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I. INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF DOCUMENT 

The purpose of the Scoping Decision Document (SDD) is to present the alternatives, issues and 
impacts that the Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) proposes to study, analyze and 
discuss in the Alternative Environmental Document (AED) for the selection of the comprehensive 
plan for a (possible) new major airport in the Dakota Search Area in Dakota County. 

The New Airport Comprehensive Plan project is being conducted in accordance with the 
Alternative Environmental Review Process proposed by MAC and approved by the Minnesota 
Environmental Quality Board (EQB) on March 19, 1992, and in general accordance with Federal 
Aviation ·Administration Order 5050.4A issued October 8, 1985 by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation. Compliance with FAA Order 
5050.4A ensures that the project will meet the procedural and substantive environmental 
requirements set forth by the Council on Environmental Quality in its regulations implementing 
the National Environmental Policy Act. 

MAC is the designated Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) for the scoping documents and 
the AED. 

Contact Person: 

Nigel D. Finney, Deputy Executive Director, Planning and Environment 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th A venue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450 
(612) 726-8187 ,,, 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

The proposed project is the selection of the comprehensive plan for a new major airport site in 
the Dakota Search Area. Figure 1 shows the l9cation of the site in the Search Area and Figure 
2 depicts a conceptual layout of the plan used for site selection. The comprehensive plan will 
include the size, location and function of the necessary airport facilities - and the local/regional 
facilities needed to accommodate the plan. 
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SCHEDULE 

The tentative schedule of activities for selection of the New Airport Comprehensive Plan is: 

Scoping EA W /Draft Scoping Decision Document (SDD) Availability 
and Beginning of Comment Period 

Public Scoping Meeting 

End of Comment Period 

EQB Review/Comment on SOD 

MAC Adoption of SOD and 
Response to Comments 

Draft Alternative Environmental Document (AED) Availability 
and Beginning of Comment Period 

Public Hearing(s) 

End of Comment Period 

EQB Review/Comment on Final AED 

MAC Adoption of Final AED, Determination 
of Adequacy, and Selection of Comprehensive Plan 

-4-

April 25, 1994 

May 12, 1994 

May 25, 1994 

June 16, 1994 

June 20, 1994 

December 5, 1994 

January, 1995 

February 6, 1995 

March 16, 1995 

April 17, 1995 
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II. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The identification and screening of potential airport runway concepts was presented in the 
Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EA W). Four alternatives were identified for the 
selected runway concept. The alternatives are shown in Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6. 

ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED 

Alternative 4 is eliminated from further consideration because, of the four alternatives, it is 
significantly less efficient operationally. 

The elimination of runway stagger and the proximity of the crosswind runways relative to the 
main runways results in several inefficiencies. First, aircraft landing or departing on the 
outboard runways (about one-third of all aircraft operations) would not have a clear route to/from 
the terminal as afforded by the other three alternatives. Instead, they would be required to cross 
active runways, resulting in numerous delays. 

Second, the elimination of runway stagger would also increase average taxi distances, because 
many aircraft would have to back-track on their route to/from the terminal. 

Finally, the location of the crosswind runways would also require higher cloud ceiling and 
visibility minima to operate the desired three-in/three-out flow through system, reducing the 
percentage of time this most efficient operation mode could be used. More aircraft would have 
to fly past the airport to sequence themselves on the final approach course to one of the main 
parallels instead of flying directly to a crosswind runway - resulting in greater airspace distances 
and air pollution from jet exhaust than the other alternatives. 

Alternative 4 is only about six percent smaller than Alternative 3. Its smaller size would not 
offset its significantly inferior operational characteristics. 

For these reasons, and since there are three remaining alternatives with superior operational 
characteristics, Alternative 4 is eliminated from further study. 

ALTERNATIVES TO BE STUDIED IN AED 

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 will be studied in the AED. 

-5-
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ill. SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

The following issues and concerns are related to the development of a possible new major airport 
in the Dakota Search Area in Dakota County. The list is a summary of comments received on 
the First Phase Scoping Report and input during the Site Selection scoping process. . Additional 
issues may arise during the preparation of the AED and will be included. 

1. The runway configuration. 

2. The major assumptions and forecasts that determine airport facility requirements. 

3. Impact on natural habitat and wildlife (including bird strikes). 

4. Impact on surface water and groundwater (aquifers) and water supply. 

5. Impact on wetlands, floodways and floodplains. 

6. Impact on agricultural land and local agricultural economy. 

7. Potential noise and overflight impacts, including stress-related health disorders. 

8. Impact of solid and hazardous waste disposal . 

9. Impact on historic, architectural, archaeological, and other cultural resources. 

10. • Local and regional impacts due to induced/spin-off development from the new airport. 

11. Cost of land acquisition and cost of needed improvements to the local and regional • 
transportation systems. 

12. Land use compatibility. 

13. Impact on public park and recreation land. 

14. Impact on rare, threatened, endangered and special-concern species. 

15. Social and economic community impacts. 

16. Visual impacts (including light emissions). 

17. Impact on mineral resources production and development. 

18. Site accessibility (travel time) and travel costs to airport users. 

-10-
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19. 

20. 

Consistency with Metro Council policies on MUSA line and agriculture. 

Relocation of people and businesses. 

21. Air quality impacts. 

22. Uncertainty of new airport development for residents in and around the Search Area. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Provisions for utility and acce_ss infrastructures (including sewage treatment plants) to 
service the airport and secondary development areas. 

Effect on regional development. 

Impact on regional transportation system (highways and transit). 

26. Effect on property values in the site area and adjacent areas. 

27. 

28. 

Effect on lifestyle of Dakota County residents. 

Ability to finance new airport development. 
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IV. ANALYSIS OF ISSUES AND IMP ACTS 

ISSUES AND IMPACTS REQUIRING DETAILED ANALYSIS 

The following issues and impact areas were determined in the Site Selection scoping process to 
be potentially significant and to require detailed analysis in the AED. The level of analysis will 
be based on the extent to which the issue or impact varies for each candidate site in-determining 
the best site in the Search Area. Measures to mitigate the impacts will be discussed, where 
appropriate. 

Forecasts 

The airport activity forecasts developed in 1989 for use in the Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
for MSP and for the New Airport Site Selection Study will be updated in the Spring of 1993. 
The updated forecasts will be used in the MSP Long Term Comprehensive Plan Update, the New 
Airport Comprehensive Plan, and for environmental documents relating to these studies. 

The forecast update process was initiated in October 1992, when a public hearing and a series 
of expert panel sessions were conducted to solicit input on forecast methodologies, aviation 
assumptions, and socio-economic assumptions. During these sessions, issues were raised 
regarding the latest socio-economic projections, and uncertainties with various aviation 
assumptions. To address these uncertainties, options for including alternative scenarios, and/or 
sensitivity analyses, have been considered in developing the final forecast methodology. 

Some of the expert panels were reconvened after a preliminary forecast was developed, to review 
the forecasts and the alternative scenarios and/or sensitivity analyses selected. 

Noise 

Noise sensitive areas and facilities (residences, schools, parks, etc.) will be identified and 
analyzed to determine the noise impacts of the candidate sites. The effect of aircraft noise on 
stress-related health disorders will not be determined due to the lack of reliable data showing 
harmful effects. Future day -and nighttime sound levels will be calculated and compared with 
existing levels, state standards and federal criteria. The future sound levels will be calculated, 
using the latest version of the Federal Aviation Administration's Integrated Noise Model-INM 
4.11. Four primary factors will be used: Day Night Level (Ldn), the State L10 descriptor, 
maximum single event levels, and numbers of overflights. 

The DNL metric was developed under the auspices of the U.S. EPA for use in describing 
aircraft noise impacts and other environmental noise impacts. DNL is the logarithmic average 
sound level measured in decibels weighted to closely approximate the sensitivity of the human 
ear. It is based on the yearly average for a 24-hour Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). The metric 
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is weighted to account for increased noise sensitivity between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM with a 
10 dBA (decibels on the A-weighted scale) penalty applied to noise events during that nighttime 
period. The output of the noise model includes a noise contour connecting points of equal noise 
level, which can be used to estimate the number of people and noise sensitive land uses within 
specified Ldn sound levels. For this study, DNL 65 and DNL 60 will be determined for a 
conservative future year. 

The L10 metric is used by the State of Minnesota in setting State noise standards. The L10 is 
based on a sound level in dBA exceeded 10 percent of the time (6 minutes per hour). It is 
calculated for the worst hourly noise condition that could occur off each runway end. It says 
nothing about how often the condition actually occurs, but does show what short-term conditions 
could be in these areas. For this study, L1065 sound levels will be determined. 

The time-above-threshold (TA) is a measure of the time during a 24-hour day that a point on the 
ground experiences aircraft-generated noise above specified levels . The level of 85 dBA 
represents the point at which single-event (not DNL) levels are considered potentially disruptive. 
Unlike the DNL metric, which uses logarithmic averages in its internal calculations, the TA 
metric uses arithmetic means to calculate total noise. This latter technique can better demonstrate 
small changes in noise patterns, and can show changes in noise on a scale commensurate with 
changes in the number of aircraft overflights. 

Peak Sound Exposure Level (SEL) is a calculation of the highest single aircraft A-weighted 
sound level at a specific point on the ground. Comparison of peak SEL for the various 
alternatives at the same geographic points shows various single-event impacts by alternative. 

The analysis of aircraft overflights focuses on areas near the ends of runways. This analysis 
provides a straight forward comparison of runway use by alternative. 

Noise abatement measures and land use compatibility measures will be considered for each of 
the alternatives. Appropriate measures will be addressed for each alternative for comparison and 
to help determine the best comprehensive plan. 

Energy Supply and Natural Resources 

Energy requirements associated with the operation of the New Airport will fall generally into two 
categories: 1) those relating to changed demands for stationary facilities (e.g. airfield lighting and 
terminal building heating), and 2) those involving the movement of air and ground vehicles. 

