acres 

Long Term 
(Permanent) 

Acres 

Staging Area 0.09 0.00 

Compound Area Including Communications Tower 
Foundation, Shelter, Propane Tank 

0.00 0.23 

Guy Anchors 0.00 0.02 

Prairie Trail for hauling construction materials to 
anchors 

0.23 0.00 

16 foot wide gravel road for access to compound 
from farm road 

0.00 0.05 

Totals:…… 0.32 Acres 0.30 Acres 

 
The data, opinions, conclusions, and recommendations presented in this EA are based on the 
environmental, historical, archaeological, regulatory and tribal consultation, and other work and 
data collected prior to the start of construction on the Hardin County Tower Site. Data collection 
and regulatory review for the PSIC Grant Program and FCC New Tower NEPA Land Use 
screening for the Hardin Tower Facility was completed on July 13, 2009 (i.e., date of SHPO 
concurrence – see Appendix H) prior to commencement of tower construction. Construction of 
the subject tower was competed in November 2009. The Proposed (and since completed) 
Action, with one exception did not have any of the unusual risks or impacts to sensitive areas as 
described and discussed in major Resource Categories 1 through 11, presented in Sections 3 
and 4 of this EA. That exception was one property, the Hardin County Home, which was located 
directly west of the Tower Site, was established to be subject to a direct and visual impact by 
the proposed tower project. As a result of this finding, the information was submitted to the State 
of Iowa Historical Office (SHPO), and a review was conducted. A result of that review 
established that the Proposed (and since completed) Action had the potential for a direct and 
visual impact on the County Home property.  

Following this determination, Hardin County, working with the owner of the County Home 
property, as well as Spark Consulting, proposed a mitigation effort to Iowa SHPO, which would 
consist of conducting the necessary work to file an application to place the County Home 
property on the National Register. Iowa SHPO approved this action, and this process was 
initiated in 2009. The result of this agreement was the Iowa SHPO provided a finding and letter 
(dated July 13, 2009 – see Appendix H) of "No Objection" to the construction of the Proposed 
Action tower site. 
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No unique viewsheds related to national or state designated scenic byways or National Historic 
Landmarks were identified for the project. 

The Proposed (and since completed) Action would have beneficial impact on human health and 
safety, because it would enable countywide improvements to public safety interoperable 
communications. 
 
 
2.02 Preferred Action  
 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action:  Hardin County Tower Site Facility  
 
The property selected for the Tower Site was owned by Hardin County and was the preferred 
location for a new tower, as it met the following criteria:  

•     Physical location met the requirements of planned radio network – centrally located in 
the county, good ground elevation, and close to Eldora (county seat); 

•     Low cost; no need to spend local tax dollars on the purchase of property; and 

•     Minimal impact to existing land usage; most of the property can be returned to farm crop 
production. 

 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action location is a small part (0.30 acre permanently 
disturbed – see Table 2-1) of a 40 acre parcel (approximate size) of land owned by the county 
and leased to a local farmer. After construction of the new tower, the majority of the land can be 
again used for crop production.  
 
This property offers easy access to local roads and power utility, minimizing the costs and 
maintenance issues. From an environmental aspect, there are no lakes, rivers, streams or 
wetlands or other unique or sensitive habitat near the property.  
 
 
2.03 Alternatives Considered But Not Implemented 
 
Other Structures:  
 
An alternative to the construction of a new tower site would be to utilize some other existing 
structure in the area. The criteria for an alternative structure would be structure type (i.e, 
another communications tower, rooftop, silo, water tower, etc), load bearing capacity of 
candidate structure, physical location, structure height, ground elevation, and costs (either 
capital outlay or recurring). A search was conducted of all existing tall structures within a 3 mile 
radius of Eldora to indentify potential tower sites as well as structures for collocation. Two 
categories of existing structures were considered:  

•     Eldora water tower:  Within the city of Eldora, near the Sheriff’s office, is an existing 150 
ft tall water tower. This structure was reviewed for the project, but does not afford the total 
height, centralized location or vertical antenna mounting space needed for reliable county-
wide VHF radio communications. 

•     Existing radio communications towers (cellular or otherwise): There exist a small 
number of cellular or local power utility radio towers within the general Eldora area. 
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However, none of these sites are located in the proper centralized area of the county, and 
the monthly rental fees would require the county to spend in excess of $2,500 per month, or 
$30,000 annually. The county would also not have adequate control of use of these sites, 
even with appropriate contractual terms, and would be subject to the needs and goals of the 
tower owner, rather than the county’s public safety needs. 

  

The leasing of space on an existing tower would also still require the State to eventually erect a 
new tower as they would not be collocating on a cellular or power utility tower.   
 
In addition to existing structures, another alternative might be the purchase of a different parcel 
of land for tower construction. However, this seemed illogical since the county already owned 
property that was appropriate for tower development.  
 
No Action: 

  
Under the No Action alternative, the radio system requirements for public safety agencies within 
Hardin County will not be met. The existing radio system does not provide the communications 
reliability, coverage or capacity needed for fully functional public safety operations. The existing 
radio system does not meet the VHF radio “narrowband” channel requirements, mandated by 
the FCC no later than December 31, 2012.   
 
Additionally, the county’s existing tower was destroyed in the windstorm of September 2009, 
and has been operating in a “standby” mode, with limited coverage, since that time.  
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3.0 Existing Pre-Construction Environment 

 
 
This section describes the existing environment prior to the initiation of construction activities 
that may have been affected by the implementation of the Proposed (and since completed) 
Action and serves as a baseline from which to identify and evaluate potential construction and 
operational impacts. The description of the affected environment focuses on those resource 
areas that were potentially subject to impacts that would have resulted from the Proposed 
Action. Aspects of the existing environment described in this section focus on 11 major 
Resource Areas that encompass the natural, human and built environments. The 11 Resource 
Areas are Noise, Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Water Resources, Biological Resources, 
Historic And Cultural, Land Use, Aesthetic and Visual, Infrastructure, Socioeconomic 
Resources, and Human Health and Safety.  
 
 
3.01 Resource 1:  Noise 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound that interferes with normal human activities or wildlife 
behavior, or may otherwise diminish environmental quality (EPA, 1974). Noise can come from a 
number of sources and at varying frequencies and may be continuous or intermittent, persistent 
or occasional. Noise and sound share the same physical aspects; however, noise is generally 
considered a disturbance, whereas sound is defined as a particular auditory effect produced by 
a given source (e.g., a motor running). How sound is interpreted, as either pleasant (e.g., 
birdsong) or unpleasant (e.g., jackhammer), depends upon the listener’s current activity, past 
experience, and attitude toward the source. The measurement and perception of sound involve 
two physical characteristics: intensity and frequency. Intensity is a measure of the strength or 
magnitude of the sound vibrations and is expressed in terms of pressure. The higher the sound 
pressure, the more intense is the perception of that sound. The frequency of the sound is the 
number of times per second the sound oscillates. Sirens and screeches typify high frequency 
sounds, whereas low frequency sounds are characterized as a rumble or roar (EPA, 1974). The 
sound pressure range that can be detected comfortably by the human ear is extremely large 
and covers an intensity scale from 1 to 100,000,000 (EPA, 1974). Because of this wide range of 
sound intensity, representation using a linear index becomes difficult. As a result, a unit of A-
weighted decibels (abbreviated dB or sometimes dBA)—a logarithmic measure of the 
magnitude of a sound as the average person hears it—is normally utilized. Humans do not hear 
very low or very high frequencies nearly as well as they hear middle frequencies. Using an A-
weighting corrects these relative inefficiencies of the human ear at low or higher frequencies. 

 
Existing Pre- Construction Conditions 

 
In a typical day, most people are exposed to sound levels of 50 dBA (average home) to 70 dBA 
(vacuum cleaner) (CCOHS, 2011). The Tower Site is located in an open, agricultural field, in a 
rural community in which homes are widely spaced. In the vicinity of the Tower Site, there are 
only two farmsteads and they are both along east-west Road D41; one is approximately 1,100 ft 
to the west -southwest and the other about 1,250 ft west. Aside from the farmsteads, the land is 
mostly utilized as agricultural fields. The Tower Site exhibits typical noise patterns of a farming 
community given that in 2007 the average farm in Iowa included 359 acres (RECAP Table ID, 
2011a). The most likely noise or sounds most people are exposed to in this rural setting is 
occasional roadway noise. Roadway noise is the collective sound energy emanating from 
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motorized transportation comprising chiefly engine, tire, and aerodynamic and braking 
elements. At other times of the year, the primary source of noise is motorized farm equipment 
conducting farming operations. A gravel road used for access to the tower compound from the 
farm road about 200 ft to the east of the site would produce the typical noise level associated 
with the area. 
 
 
3.02 Resource 2:  Air Quality 

 
The Clean Air Act requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS; 40 CFR Part 50) for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment. The Clean Air Act established two types of national air 
quality standards; primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of 
“sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set 
limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage to 
animals, crops, vegetation and buildings. The EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards 
(OAQPS) has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards for six principal pollutants, which are 
called "criteria" pollutants. The six criteria air pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead 
(Pb). PM10 and PM2.5 are acronyms for particulate matter consisting of particles smaller than 
10 and 2.5 micrometers, respectively.   
 
Existing Pre- Construction Conditions 
 
The EPA has National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the six “criteria” air pollutants. An area 
that does not meet these standards is designated as a “non-attainment area” by the EPA.  
According to the Ambient Air Monitoring Group, Air Quality Bureau, Iowa DNR, Iowa does not 
have non-attainment areas for any of the six criteria pollutants (Fitzsimmons, 2011; email 
correspondence Appendix G).  
 
 
3.03 Resource 3:  Geology and Soils 
 
Geological resources are described as geology, soils, and topography that characterize an area. 
The geology of an area refers specifically to the surface and near-surface materials of the earth 
and to how those materials were formed. Those resources are typically described in terms of 
regional or local geology, including mineral resources, earth materials, soil resources and 
topography. 
 
Descriptions of these resource areas include bedrock or sediment type and structure, unique 
geologic features, depositional or erosional environment, and age or history. Mineral resources 
include usable geological materials that have some economic or research value. Soil resources 
are the unconsolidated mineral or organic material on the immediate surface of the Earth 
overlying the bedrock or parent material and serving as a natural medium for the growth of land 
plants. Soils are typically described by their complex type, slope, and physical characteristics. 
Topography consists of the geomorphic characteristics of the land, including the change in 
vertical elevation of the earth’s surface across a given area, the relationship with adjacent land 
features and geographic location (USCG, 2006). 
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Soil resources in agricultural zones include Prime and Unique Farmlands, which the NRCS has 
defined as “the best land for producing food, feed, fiber forage, and oilseed crops” (NRCS 7 
CFR Part 657, Prime and Unique Farmlands—Important Farmlands Inventory, Subpart A, 
Section 657.1 -- Purpose).  
 
The soil resources of an area, which include Prime and Unique farmlands, are federally 
protected and regulated. The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) (P.L.97-98, 7 U.S.C. 
§4201) of 1981 is intended to minimize the impact federal programs have on the unnecessary 
and irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. It assures that, to the extent 
possible, federal programs are administered to be compatible with state, local units of 
government, and private programs and policies to protect farmland.  
 
Farmland subject to FPPA requirements does not have to be currently used for cropland and 
can include forested land, pastureland, cropland, or other land, but not water or urban built-up 
land. In order for land to be converted to nonagricultural uses under a federally funded project, a 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form must be completed and reviewed by the local county 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).  
 
Existing Pre- Construction Conditions 
 
The Hardin County Tower Site is located on a moderate slope trending down towards the west 
in a high rolling upland of ridges, knolls and shallow drainages between Beaver Creek (to the 
west) and the Iowa River (to the east). The landscape bears the physical features of its 
underlying geology deposits and formations associated with the Des Moines Glacial Lobe. This 
extension of the Laurentide ice sheet covered central Iowa in the last glacial advance, the Late 
Wisconsinan period, between 15,000 and 12,000 years ago.  
 
Hardin County is within the lobe on its eastern side. Here, the ground moraines exposed by the 
retreating ice created a gently undulating to rolling glacial drift plain, with the hummocks, ridges 
and depressions providing the topographic structure and, with the till deposits, the material for 
soil formation.  
 
The till associated with this glacial advance is the Dows Formation (Quade and Giglierano 
2006). Its youngest feature is the Morgan Member, a complex of interbedded diamicton (large 
sedimentary grains gravel size and larger are set in a matrix of fine grains) deposits and sorted 
deposits of yellowish brown, often calcareous and fractured, stratified loam to silt loam to sandy 
loam, derived from supraglacial2 environments. These deposits are less than 26 feet deep in the 
area of Hardin County. Beneath the Morgan Member is the Alden Member, a massive and 
relatively uniform till deposited in a subglacial environment3. 
 

                                                

2 Supraglacial environment: Formed or deposited on top of a glacier.  A supraglacial stream flows over 
the surface of the glacier; supraglacial material collected on top of a glacier or ice sheet may be deposited 
to form lateral and medial moraines; said of meltwater streams, till, drift. 

3 Subglacial  environment : Formed or deposited beneath a glacier as by subglacial streams; of or 
relating to the bottom of a glacier or the area immediately underlying a glacier. 
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The soils that developed on this drift plain at the tower location are from the Clarion series: 
Clarion loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (138B) in the area of the Tower compound and Clarion 
loam, 5 to 9 percent slopes, moderately eroded (138C2) on the steeper margins (Official Soil 
Series Description, Natural Resources Conservation Service). Clarion soils are very deep and 
moderately well drained upland soils formed in calcareous till deposits. The Soil Map in the 
vicinity of the Tower Site is shown in Appendix C. 
 
From an agricultural perspective, the fertile A horizon of Clarion soils is 10 to 20 inches deep, 
clay content ranges from 18 to 28 percent and sand, 30 to 50 percent. Given these soil 
constituents and the topography, the NRCS classifies the Clarion soils as Prime Agronomic 
soils (138B is “Prime Farmland” and 138C2 is “Farmland of Statewide Importance”) (Voy 1985). 
Furthermore, the National Soil Survey Handbook (Part 622.02 e. 1. ii.) defines the land 
capability of Clarion soils as “Class 2e” – a soil limited by some susceptibility to erosion and 
therefore needing moderate conservation. The distribution of Clarion Soils (Prime or Farmlands 
of Statewide Importance) in the vicinity of the Tower Site is shown in Appendix D. 
 
For construction purposes, the Iowa NRCS classifies Clarion soils as “somewhat limited”, which 
indicates that this series has features that are moderately favorable for shallow excavations and 
other purposes. A minor problem is the soil structure, which has a frequently saturated zone 
between depths of 4 and 6 feet.  
 
Test borings at the Tower Site (Thomas 2008) revealed the nature and stability of the local soil 
deposits. The borings showed that the topsoil ranged in thickness from 3 to 5 feet. Beneath the 
soil in two of the boreholes (Test Borings TB 1 and TB 4; see Appendix E) was a deposit of local 
alluvium; this is consistent with the surface geology of the region, which indicates a Quaternary 
drainage remnant within several hundred feet of the Tower Site. The alluvium is in 
undifferentiated deposits up to 16.5 feet thick in stream valleys, on hill slopes and in closed 
depressions, and may overlie the Dows Formation (Quade and Giglierano 2006). The other two 
boreholes (Test Borings TB 2 and TB 3; Appendix E) showed the typical sequence of Dow 
Formation supraglacial till (Morgan Member), consisting of brown rust mottled to light gray rust 
mottled sandy lean clay, and subglacial till (Alden Member), a generally dark gray sandy lean 
clay.  
 
