NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION

OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the

FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (847) 294-7575. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2014-AGL-10413-OE.

Signature Control No: 228804112-230235219 (DNE)
Vivian Vilaro
Specialist

Page 2 of 2






























@

RECEIVEL

JUN 1 8 2003

uw -
EXTE"S’O" WISCONSIN GEOLOGICAL AND NATURAL HHEFDRY BURGEE "

3B17 MINERAL POINT ROAD
MADISON, WI 53705-5100
TEL 608/262.1705

Fax 608/262.8086

WWW. UWEX.EDU/WGNHS/

June 9, 2003

JAMES M., ROBERTSON
DIRECTOR AND STATE GEOLOGIST

Ms Lori Rosemore

Ayres Associates

3433 Oakwood Hills Parkway
P.O. Box 1590

Eau Claire, WI 54702-1590

Voice 715-834-3161
Fax 715-831-7500

Dear Ms. Rosemore,

In your fax inquiry of June 5, 2003, you request assistance in evaluating fault areas, seismic
impact zones, and unstable areas with respect for an evaluation for the horizontal expansion of
the Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill in sec. 8 ann 9, T. 27 N., R. 8 W., Eau Claire County. This
area of Wisconsin is considered aseismic,and posses no particular earthquake hazard. However,
shaking from areas to the east and south may occasionally be felt.

1. Fault area:
In evaluating an available report (B.A. Brown, 1988, Bedrock Geology of Wisconsin,
West-Central Sheet. 1:250,000 Map 88-7.), and our understanding of the geology of west-
central Wisconsin, we have identified no faults of Holocene age in the area.

2. Seismic Impact Zone: (Defined at NR 500.03 (208)

The best source of information for this from the National Seismic Hazard Mapping
Project of US Geological Survey at http://geohazards.cr.usgs.gov/eq/ .

Upon examination of Plate 3 (Preliminary map of horizontal acceleration (Expressed as
percent of gravity) in rock with 90 percent probability of not being exceeded in 250 years)
in S.T. Algermissen, D.M. Perkins, P.C. Thienhaus, S.L. Hanson, and B.L. Bender (1982)
Probabilistic estimates of maximum acceleration and velocity and velocity in rock in the
contiguous United States: U.S. Geological Survey Open-file Report 82-1033, 99 p., I
have determined that all of Wisconsin falls within a zone identified as having between 5
and 9 percent horizontal acceleration. Additional information from the U.S. Geological
Survey may be found at http.//geohazards.cr.usgs.gov/eq/index.shtmi

UW-EXTENSION PROVIDES EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN EMPLOYMENT AND PROGRAMMING, INCLUDING TITLE IX AND ADA.
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3. Unstable area:
I have made no evaluation of unstable areas. That can only be determined by actual site
analysis and where appropriate test of the surficial material.

4. Pertinent Geological Report
Mudrey, M.G., Jr., 1984, 1984-1. List of earthquakes in Wisconsin: Wisconsin
Geological and Natural History Survey Open-file Repoxt 1984-01, 2 p

Respectfully,

Dr. Michael G. Mudrey, Jr.
Geologist

email mgmudrey@wisc.edu
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(‘ AIRPORTS DISTRICT OFFICE - MINNEAPQLIS
o 6020 28th Avenue South, Room # 102

LS. Department Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450-2706

of Transportation May 7, 2002

Federal Aviation

Administration

R

Attn. Lori A. Rosemore, P. G. Hydrogeologist 4y 0 9
Owen Ayres & Associates, Inc. AYRES _2002
3433 Oakwood Hills Parkway ASSOC
P.O. Box 1590 ATeq

Eau Claire, Wisconsin 54702-1580

Re: Proposed: Landfill Expansion - Seven Mile Creek Landfill
Eau Claire, Eau Claire County, Wisconsin
Finding of Compatibility :

Dear Ms. Rosemore:

| am responding to your correspondence dated October 12, 2001. The additional information
provided was very helpful and | can now report that the FAA has completed its compatibility
determination for the proposed referenced facility.

As you know, the FAA neither approves nor disapproves locations of sanitary landfills,
restricted waste facilities or other similar types of waste disposal operations. We are
concerned with the safety of flight and the protection. of those involved in private and
commercial aviation. Although we can offer advice and guidance on the flight safety impact of
a landfill facility near an airport, final approval or disapproval of the location is the
responsibility of the licensing authority.