The provision of power for stationary facilities on the New Airport was addressed in the Site 
Selection AED. Peak power demand projections were determined to be consistent with energy 
planning by potential energy providers (Dakota Electric, Minnegasco, and Northern States 
Power.) 

-13-
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For the alternative layouts considered in the AED, there are no differences in vehicular traffic, 
and therefore no differences in energy consumption between the alternatives. Differences in 
regional vehicular energy consumption between the New Airport, MSP and the No-Build 
alternative will be addressed in the Dual Track Environmental Impact Statement. 

Historical and Architectural Resources 

An intensive-level study will determine the National Register eligibility of the six properties 
within Site 3 and the associated DNL 65 noise contour (the "Area of Potential Effect") that were 
identified by the reconnaissance-level survey as meriting further study. Properties beyond the 
Area of Potential Effect will not be examined at this time, because the impact on these properties 
would be similar for any runway configuration in Site 3. The six properties to be included in 
the intensive survey are Chimney Rock, 16143 Hogan Avenue, 20477 Kirby Avenue, 22005 
Lewiston Boulevard, 17945 Northfield Boulevard, and 8030 - 180th Street. In addition, other 
properties from the reconnaissance-level survey that fall within the Area of Potential Effect for 
Site 3 will be reevaluated in light of the more detailed . contextual information generated by the 
intensive survey. 

A research design will be developed to outline survey objectives, methods, and expected results. 
The research design will be reviewed and approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) before fieldwork and archival documentation is initiated. Evaluation of the National 
Register eligibility of Chimney Rock will be expedited, since it might prove difficult to mitigate 
actions adversely affecting this property. 

Research will be completed at the Minnesota Historical Society Reference Library, the SHPO, 
the Dakota County Historical Society, the Dakota County Courthouse, and additional repositories 
as needed. Sources will include atlases and other maps, deeds, genealogical studies, and 
architectural surveys of other rural areas. A more detailed physical analysis of the six properties 
identified by the reconnaissance survey will also be completed. Inventory forms and the final 
survey report will conform to SHPO guidelines. The report will discuss historic contexts related 
to properties in the Area of Potential Effect and, based on these contexts, will assess the National 
Register potential of the properties. As the Comprehensive Plan is developed for each 
alternative, options that might adversely affect properties eligible for listing in the National 
Register will be avoided or their effect minimized, when possible. 

Archaeological Resources 

The Native American and seven Euro-American properties identified in the Scoping EAW will 
be further analyzed to determine eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). Areas with potential archaeological properties that could not be surveyed during site 
selection will be surveyed (if possible) and analyzed for NRHP eligibility. 
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A research plan will be prepared in consultation with SHPO and FAA, and a report will be 
prepared documenting the results of the analysis, including measures to minimize unavoidable 
impacts. 

Fish, Wildlife and Ecologically Sensitive Resources 

Based on the analysis done for the New Airport Site Selection Study AED, additional analysis 
will be required regarding potential impacts to (1) threatened, endangered and special concern 
plants and animals and (2) potential bird-aircraft hazards. 

The refined analysis of threatened, endangered and special concern species will primarily involve 
three specific sub-issues; (1) the potential for direct impacts to rare plants or plant communities 
within the selected Site, (2) the potential for direct impacts to loggerhead shrike breeding 
territories within or adjacent to the selected Site, and (3) the potential for indirect impacts to 
wintering bald eagles along the Mississippi River corridor in proximity to the selected Site. The 
analytical approach to be taken on each of these issues is discussed in detail below. 

Rare Plants and Plant Communities within Alternative Sites 

Based on the analysis carried out for the New Airport Site Selection Study AED, only two 
locations are known to have rare plants or plant communities that would be potentially affected 
by the selected Site: (1) the Hastings Sand Coulee and (2) the Chimney Rock area. The analysis 
contained in the New Airport Site Selection Study AED strongly suggests that these sensitive 
plant communities can be avoided in the design of the selected Site; however, these locations lie 
near enough to the east and south edges of the selected Site so that more refined analysis is 
necessary to confirm that this is the case. The more detailed level of grading information being 
developed is expected to allow an accurate assessment of potential impacts. 

The relative potential for impacts associated with each alternative will be analyzed and compared. 
If it is confirmed that such resources will be avoided in grading the site, the AED will explore 
measures to ensure their long-term preservation and ways to manage them in a manner that 
fosters increases in both the population and distribution of rare plants. If rare plant resources 
are located in areas where avoidance is impossible, the analysis will include other potential 
mitigation measures such as transplanting or re-establishing such plants in other more protected 
areas within the selected plan alternative. Ongoing coordination will be maintained with the . 
MDNR Natural Heritage Program to ensure that any proposed management or mitigation 
measures are feasible and likely to produce the desired results. 

Rare Wildlife Species within Alternative Sites 

With regard to rare wildlife resources within the selected Site, the only such species needing 
further analysis in the AED is the loggerhead shrike. As indicated in the New Airport Site 
Selection Final AED, loggerhead shrikes may potentially be affected by: (1) loss of breeding and 
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feeding areas due to grading and construction activities associated with the airport and ancillary 
transportation facilities, (2) loss of perching sites due to removal of trees, shrubs, roadway 
ditches, power poles and power lines, and (3) loss of food resources due to mowing of grasslands 
and potential contamination from fuel spills, emissions and de-icing chemicals. The level of 
information available during the preparation of the Site Selection AED was only detailed enough 
to assess the comparative impacts of anticipated mass grading operations on known shrike 
breeding territories. 

Because more grading and site design information will be available, a more detailed analysis of 
the above-listed potential impacts to loggerhead shrikes will be prepared. Ongoing coordination 
will be maintained with the Minnesota County Biological Survey to ensure that any newly 
discovered shrike breeding territories are included in the analysis. Where a given alternative 
would result in the direct loss of any area having past recorded sightings, the specific habitat 
characteristics surrounding such areas will be analyzed in detail to provide a model for potential 
mitigation measures. 

Loggerhead shrike mitigation measures to be discussed in the AED will include: (1) the potential 
for re-creating habitat characteristics favored by shrikes in more protected areas within the 
selected Site, (2) easements to protect known shrike breeding areas beyond the boundaries of the 
selected Site, (3) landowner education programs, and (4) habitat management programs. The 
MDNR Heritage Program staff will be asked to provide input on additional measures that can 
be incorporated into the planning of the selected plan to preserve and enhance the availability 
of permanent loggerhead shrike habitat. 

Wintering Bald Eagles on the Mississippi River Corridor 

As described in the New Airport Site Selection AED, a portion of the Mississippi River corridor 
lies adjacent to the north and east airport search area boundaries. This area is utilized by bald 
eagles for nesting, as a migration stop and as a wintering area when ice conditions are favorable. 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 will involve river overflights at various altitudes depending on the • 
ultimate orientation of runways and the distance to the river. The bald eagle impact analysis 
carried out in the Site Selection AED will be refined to analyze in more detail the operational 
characteristics of the various design concepts for the selected Site. This analysis will again 
document the approximate location, frequency and altitude of anticipated overflights and compare 
this data to known eagle use areas along the river corridor. Of primary importance is the 
potential for impacts to nests, traditional night-roosting locations and major feeding areas. 

As part of this analysis, ongoing coordination will be undertaken with the MDNR Nongame Pro­
gram to update existing information on eagle use areas along this reach of the Mississippi River. 
No significant adverse impacts to known eagle nesting or night-roosting areas have yet been iden­
tified in relation to the alternatives. If new eagle nests or night-roosts are found in the course of 
the study, additional analysis will be carried out using the same approach as with prior nests and 
roosts. Should any potential for adverse impacts to bald eagles be identified, potential mitigation 
measures will be explored in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and MDNR. 
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Bird-Aircraft Hazards 

The New Airport Site Selection Final AED included a relatively detailed analysis of potential 
bird-aircraft hazards. This analysis will be further refined. Additional coordination will be 
undertaken with the MDNR and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain any available 
updated information on bird populations and movements relating to the selected Site and potential 
bird concentration areas. Some field observations will be carried during migration periods in 
the areas previously identified as likely bird concentration areas and movement corridors. This 
field data will eventually be supplemented by more intensive field surveys to be carried out 
during the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement, comparing the impacts of 
constructing a new airport against those of implementing improvements at Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport. 

The potential for bird-aircraft conflicts associated with the comprehensive plan alternatives will 
be analyzed based on the following elements: 

(1) the existing and projected character and distribution of wetland resources in the area 
around the alternatives; 

(2) any updated information on concentrations and movements of waterfowl and wading birds 
(e.g., herons and egrets) based on MDNR and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service records; 

(3) 

(4) 

field data collected during migration periods; 

projected aircraft arrivals and departures, flight tracks and altitudes; and 

(5) relative seasonal and temporal distribution of bird and aircraft movements. 

The results of the above analysis will be used to compare the distribution of aircraft and birds 
in space and time for each alternative. Based on this analysis, it will be determined whether the 
alternative poses any significant potential for bird-aircraft conflicts. If a potential problem with 
bird-aircraft hazards is found, appropriate mitigation measures will be developed. 

Wetlands 

The wetland impact estimates contained in the AED for the New Airport Site Selection Study 
will be substantially refined in the New Airport Comprehensive Plan AED. In addition to 
information obtained from National Wetland Inventory Maps, several additional sources of data 
will be utilized to refine earlier estimates of wetland acreage potentially affected by the 
alternatives. Refinements will be made based on; (1) the location and distribution ofhydric soils 
shown on the SCS Soil Survey for Dakota County, (2) FSA/FACT A wetland determinations done 
by the SCS, (3) wetland delineations done during the processing of no-net-loss certifications 
under the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act of 1991, and ( 4) field reviews of any 
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alternatives is expected, as the terminal area remains the same among the alternatives, with the 
location of the runways and other on-site facilities moving. However, if employment 
concentrations on-site differ between the alternatives or the location of traffic intensive uses (i.e. 
air cargo/trucking facilities) with different access points, these alternatives may impact the local 
roads in different manners and would therefore be assessed. 