 
3.04 Resource 4:  Water Resources 
 
Water resources are streams, lakes, rivers, and other aquatic habitats in an area and include 
surface water, groundwater, wetlands, floodplains, coastal resources, and wild and scenic 
rivers. Water resources-such as lakes, rivers, streams, creeks, canals, and drainage ditches- 
make up the surface hydrology of a given watershed. The term “waters of the United States” 
applies only to surface waters (including rivers, lakes, estuaries, coastal waters, and wetlands) 
used for commerce, recreation, industry, sources of fishing, and other purposes.  

 
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) provides for the protection of public health by regulating 
the U.S. public drinking water supply (P.L. 93–23, 42 U.S.C. §300f). The SDWA aims to protect 
drinking water and its sources (e.g., rivers, lakes, reservoirs, springs, and groundwater wells) 
and authorizes EPA to establish national health–based standards for drinking water to protect 
against naturally occurring and man-made contaminants. Every public water system in the 
United States is protected by the SDWA. Under Section 1424(e) the SDWA prohibits Federal 
agencies from funding actions that would contaminate a sole-source aquifer or its recharge 
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area. Any federally funded project (including those that are partially federally funded) with the 
potential to contaminate a designated sole-source aquifer is subject to review by EPA. EPA’s 
regulations implementing the SDWA requirements are found in 40 CFR 141–149. Federal 
SDWA groundwater protection programs are generally implemented at the State level. 

 
The Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended, is the primary Federal law in the United States 
regulating water pollution (P.L. 92–500, 33 U.S.C. §1251). The CWA regulates water quality of 
all discharges into “waters of the United States.” Both wetlands and “dry washes” (channels that 
carry intermittent or seasonal flow) are considered “waters of the United States.” Administered 
by EPA, the CWA protects and restores water quality using both water quality standards and 
technology-based effluent limitations. The EPA publishes surface water quality standards and 
toxic pollutant criteria at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 131.  
 
The CWA also established the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permitting program (Section 402) to regulate and enforce discharges into waters of the United 
States. The NPDES permit program focuses on point-source outfalls associated with industrial 
wastewater and municipal sewage discharges. Congress has delegated to many States the 
responsibility to protect and manage water quality within their legal boundaries by establishing 
water quality standards and identifying waters not meeting these standards. States also manage 
the NPDES system.   
 
The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) (16 U.S.C. §1451) provides States with the 
authority to determine whether activities of governmental agencies are consistent with federally 
approved State Coastal Zone Management Plans (CZMP). The intent of the CZMA is to prevent 
any additional loss of living marine resources, wildlife, and nutrient-enriched areas; alterations in 
ecological systems; and decreases in undeveloped areas available for public use.  
 
Federal statutes, executive orders (EO), State statutes, and State agency regulations and 
directives protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water resources. EO 11988 
(Floodplain Management) and EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) mandate the control of 
activities that indirectly influence water quality.  
 
EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) requires Federal agencies to determine whether a 
Proposed Action would occur within a floodplain and to take action to minimize occupancy and 
modification of floodplains. A floodplain is defined as the lowlands and flat areas adjoining 
inland and coastal waters, including flood-prone areas of offshore islands.  At a minimum, areas 
designated as floodplains are susceptible to 100 year floods. 
 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions  
 
Water resources are inherently site-specific resources. As seen in the USGS Topographic Map 
for the Tower Site (Figure 3), the Hardin County Tower Site is located in a uplands area 
approximately 1082 feet above mean sea level with no indications of wetlands, floodplains, 
coastal management zones, and wild or scenic rivers noted in the reviewed databases and 
maps. In general, at the Tower Site, the ground surface slopes downward, away from the tower 
in directions ranging from south to northwesterly (in a clockwise sense) with the steepest 
gradients to the southwest. This condition is illustrated in Figures 4A and 13. As shown in Figure 
13, the Tower Site is seen rising up, above the surrounding cultivated lands. This pattern of 
ground surface slope would also control the drainage of storm water flowing away from the 
Tower Site, with the largest component of flow to the southwest. This pattern of overland flow 
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can also be inferred from the detailed topographic contours surrounding the tower seen in 
Figure 4A. In general, the direction of groundwater flow at any point on the topographic map will 
be perpendicular to the topographic contour at that point. The volume and velocity of flow will 
increase with steeper gradients.  
 
The location of the nearest surface water resource, a wetland designated PEMAf (a farmed, 
temporarily flooded, emergent, palustrine wetland) is shown in Figure 17, National Wetlands 
Inventory Map (NWI) Map for the Tower Site and Vicinity (USFWS, 2011). The wetland 
boundary is located approximately 700 feet northwest of the Hardin County Tower. Review of 
Figure 3, USGS Topographic Map for the Tower Site, suggests this wetland appears confined to 
an easterly trending depression. The NWI map of the site and surrounding area indicates there 
is no other wetland on these lands. At the time of a pre-construction site visit in June 2008 by 
Rey Freeman of GeoComm Consultants (GeoComm, 2008b), as well as during a post-
construction site visit by Barry Harrison, Principal, Land Recyclers Inc, in March 2011 (Land 
Recyclers Inc, 2011), no standing or ponded water was noted in the vicinity of the wetland 
shown in Figure 17. It is likely these areas are slight depressions where wetlands could 
establish should farming cease. 
 
The closest classified streams to the Tower Site are north-south trending intermittent creeks 
shown in Figures 1 and 3 at approximate distances of 1,000 and 3000 feet to the west. During 
field reconnaissance conducted in March 2011 (Land Recyclers, 2011) no indications of the 
creeks or channels were noted. However, these creeks to the west of the Tower Site are evident 
in the aerial photographs from the 1930’s to the 1990’s (see Appendix B). Beaver Creek, seen 
in Figures 1 and 2, at a distance of approximately 0.9 mile (4750 ft) west of the Tower was 
observed during field verification to be flowing in a channel that exceeded 30 ft in width. The 
presence of Beaver Creek is also noted in all the aerials (Appendix B).  
 
During site visits by representatives of GeoComm and Land Recyclers Inc, no observations of 
stressed vegetation, discolored soils or surface water, pits, ponds, lagoons, or fill ports and/or 
vent pipes associated with underground storage tanks, drums, debris piles, or areas of borrow 
or fill on or in the vicinity of the Tower Site. No requirement for a National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit has been identified (see Section 4.03 Resource 3: – 
Geology and Soils, page 34 – 35). A culvert has been placed under the access road (see Figure 
4A) to mitigate any potential restriction to the original surface water flow pattern that may have 
resulted from the placement of the access road which connects the Tower Compound to the 
north-south trending Farm Road.  
 
 
3.05 Resource 5:  Biological Resources 
 
Biological resources include wildlife, vegetation, and their native habitats including threatened or 
endangered species. In general, biological resources can include native and introduced (non-
native) plants that comprise the various habitats, animals present in such habitats, and natural 
areas that help support these plant and wildlife populations. Protected or sensitive biological 
resources include plant and animal species listed as threatened or endangered by U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), or a State. The following section describes categories of 
biological resources such as vegetation and associated habitats, wildlife, threatened or 
endangered species, and wetlands. 
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The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. §1531) requires Federal agencies to conserve 
endangered species by listing threatened or endangered species of plants and animals and 
designating the critical habitat for animal species. The ESA defines an endangered species as 
any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant area of its range and a 
threatened species as any species likely to become endangered in the near future. Under 
Section 7 of the ESA, Federal agencies, in consultation with USFWS, must ensure their actions 
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species 
(i.e., a listed species) or to result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat, 
defined as a specific geographic area that is essential for the conservation of a threatened or 
endangered species and that may require special management and protection (USFWS, 2007). 
The USFWS is responsible for compiling official lists of threatened or endangered species. If a 
Proposed Action may adversely affect a listed species or critical habitat, the Federal agency 
must prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) and initiate a formal consultation with USFWS. After 
reviewing the BA, the USFWS prepares a Biological Opinion stating whether the Proposed 
Action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or cause the destruction 
or adverse modification of critical habitat. The purpose of the consultation process is to ensure 
avoidance and minimization of potential adverse impacts on listed species or critical habitats. 
Formal consultation is not required if the Federal agency determines, and the USFWS concurs 
in writing, that the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect listed species. In addition, the 
ESA prohibits all persons subject to U.S. jurisdiction, including Federal agencies, from, among 
other things, “taking” threatened or endangered species. The “taking” prohibition includes any 
harm or harassment, and applies in the United States and on the high seas.  
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. §703) was first enacted to implement 
the 1916 convention between the United States and Great Britain for the protection of birds 
migrating between the U.S. and Canada, offering much-needed protection to many bird species 
during a time when commercial trade in birds and their feathers was popular. The statute makes 
it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill or sell birds listed in the statute as "migratory 
birds", and does not discriminate between live or dead birds and also grants full protection to 
any bird parts including feathers, eggs and nests. The MBTA is the primary law that affirms or 
implements the nation’s commitment to four international conventions (with Canada, Japan, 
Mexico, and Russia) for the protection of a shared migratory bird resource. Each convention 
protects selected species of birds that are common to both countries (e.g., they occur in both 
countries at some point during their annual life cycle). The potential impact to property owners 
can exist when migratory birds seek respite within trees or on buildings considered private 
property.  
 
Executive Order (EO) 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) 
strengthens the protection of migratory birds and their habitats by directing Federal agencies to 
take certain actions that implement the MBTA. Specifically, Federal agency actions that have, or 
are likely to have, a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations require 
development and implementation of an Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with USFWS 
that promotes the conservation of migratory bird populations. The EO and MOUs are the 
regulatory basis for conservation actions or renewal of contracts, permits, delegations, or other 
third-party agreements associated with migratory birds. MOUs established under EO 13186 are 
published in the Federal Register.  
 
USFWS's Division of Migratory Bird Management established several initiatives in the past 
decade to research collisions of birds with communication towers. In 1999, USFWS established 
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the Communication Tower Working Group, composed of government, industry, and academic 
groups to study and determine tower construction approaches that prevent bird strikes.  
 
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) requires Federal agencies to provide 
leadership and take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetland habitat 
and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetland habitats in carrying 
out the agency's responsibilities. Wetland habitats generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas such as sloughs, potholes, wet meadows, river overflows, mud flats, and 
natural ponds. 
 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions  
 
The setting of the Tower Site itself is the flattened top of high, rolling terrain, at the headwaters 
of small unnamed tributaries of Beaver Creek. The Site is in a cultivated field and is in an area 
surrounded primarily by cultivated agriculture lands. The area lacks trees except for those 
associated primarily with farm residences scattered in the area. Narrow strips of non-native 
grasses and forbs are found between the cultivated fields but the site lacks native vegetation. 
 
In September 2008, prior to construction of the tower, letters of notification had been submitted 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and State of Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources (IDNR), advising them of the Proposed Action, and seeking comment. Copies of the 
correspondence with each of these agencies are included in Appendices F (USFWS) and G 
(IDNR) of this EA.  
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service lists only three plant species (and no animals) as potentially 
occurring in Hardin County including the western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara), 
the prairie bush clover (Lespedeza leptostachya), and the northern monkshood (Aconitum 
novaboracense). All three plant species are listed as threatened and suitable habitat for each is 
listed in Table 3-1. 
 
As stated in their correspondence for the project, the State of Iowa DNR conducted a search of 
their species database. They reported that there are no records of rare species or significant 
natural communities on the site or in the vicinity. 
 
Table 3-1.  Federally listed species potentially occurring in Hardin County, Iowa. 
 

 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status Suitable Habitat 

Western prairie fringed orchid Platanthera praeclara Threatened Wet prairies and sedge meadows 

Prairie bush clover 
Lespedeza 
leptostachya 

Threatened Dry to mesic prairies with gravelly soil 

Northern monkshood 
Aconitum 
novaboracense 

Threatened 

Typically found on shaded to partially 
shaded cliffs, algific talus slopes, or on 
cool, streamside sites. These areas 
have cool soil conditions, cold air 
drainage, or cold groundwater flowage. 
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The NWI map of the site and surrounding area indicates there is no wetland on the Tower Site 
(Figure 17). However, a wetland is shown to exist about 700 ft northwest of the tower location. 
This wetland is classified as a palustrine, emergent wetland that is temporarily flooded and on 
farmed land (PEMAf). At the time of the site visit, March 24, 2011, no standing or ponded water 
was noted in the vicinity of the wetland shown in Figure 17. It is likely the areas are slight 
depressions where wetlands could establish should farming cease. 
 
 
3.06 Resource 6:  Historic and Cultural Resources 
 
A cultural resource is “an aspect of a cultural system that is valued by or significantly 
representative of a culture or that contains significant information about a culture. A cultural 
resource may be a tangible entity or a cultural practice.” (NPS-28: Cultural Resource 
Management Guidelines).  
 
Multiple federal and state regulations protect some cultural resources. In a federal context, 
cultural resources become historic properties if they meet a specific set of criteria. In the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) (P.L. 89–665, 16 U.S.C. §470), 
a historic property is: “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object 
included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the 
Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that are related to 
and located within such properties. The term includes properties of traditional religious and 
cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian Organization and that meet the 
National Register criteria.” 
 
Typically, cultural resources are subdivided into the following three categories, reflecting the 
areas of specialization required for their analysis:  
 

1.   Archaeological resources. These include prehistoric or historic sites where human 
activity has left physical evidence of that activity but above ground structures no longer exist 
or have no architectural integrity.  

 
2.    Architectural resources.  These include intact buildings, structures or groups of 
structures and their surrounding lands.  

 
3.    Native American cultural resources.  These include prehistoric or historic resources of 
traditional, cultural, or religious significance to Native North American, Native Hawaiian, or 
Native Alaskan tribes or cultural groups. 

 
The NHPA directs the Federal Government to consider the effects of its actions on those 
cultural resources defined as historic properties under Section 106 "Protection of Historic 
Properties" (36 CFR Part 800).  
 
The four steps of the Section 106 compliance process are the following:  
 

1.    Establish whether the proposed action constitutes an undertaking. Per 36 CFR 
800.16, an undertaking is an action funded in whole or in part under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of a Federal agency. If the proposed action is an undertaking, the Section 106 
process continues and appropriate State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) or Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) and other consulting parties (stakeholders) are identified.  
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2.    Identify National Register listed or eligible historic properties. When the geographic 
Areas of Potential Effect (direct and visual) (APE) are defined, cultural resources in the APE 
are identified, and previously recorded historic properties listed or determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register are noted, the remaining unrecorded resources are evaluated 
for significance, to determine whether or not they also qualify as historic properties.  

 
The NHPA sets out the criteria for evaluating the relative quality of significance of 
cultural resources in the following statements:   

 
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and:  

 
(a)   that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history; or  

 
(b)   that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  

 
(c)   that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, 
or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or  

 
(d)   that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  

 
3.    Assess effects of the proposed action on National Register listed or eligible 
historic properties. If the assessment determines that, within the APE of the proposed 
undertaking, there are no historic properties or there are historic properties that the 
undertaking will not adversely affect, the SHPO/THPO and other consulting parties are 
informed, and the compliance process stops at this step. If the assessment determines that 
the undertaking may cause adverse effects on historic properties, the SHPO/THPO and other 
consulting parties are notified through a letter and supporting documentation. 