In this case the FAA has determined that although the proposed facility is located off airport
property. The subject facility should not be incompatible with airport operations.

The FAA has completed its review of a proposal to construct/expand the existing Seven Mile
Creek Landfill near Cjippewa Valley Regional Airport, Eau Claire, Wisconsin. We concur with
the proposal relative to compatibility standards contained in FAA AC 150/5200-33, but with
conditions identified below:

1. The Landfill Facility must be properly supervised to assure that the bird populations
are not increasing and that appropriate control procedures are being followed.

2. Any increases In bird activity that might be hazardous to safe aircraft operations will
result’in prompt mitigation actions and/or closure of the Landfill.

3. The Landfill Owner/Operator should develop and implement a .Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan based on a zero tolerance policy for birds.

4, The above conditions must be clearly defined via state/local licensing procedures
associated with the establishment of the Landfill.

If you have any questions or need any additional clarification, please feel free to contact us at
(612) 713-4350.

Sincerely,

Michael Pinkley e L
Alrports Program Analyst ' ‘ -
Cc  WBA LB~



. State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Archaeology Office
= ST
( ) WISCONSIN | Telephone: 920-743-2083
l DEPT. OF MATURAL RESOURCES ) mm‘f“ Governor
,Jﬁ\:-:.,gfr 1 8 200]

October 15, 2001

Lori A. Rosemore

Owen Ayres & Associates, Inc.

3433 Oakwood Hills Parkway, Box 1590
Eau Claire, WI 54702-1590

SUBJECT: Superior Seven Mile Creek Landfill, Eau Claire County

|
[:> Dear Ms. Rosemore:;

I have checked Wisconsin Historical Society records, and have determined that there are no
known archaeological sites or historic structures in the area of the proposed expansion of the
Superior Seven Mile Creek Landfill near Eau Claire (T27N, R8W, sections 8-9, 16-17). While
unreported sites may exist, no further review is needed for compliance with §.44.40 Wis. Stats.

Sincerely,

A

|

A s s
. Victoria Dirst, Ph.D.
i

i

K

DNR Archaeologist
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Email Communications



Daigle, Teri

From: Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov

Sent: March 21, 2019 7:43 AM

To: Daigle, Teri

Cc: Oswald, John

Subject: RE: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Seven Mile Creek Landfill Proposed
Expansion

Teri,

Thank you for the additional information. Based on this, the FAA agrees with your conclusion that the 6-mile restriction
from FAA AC 150/5200-34A does not apply to the proposed modifications at the Seven Mile Creek Landfill. As explained
in your documentation, the proposed expansion is a vertical and horizontal expansion of an existing landfill in operation
on or before April 5, 2000.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

From: Daigle, Teri <Teri.Daigle@cornerstoneeg.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2019 2:26 PM

To: Beauchamp, Bobb (FAA) <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Cc: Oswald, John <John.Oswald@Cornerstoneeg.com>

Subject: RE: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Seven Mile Creek Landfill Proposed Expansion

Bobb,

Thank you for responding to our request to review airport setbacks from the Seven Mile Creek Landfill Proposed
Northeast Expansion. A letter was sent in the mail today (and included as an attachment to this email) with a response
to your email dated March 11, 2019 requesting additional information regarding the proposed expansion.

Please let me know if you have any additional questions.

Thank you,

Teri Daigle | Environmental Engineer | Cornerstone Environmental Group — a Tetra Tech company
Direct +1 (630) 410-7231 | Business +1 (877) 633-5520 | teri.daigle@cornerstoneeg.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.



Daigle, Teri

From: Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov

Sent: March 11, 2019 10:00 AM

To: Daigle, Teri

Subject: RE: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed
Expansion

Teri,

Below are the FAA’s responses to your conclusions for the Seven Mile Creek Landfill Proposed Expansion in Eau Claire,
Wisconsin.

You letter asks FAA to consider and respond to two conclusions:

1: There are no airport runways designed and used by turbojet aircraft located within 10,000 feet, or designed and used
by piston-type aircraft within 5,000 feet, of the proposed project site.

FAA Response: Agree. Based on our review of the information you submitted, and our own records, no public-use
airport as defined in 40 CFR Part 258 is within the 10,000’ or 5,000’ range of the landfill site.