The roadway network for each alternative will replicate as closely as possible a realistic design. 
The most current available socio-economic data will be used as the basis for trip generation. The 
best available regional travel demand forecast model will be used in the analysis. Information 
gathered by the 1990 Travel Behavior Inventory Special Generator Study from the current airport 
will be used as needed. The potential for induced development from the alternatives will be 
assessed. 

Modeling, using capacity constrained techniques, will be conducted for both daily and peak-hour 
conditions. The impact of the directional distribution on road capacities will be evaluated for the 
peak hour. An analysis will be performed to identify the routes used by airport traffic. Issues 
to be addressed include an analysis of the impacts on the bridges across the Minnesota and 
Mississippi Rivers that serve the area, and an evaluation of the regional accessibility of the site 
in the terms of travel times and distance for each scenario. 

As this phase is to address only impacts which differ between the alternative plans, many impacts 
will still need to be addressed in the final comparison between a new airport in Dakota County, 
an expansion of MSP, and a no-build scenario. Impacts and items to be addressed in future 
phases include the following: 

More in-depth analysis of roadway requirements to provide access to site; 
Analysis of environmental impacts and costs of additional roadways, new alignments, and 

additional laneage; 
Express transit routes between the two central business districts and the airport site and 

the impacts of such routes; 
Travel demand management; 
Public safety; 
Interconnectivity of regions within the state and areas within the region; 
Impacts of new roadway system on adjoining communities; 
Impacts of refined induced development assumptions; 
Analysis of impacts on principal arterials providing access to site; and 
Analysis of trends in automobile and truck traffic from outside the metropolitan area, and 

potential changes between the MSP site and new airport site. 
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Social Impacts 

a) Residential, Business, and Non-Profit Organization Relocation 

The number of persons to be displaced will be determined, including detailed characteristics to 
identify the total number of persons impacted and sensitive populations ( children, elderly, 
disabled, group quarters, etc.) which may require special relocation considerations. A profile 
of racial, income, family, and household characteristics will also be determined for each 
alternative. Detailed 1990 U.S. Census Bureau information will be used, to the extent available, 
to obtain this information and as a supplement to other currently available data. The number of 
households to be displaced and their occupancy characteristics, including replacement valuation, 
and estimated supply and availability of replacement housing in the region, will be identified in 
general terms and ultimately determined in a detailed relocation study when an alternative is 
selected. 

The number of non-farm businesses and employees to be displaced will be determined. Unique 
farm and non-farm businesses (those that are site dependent for survival) will also be analyzed. 

Non-profit organizations (places of worship, social service organizations) will be identified. An 
assessment of the impacts to these organizations will be presented in the AED. 

b) Community Disruption 

The differences between the alternatives in the level of immediate and secondary community 
disruption associated with reducing or eliminating neighborhoods, non-farm businesses, roads 
and community facilities such as schools and places of worship, will be determined. The 
significance to the local area, metropolitan region and state of this disruption (i.e., increased 
travel, replacement facility requirements, taxable property valuation loss and valuation impacts 
to remaining areas, community identity fracturing) will be the product of this analysis. 

Local and Regional Land Use and Comprehensive Planning Compatibility 

Specific land use impacts to be analyzed in the AED include an analysis of community impacts 
on the City of Vermillion (as a result of shifting the location of the northern crosswind runway), 
an analysis of the impacts on the City of Hastings (specifically on growth potential given the 
shifting of the location of the northern crosswind runway), and the impacts. on the Townships of 
Vermillion and Marshan (as a result of the different sizes of the site boundary under the four 
alternatives). 

The AED will only address impacts which differ between the alternative airport layout plans. 
Many impacts will still need to be addressed in the final comparison between a new airport in 
Dakota County, an expansion of the current site, and a no-build scenario. Impacts and items to 
be addressed in future phases include the following: 
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Analysis of how adjacent communities would be affected by road improvements needed 
by the airport; 

Governance issues; 
Impact on regional structure and economic well-being of communities within the region; 
Induced development 

Farmland Impacts 

The number of acres of commercial farmland, agricultural preserves, and prime and unique 
farmlands taken for each of the alternatives will be quantified. Farmland isolation, severance, 
and triangulation impacts will be determined. The applicability of the agricultural land impacts 
to the Farmland Protection Policy Act will be determined, which will necessitate coordination 
with the U.S.Department of Agriculture, the Minnesota Department of Agriculture, and Dakota 
County Soil Conservation Service. If such lands are identified, then Form AD-1006 will be 
submitted for review and comment to the Dakota County Soil Conservation Service. 

Additional farmland impacts will be addressed, including the significance of the loss of farmland 
and agricultural production areas (as businesses) to the local agricultural economy, to the extent 
that the alternatives differ significantly. 

Impacts on Water Resources 

Water Resources Impacts 

Estimates of site runoff volumes and loadings will be refined based on conceptual layouts of the 
new airport facilities. Storm water runoff modeling will be done incorporating the impervious 
areas for major facilities on site for the alternatives with the largest area within the site boundary 
and the smallest area within the site boundary. This information will be utilized in developing 
a preliminary conceptual layout and sizing of major site drainage and stormwater management 
features including wet detention basins, major drainageways and site run-on control berms. 

Applicable Standards, major issues and inajor constraints will be identified and discussed in 
relation to their potential impact on design of stormwater management facilities for the new 
airport site. 

Contaminant loading estimates will be refined using previously identified estimated contaminant 
concentrations used in the Site Selection AED and the refined runoff modeling data. Approaches 
to reducing contaminant loadings will be discussed; however, no water quality impact modeling 
will be performed at this stage due to the preliminary level of site conceptual design information 
available. 
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Options for treatment facilities for sanitary/industrial wastewater will be discussed. Potential 
space requirements for an on-site treatment facility will be identified. Conceptual design of a 
treatment facility and potential impacts analysis of such a discharge will not be done at this stage 
of plan development. 

Water-Related Land Use Issues 

Applicable requirements of the Vermillion River Watershed Management Plan will be discussed 
relative to their potential impact on storm water management facilities for the alternatives. 

Soils/Geology/Hydrogeology 

Soil types present on site will be taken into account in the refined hydrologic modeling done to 
estimate runoff quantities that will have to be managed. Location of wet detention basins will 
take into account areas of the site with greater than 50 feet of cover over bedrock. 

No additional analysis of potential groundwater impacts will be performed at this time due to the 
preliminary nature . of design data available for facilities within the site. 

The Dakota County groundwater protection plan will be reviewed relative to requirements 
pertinent to airport facilities if available. 

Floodplains 

Encroachment of the alternatives on floodway and floodway fringe areas will be analyzed to 
determine the risk of flooding and differential impacts on the natural and beneficial floodway 
fringe area values. 

Airport Development Costs 

The differential costs of developing each alternative will be estimated. The costs will include 
site preparation, land acquisition, improvements to the local and regional transportation systems 
(including transit), airport facilities, utilities, sewer interceptors, sewage treatment plants, and 
relocation of residents and businesses. 
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ISSUES AND IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING DETAILED ANALYSIS 

The following issues and impact areas have been determined to be not significant and therefore 
will not be analyzed. It should not be inferred that these issues/impact areas are less important 
than the others. If potentially significant impacts are identified during preparation of the AED, 
they will be analyzed in detail and mitigation measures will be determined. 

Impact on Mineral Resources Production and Development 

No mineral resource production has been identified in Site 3. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

There are no adverse noise or visual impacts due to overflights on the Lower St. Croix and 
Cannon Rivers - based on FAA noise compatibility criteria and Memoranda of Agreement 
between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Park Service of the U.S. 
Department of the Interior and the FAA (stating that overflights be limited to 2,000 feet or 
higher). Site 3 arrivals will be above 2,000 feet and departures above 5,000 feet. 

Public Parks, Recreation Land and Refuges 

There are no publicly-owned parks, recreation areas, and protected wildlife or refuge areas 
affected by the alternatives. 

Other Issues and Impacts 

The following issues and impact areas have essentially the same impact for each alternative and 
will therefore not be analyzed in the AED. They will require detailed analysis in the EIS. If 
significant differences between the alternatives are identified, then a detailed analysis will be 
performed in the AED. 

• Water supply 
• Wastewater treatment 
• Induced development and effect on regional development 
• Regional transportation system (highways and transit) 
• Solid and hazardous waste disposal 
• Regional air quality analysis for conformity with the State Implementation Plan and the 

Clean Air Act Amendments 
• On-airport construction impacts (noise, dust, runoff, etc.) 
• Glycol deicing fluid treatment, discharge and mitigation measures 
• Ability to finance a new airport 
• Visual impacts 
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V. PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

Two advisory committees have been formed to monitor and provide input on technical and policy 
issues relating to the preparation of the New Airport Comprehensive Plan and AED - the New 
Airport Technical Advisory Committee and the Dual Track Task Force. The Technical Advisory 
Committee is comprised of staff representatives of the affected cities, townships, county and 
regional, state and federal agencies, and representatives of airport users and local interest groups. 
The Technical Committee will review the technical approach and products of the process. 

The Dual Track Task Force is comprised of elected officials or representatives of the affected 
cities, townships, county, regional, state and federal agencies, airport users and local interest 
groups. The Task Force will review the process and products for the New Airport and MSP 
technical and environmental studies, and provide policy advice to the MAC. 