 
4.    Resolve adverse effects to historic properties through consultation with the 
SHPO/THPO and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), as necessary. 

 
Given the statutory authority of the NHPA and its protections, the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) developed a programmatic agreement related to cultural resources to 
facilitate the construction of cellular communications structures: FCC 04-222, Nationwide 
Programmatic Agreement for Review of Effects on Historic Properties for Certain Undertakings 
Approved by the Federal Communications Commission (NPA). This Programmatic Agreement 
relates to the Commission’s responsibility to carry out consultation with any Indian tribe or NHO 
that attaches religious and cultural significance to a Historic Property if the property may be 
affected by a Commission undertaking. This responsibility is founded in Sections 101(d)(6)(a-b) 
and 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. §§ 470a(d)(6)(a-b) and 470f), the regulations of the Council 
(36 C.F.R. Part 800), the Commission's environmental regulations (47 C.F.R. §§ 1.1301-
1.1319), and the unique legal relationship that exists between the federal government and 
Indian tribal governments, as reflected in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, federal 
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statutes, Executive orders, and numerous court decisions. This historic trust relationship 
requires the federal government to adhere to certain fiduciary standards in its dealings with 
Indian tribes. (Commission Statement of Policy on Establishing a Government-to-Government 
Relationship with Indian tribes). 
 
Pursuant to Section VI.D.2.a. of the NPA, “Applicants shall make a reasonable and good faith 
effort to identify above ground and archeological historic properties, including buildings, 
structures, sites, objects and historic districts, that lie within the APE for direct effects. Such 
reasonable and good faith efforts may include a field survey where appropriate.” 
 
Section VI.D.1.a. of the Nationwide Programmatic Agreement requires the Applicant to “review 
publicly available records to identify historic properties within the APE for visual effects: i) 
properties listed on the National Register; ii) properties formally determined eligible for listing by 
the Keeper of the National Register; iii) properties that the SHPO/THPO certifies are in the 
process of being nominated to the National Register; iv) properties previously determined 
eligible as part of a consensus determination of eligibility between the SHPO/THPO and a 
Federal Agency or local government representing the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD); and, v) properties listed in the SHPO/THPO Inventory that the 
SHPO/THPO has previously evaluated and found to meet the National Register criteria, and 
that are identified accordingly in the SHPO/THPO Inventory. Section VI.D.1.a also requires the 
Applicant to identify historic properties that have religious or cultural significance to Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian Organizations.” 
 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions:   
 
Wapsi Valley Archaeology (Anamosa, Iowa) and Spark Architectural Consulting (Davenport, 
Iowa) were enlisted to conduct full reviews of these two environmental areas, prior to any 
construction for the project.   
 
Following Iowa State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) guidelines, these consultants 
conducted background literature reviews and on-site inspections to determine the nature and 
significance of cultural resources in the Areas of Potential Effects (APEs). Their goal was to 
determine whether historic properties existed within the APE (direct) and APE (visual) as 
depicted in Appendix N.   
 

I. Archaeological Resources 
 
Wapsi Valley Archaeology, Inc. (Toby A. Morrow, Principal Investigator) conducted the 
archaeological survey (see Archaeological Survey Report, Attachment 1). The Iowa site 
records search indicated that no archaeological sites had been recorded in or near the 
project area and that no archaeological surveys had been completed within one mile of the 
proposed project. An examination of several historical sources (Andreas 1970 [1875]; Harris 
and Warner 1875; North West 1892; Gardner Map and Atlas 1903; Midland Map 1918; 
Hixson 1930) showed no evidence of buildings or other structures within or adjacent to the 
APE (direct).  

 
The archaeological surveyors explored the project area on October 2 and 3, 2008. The 
setting of this tower site is high, rolling uplands at the headwaters of small unnamed 
tributaries of Beaver Creek. At the time of the fieldwork, the project area was in mature 
soybeans that had largely defoliated. Ground surface visibility ranged from 25 to 80 percent.  
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Surveyors walked across the entire project area at 5 meter intervals. At the time of the 
survey there were stakes at the tower base and the three guy wire anchor positions. They 
conducted a subsurface auger test at each of these four staked locations to document the 
soil stratigraphy and sample the soils for the presence of buried cultural material. These tests 
extended well into subsoil in 10 cm arbitrary levels. They screened all sediments through 114 
inch wire mesh. 

 
These tests revealed a surficial plowzone from 20 to 25 cm thickness overlying a loamy and 
gravelly B horizon. On the most level ground, the area of the compound, they identified this 
soil profile as consistent with Clarion loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes (138B), and on the 
surrounding downslopes, the location of the anchors, they identified Clarion loam, 5 to 9 
percent slopes, moderately eroded (138C2) (NRCS Official Soil Series). These 
determinations are consistent with the NRCS soil survey for Hardin County (Voy 1985) (see 
Appendix C, Soil Map in Vicinity of Tower Site). The surveyors observed no cultural material 
on the ground surface or in the spoils of these auger tests.  

 
Wapsi Valley Archaeology’s Principal Investigator concluded that there was no evidence of 
cultural resources within the APE (direct) and, hence, no historic properties. 

 
 

II. Architectural Resources 
 

Spark Architectural Consulting (Rebecca Lawin McCarley, Principal Investigator) conducted 
background and ground surveys of architectural resources within the of Areas Potential Effect 
of the proposed undertaking (direct and visual) (see Architectural (Historical) Survey Report, 
Attachment 2).  
 
The background survey of Iowa architectural site records did not yield evidence of any 
architectural resources listed or eligible as historic properties, as defined within the NHPA.  
 
The field survey identified one architectural property with lands within the APE (direct) and 
buildings within the APE (visual) and seven architectural properties with extant buildings and 
lands within the APE (visual). 
 
The eight architectural properties identified in the APE (visual) are listed below: 
 

1. Hardin County Home (Hardin County Poor Farm, Hardin County Farm, Hardin 
County Care Facility), 28483 County Highway D41, Jackson Township (W ½ of 
SW & E ½ of SE, Section 26, T88N R20W).  

 
2. Ed and Christine Zielske Farm, 28546 County Highway D41, Jackson Township 

(W ½ of NW, Section 35, T88N R20W). 
 

3. Green Lawn Farm, 28153 County Highway D41, Jackson Township (W ½ of SW, 
Section 26, T88N R20W).   

 
4. William H. and Anna Steinfeldt Farm, 20564 County Highway S55, Jackson 

Township (NW, SW, Section 25, T88N R20W).   
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5. Slaska Farm (Hughes Crossing Farm), 29021County Highway D41, Jackson 
Township (NW, NW, Section 36, T88N R20W).   

 
6. Ralph Bright Farm, 29074 County Highway D41, Jackson Township (NE, SE, 

Section 35, T88N R20W).  
 

7. Drury Buildings, 28154 County Highway D41, Jackson Township (NW, NW, 
Section 35, T88N R20W).  

 
8. Hazelwood Farm, 20787 R Ave, Jackson Township (SE, SE, Section 27, T88N 

R20W).   
 

Analysis and interpretation of these structures resulted in the identification of three sites as 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places: the Hardin County Home; the Ed 
and Christine Zielske Farm; and the Green Lawn Farm. Maps, photographs and detailed 
information relating to all eight architectural properties are contained in the report by Spark 
Consulting attached to this document (see Attachment 2, McCarley, Rebecca L. 2008 
Architectural Survey for the Proposed Communications Tower on County Road D41 in 
Section 26, Jackson Township, Hardin County, Iowa). Additional information on these eight 
architectural properties including State Historical Society of Iowa Site Inventory Forms is 
maintained in the Project File. 
 
 
The three eligible sites are as follows: 

 
Site 1: Hardin County Home 

 
The buildings historically associated with the Hardin County Home are located about 
1,250 feet to the west of the Tower Site. The buildings are concentrated in the 
southeast corner of the east half of the southwest quarter, including the 1926 three-
story brick Hardin County Home with 1953 two-story brick addition, the 1920s tile block 
pump house, 1920s gambrel-roof frame barn with tile block lower level, 1970s hip-roof 
one-story shop, and 1970s gable-roof metal equipment building. 
 
The Hardin County Home was established through a land purchase about four miles 
northwest of the county seat of Eldora. A building was constructed in the southeast 
corner of the parcel (east half of the southwest quarter of Section 26), and a cemetery 
was established in the southwest corner. In the 1880s, the property was expanded to 
include the area to the east (west half of the southeast quarter of Section 26, south of 
the railroad). Maps from 1892, 1903, and 1918 show a building (home) facing the road, 
with a building (likely a barn) immediately behind it. Drainage District No. 78 extended 
through the west half of the property in 1916, as depicted on the 1918 map. A fire 
destroyed the home in the early 1920s. A new brick “fire proof” County Home was built 
in 1926, along with new barns. The home served the needs of the county until the late 
1940s. With changing conditions and a demand for new space, an addition was 
planned in 1950 and constructed in 1953 on the west side of the original building. The 
County Home began to serve more as a nursing home for county residents, and in the 
1970s, it expanded with the addition of two new buildings. In the late 1990s, the 
County decided to close the home and move the residents into Eldora. In 2001, the 
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county sold a 4-acre parcel with the remaining buildings to the current private owner. A 
grove of apple trees remains on the west side.  

 
The County retained the lands outside the building cluster and leased them as 
cropland; the tower site is at the east edge of these fields. The Hardin County Home 
Cemetery remains in the southwest corner of the property. 

 
The Hardin County Home property is eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion A for its historic association with this aspect of the 
social history of Hardin County. The question of how to care for the less fortunate 
residents arose in the late 19th century, marked with the establishment of county 
homes throughout the state. The responsibility of the county to care for these residents 
continued through the 20th century, evolving to new profiles for residents by the middle 
of the 20th century. While the Hardin County Home continued to operate here until the 
late 1990s, the buildings and property features continue to reflect this significant 
history in Hardin County.  

 
Additional research may reveal architectural significance as well. It does not appear to 
have any significance under Criterion B, association with significance persons.  

 
The boundary for the Hardin County Home historic district is shown in Figure 16 and 
encompasses the historic buildings, fields, and cemetery associated with the property 
(east half of the southwest quarter and west half of the southeast quarter south of the 
railroad of Section 26). Contributing buildings and sites include the Hardin County 
Home, pump house, barn, and Hardin County Home Cemetery. 
 

Site 2: Ed and Christine Zielske Farm 
 

The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm is located on the south side of County Highway 
D41 opposite the County Home Farm. The location is approximately 1,000 feet from 
the tower site. The buildings on this farm date to construction between 1953 and the 
end of the decade. A one-and-one-half-story Cape Cod frame house is located on the 
east side of the entrance driveway. A concrete block gable-roof shed is between the 
house and the traditional gable-roof frame crib. Two gable-roof frame barns are 
northeast of the crib on the east side of the drive. Each barn has entries in the gable 
ends and several four-light windows. Finally, a gable-roof frame machine shed is on 
the east edge of the farmstead buildings, with large sliding doors on the west side. 
Trees are scattered throughout the property. 
 
The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm appears to be significant under Criterion C for the 
National Register of Historic Places as a historic district of agricultural buildings from 
the 1950s. While a few buildings appear to have been demolished, it remains as an 
excellent example of a farmstead (house and agricultural buildings) from this period, 
with no later buildings. It may also have some significance under Criterion A in relation 
to agriculture of this period. 
 

Site 3: Green Lawn Farm 
 
The Green Lawn Farm began in the west half of the southwest quarter of Section 26 
in Jackson Township and expanded an additional 40 acres in the 1920s or 1930s in 
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the northeast quarter of the southeast quarter of Section 27, across R Avenue from the 
original farm. The property currently consists of a historic house, shed, machine shed, 
barn, hog house, crib, and three metal bins.  
 
This is one of several 'named ' farms that appeared in this area in the early 20th 
century. The 1918 map shows this farm as the Green Lawn Farm of Frank M. Cable. It 
retains the name of the farm on the barn. Frank M Cable officially took ownership of 
the farm from his uncle James Kammary in 1913, after living on and working the farm 
since the early 1900s. The farm is laid out on the north side of County Highway D41, 
with a slightly curved driveway extending into the property. The house and shed are 
located to the west, and the bam. hog house, and crib are located to the northeast. 
The machine shed is near the end of the drive, in the northwest corner of the grouping 
of buildings. A tree line extends east-west at the north edge of these buildings, and the 
three bins are located north of this tree line. Apple trees are located to the west of the 
house, and pine trees line the west edge of the farmstead area. A creek with trees is 
located to the east of the buildings. 

 
The Green Lawn Farm appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
under Criterion A as an excellent example of an early-middle 20th century named farm 
in Hardin County, retaining an early late 19th century house. This house is one of the 
earliest homes observed in Jackson Township, and it is an example of a typical 
vernacular home constructed in the 19th century with simple architectural details The 
practice of naming farms emerged in the early 20th century, and the Green Lawn Farm 
was named by 1918.  Additional research work may also reveal architectural 
significance under Criterion C. 

 
 

III. Native American Resources 
 

The location and significance of cultural resources associated with Native American tribes 
within the APE of the tower site was determined through tribal consultation, as per FCC 04-
222, Nationwide Programmatic Agreement For Review Of Effects On Historic Properties For 
Certain Undertakings Approved By The Federal Communications Commission (2004). The 
tribal notification process, accomplished through the FCC’s online TCNS (Tower Construction 
Notification System), involved consultation with the twelve (12) Tribes who indicated through 
the TCNS that they had cultural or territorial interests in the area that includes the site of the 
tower. After due notification, all twelve Tribes either supplied responses of “No Interest” in this 
particular project location or had elected not to respond to the two contacts by the project 
proponent followed by a “20-day” letter issued by the FCC. Thus the obligations of the project 
proponent under Section IV of the NPA with respect to these Indian Tribes were completed 
(see Table 3-2, below, for a summary of tribal consultation). A copy of the listing generated by 
TCNS screening of Tribes with cultural or territorial interests in the area that includes the 
Tower Site and Tribal correspondence is included in Appendix I of this EA. The complete 
record of tribal correspondence is maintained in the Project File.   
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Table 3-2: Hardin County Tower Project Tribal Consultation Summary 

TCNS #42840, Notification sent by FCC to Tribes:  August 1, 2008 

  Tribal Agency 
Data / Maps 
Required? 

Ltr / Data 
Sent? 

Date Received                      
Comments / Concurrence 

1 
Lower Brule Sioux 
Tribe 

Yes- sent via mail 
project description, 
site & aerial photos, 
site topographic map 

9/16/2008 Rec'd email 12/9/08  - no interest 

2 

Sisseton-Whapeton 
Oyate of Lake 
Traverse 
Reservation 

Yes- sent via mail 
project description, 
site & aerial photos, 
site topographic map 

9/16/2008 Rec'd email 12/9/08  - no interest 

3 
Ponca Tribe of 

Nebraska 
No n/a Rec'd email 8/6/08  -  no interest 

4 
Omaha Tribe of 
Nebraska 

No n/a 

No interest in project area if no 
response rec'd from Tribe within 
30 days after notification through 
TCNS 

5 
Winnebago Tribe of 
Nebraska 

No 
Left Voice 
Message 
9/16/08 

Rec'd email 4/4/09 - no interest 

6 
Iowa Tribe of 
Kansas / Nebraska 

No n/a 

No interest in project area if no 
response rec'd from Tribe within 
30 days after notification through 
TCNS 

8 
Sac & Fox Nation of 
Oklahoma 

No 
Left Voice 
message 
9/16/08 

Rec'd email 9/17/08 - no interest 

9 
Sac & Fox Tribe of 
Mississippi in Iowa 

No n/a Rec'd email 8/14/08 - no interest 

10 
Lower Sioux Indian 
Community of MN 

No n/a 

No interest in project area if    no 
response rec'd from Tribe within 
30 days after notification through 
TCNS 
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Table 3-2: Hardin County Tower Project Tribal Consultation Summary – Con’t 

TCNS #42840, Notification sent by FCC to Tribes:  August 1, 2008 

11 
Upper Sioux 
Community of MN 

Yes- sent via mail 
project description, 
site & aerial photos, 
site topo map 

Email 9-16-08 

No Response received. Referred to 
FCC on 4/14/09; rec'd 20 day letter 
from FCC 4/16/09. Refer to 
Appendix I. 