2. There are no public airports within a 5-mile radius of the proposed site.

FAA Response: Agree. Based on our review of the information you submitted, and our own records, no public use
airport lies within 5 miles of the landfill site.

2a: The 6-mile area listed in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-34 does not apply because the landfill is being expanded or
modified after April 5, 2000.

FAA Response: Neither agree nor disagree. We note that the Chippewa Valley Regional Airport (EAU) is within 6 miles
of the proposed site, and that our records indicate that EAU is a public use airport serving primarily general aviation
aircraft and scheduled air carrier operations using aircraft with less than 60 passenger seats. This indicates that EAU is
possibly an airport that is subject to the 6-mile restriction found in 49 USC section 44718(d). Per FAA AC 150/5200-34,
the airport must have total annual enplanements consisting of at least 51% of scheduled air carrier enplanements in
aircraft with less than 60 passenger seats. We are still working to verify this last requirement, but it appears that EAU
will also meet this condition.

Your letter does not contain enough information regarding the proposed landfill project for the FAA to reach a
determination as to whether the proposed expansion is also subject to the 6-mile restriction at this time. In order to
provide a response, we will need the following information:

Basic information regarding the nature of the proposed expansion. In particular, whether the proposed expansion is the
construction of a new, discrete cell, or the expansion (vertical or lateral) or modification of an existing cell.

A map depicting the likely location or outline of the proposed expansion.
A brief description of the permits and permitting actions that will be required in order to construct and operate the

proposed expansion. For example, will the proposed expansion require a new permit from the state of WI, or will it
require a modification or renewal of an existing permit?



Once you have provided the additional requested information, we will be able to provide you with a more complete
response to your letter.

From: Daigle, Teri <Teri.Daigle@cornerstoneeg.com>

Sent: Friday, March 08, 2019 9:15 AM

To: Beauchamp, Bobb (FAA) <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Subject: FW: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed Expansion

Bobb,

Has there been any progress on confirming airport setback distances for our two proposed landfill expansions? Could
you provide a timeline for when we can expect a response from your office?

I've attached the original letters for your reference.

Thanks,

Teri Daigle | Environmental Engineer | Cornerstone Environmental Group — a Tetra Tech company
Direct +1 (630) 410-7231 | Business +1 (877) 633-5520 | teri.daigle@cornerstoneeg.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

From: Daigle, Teri

Sent: February 14, 2019 11:29 AM

To: 'Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov' <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Cc: John Oswald (John.Oswald@Cornerstoneeg.com) <John.Oswald@Cornerstoneeg.com>

Subject: FW: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed Expansion

Bobb,

Has there been any progress on confirming airport setback distances for our two proposed landfill expansions? Could
you provide a timeline for when we can expect a response from your office?

I've attached the original letters for your reference.

Thanks,

Teri Daigle | Environmental Engineer | Cornerstone Environmental Group — a Tetra Tech company
Direct +1 (630) 410-7231 | Business +1 (877) 633-5520 | teri.daigle@cornerstoneeg.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

From: Daigle, Teri

Sent: January 9, 2019 12:40 PM

To: 'Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov' <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Subject: RE: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed Expansion

Bobb,



Has there been any progress on confirming airport setback distances for our two proposed landfill expansions? Has your
office been affected by the government shutdown?

Regards,

Teri Daigle | Environmental Engineer | Cornerstone Environmental Group — a Tetra Tech company
Direct +1 (630) 410-7231 | Business +1 (877) 633-5520 | teri.daigle@cornerstoneeqg.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

From: Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Sent: September 7, 2018 12:41 PM

To: Daigle, Teri <Teri.Daigle@cornerstoneeg.com>

Subject: RE: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed Expansion

Teri,

| have received both your emails and attachments containing the notifications for the Advanced Disposal Mallard Ridge
Landfill proposed expansion, and the Advanced Disposal Seven Mile Creek Landfill proposed expansion.