The State Advisory Council established by the legislature will be kept informed of the progress 
of the study. The general public will be kept informed through a series of public information 
meetings, newsletters, informational brochures, press conferences and news releases, as 
appropriate. They will have opportunities to comment both informally and formally. Formal 
input will be solicited at the AED public hearing. Informal input from the public can be 
provided at meetings of the advisory groups, and at public information meetings which will be 
scheduled at key points in the study. The MAC contact person and/or its consultant will be 
available to provide information and receive input throughout the study. 

SCOPING PUBLIC MEETING 

A public meeting was held Thursday, May 12, 1994 at Hastings Middle School in Hastings, 
Minnesota and the Scoping EA W and Draft Scoping Decision Document were presented. 
Approximately 85 persons attended, of which 25 made comments. A transcript of the meeting 
is available for review at the MAC offices. 

The comment period ended May 25, 1994 and 23 written comments were received. The 
comments and responses are presented in Appendix A. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON THE 

SCOPING DOCUMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Appendix A is a summary of responses to substantive written and 
oral comments on the Scoping Document and Draft Scoping 
Decision Document. Comments . were received at the scoping 
public meeting and by mail during the comment period. All 
written comments and a transcript of the public meeting are 
available for review at the Metropolitan Airports Commission 
offices. 
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GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Several commenters raised issues, concerns or impacts that are important to comparing the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan with the MSP Long-Term Comprehensive Plan and the "no action" alternative -
but are not important to the selection of the best comprehensive plan for a potential new airport in Dakota 
County. The Alternative Environmental Document (AED) will address all identified issues, concerns and 
impacts that relate to the selection of the best New Airport Comprehensive Plan alternative. The level 
of analysis in the AED will focus on the differences between the three plan alternatives. Issues, concerns 
and impacts relevant to a decision between a potential new airport, development of the existing airport, 
the no action alternative, and other feasible alternatives will be evaluated in the EIS at the next stage in 
the process. Some of the EIS work will be undertaken prior to completion of the AED, to provide more 
time to cover the issues in detail. 

The following is a summary of oral and written 
comments received at the public scoping 
meeting 

1. There was inadequate notice of the meeting; 
people in Wisconsin were not notified. 

2. The scoping document is not comprehensive 
in its assessment of the impacts. 

3. Several people questioned the need for a 
new airport; the existing airport can 
accommodate the projections for the future. 

Response 

1. Notice of the meeting was published in the 
May 5, 1994 edition of the Prescott Journal, 
Prescott, Wisconsin. 

2. The purpose of the scoping document is to 
determine which impacts are potentially 
significant and therefore require detailed 
analysis; the assessment of these impacts 
will occur in the AED. 

3. The legislation mandating the Dual Track 
process is not to determine if a new major 
airport is needed, but to evaluate alternative 
ways to meet future demand. The 
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legislation calls for the preparation of two 
development plans to satisfy the air 
transportation needs for a 20-year period -
one for the existing airport and one for a 
new airport - and a report to the legislature 
with recommendations by MAC and the 
Metropolitan Council on major airport 
development in the metropolitan area and on 
acquiring a site for a new major airport. 
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The following is a summary of oral and written 
comments received at the public scoping 
meeting 

4. Several commenters have expressed the need 
for information on the potential impacts of 
- induced development around the new 
airport site, ground access, wastewater 
treatment, water supply and glycol deicing 
treatment/discharge - and this information 
should not be deferred to the EIS. 

5. Request for extension of the 30-day 
comment period on the scoping documents. 

;:;) 

Response 

4. The potential impacts of these concerns are 
essentially the same for each AED 
alternative and therefore will not help in 
selecting the best alternative. 

Induced development, water supply, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment 
(including aircraft deicing), and ground 
access will be evaluated in the 
comprehensive plan for the selected 
alternative which will be prepared 
concurrently with the AED. Work has 
already begun on a number of the areas and 
will be completed in coordination with 
affected parties. 

5. In order to meet the legislated completion 
date, MAC established a 30-day comment 
period for scoping documents and 60 days 
for Draft AED 's and the Draft EIS. 
However, comments received later than the 
specified comment period will be 
considered, but may not receive a written 
response in the final document. 
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TO : Ms. Jenn Unruh 

6120 Earle Brown Dr., Rm 650 
Brooklyn Center, MN 55430 

Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

FROM: Kim Steffen, Area Resource Soil Scientist, Soil 
Conservation Service, USDA, Brooklyn Center 

DATE: May 3, 1994 

RE : Alternative Environmental Document (AED) Scoping 
New Airport Ccmprehecs~va Plan 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above 
report . I have several concerns that need to be addressed. 

Figure 23 in the report is a Prime Farmland map. The prime 
farmland acres in Table 8, page 25 of the report references 
this map. The legend indicates that the source of the 
information is the Soil Conservation Service, USDA. I 
contacted Dakota County and they informed me that the 
digital files and the attribute data for the Dakota County 
soil survey were provided to MAC . Dakota County contracted 
with a vendor to have the soil survey digitized. The 
digitized soil survey of Dakota County is not a product of 
the Soil Conse?:vation Service. The map is a digital 
representation based on the published soil survey and should 
be referenced as such. 

Table e on page 25 of t"he repo:-t states that there are 6, 2271 
acres of prime farmland soils within the site. Some of that 
acreage includes soil mapunits as prime farmland if 
adequately drained for crop production. Figure 23 could 
include a footnote to indicat~ whaL the acreage represents . 

The form AD-1006 addressing the Farmland Protection Policy I 
Act (FPPA) also addresses Statewide Important Farmland. The 
attribute data for the digitized soil survey would not have 
a table that shows which soil mapunits are considered 
st·atewide important farmland. It might be useful to list 
both prime and statewide important farmland soil acreaqes in 
Table 8. -

I have enclosed copies of the AD-1006, and revised lists of 
both Statewije I~portant ?armland and Pri~e Farmland soil 
mapunits for Dakota County. 

If you questions concerning the above comments, please 
contact me at !612) 566-2941. 

C r,.. $oj CD"tervetio,, SeNte• 
._ • .,. 10,.~yof ttie 

V::::::!/ 0e,oa'1T'Mnt or Ao,cuitur1 
AN E~UAL OPPCATVNITV EMPLO•EA 

A. 

B. 

C. 

A. Although Dakota County furnished the digitized soil 
survey, Mr. Jeff Schmidt of your Farmington office 
supplied HNTB with the prime farmland soils map 
units (dated 5/15/91) used to generate Figure 23. 

8. The prime farmland table in the AED for each 
alternative will differentiate the acreage of soil that 
would be prime farmland if adequately drained. 

C. This will be done for each alternative in the AED. 
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MAP 
3YMBOL 

• 2B 
27A 
278 
39A 
39B 
3992 
49B 
98 
106B 
109 
113 
114 
129 
lSOB 
176 
203B 
208 
213B 
226 
239 
150 

52 
;3 
5 
98 

.SA 
SB 
9A 
98 

.n9 
313 
318 
320B 
3429 
344 
377a 
378 
)829 
409B 
!U.A 
:lB 
:4 

.. .;93 
453 
465 

~B --,r:~6 
1821 
l927A 
18273 
18949 
18953 
18963 
1902B 

CODE MAP UNIT NAME 

PR!ME FA."-'1LAND 
DAKOTA CCUNTY 

11/93 

l OSTRANDER LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
l DICKINSON SANDY LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 DICKINSON SANDY LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 • WADENA LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLO?ES 
l WADENA LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
l WADENA LOAM, l TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES, ERODED 
1 ANTIGO SILT LOAM, 1 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES 
3 COLO SILT LOAM, OCCASIONALLY FLOODED 
1 LESTER LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
2 CORDOVA SILTY CLAY LOAM 
2 WEBSTER CLAY LOAM 
2 GLENCOE SILTY CLAY LOAM 
l CYLINDER LOAM 
1 SPENCER SILT LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
2 GARWIN SILTY CLAY LOAM 
1 JOY SILT LOAM, 1 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES 
2 KATO SILTY CLAY LOAM 
l KLINGER SILT LOAM, 1 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 LAWSON SILT LOAM 
1 LE SUEUR LOAM 
1 KENNEBEC SILT LOAM 
2 MARSJ-J.AN SILTY CLAY LOAM 
2 MAXCREEK SILTY CLAY LOAM 
2 MAYER SILT LOAM 
1 OTTERHOLT SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 PORT BYRON SiLT LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 PORT BYRON SILT LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 ROCKTON LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 ROCKTON LCJ\M, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 LINDSTROM SILT LOAM, 1 TO 4 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 SPILLVILLE LOAM, OCCASIONALLY FLOODED 
2 MAYER LOAM, SWALES 
1 TALLULA SILT LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
l KINGSLEY SANDY LOAM, 3 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES 
2 QUAM SILT LOAM 
l MERTON SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
2 MAXFIELD SILTY CLAY LOAM 
1 BLOOMING SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 ETTER FINE SANDY LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 WAUKEGA..'11 S!LT LOAM, 0 TO 1 PERCEXT SLC?ES 
l WAUKEGAN SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCE~'T SLOPES 
2 HANEL SILT LOAM 
1 CRYSTAL LAKE SILT LOAM, 1 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 MINNEISKA LOAM, OCCASIONALLY FLCODED 
5 KALMARVILLE SANDY LOAM, FREQUENT:Y FLOODED 

1 KINGSLEY-LESTER COMPLEX, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 KENNEBEC VARIANT SILT LOAM 
3 ALGANSEE SANDY LOAM, OCCASIONALLY FLCODED 
1 WAUKEGAN SILT LOAM, BEDROCK SUBSTRATUM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPE . 
1 WAUKEGAN SILT LOAM,BEDROCK SUBSTRATUM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 WINNEBAGO LOAM, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 CARMI LOAM, 2 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 OSTRANDER-CARMI LOAMS, 2 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 
1 JEWETT SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES 