12 
Ottawa Tribe of 
Oklahoma 

Yes- sent via mail 
project description, 
site & aerial photos, 
site topo map 

9/16/2008 

Letter sent 9/16/08. Email sent 
12/16/ 08. No Response received. 
Referred to FCC on 4/14/09; rec'd 
20 day letter from FCC 4/16/09. 
Refer to Appendix I. 

 
 
3.07 Resource 7:  Aesthetic Values and Visual Resources 
 
Effects to Aesthetic and Visual Resources deal broadly with the extent to which development 
contrasts with the existing environment, architecture, historic or cultural setting, or land use, and 
the determination of effects is a judgment that must be made by a qualified professional. Visual 
resources are the natural and man-made features that give an area its visual character. Visual 
resources generally refer to the urban environment, whereas aesthetic resources typically 
include impacts to natural and scenic areas.  

Visual resources are inherently difficult to assess, because they involve subjectivity. Often 
communities, historical societies, and their corresponding jurisdictional agencies are the arbiters 
of visual effects resulting from Proposed Actions.  

There are no Federal statutory or regulatory requirements for visual resources and aesthetics. 
State, regional, or local requirements typically apply. If the landscape were cultural or historic, or 
part of a National Historic Landmark, the impacts would need to be reviewed under NHPA 
Section 106. Similarly, potential visual impacts on scenic byways would need to be assessed 
under the National Scenic Byways Program (P.L. 105–178, 23 U.S.C. §162) and laws 
concerning State-designated scenic byways. Consultation with the National Park Service may 
be required for potential impacts on the visual resources in State and National Parks. Potential 
visual impacts for outdoor recreation sites and facilities covered by Section 6(f) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) (P.L. 88–578, 16 U.S.C. §460) may need to be 
reviewed.  
 
Existing Pre- Construction Conditions 
 
The Hardin County Tower Site does not impact the viewsheds of regional federal, state or 
Native American properties with historic, wildlife, wilderness, scenic or other cultural resources, 
with the exception of the Hardin County Home property (see Resource 6, and see below). 
Within a two-mile radius of the Tower there are no National Parks, National or State designated 
Scenic Byways, National Natural Landmarks, National Scenic Trails, National Historic 
Landmarks, lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
(www.blm.gov/nhp/facts/index.htm), other federal or state lands, or Federal Indian Reservations. 
There are no designated Scenic and Wild Rivers in Iowa (see Figure 20). 
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I.  &  II.  Archaeological and Architectural Resources 
 
Wapsi Valley Archaeology (Anamosa, Iowa) and Spark Architectural Consulting (Davenport, 
Iowa) were enlisted to conduct full reviews of archaeological and architectural resources prior to 
any construction for the project.   
 
Following Iowa SHPO guidelines, these consultants conducted background literature reviews 
and on-site inspections to determine the nature and significance of cultural resources in the 
APEs. Their goal was to determine whether historic properties existed within the direct and 
visual APEs, as depicted in Appendix N. 
 
Wapsi Valley Archaeology, Inc. conducted the archaeological survey (see Archaeological 
Survey Report, Attachment 1). After completing the research and ground survey, the Principal 
Investigator concluded that there was no evidence of cultural resources within the APE (direct), 
no historic properties and, therefore, no significant visual resources to impact.  
 
Spark Architectural Consulting (see Architectural (Historical) Survey Report, Attachment 2) 
conducted background and ground surveys of architectural resources within the APEs of the 
proposed undertaking (direct and visual – see Appendix N). The field survey identified one 
property with lands within the APE (direct) and extant buildings within the larger APE (visual), 
and seven properties with extant buildings and lands within the APE (visual). Analysis and 
interpretation of these structures resulted in the identification of three sites as eligible for listing 
in the NRHP: the Hardin County Home; the Ed and Christine Zielske Farm; and the Green Lawn 
Farm. Maps, photographs and detailed information relating to all eight architectural properties 
are contained in the report by Spark Consulting attached to this document (see Attachment 2). 
Additional information on these eight architectural properties including State Historical Society of 
Iowa Site Inventory Forms is maintained in the Project File. 
 
The three eligible sites are as follows: 
 

Site 1: Hardin County Home 
 
The buildings historically associated with the Hardin County Home are located about 1,250 
feet to the west of the Tower Site. The buildings are concentrated in the southeast corner of 
the east half of the southwest quarter, including the 1926 three-story brick Hardin County 
Home with 1953 two-story brick addition, the 1920s tile block pump house, 1920s gambrel-
roof frame barn with tile block lower level, 1970s hip-roof one-story shop, and 1970s gable-
roof metal equipment building. 
 
In the late 1990s, the County decided to close the home and move the residents into Eldora. 
In 2001, the county sold a 4-acre parcel with the remaining buildings to the current private 
owner. A grove of apple trees remains on the west side. The County retained the lands 
outside the building cluster and leased them as cropland; the Tower Site is at the east edge 
of these fields. The Hardin County Home Cemetery remains in the southwest corner of the 
property. 
 
The Hardin County Home property is eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A for its 
historic association with this aspect of the social history of Hardin County. The boundary for 
the Hardin County Home historic district encompasses the historic buildings, fields, and 
cemetery associated with the property (east half of the southwest quarter and west half of 
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the southeast quarter south of the railroad of Section 26 - see Figure 16). Contributing 
buildings and sites include the Hardin County Home, pump house, barn, and Hardin County 
Home Cemetery. 
 
The visual resource involved in this assessment of eligibility is therefore a small rural 
landscape setting with historically significant buildings and associated fields.  
 

Site 2: Ed and Christine Zielske Farm 
 
The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm is located on the south side of County Highway D41 
opposite the County Home Farm. The location is approximately 1,000 feet from the Tower 
Site. The buildings on this farm date to construction between 1953 and the end of the 
decade. A one-and-one-half-story Cape Cod frame house is located on the east side of the 
entrance driveway. A concrete block gable-roof shed is between the house and the 
traditional gable-roof frame crib. Two gable-roof frame barns are northeast of the crib on the 
east side of the drive. Each barn has entries in the gable ends and several four-light 
windows. Finally, a gable-roof frame machine shed is on the east edge of the farmstead 
buildings, with large sliding doors on the west side. Trees are scattered throughout the 
property. 
 
The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm appears to be significant under Criterion C for the NRHP 
as a historic district of agricultural buildings from the 1950s. While a few buildings appear to 
have been demolished, it remains as an excellent example of a farmstead (house and 
agricultural buildings) from this period, with no later buildings.  
 
The visual resource involved in this assessment of eligibility is therefore a farmstead with 
architecturally significant buildings. 
 

Site 3: Green Lawn Farm 
 
The Green Lawn Farm consists of a historic house, shed, machine shed, barn, hog house , 
crib, and three metal bins. The farm is laid out on the north side of County Highway D41, 
with a slightly curved driveway extending into the property. The house and shed are located 
to the west, and the barn, hog house, and crib are located to the northeast. The machine 
shed is near the end of the drive, in the northwest corner of the grouping of buildings. A tree 
line extends east-west at the north edge of these buildings, and the three bins are located 
north of this tree line. Apple trees are located to the west of the house, and pine trees line 
the west edge of the farmstead area. A creek with trees is located to the east of the 
buildings. 
 
The Green Lawn Farm appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under 
Criterion A as an excellent example of an early-middle 20th century named farm in Hardin 
County, retaining an early late 19th century house. This house is one of the earliest homes 
observed in Jackson Township, and it is an example of a typical vernacular home 
constructed in the 19th century with simple architectural details. 
 
The visual resource involved in this assessment of eligibility is therefore a farmstead with an 
architecturally significant building, set in a small rural landscape. 
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III.  Native American Resources 
 
Consultation with twelve (12) Native American tribes with cultural or territorial interests in the 
area within which the Tower Site is located indicated that there were no direct or visual 
resources of significance at the tower location. After due notification, all twelve Tribes either 
supplied responses of “No Interest” in this particular project location or had elected not to 
respond to the two contacts by the project proponent followed by the “20-day” letter issued by 
the FCC. Thus the obligations of the project proponent under Section IV of the NPA with respect 
to these Indian Tribes were completed (see Table 3-2, for a summary of tribal consultation). A 
copy of the listing generated by TCNS screening of Tribes with cultural or territorial interests in 
the area that includes the Tower Site and tribal correspondence is included in Appendix I of this 
EA. The complete record of tribal correspondence is maintained in the Project File. 
 
 
3.08 Resource 8:  Land Use 
 
The term “land use” refers to real property classifications that indicate either natural conditions 
or the types of human activity that occur, or are permitted, on a parcel. There is no nationally 
recognized convention or uniform terminology for describing land use categories; definitions are 
typically promulgated at the local level in the form of zoning ordinances. As a result, the 
meanings of land use descriptions and definitions vary among jurisdictions.   
 
Land use plans are usually established to ensure that development proceeds in an orderly 
fashion, encouraging compatible uses for adjacent land. There are many tools used in the 
planning process, including master plans, geospatial databases, and zoning ordinances. A 
master plan is generally written by a county or municipality to provide a long-term strategy for 
growth and development. The foremost factor affecting land use is compliance and compatibility 
with master plans and zoning regulations. Other relevant factors include existing land use at 
project sites, the types of land uses on adjacent properties and their proximity to a Proposed 
Action, the duration of a proposed activity, and project permanence as a change in land use.  

 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions 

 
In the earliest locatable aerial of the Tower Site, dating from the mid-1930s, the subject parcel is 
an agricultural field with a growing crop, extending from the southern section line road (Section 
26; Road D41) north to a small intermittent drainage (see Appendix B). The field is in a similar 
condition in a 1950s aerial photograph. By the 1990s, the field boundaries have been 
eliminated, as has the small drainage, and the entire quarter section now appears to be planted 
in corn. Aerial photographs continue to show similar land use until the construction of the Hardin 
County tower in November 2009. 
In general it was expected that siting of the Hardin County Tower would not impose an 
incompatible land use on the area. The tower is located in a fairly isolated, rural setting on 
agricultural ground. According to the Hardin County Zoning Ordinance - Township Maps (Hardin 
County, 1999, see Appendix B) there is no zoning listed for the area. Therefore, no significant 
impact would occur related to general land use compatibility with the site. 
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3.09 Resource 9:  Infrastructure 
 

Infrastructure consists of the systems and physical structures that enable a population in a 
specified area to function. Infrastructure by definition includes a broad array of facilities 
including: utility systems, streets, highways, railroads, airports, buildings and structures, and 
other manmade facilities. Individuals, businesses, governmental entities, and virtually all 
relationships between these groups depend upon this infrastructure for their most basic needs, 
as well as for critical and advanced needs such as emergency response and health care.  
 
Infrastructure is entirely man-made, with a high correlation between the type and extent of 
infrastructure and the degree to which an area is characterized as “developed”. An essential 
component of economic growth to an area is the availability of infrastructure and its capacity to 
support growth. The infrastructure components to be discussed in this section include utilities 
(electricity and communications), solid waste, and the transportation network.  
 
Public utilities can be privately or publicly owned. Public utilities are often governed by a Public 
Utilities Commission that regulates the rates and services of a public utility. In recent years, 
several laws have been passed focusing on energy conservation and production. The Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-158) provides tax incentives and loan guarantees for energy 
production of various types. The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140) 
expanded the production of renewable fuels and contains provisions for energy efficiency, smart 
grid technology, and carbon dioxide reduction and incentives for plug-in hybrid electric vehicles 
to assist the electric power industry’s efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.   
 
Regulations governing communications infrastructure include Part 17 Construction, Marking, 
and Lighting of Antenna Structures of the FCC regulations (47 CFR Chapter 1), which 
prescribes procedures for antenna structure registration and requires the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to conduct an aeronautical study of the navigation air space to determine 
appropriate tower marking and lighting requirements to achieve safe air space. Before the FCC 
authorizes the construction of new antenna structures or alteration in the height of existing 
antenna structures, an FAA determination of “no hazard” may be required. FAA notification is 
required for any new construction greater than 200 feet above ground level, and near any 
airport runway (taller than 100:1 for a horizontal distance of 20,000 feet, 50:1 for a horizontal 
distance of 10,000 feet, and 25:1 for a horizontal distance of 5,000 feet of a heliport). By 
checking the heights of proposed antennae and their proximity to airports, the FCC’s TOWAIR 
software system assists in determining if FAA notification is required. The FAA can vary marking 
and lighting recommendations when requested, provided that aviation safety is not 
compromised. In all cases, safe aviation conditions around the tower are the FCC’s primary 
concern, and safety concerns dictate the marking and lighting requirements. Navigation air 
space starts at 200 feet above ground level and decreases in elevation in close proximity to 
airports. The minimum height for required marking or lighting in these areas decreases.  
 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions  
 
Prior to tower construction, the Proposed Action area had a combination of utilities (electricity 
and telephone) along County Hwy D41 in addition to an adequate transportation network of 
roads available in the area. No airports are located within 5-miles of the Tower Site. According 
to the FAA Aeronautical Study Number 2009-ACE-1157-OE, a determination of “NO HAZARD 
TO AIR NAVIGATION” was issued on August 19, 2009, regarding the proposed location of the 
Hardin County Tower. 
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3.10 Resource 10:  Socioeconomic Resources 
 

Socioeconomics comprise the basic attributes and resources associated with the human 
environment, including demographic, economic, and social assets of a community. 
Demographics focus on population t rends and age. Economic metrics provide information on 
employment trends and industries. Housing, infrastructure, and services are also influenced by 
socioeconomic factors. 
  
EO 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations) directs agencies to address environmental and human health conditions in 
minority and low-income communities. Environmental justice addresses the disproportionate 
and adverse effects of a Federal action on low-income or minority populations. The intent of EO 
12898 and related directives and regulations is to ensure that low-income and minority 
populations do not bear a disproportionate burden of negative effects resulting from Federal 
actions. The general purposes of EO 12898 are the following:  

•     To focus the attention of Federal agencies on human health and environmental 
conditions in minority communities and low-income communities, with the goal of achieving 
environmental justice; 
 
•     To foster nondiscrimination in Federal programs that substantially affect human health 
or the environment; and 
 
•     To give minority communities and low-income communities greater opportunities for 
public participation in, and access to, public information on matters relating to human health 
and the environment. 

 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions  
 
The Tower Site is located in a part of Hardin County where the tower parcel and surrounding 
area are agricultural fields with growing crops. With regard to socioeconomic conditions in the 
vicinity of the Tower Site prior to tower construction, statistics compiled by Regional Economics 
& Community Analysis Programs (RECAP) indicate that persons below poverty level within 
Hardin County occur at about the same frequency as for the statewide rate, about 11%.  
 