From: Daigle, Teri <Teri.Daigle@cornerstoneeg.com>

Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 9:55 AM

To: Beauchamp, Bobb (FAA) <Bobb.Beauchamp@faa.gov>

Cc: Oswald, John <John.Oswald@Cornerstoneeg.com>

Subject: Airport Setbacks and Concurrence Request for Mallard Ridge Landfill Proposed Expansion

Mr. Beauchamp,

Please find attached an e-copy of a letter requesting your review of airport setback distances for the proposed
expansion at the Mallard Ridge Landfill in Walworth County, Wisconsin. The proposed expansion will include additional
cells adjacent to an existing landfill. Please let us know if you require any additional information or if you’d like a hard
copy mailed to you.

Kind regards,

Teri Daigle | Environmental Engineer
Direct +1 (630) 410-7231 | Business +1 (877) 633-5520 | Fax +1 (877) 845-1456 | teri.daigle@tetratech.com

Cornerstone Environmental, a Tetra Tech Company | Complex World, Clear Solutions™
8413 Excelsior Drive, Suite 160 | Madison, WI 53717 | tetratech.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this
communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

Please consider the environment before printing. Read more



Daigle, Teri

From: Oswald, John

Sent: November 7, 2018 1:31 PM

To: '‘Kent, Aaron T - DNR'

Cc: ‘Coller, Nathan - DNR'; ‘'Lourigan, Joseph J - DNR’; Field, Tyler; Mark Vinall; Tim Curry;
Roche, Dan

Subject: Seven Mile Creek Landfill - Sector 2 NE Expansion - AGIP Additional Information (Lic No.
3097)

Tracking: Recipient Read

‘Kent, Aaron T - DNR'
'Coller, Nathan - DNR'

‘Lourigan, Joseph J - DNR'

Field, Tyler Read: 11/7/2018 1:39 PM
Mark Vinall

Tim Curry

Roche, Dan Read: 11/7/2018 2:12 PM

Aaron,

The purpose of this email is to provide additional information regarding the Advanced Disposal Services Seven Mile
Creek Landfill (SMCL) — Sector 2 Northeast Expansion proposed Alternative Geotechnical Investigation Program
(AGIP). On October 23, 2018, Cornerstone Environmental Group, LLC (Cornerstone) on behalf of SMCL,
submitted an AGIP to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) for the Sector 2 Northeast
Expansion. The WDNR is currently reviewing this submittal.

Since the submittal, Cornerstone has become aware that due to the lack of availability of hollow stem drill rigs, a
Sonic drilling method will need to be utilized to perform the subsurface investigation. Since the Sonic drilling
method is planned to be utilized for the installation of the proposed five boring/well sampled locations, an exemption
is being requested for the collection of standard penetration tests (SPTs) as required by NR 512.09 (1)(d) and NR
507.06 (1)(b) because SPT tests cannot be obtained during this drilling method.

The exemption for SPTs based on the use of this drilling method for landfill geotechnical investigations is justified
for the following reasons:

e Standard penetration test data has previously been obtained during sample collection at 26 borings within
300 feet of the Expansion footprint as identified in the AGIP.

e The unconsolidated soil primarily consists of fine grained sand or silty sand. The sand overlies friable and
weathered sandstone bedrock. Typical blow counts from the attempt to collect split samples in the
friable/weathered bedrock have been 50 over a few inches across the site. The sonic drilling method is more
likely to collect a representative sample from the bedrock than the split spoon method. A rock core will still
be collected from the deepest boring.

e The current conceptual design in the horizontal footprint area indicates that a majority of the unconsolidated
soil will likely be removed during liner construction. As a result, any gathered SPT information will be of
limited value.



e This drilling method has been utilized for other landfill Feasibility Studies within the State of Wisconsin.

We request you provide an email concurrence for the proposed additional exemption request for the Sector 2
Northeast Expansion AGIP, as soon as possible. Please contact me with any additional questions at
John.Oswald@cornerstoneeg.com or by phone at (630) 410-7224.

John C. Oswald, P.G. (WI, MN, IL) | Wi Operations Director/Client Manager
Direct +1 (630) 410-7224 | Mobile +1 (608) 515-4111 | john.oswald@cornerstoneeg.com

Cornerstone Environmental Group, LLC - A Tetra Tech Company
8413 Excelsior Drive, Suite 160 | Madison, WI, 53717 | cornerstoneeg.com | tetratech.com

This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or use of this

communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender by replying to this message and then delete it from your system.