1. ALL AREAS ARE PRIME FARMLAND 
2. PRIME WHERE DRAINED 
3. PRIME WHERE PROTECTED FROM FLOODING 
S. PRIME WHERE DRAINED AND EITHER PROTECTED FROM FLOODING-OR FLOODING 

IS LESS OFTEN THAN TWO YEARS DURING THE GROWING SEASON 



r 
f 

r I 

r ·1 

I l 

~ 

2C 
39C 
39C2 
41A 
41B 
94C 

LI I 
l00A 
l00B 
106C 
l05C2 
155B 
285C 

ti I 
279C 
299C 
320C2 
342C 
411C 
415A 

I l I 
415B 
495 
522 
539 
545 
888C 

t: I 
889B 
889C 
8958 
963C2 
1815 
1821 
1827C 
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Additional Farmland of Statewide Importance 

Dai<:ota Count.y 

11/93 

Name 

Ostrander loam , 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Wadena loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Wadena loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded 
Estherville sandy loam, Oto 2 percent slopes 
Estherville sandy loam , 2 to 6 percent slopes 
Terril loam, 4 to 12 percent slopes 
Copaston loam, Oto 2 percent slopes 
Copaston loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 
Lester loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Lester loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded 
Che t ek sandy loam 3 to 8 percent slopes 
F~~t Byron silt loam 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Ctterholt silt loam, 6 to 15 percent slopes 
Rockton loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Tallula silt loam , 6 12 percent slopes, eroded 
Kingsley sandy loam, 8 to 15 persent slopes 
Waukegan silt loam , 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Kanaranzi loam, Oto 2 percent slopes 
Kanaranzi loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 
Zumbro fine sandy loam 
Boots muck 
Palms muck 
Rondeau muck 
Kingsley-Lester complex, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Wadena-Hawick complex, 2 to 6 percent slopes 
Wadena-Hawick complex, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Kingsley-Mahtomedi-Spencer complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes 
Timula- Bold silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
Zumbro loamy fine ·sand 
Algansee sandy loam, occasionally flooded 
Waukegan silt loam, bedrock substratum, 6 to 12 percent slopes 
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;, P,rc1nt19r 01 Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To St Convrntd 0 a I 0 i 
) . •tl"Clnt.291 Of F1rm.11nd In Govt . Juris.diction Wtth S.arnl Or Hi9htr A~ive V11u, I I I 
RT V (To o, compleud bv SCSI Land E11luation Criterion . . I I Rtlatlvt V1lue Of Farmland To Bf Convened (Sc,/,,of Oto IOOPoinrr) ; 

LI 
i I I 

I 
RT VI /To bt compln•d by Ftdm1/ Ag,ncy) I M,i.,murn I 

1 Asntat1\l,,11 C~rtrtl /Th..,. crinria •rt uot•;n,d in l CF., UI.J(bl ~,,,t'ltt ; I 

I. Ana In Non11rban Use I l~ I~ 15 I I~ I 
2. P1rimeter In Nonurban Un 10 10 10 10 
J. Prrcant Of Sit■ 8e,~ Farme<l 20 2..Q. 2_0 20 
.i . Piot■tt,on ?rov,d~ By S:1tt And L:it:11 Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area l.5 I 10 I 10 ! 10 I 

20 20 I 20 , 20 

I_] 
6. Ois:.ance io Urban S1100011 Services l.5 I 10 I 10 I 10 I 
i . !\in Of P,,11nt Farm Uni: Compared To Averaqc 10 I 10 I lQ i lO I 

8. Crnt1on Of Nonfarmabtt Farmland 10 I 10 I 10 I 10 I I 

~- A•11l1bilitv Of Farm S.,p:ort Servit!I 5 i 5 I s I 5 I 
10. On•F,rm lnvntmtnu I 20 I '0 I '!O I ?0 I 

I l . 
11 . E !feet, Of Conversion On Farm Sucoon Strv icai 10 9 i q I q I 
12. C:imo3tibilirv Witn Exitt;na Aoricul:llral Use 10 I ~ I : :; I 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS I 160 I 145 ! 14!, I 145 I 
I 

\RT VII /To oe comol•t~ by ~tt1u1/ A~y/ ! ! ! I 

?.elltiv• \JJlut Of Fumland fF,om Pin VJ i 100 I ! I I 

LI 
J,ri~J~!:,;,A:;:~smtnl (From i'm VI ,bovioriToc~, I 160 ! 
TOT AL POINTS (Tora/ ol above 2 firm/ j 260 I 

te Setecttd : Site 3 is ?~~!ert"@d l Oaa Cl S<!tee:•on August 1993 

I 

I vu, ~ Loc.,1 ~ .u Autt1mff'11 t..1tc2' 

Yu W No ~ 

UIO" ~o, Stttct,on· 

Site 3 hu the least di!:u;,tive 3ocial, economic, 3nd envtr:inme:ital Ul1)&Cts; 1:1aximiu9 
aiq1ort 01)et3t1.:ir:.al eH1c1tncy 'O.eeds; and m1ui:11izu diff41rent~al devtlo1>1unt co 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Ms. Jenn Unruh 

BUREAU or ~11:'~ES 
lntermountain Fi<!Jd ~ration, Center 

P.O. Box 2508/j 
Building 20, Denver FedfraJ Center 

Oen,·n, Colorado 80225 

Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South, Room 102 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450 

Dear Ms . Unruh: 

rm- • =---
·- -- . 

May 5, 1994 

Subject: Alternative Environmental Document (AED) Scoping New 
Airport Comprehensive Plan Dual Tract Airport Planning 
Process 

Personnel of the Intermountain Field Operations center, Bureau of 
Hines, reviewed the subject document for conflict with mineral 
resources and mineral-producing facilities, as requested. As we 
understand it, the proposed project involves the construction of a 
new airport south of Hastings, Dakota County, Minnesota. 

The U. S. Bureau of Mines' primary concern ls potential project 
impacts to mineral resources, mineral production facilities, and 
potential mineral development. An examination of library and file 
data, without the benefit of field investigation, revealed that 
clay, limestone-dolomite, and sand and gravel have been mined on or 
near the proposed airport . site. Our records show at least two 
active limestone-dolomite quarry operations within 2 miles of the 
proposed airport. 

Although w~ ~ave no obj~ction to the proposed airport, we suggest 
that the final environmental report include a description of 
mineral resources and production facilities, and a discussion of 
potential impacts, either adverse or beneficial, on mineral 
production and development. If no adverse impacts are identified, 
a statement to that effect should be included. Such an inclusion 
would inform document users that mineral resources had been 
considered during project planning. 

We appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on the subject 
document. Our comments are drawn from available informat i on, are 
provided on a technical assistance basis only, and may not reflect 
the position of the Department of the Interior. 

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Wood at (303) 236-
0451 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Hark H. Hibpshman 
Supervisory Physical Scientist 

rhw/cvl 

I 
A. 

A. A description of affected mineral resources and 
production facilities w ill be included in the AED; the 
discussion of potential impacts will be included in 
either the AED or EIS, whichever is appropriate. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

!',;.-\TION.-\1 . 1'.-\IU- SER\"IC:E 
Muh,.T"I Re,i:iott 

17~_1.acl\tlll ~llr('I 
N1trt,·au1• tn t hn.ih.1. ~rhra,L, t;.~10:1-'..'!til 

L1619 IHWR-PQ) 
LBO {HISS l MAY 1 6 1~ 

Hr. Nigel D. Finney 
Deputy &xecutive Director 
Planning and &nvironment 
Metropolitan Airports Coaaission 
Minneapolis-Saint Paul International Airport 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450-2799 

Dear Hr. Finney, 

This is to provide early coordination connents for the 
conprehensive plan for a possible new replace~ent airport in 
Dakota County, Minnesota. The early coordination package you 
submitted to us indicates that an Alternative Environ~ental 
Document (AED) will be prepared for the comprehensive plan. 

ALTERNA'I'IVE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PRQCESLCOHMENTS 

We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and 
draft Scoping Decision Document (SDD) included in your early 
coordination package to facilitate scoping for this project. The 
EAW states that a AED is similar to an environnental impact 
statement (EIS), except that only alternative airport runway 
conc~pts within site 3, will be considered at this stage . Other 
reasonable alternatives to acco~plish long-ter~ air 
transportation needs of the region, and the no-action 
alternative, will be evaluated in an EIS at a later stage. The 
schedule for the new airport conprehensive plan included in the 
EAW indicates that the AED process will be completed in late 1994 
or early 1995, with selection of a new airport plan. The scoping 
process for the EIS which would evaluate other reasonable 
alternatives, as well as the no action alternative, is not 
scheduled to begin until after a final new airport plan for site 
3 has been selected through the AED process. 

We believe this schedule is contrary to the intent of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Council on 
Environmental Quality's Regulations tor implenenting HEPA state 
that an EIS shall b~ prepared early enough so that it can serve 
practically as an important contribution to the decision-making 
process and will not be used to rationaliz~ or justify decisions 
already aade (section 1502.5) . 

If a runway concept for site 3 is selected before an EIS is even 
begun, it could limit the objective consideration of other 
reasonable alternatives because planning resources will already 
have been ~xpended and decisions made regarding site 3. While we 
are not familiar with the require~ents of the AED process 
approved by the Minnesota Environ~ental Quality Board, it will be 
iaportant that the require~ents of NEPA are fully integrated into 
that process since several Federal actions will be involved in 
this project. We believe that the NEPA and the AED process 
should run concurrently, rather than consecutively. 

ENVIROHHENTaL ASSESSMENT WORKSJmET COMHEN'l'S 

Page 25 of the EAW states there are no publicly owned parks, 
recreation areas, trails , protected wildlife, or waterfowl 
refuges that would be affected by the alternatives. While there 
■ay be no such areas within the boundaries of site 3 , the impacts 
of the project will extend outside these boundaries . Several 
publicly owned areas could be indirectly impacted by the project. 
These areas include two units of the Nat i onal Park System, the 
Mississippi National River and Recreation Area and the Saint 
Croix National Scenic Riverway . 