Land area for Hardin County is about 570 square miles with a population of 18,812 in the 2000 
census. These estimates indicate that within Hardin County there are approximately 33 people 
per square mile (State & County QuickFacts, UIS Census Bureau, 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/19/19083.html, acessed April 20, 2011). In Hardin 
County, farming occupations accounted for 7.5% of the workforce, compared to 4.0% for all of 
Iowa (RECAP, 2011a).  
 
Infant mortality is considered one of the best overall measures of health care accessibility and 
quality in that it measures the health of the most vulnerable in a given population. The infant 
mortality rate is the number of infants who die before their first birthday per 1,000 live births. In 
Hardin County, the infant mortality rate from 2002 to 2004 was 7.9, higher than the statewide 
rate of 5.3 in the 2002-2004 period (Profile of Child Well-Being in Hardin County, RECAP, Iowa 
State University, University Extension, http://www.recap.iastate.edu/local/child/ ). 
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3.11 Resource 11:  Human Health & Saftey 
 
A safe environment is one in which there is no danger, or an optimally reduced, potential for 
death, serious bodily injury or illness, or property damage. Human health and safety addresses 
workers’ health and safety, and public safety during demolition and construction activities and 
during subsequent operations of those facilities. Construction site safety is largely a matter of 
adherence to regulatory requirements imposed for the benefit of employees and implementation 
of operational practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, death, and property damage. The 
health and safety of onsite military and civilian workers are safeguarded by numerous 
regulations designed to comply with standards issued by Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), EPA and State agencies. These standards specify the amount and type 
of training required for industrial workers, the use of protective equipment and clothing, 
engineering controls and maximum exposure limits for workplace stressors.    
 
Existing Pre-Construction Conditions  
 
Safety and accident hazards can often be identified and reduced or eliminated. Elements for an 
accident-prone situation or environment include the presence of the hazard itself together with 
the exposed and possibly susceptible population. The degree of exposure depends primarily on 
the proximity of the hazard to the population. PSIC-funded activities that can be hazardous 
include transportation, maintenance and repair, radiation exposure and the creation of highly 
noisy environments.  
 
The proper operation, maintenance and repair of vehicles and equipment carry important safety 
implications. Any facility or human-use area with a potentially explosive or other rapid oxidation 
process creates unsafe environments for nearby populations. Extremely noisy environments 
can also mask verbal or mechanical warning signals such as sirens, bells or horns.    
 
For construction operations associated with any PSIC-funded projects, any waste contaminated 
with hazardous waste, asbestos-containing material, lead-based paint, or other undesirable 
components would be disposed of following hazardous waste management procedures. 
 
The Hardin County Radio Transmitting Tower was constructed within an undeveloped 
agricultural field with a growing crop that has historically been used for farming. The agricultural 
field extends from the southern section line road (County Hwy D41) north to an abandoned 
railroad grade and is planted in corn. 
 
Based on the specified elevation of the proposed antennas (>10 meters AGL) and because the 
site will be located within a secured compound, no threat to human health and safety is 
anticipated concerning radio frequency emissions. 
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4.0 Environmental Consequences  
 
 
4.01 Resource 1:  Noise 
 
Noise analyses typically evaluate potential changes to the existing noise environment that would 
result from implementation of a Proposed Action. 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts - Because of construction-related activities, there was a 
temporary increase in localized noise generated during tower construction. Construction 
activities for new infrastructure resulted in short-term, negligible adverse impacts. Noise from 
the construction activities varied depending on the distance from the source of the noise. The 
noise levels generated by construction equipment varied substantially depending on the type of 
equipment used, operations scheduled, and condition of the pre-construction project area. In 
addition to daily variations in construction activities, major construction for new infrastructure 
was accomplished in several different stages, with each stage having a specific equipment mix 
for the work to be accomplished. The use of heavy equipment during construction activities 
resulted in short-term minor adverse impacts on the noise environment, although there were no 
noise-sensitive populations adjacent to the Tower Site. Typically, construction-related noise 
generation would last only for the duration of construction activities and occur during normal 
working hours (i.e., 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), with equipment being shut off when not in use. 
Evening noise levels dropped to ambient noise levels of the project area.  
 
In light of the fact that the closest residence to the Tower Site is approximately 1,000 feet to the 
southwest of the tower, there was little if any noise impacts upon the surrounding community. If 
noise impacts from tower construction activities were noticed, they were temporary and would 
not have exceeded typical noise levels. According to R.J. McLaughlin, Hardin County Tower 
Construction Project Coordinator for Sabre Towers & Poles (Construction Project Coordinator), 
construction of the tower that included the use of heavy equipment was completed over 
approximately 35 days spread over October – December, 2009 (McLaughlin, 2011a). 
Construction-related noise impacts from the Hardin County Tower build were not significant.   
 
Operations-Related Impacts - After construction had concluded, the ambient noise level 
returned to its normal level. Temporary noise could be generated by climate control such as 
heating and air conditioning equipment or on rare occasions, the backup emergency generator 
at the Tower Site. The backup emergency generator provides electric power to communications 
equipment as needed - use only occurs during equipment maintenance and testing and as a 
backup during interruption of the primary (grid) power supply. Noise from backup generators is 
primarily composed of engine noise and exhaust noise. The emergency generator operation, 
which operates for ½ hour once a week, other than during power outages, is fully muffled. 
Therefore, there are no noise impacts that have resulted from Operations-Related activities and 
none are anticipated. 
 
Electric generators at transmitting and receiving sites are typically powered by either diesel or 
spark ignition such as propane or natural gas engines. The Hardin County Tower Site has a 
typical 25-kilowatt (kW), 47 HP backup generator fueled by a 500 gallon propane, steel walled 
tank. The generator is within a prefabricated concrete Thermobond enclosure and is secured to 
a concrete slab floor. Exhaust from the generator passes through a muffler within the enclosure. 



Hardin County Tower Site Facility                       Draft Environmental Assessment                     

____________________________________________________________________________________  

Land Recyclers Inc. 34 July 4, 2011   

 

The combination of the concrete enclosure and muffling results in minimal noise related to the 
backup generator within a few feet from the source. 
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction and therefore no 
resulting adverse impacts on the ambient noise environment. 
 
 
4.02 Resource 2:  Air Quality 
 
Impacts to air quality can come from a variety of sources located at transmitting and receiving 
sites. During construction, sources of new emissions include construction vehicles and 
equipment and fugitive dust emissions resulting from ground-disturbing activities.  
 
Operations-related impacts to air quality from transmitting and receiving sites would occur as a 
result of the operation of backup generators, which burn fossil fuels.  
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts – Construction-related air quality impacts can originate from 
construction vehicle and equipment emissions, as well as dust and particulate matter from 
ground disturbing activities. These impacts, being temporary and limited in duration, are 
dependent on the type of construction activity, the location of the activity and the proximity to the 
source of emissions.  
 
The use of heavy equipment during construction activities may have resulted in short-term 
minor adverse impacts on air quality on and near the Tower Site. Typically, construction-related 
air quality impacts last only for the duration of construction activities and would have occurred 
during normal working hours (i.e., 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), and would not have resulted in 
increases in criteria air pollutants4 above accepted levels.  
 
Construction activities at the tower site occurred for no more than eight continuous hours per 
day and was completed over approximately 35 days spread over October – December 2009 
(McLaughlin, 2011a). At the time when ground was broke and site development proceeded in 
October and November, the ground was frost free with no snow accumulation. During 
construction activities that occurred in December, frost had penetrated the surface a few inches 
and there was 1-2 inches of snow blanketing the area. The combination of snow cover and 
frozen soil minimized fugitive dust emissions from ground-disturbing activities. However, the 
Construction Project Coordinator (McLaughlin, 2011a) did say that hay was spread over any 
areas that appeared to require further dust control. Therefore, short-term adverse impacts to air 
quality were negligible as a result of construction activities. There was no significant impact to 
air quality resulting from site work during the construction of the Hardin County Tower and 
appurtenances.  

                                                

4 Criteria Pollutant refers to a pollutant for which a National Ambient Air Quality Standard has been set. 
Criteria pollutants are carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen oxides, ozone, particulate matter with 
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 micrometers, and sulfur oxides. 
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The minor emissions from construction were further reduced or mitigated through the use of 
best management practices (BMPs). BMPs for dust control that were used on-site included: 
limiting the number and speed of vehicles; covering trucks hauling dirt; and as discussed above, 
applying hay to ground with unacceptable levels of potentially mobile dust. BMPs for 
construction vehicle and equipment emissions included: limiting vehicle idling time; conducting 
proper vehicle maintenance; and wherever possible, using electric instead of gas-powered 
tools. The tower construction contractors applied these BMPs during construction activities and 
also used locally available products and materials to reduce transportation-related emissions. 
 
In addition, the Hardin County Tower required about 0.3 acre permanent ground disturbance. 
Such a small disturbance footprint is unlikely to have resulted in any exceedance of air quality 
standards, regulated release of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP)5, or in more than a de minimis 
increase in air emissions. Construction related activities for the Hardin County Tower had no 
significant impact on air quality.  
 
Operations-Related Impacts – After the construction activities had concluded, the ambient air 
quality at the Tower Site has returned to its previous normal levels. Implementation of the 
Proposed (and since completed) Action did not result in the long-term operation of significant 
emission-generating sources, nor has it significantly increased or altered the existing levels of 
ambient air quality levels. As planned, the 25-kW emergency propane powered generator, 
located within the tower compound shelter, has been and will continue to be an intermittent 
source of emissions from operation of the Tower Site. The generator will only operate during 
power outages and for required testing or maintenance. The generator was put into service 
October 2010. Over the time interval from October 2010 to April 2011, the generator has been 
operated for less that 1 hour per month. Federal regulations limit the use of backup generators 
to 500 hours per year. Backup generators have not (and would not be expected to) caused the 
ambient air quality levels to increase because of their limited operation as emergency power 
sources. 
 
There were and are no permits or generator registration required for operation of this facility. 
(Note: See letter dated May 26, 2011 from John Curtin, Environmental Engineer, Air Quality 
Bureau, Iowa DNR, to Barry Harrison, Land Recyclers Inc, stating that following their evaluation 
of the generator engine, they have concluded that the backup emergency generator at the 
Hardin County Tower Site will not require any permits or registration. A copy of this 
correspondence is included in Appendix G. 
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction of the tower at the Hardin 
County Site, nor would there be, any new construction. There would have been no increase in 
air quality impacts from the No Action Alternative. 
 
 
 
 

                                                

5 HAP or Hazardous Air Pollutants are any of the 187 pollutants listed in Section 112 of the 1990 Clean 
Air Act Amendments. HAPs are known or suspected of being toxic or carcinogenic. 
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4.03 Resource 3:  Geology and Soils 
 
Impacts to geology and soils from transmitting and receiving sites would result from ground-
disturbing activities, such as excavation, grading, backfilling, trenching and other activities. The 
potential for point-source erosion is specifically controlled by federal legislation, through the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Program under sections 318, 402, and 405 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (Public Law 92–500, 
as amended, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.).  
 
Furthermore, some soil resources are protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 
1981 (FPPA) (P.L. 97-98, 7 U.S.C. §4201). The purpose of the FPPA is to “minimize the extent 
to which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of 
farmland to nonagricultural uses, and to assure that Federal programs are administered in a 
manner that, to the extent practicable, will be compatible with State, unit of local government, 
and private programs and policies to protect farmland” (7 U.S.C. 4201(b)). 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts – The Hardin County Tower site rests on a terrain formed from 
the massive ground moraine deposits (Dow Formation) associated with the Des Moines Glacial 
Lobe and interbedded deposits of local alluvium, as indicated by test borings (Appendix E) at 
the tower site (Thomas, 2008), with an overlay of loam (Clarion loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes) 
developed in the till. Neither geological formation nor soil type is unique: the Dow Formation 
extends across the Des Moines Lobe, while Clarion soils, which the NRCS classifies as Prime 
Farmland are represented across north central Iowa and south central and southwest 
Minnesota (see Figure 18, (NRCS, 1982)). 
 
The farmland that was disturbed for the construction of the tower was, however, potentially 
subject to the two federal regulatory acts related to soils, as noted above: the FPPA and the 
NPDES. As the permanently disturbed ground at the Tower Site covers only approximately 0.30 
acres (and approximately 0.32 acres temporarily disturbed – see Table 2-1, page 7), the project 
did not require submittal of NRCS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form AD-1006. In this 
regard, the Iowa NRCS, in their document Farmland Protection Policy Act Guidelines for Local 
Public Agency (LPA) Federal-Aid Projects (2001) states that if a project requires “five acres or 
less of new right-of-way per mile or per site, the project does not present a significant impact to 
farmland and submittal of Form AD-1006 is not required”.  
 
During tower construction, there was minimal soil erosion as the working area was small (total 
of 0.62 acre, Table 2-1) with no heavy rain or high wind conditions (McLaughlin, 2011a). With 
respect to the NPDES, soil erosion and runoff was not a problem at the Tower Site. Under other 
conditions, not encountered during construction of the Hardin County Tower, Clarion loam is 
subject to erosion. This potential impact is indicated by the soil’s NRCS Land Capability Class: 
2e (moderate conservation practices - erosion risk). Because of the small area disturbed, 
however, point source erosion from runoff is not subject to mitigation or other regulatory 
controls. According to the Iowa Department of Natural Resources, construction related activities 
with an area of disturbance less than 1 acre do not require a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Iowa DNR NPDES General Permit No. 2, Part I. B. 1. A). 
However, silt fences were used near the perimeter of disturbed areas to be ready to intercept 
any potentially mobile sediment (Smith, 2011a). 
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Operations-Related Impacts – The operation of the tower site does not necessitate any 
ground-disturbing activities that would adversely affect geology and soils. Consequently, there 
are no potentially significant impacts to geology and soils associated with the operations of the 
proposed facility. 
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction at the proposed 
site. There would have been no impact to geology and soils as a result of the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
 
4.04 Resource 4:  Water Resources  
 
Impacts to water resources can result from several types of activities and procedures that would 
be in use at transmitting and receiving sites. Impacts would typically result from erosion caused 
by high winds or site runoff, direct contamination by chemicals used in the surrounding area that 
would be washed into a water body or absorbed into the water table, and building directly in or 
adjacent to a water resource such as a wetland. The use of erosion-control BMPs to reduce 
impacts is common practice and may improve water quality at a site. Development in floodplains 
poses a hazard both to human safety from flood events and to natural resources from the 
disruption of natural hydrologic patterns. Impacts to water resources resulting from the tower 
construction have been evaluated qualitatively. 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Surface Water and Groundwater  
 

Construction-Related Impacts - Potential water quality impacts from construction may 
result from erosion and runoff as a consequence of soil disturbance from material storage, 
site access, site preparation, or road and driveway construction. Vehicle and equipment 
washing was not conducted on-site to avoid transport of sediment reaching nearby surface 
water features. Pesticides or herbicides applied to stimulate re-vegetation of areas cleared 
during construction also have the potential to contaminate nearby waters. The experienced 
crews of the Hardin County roads division were, and remain under contract to implement a 
soil stabilization and re-vegetation program that includes soil preparation, application of 
herbicides, and selection and dispersal of a custom seed mix. All these activities will be 
temporary and of limited scope.  
 