Please consider the environment before printing. Read more



Zander, Jamie

From: Ned Noel <Ned.Noel@eauclairewi.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:32 PM

To: Mockert, Susan

Cc: Stephen Nick

Subject: RE: Follow up

After legal review, our City Attorney Steve Nick says this agreement triumphs local zoning need. New agreement
negotiations on the expansion plans however might be a good time to address the lack of zoning clarity for all parties
involved. Thanks Susan.

Ned Noel
Associate Planner
City of Eau Claire
715-839-8488

From: Mockert, Susan [mailto:Susan.Mockert@Cornerstoneeg.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 11:11 AM

To: Ned Noel

Subject: Follow up

Hello, Ned.

I am checking in to see if you have had time to look through the document | sent on June 26, 2014 and again on July 9,
2014, the Host Fee Agreement between the City of Eau Claire and Seven Mile Creek Landfill. It is our understanding
having read the document that zoning obligations are waived. Please confirm this interpretation of the agreement as
possible. Thank you.

Susan Mockert
Project Scientist / GIS Analyst

8413 Excelsior Drive, Suite 160, Madison, WI 53717
P:630.633.5849 | M: 608.338.9544 | Follow us on LinkedIn!
Susan.mockert@cornerstoneeg.com
www.CornerstoneEG.com
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From: "Lentz,David R" <David.Lentz@dnr.state.wi.us>
To: <jkelly@NRC-INC.NET>
cc: <mwvinall@onyxws.com>, <dasmith@onyxws.com>, "Bischoff,Steve"

<bischoffs@ayresassociates.com>

Date: Tuesday, October 05, 2004 02:49PM
Subject: Onyx 7-mile Creek Landfill and Karner Blue Take and Permitting

Jerry: The attached email message accurately reflects our discussion. Since there is no occupied Karner blue habitat
remaining in the north part of the property slated for impacts, then there is no "take", and therefore no permit for KBB take
is needed. I have the surveys in my possession. The surveys are in order and the surveyor(s) listed are qualified under the
Karner Blue HCP to perform these surveys.

<<Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill KBB Program>>
Let me know if there is anything else I can do. Thanks for all your excellent work on this project.
Dave

David R. Lentz

Karner Blue Butterfly HCP Implementation Coordinator
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Division of Forestry

(608) 261-6451 (voice)

(608) 266-2925 (fax)

(877) 4KARNER (toll free flight information hotline)

Karner Blue Butterfly HCP Home Page:

To: "Lentz, David R" <lentzd@dnr.state.wi.us>
cc: "Bill Poole" <bpoole@NRC-INC.NET>
Subject: Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill KBB Program

Dave:

Attached is a memorandum that summarizes my understanding of our telephone conversation from July. |
reported that we did not find the KBB or wild lupine in the proposed northern expansion areas. You stated that,
because there was no take in these areas, Onyx did not need a permit for the proposed landfill expansion to the
north.

Onyx proposes to continue its pursuit as a full partner in the development of KBB habitat and establishing
populations of the species along the new snowmobile trail corridor.

We would appreciate a written letter of concurrence to the above understanding. Onyx requires documentation

http://namkeal-ntnote1.onyxna.net/mail/dasmith.nsf/2bead48960e1330186256d9c0055b6... 10/14/2004
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of the resolution of any concerns for the KBB for its Plan of Operations comment responses to the WDNR Solid
Waste Bureau.

If you have any questions, please call me at (608) 712-9585.

Thanks,
Jerry Kelly

Natural Resources Consulting, Inc.
Attachments:

KBB_WDNR_memo.doc

http://namkeal-ntnotel.onyxna.net/mail/dasmith.nsf/2bead48960e1330186256d9c0055b6... 10/14/2004



P.0. Box 128
Cottage Grove, WI 53527-0128
608-B39-1998 + Fax 608-839-1995

Natu  Resources Consulling, Inc www.nre-inc.nct

October 1, 2004

Mr. Dave Lentz

Karner Blue Butterfly HCP Coordinator
Division of Forestry

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 7921.