Other publicly owned lands that could be iNpacted include Spring 
Lake Park Reserve (Dakota County), the Gores State Wildlife 
Hanage■ent Area (State of Minnesota), and a proposed regional 
park in the Grey Cloud Island area. All are within a six mile 
radius of the proposed site. 

Each of these sites could experience significant noise and visual 
intrusions as a result of a new airport in Dakota County. These 
intrusions could negatively i ■pact the recreational experience of 
visitors to these areas. The AEO and EIS should analyze these 
and other potential iNpacts to park and recreation resources . 
The AED and EIS should also determine ~easures to avoid or 
aitigate impacts to park and recreation resources. 

A. 

I B. 

A. The AED is consistent with the NEPA process. 
The AED documents the differential impacts of 
identified alternatives for the best 
comprehensive plans for a new airport in Site 3. 
This environmental analysis is being used to 
select and evaluate alternatives during the 
'2milDin.g process. Concurrently, an AED is 
being prepared to determine the best 
comprehensive plan for the existing airport. 
These plans become two alternatives for 
evaluation in the EIS - in addition to the "no 
action" alternative and other feasible 
alternatives. 

B. The differential noise and visual impacts to the 
referenced publicly-owned lands will be 
addressed in the AED. Measures to mitigate 
adverse impacts will be included. 
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The AED and EIS ■ hould also evaluate the secondary i ■pacts of a 
■a1or new airport in this ■ostly rural area of Dakota County . 
These secondary i ■pacts would include those arising fro ■ 
increased vehicular traffic, the potential need for new roads and 

• bridges, and other _related development pressures. 

These co■■ ents are provided as informal technical assistance and 
are not intended to reflect our probable response to any docu■ent 
which ■ ftY be prePftred in this ■ atter to co■ply with the NEPA or 
the Department of Transportation Act (49 u.s.c . section 303) . 

If you wish to discuss our co■■ents infor■ally, please feel free 
to contact Ms. JoAnn Kyra!, Superintendent, Mississippi National 
River and Recreation Area at 612-290-4160 and Hr. Tony Anders$n 1 
Superintendent, Saint Croix National Scenic Riverway at 715-483-
3284 . You may also contact Hs. Jill Medland of ■Y staff 
concerning our co■■ents and co■pliance with Federal environ■ ental 
lava, at 402-221-3481. 

Sincerely, 

w ~ -d,, ~ 
William W. Schenk 
Acting Regional Director 

cc, 
Hs. JoAnn Kyral 
Superintendent, Mississippi National River and Recreation Area 
175 East Fifth Street 
Suite 418, Box 41 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2901 

Hr. Tony Anderson 
Superintendent, Saint Croix National Scenic Riverway 
P.O . Box 708 
St . Croix Falls, Wisconsin 54024-0708 

Hr. Timothy P . Forte 
Director 
Great Lakes Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
2300 East Devon Street 
Dea Plaines, Illinois 60018 

bee, 
HWR-Environ■ental Control Clerk 

Attention, Dave Mitchell 

JHedland,tb,05/25/94 

I C. C. See General Response 4. 
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Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

May 25, 1994 

Mr. Nigel Finney, Deputy Executive Director - Planning and Environment 
Metropolllan Airports Commission 
Minneapolls-Saint Pnul International Airport 
6040 28th Avenue South 
~Meapolis, MN 55450-2799 

RE: Altematlve Environmental Document (AED) Scoping, New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan, Duel Track Airport Planning Process 

Dear Mr. Finney: 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MCA) has reviewed the Al1emative 
Environmental Document (AED) Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet and 
Draft Scoping Decision Document for the New Airport Comprehensive Plan. As we 
have stated in previous correspondence, the major concerns of the MDA center 
around the direct conversion ol extensive areas or farmland to airport and related 
uses, and lndlr9C1 conversion of an unknown emounr ol addilional farmland Inside and 
outside of the metropolitan area from development induoed by \he airport. 

As has been pointed out al New Nrport Technical Committee meetings, the New 
Airport Comprehensive Plan AED will be analyzing differences between alternative 
airport configurations. Most Impacts of direct and Induced farmland conversion are the 
results of choices between airport alternatives (no blild, expansion of the existing 
MSP faollty, new airport, and perhaps Rochester) rather than choioes be~n 
alternative airport configurations. 

In that light, we are satisfied with the proposed scope of the AED on farmland impacts 
as described on page 21 of the Draft Scoping Decision Document. We trus11hat there 
will be further, detailed analysis of the major direct and Indirect farmland convel"6lon 
Impacts at later points In the environmarrtal review process. 

Thank you 10f the opportunity 10 comment on this scoping document. tt you have any 
questions or need further infonnation. please call me at 296-148B, or Robert Patton, 
Agricultural Land Preservation Coordinator, at 296-5226. 

P::0013~ 
Paut D. Burns, Assistant Director 
Agrtcvaural Planning and Development Division 

---------- -----·-
.'°"'"'"'-a.--,,• Sa.1W.-,m11.209,4, (612)2.9'7-2:llll, ll)0(612J:::t!•'sn,, .~ .=-

.-a..,...,....,,,............., 
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STATE OF 

~ (NJ rn ~ © i1' ~ 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

OHII IHl'ORMATIOH 
.. 1212U-fU7 

. May 24, 1994 

Jenn Unruh 

500 LAFAYETTE ROAD • ST. PAUL MINNESOTA • 55155-40_10 __ 

Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

RE: New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision 

Dear Ms. Unruh: 

The Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above-referenced documents and 
offers the following comments for your consideration. 

Scoping EAW 
Item 11. Fish Wildlife & Ecologicallv Sensitive Resources -- The AED will include 
stonnwater runoff and water quality analyses. In addressing potential impacts to fish and 
wildlife habitat, please include the habitat impacts that may occur from storrnwater runoff in 
general, and deicing contamination specifically. 

The site selection AED included a discussion of overflights in the vicinity of the Gores Pool 
Wildlife Management Area, which includes a sizable heron rookery. This issue is not 
"carried forward" to the Comprehensive Plan AED. Do you expect the number and altitude 
of overflights to vary little among the four alternatives? 

The Draft Scoping Decision indicates the AED will cover potential impacts to the Hastings 
Sand Coulee and Chimney Rock areas.' We note the Hastings Sand Coulee is not mentioned 
in the EA W, but assume it will be included nonetheless. 

The Chimney Rock area could benefit from prescribed burning; would this management 
activity be allowable within the airport boundary? 

A few additional notes: the Vermillion River provides habitat \'alue for raptors (not 
mentioned); the loggerhead shrike is state-listed as "Threatened": and, when considering 
airport design, you may want to minimize the amount of lav,n area -- lawns tends to attract 
Canada geese and deer . 

Oran Scoping D,cision 
Fish Wildlife and Ecologically Sensitive Resources -- We generally do not consider 
transplanting or reestablishing rare plants a viable mitigation measure. We strongly 
discourage consideration of this approach and urge a,·oidance as the preferred melSure of 
protecting rare plants. 

Secondary development may cause impacts to the Hastings Sand Coulee. Although these 
impacts likely would not differ among the alternatives considered in this AED, we want to 
gi"e you advance notice this issue should be co\'ered in the EIS. 

Wetlands -- The Draft Scoping Decision (page 17) indicates wetland impact estimates will be 
"substantially refined in the Site Selection Final AED". We assume you mean "New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan AED". 

Wild and Scenic Rivers -· We understand why you state "[t]here are no adverse noise or 
visual impacts due to overflights on the Lower St. Croix and Cannon Rivers" . The MAC 
determined in the Site Selection AED that overnights would be higher than 2000 feet 
(arrivals) and 5000 feet (departures), v.ith sound le\'~ls below DNL 60. The FAA identified 
recreational use as noise compatible with DNL 65. However, FAA "noise compatible" is not 
equivalent to "no impact". 

The St. Croix River is a nationally designated resource. pro,·iding a regionally unique 
opportunity for enjoying the natural environment. While overflights may not exceed FAA 
noise standards, it is likely they will be noticed and may detract from the recreational 
experience. Although unavoidable. urtmitigable, and likely equivalent across alternatives, 
we would like the AED to estimate the number of flights (including altitudes) over the St. 
Croix River. A useful breakdown would include: flights over Afton, Kinnickinnic, and 
William O'Brien state parks, and north versus south of Stillwater. 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

A. The AED for the new airport comprehensive plan 

will include habitat impacts which will be based on 
the conceptual stormwater management plan 
developed as part of the AED for the new airport 

comprehensive plan. 

B. The differential impacts of overflights on all 
identified sensitive resources will be determined in 

the AED. 

C. The AED for the new airport comprehensive plan 

will include an analysis of potential grading impacts 
to the Hastings Sand Coulee and the Chimney Rock 
area. As part of the new airport comprehensive 
plan, we will explore the potential for using 
prescribed burning as a management tool in the 
Chimney Rock area. It would be coord inated with 

airport operations. 

D. We will look at the habitat values provided by the 
Vermillion River in the affected vicinity of Site 3. 
However, the segment of the Vermillion River which 
is affected by Site 3 has been severely impacted by 
agricultural activities and the removal of floodplain 
forest. Therefore the affected reach of the 
Vermillion River appears to have less habitat value 
for raptors than many other reaches not affected by 

Site 3. 

We will correct any references to the loggerhead 
shrike ind icating it be a state-listed threatened 
species. We will also mention the minimization of 
the amount of lawn area within the future airport as 
a site consideration for the design process. 

E. We concur that transplanting and re-establishing 

rare plants is not a preferred mitigation measure and 
that avoidance continues to be the best way of 
protecting rare plants. However, the use of 
transplanting may need to be considered if 
avoidance proves to be impossible in a specific 

location. 