Water quality impacts from construction activities were minimized by only using construction 
equipment in good repair, well maintained, and by procedures in place to assure that 
refueling does not occur on-site. The substantial distance between the tower construction 
site and any potential receiving waters is a pollution prevention measure. In light of the fact 
that the footprint of ground disturbed during construction of the Hardin County Tower was 
approximately 0.6 acre (combined short and long term disturbance - see Table 2-1, page 7), 
the area of soils that was open to erosion was not significant. 
 
The minor erosion and runoff from the Tower Site was further reduced through the use of 
BMPs. BMPs for erosion control that were implemented include: silt fencing to remove 
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particulates from flowing surface waters; siting of staging areas to minimize erosion;  
replanting as soon as practicable; and limiting the number and speed of vehicles on-site.  
 
Chemical, physical, or biological effects to water resources did not result in the violation of 
water quality standards and criteria. There was no significant impact to water quality from 
construction activities at the tower Site.  
 
Operations-Related Impacts - Operations-related impacts is limited to erosion that occurs 
before the site is fully re-vegetated or during refueling of the backup generator. The use of 
pesticides or herbicides also has the potential to impact nearby waters. 
 
BMPs to restore the site soils to their pre-construction condition have been adopted. Their 
use which includes procedures for soil preparation, application of herbicides, and selection 
and dispersal of a custom seed mix will be extended until the soil stabilization and re-
vegetation program yields a ground condition at acceptable levels. Chemical, physical, or 
biological effects to water resources have not resulted in the violation of water quality 
standards and criteria as none are present in the area. There has been no significant impact 
to water quality from operations activities.  

 
Floodplains  
 
There currently are no Flood Hazard Maps for all unincorporated parts of Hardin County (SF 
2293, 2011). The Hardin County Tower Site falls within Community ID 190874, an unmapped 
community (FEMA, 2011). Hence there is no Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) available (see 
Figure 19). However, since the tower site is in an uplands area (see Figures 4a and 13), there 
are no floodplains to impact.  
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction at the current 
Tower Site. There would have been no risk of soil erosion or runoff from construction-related 
activities, nor would there have been a risk of hazardous spills or other consequences from 
pesticides or fertilizers used to re-vegetate a disturbed site as no construction activities or would 
have occurred. Therefore, there would have been no impacts to water resources from the No 
Action Alternative.  
 
 
4.05 Resource 5:  Biological Resources  
 
Impacts to biological resources can result from several activities, including construction activities 
such as demolition, grading, excavation, and construction that could alter or destroy habitat, 
either temporarily or permanently. In addition, the continued presence of human activity on a 
smaller scale could result in behavioral impacts to certain animal species that could affect 
feeding and reproductive patterns and habits. 
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Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Vegetation  
 

Construction-Related Impacts – Construction-related activities, which would have already 
occurred since the tower was constructed in November 2009, may have resulted in 
temporary displacement of terrestrial wildlife. Construction-related activities may have 
resulted in mortality of some less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians, and small 
mammals that were unable to escape the disturbance quickly. Those species experiencing 
temporary displacement by escaping the site would include small mammals and rodents, 
which are likely the most abundant terrestrial animals in the area. Any ground-nesting 
passerine birds could also have been displaced. Since the site is disturbed regularly through 
tilling and cultivation activities making it less likely that wildlife nest or burrow on the site, the 
construction activities resulted in minimal additional disturbance. As shown on Table 2-1, 
(page 7), the permanently disturbed ground as a result of the tower construction is 
approximately 0.30 acre, while the temporary disturbed acreage is estimated to have been 
0.32 acre. 

 
The introduction of invasive vegetation into disturbed and surrounding areas could result in 
long-term impacts but these impacts would be minimal since the disturbed area is small and 
much of it is in the process of being re-vegetated.  

 
Due to the lack of native vegetation on the site prior to construction, no native wildlife 
habitats were disturbed or lost due to this project.  

 
Operations-Related Impacts – Routine maintenance activities at the tower site would 
include periodic inspections and up-keep. Due to the low frequency of such activity and the 
existing moderate level of human activity in the area, operations-related activities has had 
(and would be expected to continue to have) no significant impact on wildlife, wildlife habitat, 
and vegetation.  

 
Migratory Birds 
 

Construction-Related Impacts – Short and long term minor impacts on migratory birds 
would be expected as a result of construction-related activities from the tower site. Impacts 
to migratory birds might have occurred during erection of the tower and facility construction 
but these would have been limited to temporary displacement. These impacts would have 
been minimal due to the existing frequent disturbances related to cultivation; tower 
construction would have had no significant impact on migratory birds. There have been no 
reported bird related incidents such as the discovery of a bird carcass, bird takes or strikes, 
or any other indication of adverse impacts on migratory birds in the vicinity of the Tower 
Project during site preparation or tower construction (McLaughlin, 2011b). 

 
Operations-Related Impacts – Long-term impacts on migratory birds may occur as a result 
of the tower due primarily to possible collisions with the guylines. While such collisions are 
possible, the tower location does not appear to be within any notable avian flight corridors. 
The area lacks wetlands that might attract waterfowl and shorebirds and there are no trees 
in the immediate vicinity where birds are likely to nest and roost. While there are trees in the 
surrounding area, they are scattered and are primarily associated with farm houses and 
outbuildings and are not concentrated in any one location. As a result of the site lacking any 
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unique habitat characteristics that would attract avian species, impacts are not expected to 
be significant. As of May 2011, there have been no reported bird carcasses, bird takes or 
strikes on the Tower Property or reported bird collisions with guy wires during operations of 
the Hardin County Tower. Further, in an environmental review request for threatened or 
endangered species and critical habitat dated September 26, 2008 (Appendix F), from 
GeoComm to Richard Nelson (Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Rock Island Field 
Office), Service personnel were granted site access to the tower Site to study the impact of 
this tower on birds and wildlife, or other research purposes. As of May 2011, Hardin County 
Tower Site Supervisor and Hardin County Sheriff Tim Smith (Smith, 2011b) is unaware of 
any interest on the part of the Service to inspect the subject tower or Tower Site for 
evidence of avian distress, injury or mortality (Smith, 2011b).  

 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 

Construction-Related Impacts – Construction-related activities would have affected 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species in the same manner that flora and fauna 
were affected. Construction-related activities may potentially adversely affect threatened or 
endangered species by potentially reducing, altering, or fragmenting available habitat; 
introducing invasive species; causing injury or mortality to wildlife; noise; and causing 
behavioral impacts.  

 
The communication tower is a 375-foot guyed tower with total disturbance acreage of 0.30 
acre long term (permanent) and an additional 0.32 acres short-term (temporary) during 
construction. The site and vicinity were evaluated for potential threatened or endangered 
species, as well as critical habitats that may be located on or near the site.  
 
The USFWS only three plant species (and no animals) potentially occurring in Hardin 
County, Iowa including the western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara), the prairie 
bush clover (Lespedeza leptostachya), and the northern monkshood (Aconitum 
novaboracense). Habitat for these three plant species is lacking on the tower site and in the 
vicinity (see Table 3-1, page 17). The construction of the Hardin County Tower had “no 
effect” on any federally listed species. 

 
Operations-Related Impacts – Following the completion of site development, operations-
related impacts from the tower site were not expected to occur due to the lack of threatened 
or endangered species on the site or in the vicinity. Overall, operations-related impacts have 
had “no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitat. 

 
Wetlands 
 

Construction-Related Impacts – No wetland habitat was observed at the tower site or on 
the surrounding area prior to or during construction. While wetlands are indicated on the 
NWI map to be at a distance of approximately 700 ft northwest, these areas currently and 
historically support crops (see Figure 17 and Appendix B). It is possible that wetlands could 
develop if cultivation was to cease but, at this time, no wetlands are present and no impacts 
have occurred. 

 
Operations-Related Impacts – Routine maintenance activities on the tower site would have 
no impact on wetlands since no wetlands are present. 
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No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction. No significant impacts on 
vegetation and wildlife, migratory birds, threatened or endangered species, or wetlands would 
occur under the No Action Alternative. 
 
 
4.06 Resource 6:  Cultural Resources and Historic Properties 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Impacts to cultural resources and historic properties can occur both from physical disturbance of 
historic properties and from aesthetic changes to a historic property or its viewshed. To 
determine the nature of impacts to historic properties, as defined under the NHPA, consultation 
with the relevant State SHPO, and/or THPO, is required. 
 
Construction-Related Impacts – The Principal Investigator for Wapsi Valley Archaeology 
(Anamosa, Iowa) did not find any significant cultural resources in the APE (direct) and, on his 
research and results, concluded that the prospect was very low for the inadvertent discovery of 
cultural materials during construction. He therefore recommended that no additional 
archaeological work take place (see Archaeological Survey Report, Attachment 1).  
 
From an archaeological perspective, as there were no significant cultural materials in the APE 
(direct), construction would have no adverse effect on historic properties or other cultural 
resources. 
 
The Principal Investigator for Spark Architectural identified one property with lands within the 
APE (direct) and buildings within the APE (visual) and two properties with extant buildings and 
lands within the APE (visual) that, in her opinion, were eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places. This consultant deemed that the tower construction would have no adverse 
affects on two of these properties, while the construction would constitute an adverse effect on a 
third (see Architectural (Historical) Survey Report, Attachment 2).  
 
No Adverse Effects 
 
The Hardin County tower does not have an adverse effect on the integrity of two historic 
properties (Ed and Christine Zielske Farm; Green Lawn Farm) within the APE (visual).   
 

Ed and Christine Zielske Farm 
 

The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm appears to be significant under Criterion C for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places as a historic district of agricultural buildings from 
the 1950s. While a few buildings appear to have been demolished, it remains as an 
excellent example of a farmstead (house and agricultural buildings) from this period, with no 
later buildings. It may also have some significance under Criterion A in relation to agriculture 
of this period. The boundary for a potential farmstead historic district would likely include the 
buildings and land historically associated with the farm, naming the west half of the 
northeast quarter of Section 35 in Jackson Township. All of the identified buildings would 
likely be considered contributing. The Tower Site is approximately 1,000 feet to the 
northeast of the buildings associated with this property, directly north of the fields to the east 
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of the buildings historically associated with the farm. The tower is screened by the scattered 
trees in front of the house and visible from several other areas of the farm. Though visible, 
the tower does not diminish the qualities that potentially make this site eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places, as the setting is not a strong contributing factor to the 
potential significance of this farm. Thus, the tower has no adverse effects on this property. 

 
Green Lawn Farm 

 
The Green Lawn Farm, appears to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
under Criterion A as an excellent example of an early-middle 20th century named farm in 
Hardin County, retaining an earlier late-19th-century house, This house is one of the earliest 
homes observed in Jackson Township, and it is an example of a typical vernacular home 
constructed in the 19th century with simple architectural details. Additional research work 
may also reveal architectural significance under Criterion C. The boundary for a potential 
farmstead historic district would likely include the buildings and land historically associated 
with the farm, naming west half of the southwest quarter of Section 26. The house, shed, 
machine shed, barn and crib would likely be considered contributing buildings. The tower 
location is approximately 3,000 feet to the east of the buildings associated with this farm. 
The area is generally flat, with the elevation of site of the proposed tower about 300 feet 
higher than that of the buildings. A creek extends along the east edge of the farm, with trees 
found along the creek as well as near the outbuildings. These trees screen the tower from 
most of the area by the buildings, as well as other locations. An open section to the east of 
the south end of the driveway provides a clear view toward the Hardin County Home and the 
tower site. The county home buildings and trees about halfway to the Tower Site screen the 
lower half of the tower from this perspective. The tower extends above the trees, appearing 
to be about equal to the height of the trees from this perspective. From this location, the 
non-historic large metal buildings associated with Drury Automotive Service to the south are 
also visible from this site, as well as the power lines along D41. While the rural setting may 
be significant to the historic property, the partial visibility of the proposed tower does not 
further diminish the setting to a significant extent. With these considerations, the tower has 
no adverse effect on this property. 

 
Adverse Effects 
 
The Hardin County Tower does have an adverse effect on the integrity of the Hardin County 
Home Historic District within the APE (visual and direct effects). 
 

Hardin County Home 
 

The Hardin County Home property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places under Criterion A for its historic association with this aspect of the social history of 
Hardin County. The boundary for the Hardin County Home Historic District encompasses the 
historic buildings, fields, and cemetery associated with the property (east half of the 
southwest quarter and west half of the southeast quarter south of the railroad of Section 26). 
This area includes the location of the communications tower, at the east edge of the west 
half of the southeast quarter of Section 26. The Tower Site is approximately 1,250 feet to 
the east of the buildings that contribute to the historic district. Generally open fields are 
located between these buildings and the tower site – fields that once provided sustenance 
for the residents of the Home. As the boundary includes both the tower property and these 
fields, the tower has direct and visual effects on this historic property.  
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The Principal Investigator suggested that the Adverse Effects could be mitigated through 
one or several methods, upon concurrence with the Historic Preservation Office — State 
Historical Society of Iowa. Possible methods to mitigate the Adverse Effects included:  

 
1. Permitting co-locations so that additional towers need not be constructed nearby; 

 
2. Removing the tower when services are no longer needed via the tower; and 

 
3. Preparing a National Register of Historic Places nomination for the Hardin County 

Home Historic District, documenting the buildings, history of the property, and 
historic context on the significant association of the county home to social history of 
Hardin County and the relation of this County Home to others in the state. 

 
The review by the Iowa State Historical Society’s State Historical Preservation Office 
(SHPO) of the recommendations above for the County Home property (letter, Ralph 
Christian, Historian, SHPO to Sheriff Tim Smith, Hardin County, July 13, 2009) stated: “your 
plan to prepare an application for the County Home property, and submit it to SHPO and the 
State Nomination Review Committee (SNRC) by February 2010, meets our mitigation 
criteria for this site….  Based on your proposed actions, we conclude that this serves as an 
appropriate mitigation process for this site, and therefore we have no objection to the 
construction of your new tower site”. The letter from SHPO Christian to Sheriff Smith is 
included in Appendix H. 

 
Operations-Related Impacts – The operation of the radio communications tower has no 
impact on the historic properties identified in the cultural resources surveys. 
 
No Action Alternative 

 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction. Therefore, no impact to 
historic and cultural resources resulting from the No Action Alternative would be anticipated. 
 
 
4.07 Resource 7:  Aesthetic and Visual Resources 
 
Potential impacts on aesthetic and visual resources are likely to be greater in more natural 
(rural) settings than commercial or residential settings (urban and suburban) where 
development is more extensive. Impacts on aesthetic and visual resources may be short or long 
term, depending on whether they are related to construction activities or to the feature being 
constructed. 
 
Proposed (and since completed)  Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts –  Under the Proposed (and since completed) Actions, the 
Hardin County Tower location impacts on aesthetics and visual resources from construction-
related activities included the permanent clearing of approximately 0.3 acres necessary for: the 
access road and fenced tower compound; the six fenced guy anchor points; the construction of 
infrastructure necessary to operate the transmitting and receiving site; and the installation of the 
specific site facilities including a 10’ x  32’ electronic equipment and emergency generator 
shelter; and a 4’ x 10’ concrete pad upon which a 500 gallon AST was mounted to supply fuel 
for an emergency generator (see Table 2-1, page 7). The degree of visual disturbance depends 
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on the existing landscape, project specific construction activities, and each viewer’s perception. 
In light of the fact that the archaeological survey by Wapsi Valley Archaeology (see 
Archaeological Report, Attachment 1) found no cultural resources in the APE (direct) (see 
Appendix N), the only visual resource affected during the construction of the Hardin County 
Tower facility was the small section of the fields associated with the Hardin County Home that 
the tower now occupies. 
 