Madison, WI 53707-7921

Subject: Letter Report — Wild Lupine-Karner Blue Butterfly Presence/Absence Survey
Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill, Eau Claire County, WI

Dear Mr. Lentz:

On behalf of Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill, Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. (NRC) conducted a
Level 1: wild lupine (Lupinus perennis) presence/absence survey at the above-referenced site within the
proposed landfill expansion area and throughout the remaining non-active portions of the landfill
property on June 21, 2004. Level 2 Karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis) presence/absence
surveys were conducted at the sites where sufficient numbers and density of wild lupine occurred. Level
2 surveys were conducted once in conjunction with the Level 1 survey and two times during the second
butterfly flight period (August 6 and August 12, 2004 respectively). The purpose of this survey was to
assess the presence of wild lupine and potential for Karner blue butterflies (KBBs) to occur in the areas
proposed for expansion.

Findings

Wild lupine was only observed at 3 locations on the landfill property. There is a small stand of lupine
located on the “Old Town Landfill” portion of the property, just east of the infiltration basin. This stand
is consistent with findings from the 2002 survey. A stand of lupine observed near the north slope of the
infiltration basin during the 2002 survey was not present during this 2004 survey. Other areas of lupine
occur along the access road around the southwest and south sides of the closed landfill cell and along the
existing snowmobile trail. The extent of lupine in these areas is consistent with, or even slightly
expanded, from the 2002 survey results. Some feeding damage was observed at a few locations,
however, the extent of apparent feeding damage was minimal and no adult butterflies were observed
during any of the survey events.

Conclusions
Although the landfill property is located within the known KBB range and wild lupine was observed at 3

locations, KBBs were not observed during the 2004 surveys. The surveys were conducted during periods
when wild lupine and/or the butterflies are typically identifiable and coincided with observation reports



Mr. Dave Lentz Wild Lupine-Karner Blue Butterfly Presence/Absence Survey
October 1, 2004 Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill, Wisconsin

from other areas within the range. Weather conditions during the first flight period (abundant
precipitation and cool temperatures) are suspected to have reduced the overall “hatch” of many butterfly
species in this region including the KBB (personal communication with Dave Lentz, KBB HCP
Coordinator for the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources) and may be a factor in the lack of
butterflies observed at the landfill.

A set of the completed survey report forms are included for your records. As for the proposed landfill
expansion area, no KBB larval habitat (wild lupine) is present therefore, a “Take Permit” should not be
necessary.

Please contact us if you have questions or require additional information regarding this submittal.

Best Regards,
Natural Resources Consulting, Inc.

btitle. R

William R. Poole
Principal Scientist

Attachment
Cc: Don Smith — Onyx Waste Services, Inc.
Mark Vinall - Onyx Seven Mile Creek Landfill, Inc.

Steve Bischoff — Ayres Associates
_ Cathy Carnes — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. Page 2

Specializing in wetland, biological and environmental permitting services



isconsi ar er e utte ly ab tat onservation an
E ectiveness & Se f Monitoring Report Form
Leve 1: Lupine Presence/Absence

Purpose

Report on this form results of lupine presence/absence surveys conducted on shifting mosaic (SM) and new permanency of habitat
(POH) sites during Summer 2004.

General Instructions

If you are using this form for effectiveness monitoring, return the completed form by September 15, 2004 to:

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Attn: HCP Data Manager, ER/4, 101 S. Webster St., PO Box 7821, Madison, Wl 53707-
7921. If you are using this form for self monitoring, summarize results on your Annual Report Form each year and submit a copy of this
form to the WDNR at that time. Questions? Contact Scott Bernstein (608-264-6039; Scott.Bernstein@dnr.state.wi.us) or Dave Lentz
(608-261-6451; lentzd@dnr.state.wi.us). Refer to your monitoring training packet for specific information about monitoring protocols.
Remember to keep a copv of this form for vour recordsl

Partner & Surveyor Information

Are you using this for (check one) [ Effectiveness monitoring elf monitoring
Date of s Name of
Name of surveyor(s) (first and last)
Have you completed monitoring training from the Wisconsin DNR (check one): NO O
If yes, what is the most recent year you attended training: (certification is generally valid for 5 years)

If no, who were you trained by:

Site Location & D n
If this is an a label should be attached below. Please information on label, if needed.
Site code: Coun Management strategy type (check one):
Partner site code Property code: [ Shifting mosaic (forestry / short term habitat)
Site name K Barrens, prairie, or savanna (long term habitat)
Legal description: Township 727N Range Section & [ Right-of-way (long term habitat)
of Quarter NW of Site size [ Other:

Lupine Observations

1 Check here if site is not valid and should be removed from the site pool. Briefly describe reason (e.g. under water, not on partner
If so, please contact Scott Bernstein (608-264-6039) asap so a new site can be

assigned.
1. Lupine survey method (circle one): transects covering entire site  transects covering portion of site
2. Is lupine present on the site? (circle one). ® N  (If no, stop herel)
3. Are there at least 25 or s of lu , at a density of 50 lupine plants/acre, or 25 lupine plants/200 meters for
linear (e.g. righ y) (circle : N
4. Estimate approximate sizes (in acres) of the following: Habitat area: /O _ Lupine area: [ Nectar plant area:_4q
5. Distribution pattern of lupine (circle one) 1) 2 3 4
(scattered patches) (uniform throughout)
6. Number of plants or clumps of lupine (circle one): 10’s 00's 1,000’s 10,000+
7. Relative abundance of lupine (check oney. Dominant, abundant O Locally abundant, frequently encountered
Infrequent, occasional ORare, very few plants seen
8. Additional comments about sites with lupine (check all that apply):
. Browse O Encroaching trees Q Late flowering O Other chemicals
Q Ants O Lots of young plants O Road salt
0O Mildew O Early flowering Q Agricultural sprays

0 Competing with (e.g. bracken, knapweed, sedges, shrubs, etc)

9. Other comments
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Wisconsin Kammer Blue Butterfly Habitat Conservation Plan, Effectiveness Monitoring Report Form
NectarP

Please assess the general availability of nectar plants during each Kamer blue butterfly flight period, and then indicate which individual
nectar plant species are present on the sife during each flight period. Some nectar plants may not be present or flowering during both

flight periods (early flowering species are generally listed before later flowering species in the table).
General availability of nectar plants during 1% flight od Minimal

General availability of nectar plants during 2™ flight iod Minimal

1* flight period 2" flight period flight period 2 flight period

Nectar plants (check if present)  (check if present) Nectar plants check if if

Rock Cress Common milkweed

Wild strawberry milkweed

Violets mot

Dewberry Asters

Blackberry rod

Downy phlox Horsemint

Daisy fleabane N v Lead

Flowering spurge

Leafv spurae

Hawkweed e susan

Yarrow e r New tea

Cinquefoil Ve Ve star

Puccoon Other:

Clover v v e
Site Map

Attach or draw in the space below a site map with lupine patches and nectar plant patches clearly indicated. Supply enough information

for future surveyors to be able to relocate and survey the within the site landmarks, distances, cardinal
directions, transect locations, etc.:B
a
HARDWOIODS =
7}
1

1 a LLC
i

-

[m]
Luywine
Etor infiltra
Baz/ln
Louan e
’?e’“ﬂn—g /
Aecess RA.
Noeth
\
Luphs, p cy/,,m
R YPY #;49!:; ,'/&; FV PINE
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sc si r er @ @ i a se io
ctive ess & Sef on tori epo or
eve 2: ar er e tte y resence sence

Report on this form results of Kamer blue butterfly presence/absence surveys conducted on both shifting mosaic (SM) and permanency
of habitat (POH) sites during Summer 2004.

If you are using this form for effectiveness monitoring, retum the completed form by September 15, 2004 to;

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Attn: HCP Data Manager, ER/4, 101 S. Webster St., PO Box 7921, Madison, W| 53707-
7821 If you are using this form for self monitoring, summarize results on your Annual Report Form each year and submit a copy of this
form to the WDNR at that time. Questions? Contact Scott Bemstein (608-264-6039; Scott.Bemstein@dnr.state.wi.us) or Dave Lentz
(608-261-6451; lentzd@dnr.state.wi.us). Refer to your effectiveness monitoring training packet for specific information about

. Remember to of this form for records/

Are you us this form for (check one): Effectiveness monitoring Self monitoring
2
Name of Cr
Name of surveyor(s) (first and last).
Have you completed effectiveness monitoring training from the Wisconsin DNR (check one): BlYes [ No
If yes, what is the most recent year you attended training: (certification is generally valid for 2 years)
If no, who were you trained by:

If this is an effectiveness a label should be attached below. Please information on label, if needed.
Site rada: Cou Management strategy type (check one):
Partner site code: Property code: O Shifting mosaic (forestry / short term habitat)
Site nam E Barrens, prairie, or savanna (long term habitat)
Legal description: Township7Z 7/A/ Range Section O Right-of-way (long term habitat)

of NW of Site size [ other:

[3 Check here if site is not valid and should be removed from the site pool. Briefly describe reason (e.g. under water, ngt on
partner property):

Are atle e, density of § e plan lup s/200 m
li (e.g. : N stop h ta for Leve )

Complete all information in the table on the reverse side for each survey conducted for Karner blue butterflies.