F. The AED for the new airport comprehensive plan 

will include a discussion of the potential for impacts 
to the Hastings Sand Coulee resulting from potential 

airport induced secondary development . 

G. The reference in the draft scoping decision 

document should have said "New Airport 

Comprehensive Plan AED". 

H. See revised text on page 23 of the Scoping 
Decision Document. The AED for the new airport 
comprehensive plan will provide an estimate of the 
number of flights and the relative altitudes over the 
St. Croix river, with a breakdown for Afton, 
Kinnickinnic, and William O'Brien State Parks . 
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EIS Scoping .. We understand this AED will evaluate only differential impacts among the 
four alternatives at this site. Thus. much of the analysis of induced development, in both 
Minnesota and Wisconsin, will be deferred to the EIS. We are concerned that this issue will 
be paramount in comparing a new airport with an expanded MSP and that the one year time 
frame allowed for its evaluation will be insufficient If the MAC is not already looking at 
this issue, it probably should do so soon as possible. 

We want to thank you for your willingness to coordinate planning and protection programs 
with the Department's Natural Heritage Program. This is noted several times in both 
documents and we appreciate it. 

We look forward to continuing our work with you on this project. Please contact me with 
any questions you might have regarding these comments. 

~~~ 
Environmental Planner 
Office of Planning 
(612)297-3355 

Rod Sando 
Kathleen Wallace 
Steve Colvin 
Steve Johnson 
Jan Shaw Wolff 
Jon Nelson 

~ 

Brian Mccann 
Ma.rvanna Harstad 
Bill \Veir 
Pete Otterson 
John Lilly 

John Paulev 
Carmen Converse 
Tom Lovejoy, W1 DNR 
Gregg Downing. EQB 
Charles Kenow, EQB 

I I. 
I. See General Response 4. 
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.\11NiliES0T.\ HISTORICAL SUCIF.TY 

Kay 24, 1994 

Kr. Nigel D. Finney 
K1tropolitan Airports Co-1ss1on 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Kinneapolia, Kinneeota 55450 

Dear Kr. Finney: 

RE: Scoping Environmental Assusment \lorksheet and Draft Scoping Deci■ ion 
Document, New Airport Comprehensive Plan, Dakota County 

SHPO Number: 94-2883 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above project. It has been 
nvhv1d pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation Officer by 
the National Hi1toric PrHervetion Act of 1966 and the Procedures of the Advisory Councll 
on Hl■ torlc Pruervation (36CFR800), and to the re1pons1bll1tiu given th• Kinnuota 
Hhtorical Society by the Kinnuota Historic Situ Act. 

Both of the above documents contain appropriate provisions for consideration of cultural 
re■ourcu during the planning process. \le hava the folloving coa,ments : 

1. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for both archaeological and 
historical/architectural resources is currently being refined by HNTB in 
consultation with our office . As per our previous request, information on the 
APE 1s to be 1ubmitted to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for 
early review to assure that all agencies concur. 

2. KaxilllWI efforts should be made to gain access to all areas vhich merit 
archaeological survey at this time. If access to some areas is not possible, , 
1pecial provisions will need to ' be developed to address later consideration. 

3. The decision document indicates that properties beyond the APE will not be 
examined at this time because the impact on these properties is similar for 
all Site 3 runway configurations. Hovever, the discussion on local and 
regional transportation systems indicates that an analysis will be completed 
to determine if these systems will be differentially affected by the various 
runway configurations. If this analysis indicates that a differential effect 
does potentially exist, additional areas may need to be surveyed for cultural 
resources. • 

I 
I 

I 
If you have questions regarding our concerns, please contact Dennis Gimmes tad at 612-296 · 
5462. We look forward to continuing to work with you during this planning process. 

Sincerely, 

7)~.lvAL L ~t'fh"l~~ 
Britta L. Bloomberg 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

BU:dllb 

.ll:; i.n 1.,11;1; 111111 n 1R11 '\'\' t:sT ' S11\T 1'111.. '11'i'il'""T\ :;:; 10: . 1•0•, Tn r1•1111'iF. , •1: .10• .•>11• 

A. 

B. 

C. 

I,• 

A. The Minneapolis Airports District Office of FAA is 
working on this. 

B. Maximum efforts will be made to gain access to 
all properties which merit an archaeological 
survey; we will contact your office to discuss 
special provisions if access to some properties is 
not granted. 

C. If differential impacts on transportation systems 
occur, a survey of cultural responses on affected 
-land will be performed. 
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

May 24, 1994 

Mr. Nigel FiMey 
Deputy Executive Director 
Planning and Environment 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
MiMeapolis. MiMesota 55450 

· Dear Mr. fiMey: 

RE: New Airport Comprehensive Plan Alternative Environmental Document -
Draft Scoping Document 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft scope for the Alternative Environmental 
Document (AED) for the new airport site in Dakota County. The scoping document outlines a 
comprehensive and ambitious environmental review. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
(MPCA) staff has a couple of comments. 

• First, the L10 noise analysis for all of the alternatives should include an evaluation of impacts I 
to land uses in Noise Area Classifications l, 2, and J and not just focus on residential land use. 

• Second, the methods and costs of corrective action to en5Ure conformance with state noise • 

1 pollution control rule$ should be considered for all of the alternatives. 

• Third, the impacts caused by traffic-generated noise should be evaluated for each alternative. 
TI1ert llfe likely to he dilforem:es between the three site configurations in their impacts to I 
sensitive receptors along the various routes leading to the site. 

• Finally, a detailed air quality analysis over an extensive study area will be required during the 
next phase of the environmental review. The proposed airport site and all recommended 
highway capacity improvement projecu must be analyzed. All roadways that are expected to 
be significantly impacted by the new airport should also be analyzed. The MPCA should be 
involved in scoping the traffic study and in choosing air quality receptor locations. Also, the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission should contact Jim Barton at the Metropolitan Council at 
291-6417 for information regarding the regional air quality analysis that will be necessary to 
address the issue of conformity with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and the 
Transportation Policy Plan for the area. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the dual track airport site selection process and 
look forward to receiving responses to our comments. If you have any questions regarding our 
comments, please contact Kathryn Kramer of my staff at 6 I 2/ 297-8604. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Environmental Analysis Office 
Administrative Services Division 

PH:jr 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

A. In addition to residential uses, other noise 
sensitive uses within the L, 065 noise contour will 
be identified for all alternatives. The 
identification of all NAC 1,2, and 3 land uses 
(retail, financial institutions, etc.) within multiple 
noise contour levels (L, 065, 70,80, etc.) will only 
serve to further confuse the understanding of the 
noise issues. The noise analysis will already 
include analysis of multiple DNL levels, single­
event levels, and analysis of overflights. Use of 
multiple L10 levels is not necessary for the 
adequate and understandable analysis of noise 
impacts, and has not been done in previous MAC 
EIS's and noise analyses. This same analysis will 
be used in the MSP Long-Term Comprehensive 
Plan AED. 

B. Potential mitigation measures will be identified in 
the AED. Proposed measures and costs to 
mitigate noise impacts will be included in a 
mitigation plan which will be prepared for the 
EIS. Your comments will be considered at that 
time. 

C. The traffic impacts of alternatives 1 , 2 and 3 are, 
in essence, identical, since all have the same 
primary access roads. 

D. A detailed air quality analysis of roadways and 
intersections potentially impacted by the new 
airport will be prepared for the EIS. MPCA staff 
will be consulted during the scoping of the traffic 
and air quality study regarding assumptions, 
methodologies, and receptor site locations. A 
determination will be made through consultation 
with the Metropolitan Council as to the need for 
a conformity analysis for the proposed new 
airport, and a conformity analysis prepared as 
required. 
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State of Wisconsin\ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

O!rT. OF HATUIUl RESOURCES 

George E. Moye, 
S.crotary 

1300 Woat Clairomont Av1nu1 
P.O. Boa 4001 

Eau Cltoro, W11con1in ~702-4001 
TElEPHONE 715 -839-3700 

TElEFAX 715-839-80711 

May 9, 1994 

Ms . Jenn Unruh 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

SUSJECT: 

Dear Ms. Unruh: 

~ew Airport Comprehensh·e Plan, Scoping Enviror.ment.:il 
Assessment Worksheet (EAW), and Draft Scoping Decision 
Document (SOD) 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide input into the airport 
planning process . 

We were told earlier by Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) that potential 
environmental issues we identified earlier in the planning process (new site 
selection) would be addressed in the New Airport_ Comprehensive Plan . Our 
issues were: 1) wastewater/storm water impacts to boundary waters; 2) induced 
Wisconsin development and associated environmental, economic, and social 
impacts ( includes noise); and 3) air quality impacts . The SOD, page 23 , 
indicates all three of these issues will be deferred to later Dual Track 
airport planning stages (EIS development) . The single exception is any 
differences in noise impacts resulting from different runway alignments . 

Though we are pleased that department concerns are identified for study, we 
see little reason to delay the evaluation until July 1995 . The scope of 
impact analysis in the New Airport Comprehensive Plan, mostly limited to those 
resulting from alternative airport design layouts, is extremely narrow . Aside 
fro11 air traffic and safety differences, the runway alternatives are likely to 
be insignificant and will have little bearing on the ultimate airport planning 
decision (upgrade existing HSP airport, new airport , do nothing). Given the 
Dual Tuck study schedule (MAC decision document to Minnesota legislature in 
June 1996), we suggest issues we have identified be examined now rather than 
waiting until only one year remains for EIS preparation. 

Thus, we strongly encourage the new airport study scope either be expanded to 
include those issues we've identified or that the EIS process be started now . 
Specific issues/impacts to be addressed should include those listed in our 
comment letter on the Site Selection Studv dated December 10, 1993 . In 