The Principal Investigator for Spark Architectural Consulting did not find any architectural 
structures within the APE (direct), but did identify three sites of architectural interest within the 
APE (visual) that, in her opinion, were eligible to the National Register of Historic Places. This 
consultant deemed that the tower construction would have no adverse affects on two of these 
properties, while the construction would constitute adverse visual and direct effects on a third 
(see Architectural (Historical) Survey Report, Attachment 2).  
 
No Adverse Effects 
 
The Hardin County tower construction has caused no adverse effects on the integrity of two 
historic properties (Ed and Christine Zielske Farm; Green Lawn Farm) within the APE (visual).   

 
Ed and Christine Zielske Farm 

 
The Ed and Christine Zielske Farm appears to be significant under Criterion C for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places as a historic district of agricultural buildings from 
the 1950s. The Tower Site is approximately 1,000 feet to the northeast of the buildings 
associated with this property, directly north of the fields to the east of the buildings 
historically associated with the farm. The tower is screened by the scattered trees in front of 
the house and visible from several other areas of the farm. Though visible, the tower does 
not diminish the qualities that potentially make this site eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places, as the setting is not a strong contributing factor to the potential significance 
of this farm. Thus, it appears that the tower has caused no adverse effects on this property. 

 
Green Lawn Farm 

 
The Green Lawn Farm, appears to be potentially eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion A as an excellent example of an early-middle 20th century 
named farm in Hardin County, retaining an earlier late-19th-century house. This house is 
one of the earliest homes observed in Jackson Township, and it is an example of a typical 
vernacular home constructed in the 19th century with simple architectural details. The 
boundary for a potential farmstead historic district would likely include the buildings and land 
historically associated with the farm, naming west half of the southwest quarter of Section 
26. The tower location is approximately 3,000 feet to the east of the buildings associated 
with this farm. The area is generally flat, with the elevation of site of the tower about 300 feet 
higher than that of the buildings. A creek extends along the east edge of the farm, with trees 
found along the creek as well as near the outbuildings. These trees screen the tower from 
most of the area by the buildings, as well as other locations. An open section to the east of 
the south end of the driveway provides a clear view toward the Hardin County Home and the 
Tower Site. The county home buildings and trees about halfway to the Tower Site screen 
the lower half of the tower from this perspective. The tower extends above the trees, about 
equal to the height of the tallest trees from this perspective. From this location, the modern 
large metal buildings associated with Drury Automotive Service to the south are also visible 
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from this site, as well as the power lines along D41. While the rural setting may be 
significant to the historic property, the partial visibility of the tower will not further diminish the 
setting to a significant extent. With these considerations, it appears that the tower will have 
no adverse effect on this property. 

 
Adverse Effects 

 
The Hardin County Home 

 
The Hardin County Home property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places under Criterion A for its historic association with this aspect of the social history of 
Hardin County. The boundary for the Hardin County Home historic district encompasses the 
historic buildings, fields, and cemetery associated with the property (east half of the 
southwest quarter and west half of the southeast quarter south of the railroad of Section 26). 
This area includes the location of the tower, at the east edge of the west half of the 
southeast quarter of Section 26. The Tower Site is approximately 1,250 feet to the east of 
the buildings that contribute to the historic district. Generally open fields are located between 
these buildings and the tower site – fields that once provided sustenance for the residents of 
the Home. As the boundary includes the fields, the tower causes both direct and visual 
effects on this historic property.  
 
The Principal Investigator suggested at the time of the survey that the adverse effect upon 
the visual resources (i.e., the County Home in its rural landscape setting) could be mitigated 
through one or several methods, upon concurrence with the Iowa State Historic 
Preservation Office. Possible methods to mitigate the visual resources – the County Home 
in its rural landscape setting – consisted of: a) permitting co-locations so that additional 
towers need not be constructed nearby; and b) removing the tower when services are no 
longer needed via the tower. 
 
An alternative mitigation method emphasized the historical resources, by proposing that an 
architectural historian prepare a National Register of Historic Places nomination for the 
Hardin County Home Historic District, documenting the buildings, history of the property, and 
historic context on the significant association of the county home to social history of Hardin 
County and the relation of this County Home to others in the state”. 
 
The review by the Iowa State Historical Society’s State Historical Preservation Office 
(SHPO) of the recommendations above for the County Home property (letter, Ralph 
Christian, Historian, SHPO to Sheriff Tim Smith, Hardin County, July 13, 2009) stated: “your 
plan to prepare an application for the County Home property, and submit it to SHPO and the 
State Nomination Review Committee (SNRC) by February 2010, meets our mitigation 
criteria for this site… Based on your proposed actions, we conclude that this serves as an 
appropriate mitigation process for this site, and therefore we have no objection to the 
construction of your new tower site”. 

 
In terms of visual resources and aesthetic values, the SHPO decision therefore suggested 
that the presence of the communications tower at the eastern edge of the historic property 
did not constitute an adverse effect significant enough to require relocation. 
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Operations-Related Impacts – The operation of the radio communications tower has no 
impact on the visual resources or aesthetic values of the historic properties identified in the 
cultural resources surveys. 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction and therefore no 
resulting impact to aesthetic or visual resources. 
 
 
4.08 Resource 8: - Land Use 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts – PSIC-funded transmitting and receiving projects would not be 
compatible with all land use types and should be carefully sited, in accordance with local master 
plans, planning initiatives, local zoning, and coastal land use restrictions. Transmitting and 
receiving sites are most compatible with industrial, commercial, or public and quasi-public land 
uses, such as utilities, because of the basic intended function of these sites and the associated 
activities by which their operation is characterized. 
 
Impacts to land use can occur when incompatible land uses are placed adjacent to one another. 
Federal agency regulations, responding to NEPA statutory requirements, must ensure that the 
construction of transmitting and receiving towers do not have an adverse effect on certain 
defined land conditions or uses: 1) officially designated wilderness areas; 2) officially designated 
wildlife preserves; 3) designated critical habitats for threatened or endangered species; 4) 
districts, sites, buildings, structures or objects, significant in American history, architecture, 
archeology, engineering or culture, that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the National 
Register of Historic Places; 5) Indian religious sites; 6) water resources such as surface water, 
sole source aquifers, coastal zones, wild and scenic rivers, and flood plains (See Executive 
Order 11988); 7) significant change in surface features (e.g., wetland fill, deforestation or water 
diversion); 8) likely to cause significant aesthetic and visual impacts 9) significant impacts to 
existing infrastructure; 10) high intensity white lights that are to be located in residential 
neighborhoods, as defined by the applicable zoning law or would cause human exposure to 
excess levels of radiofrequency radiation in excess of specified limits. 
 
Information contained in the relevant sections of this document (technical descriptions, 
geological, hydrological, biological and cultural resources) indicates that the Hardin County 
Tower does not impact these special land use areas or conditions. Similarly, the Hardin County 
district map for Jackson Township (see Appendix B) does not show any zoned areas that would 
experience adverse effects from the presence of the tower.  
 
Summary land use compliance checklists have been developed by: 

i.     NTIA’s PSIC Grant Program (see PSIC Grant Environmental Land Use Compliance 
Checklist – Appendix J); and 

ii.    FCC NEPA Land Use screening in accordance with 47 CFR Section 1.1307(a)(1) 
through (8) (see FCC NEPA Land Use Compliance Checklist – Appendix K).  
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The Proposed (and since completed) Action did not involve any unusual risks or impacts to 
sensitive resources and did not have a significant impact on any of the resource areas identified 
by the NTIA’s PSIC Grant Program or FCC NEPA land use screening. 
 
Operations-Related Impacts – The siting of the PSIC-funded Hardin County transmitting and 
receiving site is compatible with existing land use plans and zoning at and adjacent to the tower 
site and did not impose an incompatible land use on the area. Commercial, industrial, 
agricultural and some public and quasi-public facilities, such as airports and utilities, would be 
compatible, because infrastructure and activities are similar to those associated with 
transmitting and receiving sites. According to the Hardin County, Jackson Township Zoning 
map, which was adopted in 1999, there was no zoning associated with the Tower Site and 
surrounding area at the time of tower construction (nor are there any local zoning rules at the 
time of writing this EA). Therefore, no significant impact has occurred related to general land 
use compatibility with the Hardin County Tower site.  
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction and therefore no 
resulting impact to general land use compatibility resulting from the No Action Alternative. 
 
 
4.09 Resource 9:  Infrastructure 
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Impacts to infrastructure are typically observed as disruptions in service and utilities, either short 
or long term, resulting from increases in demand that may overwhelm the capacity of the local 
area to absorb them. Engagement in a planning process to ensure that system capacity will be 
able to meet projected increases in demand is the most effective way to avoid impacts to 
infrastructure, although resources may not always be available to implement upgrades.  
 
Utilities  
 

Construction-Related Impacts – Short-term minor impacts on utility quality and availability 
would be anticipated for developed areas. In the unlikely event that construction or 
maintenance activities would have resulted in actual damage to a utility system or 
interruption of services, a short-term significant impact may occur. For the Hardin County 
Tower which is located in a rural area that involved new construction, construction-related 
activities required additional short-term electric and communication services from available 
utility networks. Construction-related impacts did not lead to any shortages in supply, nor 
were any major changes to the system required. Impacts to utilities were not significant.  
 
During construction-related activities to implement the Proposed (and since completed) 
Action, precautions were taken to avoid damage to existing utility lines (McLaughlin, 2011b). 
All potential modifications to utility services were evaluated. Coordination with potentially 
affected local and regional utility service providers did occur to avoid unnecessary damage 
or interruption of service. According to the Federal Aviation Administration Aeronautical 
Study Number 2009-ACE-1157-OE, the Proposed Action was determined to pose “No 
Hazard to Air Navigation”. The study revealed that the Proposed Action “does not exceed 
obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air navigation”. There would be no 
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significant impact to utility services from construction related activities with the Hardin 
County Tower site.  
 
Operations-Related Impacts – The Proposed Action was not expected nor did it cause 
noticeable impacts to local utility services across all category types. Operations impacts did 
not lead to major shortages in supply, nor did they require major changes to the services. 
According to the FAA Aeronautical Study Number 2009-ACE-1157-OE, the Proposed Action 
was determined to pose “No Hazard to Air Navigation”. The study revealed that the 
Proposed Action “does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air 
navigation”. There would be no significant impact to utility services from operations-related 
activities of the Hardin County Tower site. 

 
Transportation Network  
 

Construction-Related Impacts – For the Hardin County Tower Site construction-related 
activities, heavy equipment such as a back hoe that were needed for site access and site 
preparation did not pose a significant impact to the transportation network (McLaughlin 
2011b). Construction of the Hardin County Site did not require numerous truck trips to haul 
materials to the project site or to dispose of waste materials. The number of construction-
related trips and the frequency involved was minimal due to the small surface impact of less 
than 0.62 acres in size (see Table 2-1, page 7), which did not require a significant amount of 
construction related traffic to complete the project. According to the Construction Manager 
for this project (McLaughlin 2011b), the movement of heavy equipment and materials to the 
project site during construction did cause a relatively short-term, but minor increase in the 
level of service along County Hwy D41. County Hwy D41 is a gravel road that forms the 
southern boundary of the wheat field in which the Tower Site is located.   
 
Potential impacts to transportation were minimal as appropriate planning and 
implementation actions were taken. Construction was completed over approximately 35 
days spread over October – December 2009. During that time period there tends to be no 
farm vehicles or oversize equipment on the road. Existing roads were used to the maximum 
extent possible. There was no significant impact to transportation networks from 
construction-related activities.  
 
Operations-Related Impacts – Due to the limited footprint of the Hardin County Tower Site, 
less than 0.62 acres, only a small number of daily trips by medium-duty vehicles and/or 
personal vehicles was required. Transportation activities during operation did not cause 
noticeable impacts to local transportation networks. There was no significant impact to 
transportation networks from operations-related activities (McLaughlin 2011b).  

 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would have been no new construction. Therefore there 
would have been no impact to utilities or the transportation network resulting from the No action 
Alternative. 
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4.10 Resource 10: - Socioeconomic Resources 
 
Impacts to socioeconomic resources are assessed in terms of the effects of expenditures on the 
overall local economy and the impact of in-migration on demographics, employment, the 
availability of housing, and the ability of a jurisdiction to provide services such as education and 
public safety. In addition, disproportionate impacts to low-income or minority populations would 
result in adverse environmental justice impacts.  
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Under the Proposed Action, the expenditures that were associated with the implementation of 
PSIC-funded grant programs represented a small portion of overall statewide spending and a 
small portion of the statewide economy. It is unlikely that the implementation of the PSIC-funded 
project did result in increase in jobs as a result of the construction of the Hardin County Tower 
Site, and any increase would not be expected to be significant in Hardin County, Iowa. There 
would be no expected in-migration and therefore no impacts expected to demographics, the 
supply of housing, or other local entities to provide public services.  
 
The potential for impacts on minority and low-income populations would be based on the 
evaluation of specific site characteristics. The site is located in a farm field, in a county that 
averages 2 farms per square mile. The Proposed Action was not disproportionately proposed 
for low-income or minority areas, therefore, no significant impacts to environmental justice 
would be expected. 
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction. Under this alternative, 
there would have been no increase in economic activity and no opportunity for job creation 
related to implementation of the project. Therefore, there would be no PSIC-related impacts to 
demographics, the availability of housing, the availability of services, or environmental justice. 
 
 
4.11 Resource 11: – Human Health & Saftey 
 
Impacts to human health and safety can come from a wide range of activities. Workplace 
construction site safety can adversely impact health and safety, as well as the generation, 
handling, storage, use or disposal of hazardous toxic materials.  
 
Proposed (and since completed) Action 
 
Construction-Related Impacts – Under the Proposed (and since completed) Action, there was 
a slight increase in workplace safety hazards during the construction phase of the Tower Site 
because of the nature of construction work and the increased intensity of work at the Site. 
However, the impact of this increase was not significant. Work areas surrounding construction 
activities were fenced, and appropriate signs were posted to further minimize safety risks. In 
addition, implementation of worker safety rules, derived from OSHA safety and health 
standards, established a uniform set of safety practices and procedures to protect workers. 
Construction-related impacts to human health and safety were not significant.  
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Operations-Related Impacts – Under the Proposed (and since completed) Action, fuels 
needed to power emergency generators were (and continue to be) stored on-site in above-
ground, steel tanks, to minimize the risk of soil contamination in the event of a leak. BMPs for 
the handling, storage, use, and disposal of fuels such as propane include regularly scheduled 
monitoring and inspecting of tanks for leaks. Depending on the size of the storage tank, a spill 
prevention, contingency and countermeasure (SPCC) plan may need to be developed.  
 
The Hardin County Tower Site is fenced, and access is restricted to authorized personnel to 
minimize risks to human health and safety. Under the authority of Section 311 (j)(l)(C) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Act (Clean Water Act) found at Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 112 (40 CFR 112) a facility is not regulated under the SPCC Spill Prevention Plan if the 
aggregate aboveground storage tank capacity does not exceed 1,320-gallons (note: the volume 
of the propane tank at the site is 500 gallons). Based on the specified elevation of the proposed 
antennas (greater than 10 meters AGL) and because the site will be located within a restricted 
area, no threat to human health and safety is apparent concerning radio frequency emissions. 
There is no significant adverse impacts to human health and safety resulting from operation of 
the Hardin County Tower Site under the Proposed (and since completed) Action. 
 