Date: The first survey may be done during the first Kamer blue butterfly flight period. Second and third surveys are necessary only if
Kamers are not found in the preceeding survey. Both second and third surveys must be done during the second Karner blue butterfly
flight period, with a 3-7 day interval between surveys. If this site was also selected for Level 3 Monitoring, at least two of the three
surveys must be conducted during the second Karner blue butterfly flight period using the transect survey method.

Use the following indicators to help you estimate wind speed:

Mph

<1 Smoke rises vertically

1-3 Wind direction shown by smoke drift

4-7 Wind felt on face, leaves rustle

8-12 Leaves and small twigs in constant motion; small branches sway
13-18 Wind raises dust and loose paper; small branches sway

Version: 5/7/04 Page 1 of 3 P:\KBB Project\Forms, current\Level 2 EM May 04.doc



General survey information and instructions for completing the table below, continued

Wisconsin Kamner Blue Butterfly Habitat Conservation Plan, Effectiveness & Self Monitoring Report Form

r

The two acceptable survey methods are (A): walk entire habitat area, and (B) transect method.

Date (mm/dd/yyyy)

Start time for survey
End time for survey
Minutes spent on survey
Temperature (°F)

Cloud cover (%)

Wind speed (mph)
Survey method (circle one)

Circle the appropriate response for each survey conducted.

Larvae feeding signs
present? (circle ons)

Ants present? (circle one)

Karner larvae present?
(circle one)

Ants tending Karner larvae

present? (circle one)

Karner adults present?
(circle one)

First survey Second survey
& I/oY
7900 or pm VONTE. or pm
78O0 am or SO 30 am or (pm;
70% 94 °
20 /0
A B B
First survey Second survey
Yes No Yes No
Yes Not sure Yes Not sure
Yes Not sure Yes Not sure
Yes Not sure Yes Not sure
Yes Yes

Optional: number of ~~

Optional: number of adults:

Third survey (if needed)
7N ¢ or pm
S, o am or

B
Third survey (if needed)
Yes No
Yes Not sure
Yes Not sure
Yes Not sure
Yes

Optional: number of ~~

Please assess the general availability of nectar plants during each Kamer blue butterfly flight period, and then indicate which individual
nectar plant species are present on the site during each flight period. Some nectar plants may not be present or flowering during both

flight periods (early flowering species are generally listed before later flowering species in the table).

General availability of nectar plants during 1% flight period (circle one): Good  Minimal

General availability of nectar plants during 2" flight period (circle one): Plentiful ~ Good Minimal

Nectar plants 1 flight period 2™ flight period Nectar plants 1* flight period 2™ flight period

(check if present)  (check if present) (check if present)  (check if present)
Rock Cress Common milkweed
Wild strawberry Butterfly milkweed
Violets Bergamot
Dewberry Asters
Blackberry Goldenrod
Downyv phiox Horsemint
Daisy fleabane v Leadplant v NNetovrer blnecoms )
Flowering spurge Coreopsis
Leafy spurge Fleabane
Hawkweed Black-eved susan
Yarrow W v New Jersey tea
Cinquefoil o / Blazina star
Puccoon Other:Hoa,., cttvrzem e v
Clover 7 o Other:Divert atondoldiu L v

Version: 11/8/02

Page2 of 3



Attach or draw in the space below.a site map with Karner observations and Kamner habitat clearly indicated. Karner habitat

Is defined as those areas likely to support Kamner blue butterfiies and of areas of lupine and associated patches
of nectar plants within 1) 50 m of the lupine for shifting mosaic management strategy sites, or 2) 250 m of the lupine for
right-of-way management strategy sites. Supply enough information for future surveyors to be able to relocate and survey
the habitat within the site by including landmarks, waterways, distances, cardinal directions, transect locations, etc.

0 onw, e i)

Lupine ‘
7 23
2 iy

/wP;‘h@
S0 skile Trall

MNorth
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