The construction of this tower and appurtenances was an important step in updating the 
communications infrastructure in the County, adding support to the development of a statewide 
network and improving interoperability between emergency service providers. This radio tower 
has improved radio coverage and interoperable communications for first responders and 
emergency service providers in Hardin County and surrounding jurisdictions. This has resulted 
in an operations-related beneficial impact to human health and safety.  
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction. Current interoperability 
communications gaps would have continued, compromising the ability of first responders to 
respond effectively and rapidly to emergency situations. There would have been adverse 
impacts to human health and safety as a result of the No Action Alternative. 
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SECTION 5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
5.01  Findings 
 
The data provided in this EA is based on the environmental, historical, archaeological, 
regulatory and tribal consultation, and other work and data collected prior to the development of 
the Hardin County Tower Site Facility and construction of the tower. The Proposed (and since 
completed) Action required the construction of a new transmitting and receiving tower involving 
a guyed telecommunications tower over 200 feet and ground-disturbance totaling 0.32 acres 
short term and 0.30 acres long term. 
 
All field work, studies and regulatory review required to complete the PSIC Grant Environmental 
Land Use Compliance Checklist (Appendix J) for the Hardin County Tower Site Facility was 
completed on July 13, 2009 (i.e., date of SHPO concurrence – see Appendix H), prior to 
commencement of tower construction activities.  
 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action did not involve any unusual risks or impacts to 
sensitive resources and did not have a significant impact on any of the eleven resource areas 
identified by the NTIA’s Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the PSIC Grant 
Program. The only issue identified within this project was mitigated through an agreement with 
the State of Iowa Historical Preservation Office. Based on the data gathered for this EA, no 
evidence was identified that indicated NEPA environmental concerns existed prior to 
construction of the Selected Alternative. 
 
In addition to the PSIC Grant Program screening, any new tower construction is required to 
undergo FCC NEPA Land Use screening in accordance with 47 CFR Section 1.1307(a)(1) 
through (8), to determine whether any of the listed FCC special interest items would be 
significantly affected if a tower structure and/or antenna and associated equipment were 
constructed at a proposed site location. All work and regulatory review required to execute the 
FCC NEPA Land Use Compliance Checklist & Summary Report (Appendix K) for the Tower Site 
Facility was also completed on July 13, 2009 (see Appendix H), prior to commencement of 
tower construction activities. No FCC special interest items were identified that would require a 
site specific EA to be prepared. Therefore, no further environmental analysis was required. 
 
Based on the information obtained for this PSIC EA and the FCC NEPA Compliance Checklist & 
Summary Report (Appendix K), the Hardin County Communication Tower Facility does not 
appear to pose an adverse effect on any of the NEPA environmental categories. No evidence 
that would suggest NEPA environmental concerns exist for the Proposed (and since completed) 
Action. 
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5.02  Consequences of the Proposed (and since completed) Action  
 
The Proposed (and since completed) Action did not have a significant impact on any  
Resource Area for those eleven resource areas described in Section 4 of the PSIC-EA or in any 
of the nine categories listed in the FCC NEPA Compliance Checklist & Summary Report. The 
Proposed (and since completed) Action has had (and will continue to have) increasingly 
beneficial impacts on health and safety by improving public safety radio coverage and 
interoperable communications for first responders and emergency service providers in Hardin 
County and surrounding jurisdictions. 
 
5.03  Consequences of the No Action Alternative  
 
Alternatively, the No Action Alternative would have resulted in adverse impacts to human health 
and safety because no improvements to interoperable communications would have occurred 
and existing gaps in public safety interoperable communications would persist. It is therefore our 
opinion that no further environmental investigation is warranted and we recommend that the 
NTIA issue a FONSI to cover those actions for which No Significant Impact has been 
determined. 
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SECTION 6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
 
This Environmental Assessment summary was prepared by:  
 
Barry Harrison, Principal 
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Land Recyclers Inc. 
4853 Lilac Pl. N. 
Lake Elmo, MN 55042     
Phone (651) 430-3854 
Cell: (651) 260-8836 
landrecycle@comcast.net  
 
Dr. Brian L. Molyneaux 
Consulting Archaeologist 
205 N. Willow Street 
Vermillion, South Dakota 57069 
Phone (605) 624-4786 
brianlmolyneaux@gmail.com  
 
Amber Travsky 
Wildlife Biologist 
Real West Natural Resource Consulting 
1116 Albin St 
Laramie, WY  82072 
(307) 742-3506 
atravsky@wyoming.com  
 
Rey Freeman 
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952-541-0747 
rfreeman@geo-comm.com  
 

 
 



Hardin County Tower Site Facility                       Draft Environmental Assessment                     

____________________________________________________________________________________  

Land Recyclers Inc. 54 July 4, 2011   

 

SECTION 7.0 References 
 
 
Bedrock Geologic Map Of Iowa, 1:500,000, Iowa Geological and Water Survey, Open File Map 
OFM-2010-01, March 2010, Primary Map Compilation By Brian J. Witzke, Raymond R. 
Anderson and John P. Pope, Iowa Geological and Water Survey, Iowa City, Iowa 
 
CCOHS, 2011. Canadian Centre for Occupational Health and Safety, Noise - Basic Information; 
document last updated April 13, 2011. Available at:  
http://www.ccohs.ca/oshanswers/phys_agents/noise_basic.html?  Accessed April 24, 2011. 

Climatography, 2002.  Climatography of the United States No. 81, Monthly Station Normals of 
Temperature, Precipitation, and Heating and Cooling Degree Days, 1971 - 2000, 13 Iowa, 
NOAA, Revised 02/2002; Available at:  
http://hurricane.ncdc.noaa.gov/climatenormals/clim81/IAnorm.pdf  Accessed June 6, 2011. 

EPA, 1974. Environmental Protection Agency (United States Environmental Protection Agency), 
1974. Protective Noise Levels, Condensed Version of EPA’s Information on Levels of 
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of 
Safety. EPA/ONAC 550/9-74-004, March,1974. Available at: 
http://nonoise.org/library/levels/levels.htm.  Accessed June 8, 2009.  
 
FEMA, 2011.  FEMA Community Identification number obtained from Map Search Results, 
FEMA Map Service Center Website, Available at: 
http://www.msc.fema.gov/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/MapSearchResult? Accessed Apr 16, 
2011. 
 
Fitzsimmons, 2011.  Sean Fitzsimmons, PhD, Lead Worker, Ambient Air Monitoring Group,  
Air Quality Bureau, Iowa DNR, personal communication with B. Harrison, April 29, 2011,  
For non-attainment counties Mr. Fitzsimmons directed me to 
http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/greenbk/mapnpoll.html. Accessed April 29, 2011. 
 
Freeman, 2011.  Rey Freeman, Radio Frequency Engineer, GeoComm Consultants, personal 
communication with B. Harrison, May 16, 2011. 
 
GeoComm, 2008a.  Hardin County, Iowa Public Safety Radio System Report, GeoComm,. 
December 2008.  
 
GeoComm, 2008b.  Rey Freeman, Radio Frequency Engineer, GeoComm Consultants, pre-
construction site visit, proposed Hardin County, June 2008. 
 
Hardin County, 1999.  1999 Hardin County Zoning Ordinance Township Maps.  Available at: 
http://www.co.hardin.ia.us/files/Jackson_Township_Zoning_Map.pdf .  Accessed May 14, 2011.   
 
ISIRS, 2008.  IA Statewide Interoperable Radio System Feasibility Study, CTA 
Communications, August 31, 2007 
 
Land Recyclers Inc, 2011. Barry Harrison, Principal, Land Recyclers Inc, post-construction site 
visit, proposed Hardin County Tower Site Facility, March 2011. 



Hardin County Tower Site Facility                       Draft Environmental Assessment                     

____________________________________________________________________________________  

Land Recyclers Inc. 55 July 4, 2011   

 

 
McCarley, 2008.  Architectural Survey for the Proposed Communications Tower on County 
Road D41 in Section 26, Jackson Township, Hardin County, Iowa, Prepared for Hardin County 
Sheriff’s Department, 1116 – 14th Ave, Eldora, Iowa 50627. Prepared by   
R.L. McCarley, SPARK Consulting, 17 Oak Lane, Davenport, IA 52803. September 9, 2008. 
 
Morrow, T, 2008.  Phase I Intensive Archaeological Survey of a Proposed Radio Tower 
Northwest of Eldora, Hardin County, Iowa. Prepared for Hardin County Sheriff’s Department, 
1116 – 14th Ave, Eldora, Iowa 50627.  Prepared by T. Morrow, Principal Archaeologist, Wapsi 
Valley Archaeology, INC., 211 West Main Street, Anamosa, IA 52205. Otober 2008. 
 
McLaughlin, 2011a.  R.J. McLaughlin, Hardin County, Iowa Tower Construction Project 
Coordinator, Sabre Towers & Poles, personal communication with B. Harrison, April 20, 2011. 
 
McLaughlin, 2011b.  R.J. McLaughlin, Hardin County, Iowa Tower Construction Project 
Coordinator, Sabre Towers & Poles, personal communication with B. Harrison, May 16, 2011. 
 
NRCS, 1982.  NRCS Map, Geographic Extent of the Clarion Soil Series, correlated 1982. 
Available at  http://www.cei.psu.edu/soiltool/semtool.html?seriesname=CLARION . Accessed 
May 16, 2011. 
 
Quade, Deborah J. and James D. Giglierano 2006 Surficial Geology of Hardin County, Iowa. 
Iowa Geological and Water Survey, DNR, Iowa City, Iowa. 
 
RECAP, 2011a. Table ID: AGR-4, Agriculture, Data Tables, Average farm size in acres in 
Hardin County, Vintage: 1890-2007, Regional Economics & Community Analysis Program 
(RECAP), Iowa State University, University Extension. Available at:  
http://www.recap.iastate.edu/atlas/farms/average-farm-size.php. Accessed April 20, 2011. 
 
SF 2293, 2011.  Iowa Senate File 2293, Flood Plain Mapping Issues Associated With SF 2293. 
Available at: http://www.iowadnr.gov/afo/files/exhibit13.pdf. Accessed May 8, 2011. 
 
Smith, 2011a.  Sheriff Tim Smith, Hardin County, Iowa, Hardin County Tower Site contact, 
personal communication with B. Harrison, March 24, 2011.  
 
Smith, 2011b.  Sheriff Tim Smith, Hardin County, Iowa, personal communication with B. 
Harrison, March 30, 2011. 
 
Thomas, Zachary G. 2008 Report of Geotechnical Investigation for 375-ft Guyed Tower, County 
Hwy D41 and Conty Hwy S55, Eldora Iowa. GSI Project No. 086184. Geotechnical Services, 
Inc., Des Moines, Iowa. 
 
USCG, 2006. USCG (United States Coast Guard), 2006. Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (PEIS) for Implementation of the USCG NAIS Project. October 2006. 
 
(USFWS, 2007).  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2007. Consultations with Federal Agencies. 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. February 2007. 
 
(USFWS, 2011).  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Mapper. 
Available at: http://137.227.242.85/wetland/wetland.html.  Accessed May 6, 2011. 



Hardin County Tower Site Facility                       Draft Environmental Assessment                     

____________________________________________________________________________________  

Land Recyclers Inc. 56 July 4, 2011   

 

Voy, Kermit D. 1985 Soil Survey of Hardin County, Iowa. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 



 1 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

Figure 2: 2010 Aerial Photo  

Figure 3: USGS Topographic Map - Hardin County Tower Site Facility 

Figure 4A: Survey Of Site: Overview 

Figure 4B: Survey Of Site: Compound Detail 

Figure 5: Standing at New Tower Site, north of compound, looking north  

Figure 6: Standing at New Tower Site, northeast of compound, looking northeast 

Figure 7: Standing at New Tower Site, east of compound, looking east 

Figure 8: Standing at New Tower Site, southeast of compound, looking southeast 

Figure 9: Standing at New Tower Site, south of compound, looking south 

Figure 10: Standing at New Tower Site, southwest of compound, looking southwest 

Figure 11: Standing at New Tower Site, west of compound, looking west 

Figure 12: Standing at New Tower Site, northwest of compound, looking northwest 

Figure 13: Standing on farm road, about 550' north of tower, looking south. The tower 

and compound location is seen to be in an uplands location. 

Figure 14: Standing about 150' north of tower, looking south – detailed view of          

compound. 

Figure 15: Looking south at anchor point of west anchor and surrounding fence. Ground 

has been cultivated up to the fence. 

Figure 16: Illustration of Hardin County Home Historic District in relation to new Tower 

Site Boundary 

Figure 17: NWI Wetlands Map For Tower Site & Vicinity 

Figure 18: Geographic Extent of the CLARION Soil Series into Iowa & Minnesota 

Figure 19: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 

Figure 20: National Atlas Land Resources Map 



SCALE

0

Feet (1000's)

Figure 1.  Vicinity Map
Hardin County Tower Site Facility
SW/4, SE/4, S26, T88N, R20W 
Hardin County, IA

Land Recyclers Inc.

2

Owasa (IA) Topographic Quad

Environmental Assessment

 New Tower Site 



SCALE

0

Feet (1000's)

Figure 2.  2010 Aerial Photo
New Hardin County Tower Site & Vicinity
SW/4, SE/4, S26, T88N, R20W 
Hardin County, IA

Land Recyclers Inc.

1

Environmental Assessment

 New Tower Site 
     & Vicinity



SCALE

0

Feet (1000's)

Figure 3.  Topgraphic Map
Hardin County Tower Site Facility
SW/4, SE/4, S26, T88N, R20W 
Hardin County, IA

Land Recyclers Inc.

1

Owasa (IA) Topographic Quad

Environmental Assessment

 New Tower Site 



Figures 4a & 4b

   4a - Survey of Site & 

   4b - Compound Detail 

Barry
Rectangle







Figure 5.  Standing at tower location, looking north.  Seen is corn stubble
from previous year's crop.  Notice almost all trees have been removed
from landscape.

Figure 6.  Standing at tower location, looking northeast. Seen is corn 
stubble from previous year's crop.  Notice all trees have been removed
from landscape in this view.



Figure 7.  Standing at tower location, looking east. Seen is edge of southeast
trending graveled access road which joins north-south trending graveled farm
road.  

Figure 8.  Standing at tower location, looking southeast.  Seen is fenced 
anchor.  



Figure 9.  Standing south of compound, looking south.  East - west
road is CR D41.

Figure 10.  Standing southwest of tower, looking southwest.  Few trees
surround farm residence. 



Figure 11.  Standing west of tower, looking west. Seen is west anchor
within corn field stubble then Historic Hardin County Home buildings.

Figure 12.  Standing northwest of tower, looking northwest. Seen is 
cornfield stubble beyond which is dirt work in black soil.



Figure 13.  Standing on farm road, about 550' north of tower, looking 
south. The tower and compound location is seen to be in an uplands 
location that rises above surrounding fields.  

Figure 14.  Standing about 150' north of tower, looking south 
towards tower & compound area.



Figure 15.  Looking south at anchor point of west anchor and 
surrounding fence.  Ground has been cultivated up to the fence.
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from 2010.
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NWI Map - Hardin
County Tower Site

Mar 15, 2011

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the  base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.

User Remarks:

Barry
Oval

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Line

Barry
Text Box
~700'

Barry
Text Box
 Figure 17.  NWI Map For Tower Site & Vicinity
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