considering the induced land use impacts ~esul ting from a new airport , the 
economic, environmental , and soc i al impact costs and benefits should be fully 
identified in quantitative and guali~ative terms . It may be necessary co 
develop computer models to predict land use (space) development scenarios and 
needs for infrastructure (roads, schools, ~ewer/water , etc) and human services 
(police , fire , 11edical, etc) . This information would also be extremely useful 
to neighboring communities so they can anticipate and have reasonable time to 
plan for induced development if a new airport is ultimately developed . 

Aside from induced development, we have three other concerns regarding airport 
design and layout alternatives : 

1. Differences in noise and overflight disturbance impacts under I 
alternative runway layouts . This analysis should include p. redictions of 
typical flight patterns over \Hsconsin , aircraft hdght and associated 
noise levels to sensitive receptors . Worse-case acute and chronic 
impacts should be identified . The assessment should also examine 
potential for bird-flight hazards from aircraft flight patterns and 
assess impacts to other regional airport flight patterns/operations . If 
other airport operations would be altered , what noise or other flight 
impacts can be expected from those changes? 

2. Wastewater and storm w11ter treatment options . Though final designs of I 
wastewater/storm water treatment facilities may not be necessary, 
conceptual alternative treatment options should be evaluated. Costs and 
other impacts for selecte~ treatment plans should be developed. 

3 . Air quality. Predictable changes in vehicular traffic demands in 
Wisconsin caused by a new airport will be needed to assess potential 
quality impacts . Traffic forecasts should include not only that 
generated for airport users, but also that resulting from induced 
development travel demands where the airport is not the destination . 

Other co-ents: 

4. EAW, page 9. Add FVA determination on possible Federal Highway Act, 
section 4(f) and 6( f) impacts. Resources to evaluate include : Lower 
St. Croix National Scenic Rivervay, Mississippi National River 
Recreation Area, and other park lands under 4(f) ; Mississippi River 
National Fish and Wildlife Refuge, state wildlife areas, and other 
wildlife lands under 6(f) . 

air I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

A. See General Response 4 . 

B. The analysis will describe noise impacts in the 
State of Wisconsin (see Response D. for Prairie 
Island Tribal Council for the metrics to be used). 
Cumulative metrics such as the DNL address 
average, or "chronic" conditions . Single event 
metrics such as the SEL address peak or "acute" 
conditions. Bird-flight hazards will be examined. 

Aircraft operations at other airports will be 
studied; and should the new airport result in 
changes to another airport's flight patterns, the 
changes will be described. 

C. Concepts for wastewater and stormwater 
systems will be established in the development 
of the comprehensive plan. Detailed analysis of 
the impacts of these systems will be provided in 
the EIS. 

D. Potential traffic and air quality impacts within the 
entire Twin Cities Metropolitan Area and adjacent 
areas in Wisconsin will be addressed in the EIS . 
This will include impacts from direct as well as 
induced development . (See General Response 4.) 

E. The determination of Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
impacts will be made by the FAA (not FHWA) in 
the federal Final EIS and Record of Decision. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9 . 

F.A\.I, pages 10, 26, and 27. Huch more analysis is needed to assess 
induced land use impacts (see earlier comment). The geographic scope of 
this analysis should include Pierce, Pepin , and St . Croix counties in 
Wisconsin (i . e. , figure 9 should be expanded) . 

EA\.I, page 17, 1'15 . Surface water use demands could certainly increase 
as a result of induced development surrounding a new airport. This is 
especially critical considering long-standing boat overcrowding problems 
on the St. Croix River . Increased demand for river accessible boat 
storage and service facilities could also result. 

EA\.I, page 18. Storm sewer design • what will be the design year runoff 
event? 

SOD, page 1, proposed projects. What local/regional facilities will be 
addressed? Given the page 23 list of issues to be deferred until EIS 
development, what local/regional facilities will be addressed during the 
Comprehensive Plan study stage? 

SOD, pages 10-11. Impacts ~ should be identified for utility 
and access infrastructure, regional development, and regional 
transportation systems . 

10 . SOD, page 23, issues not requiring detailed analysis . \.le do not agree 
that "there are no adverse noise or visual impacts due to overflight on 
the Lower St . Croix." There will certainly be noise impacts . the 
significance of the impact should be determined by the noise analysis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please call me at (715) 839-3747 if 
you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

( L_ 
To::v:;~rr } 
Environmental Impact Coordinator 

c: Senator Alice Clausing, P. O. Box 7882, Madison, \.II 53707 
Representative Shella Harsdorf, P.O. Box 8952, Madison, \.II 53708 
David Sorenson, Pierce County Clerk, Courthouse, Ellsworth. wI 54011 
Diane House, Prescott City Council, 800 Borner Street North, Prescott, 

WI 54011 

EI\TL321. sz 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

F. Figure 9 and the scope of analysis will include 
the affected parts of Wisconsin in the AED. 

G. See General Response 4. 

H. The design-year runoff event for storm water 
facilities will be the 10-year storm event. 

I. Those local/regional facilities that must be built 
(e.g., access roadway) and those existing 
facilities that are differentially impacted by the 
alternatives will be addressed. 

J. Differential costs will be identified. 

K. The statement in the SDD is based on the noise 
analysis in the Final AED for the New Airport Site 
Selection. (See revised discussion on page 23.) 
The differential noise effects of Alternatives 1, 2 
and 3 on the Lower St. Croix River will be 
addressed in the AED. 
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Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Di,.;e,ion of Tran.portetion An11t•nc• 

May 24, 1994 

Mr. Nigel D. Finney 
Deputy Executive Director-Planning&. Environment 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 - 28th A venue south 
MiMeapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Dyal Track PJannjng Process 
Scoping Environmental Assessment and 
Draft scoping Decision Document 

Dear Mr. Finney: 

BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS 
4802 S"-bovgen Avenue 
P.O. Box 7914 
Medi1on, WI 53707-791"' 

Teloi,hoM : 18081 28&-3351 
FAX: (&OBI 267 -8748 
TOO: 1&011 26&-3351 

We have reviewed the subject document and find a number of areas that need to be 
addressed so that the affected interests of the State of Wisconsin can be analyzed. The 
comments listed here arc limited to the potential transportation impacts on our state. The 
state Department of Natural Resources will be commenting on environmental issues and 
various state and local representatives will also address issues from their perspective. 

Jnfonnation needed by the various affected interests in Wisconsin revolve around spin-off 
development that would require infrastructure improvement by state and local governments. 
The current study evaluating this issue, the Economic Community Impact Study being 
undertaken by the Met Council does not include areas in Minnesota south of Hastings or 
affected Wisconsin communities. The scope of the AED should be expanded lo include the 
economic, social, environmental and infrastructure issues of this peripheral development in 
Wisconsin, not just the metropolitan region and state of Minnesota as stated in Social 
lmpact(s) on page 20. 

A particular issue is travel demand and access routes for Wisconsin users of the new 
airport. Wisconsin's access to Site 3 is primarily limited to bridges crossing the St. Croix 
river at Hudson (l-94) and at Prescott (USH 10). Figure 17 does not include a 2020 
average Daily Traffic projections for these bridges ·or the routes leading to and from these 
bridges. Figure 17 seems to imply that Wisconsin users will follow an indirect routing via 
1-94 and USH 61 through the City of Hastings as access routes to Site 3. Since 
Wisconsinites will be users of the airport, it is requested that the traffic volumes and 
resulting impacts on these routes be identified and analyzed. 

·on page 19, the Draft Scoping Discussion Document states that only impacts which differ 
between alternatives will be addressed. The final comparisons between the new site and 
existing site expansion will be addressed later. With a June, 1996 deadline for 
accomplishment, we feel it is necessary to address these issues now, since time could 
preclude their assessment in an EIS following preparation of the AED. Of particular 
concern are the need for: 

I. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

More in-depth analysis of roadway requirements to provide access to the site . 
Analysis of environmental impacts and costs of additional roadways, new 
alignments, and additional laneage. 
Travel demand management. 
Necessary river crossing improvements, costs and impacts. 

If we can be of further assistance in clarifying these comments, please let me know. 

~ 
Robert W. Kunkel, P.E. 
Director 

RWK:jls/33160b 

cc: Representative Sheila Harsclorf 
Senator Alice Clausing 
Marlin Beekman, WisDOT 
Glen Orcutt, FAA 

I 
I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

A. See General Response 4. 

B. The data in Figure 17 was derived from the 
material in the site selection report. Volumes for 
Highway 10 to Wisconsin were not included in 
that document as there was no significant 
difference in the volumes of traffic crossing 
Highway 10 for the three sites under consideration 
at that time . Further in depth analysis of the 
impacts on Wisconsin will be performed and 
included in the Long-Term Comprehensive Plan 
and the final comparison between a new airport in 
Dakota County and the current site. See pages 18 
and 1 9 of the Scoping Decision Document for 
further information on the work to be performed. 

C. To the extent feasible, the assessment of total 
impacts needed for comparison of alternatives in 
the EIS is being initiated in 1994. 
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Correspondence/Memorandum 

Date: May 17, 1994 

To: JeM Unruh 

From: 

Metropolitan Airpor1s Commission 
604-0 28th A venue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

Meg Ziamik, Section Ch~'e 
Environmental Epidemio ~v tioo 
Bureau of Public Health 
1414 E. Washington Avenue CltA ~ 
Madison, WI 53703-3041 ...,, ~ 

State of Wisco11si11 
D,vrs,on of Uta/th 

Subject: Pierce County Board Resolution #94--04 Regarding the Proposed Merropolitan 
Airport 

A copy of Pierce County Board Resolution #94--04 Requesting State and Federal Input 
Regarding Impact Assessment of the Proposed Metropolitan Airport was received by the 
Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services on April 29, 1994. This resolution was 
accompanied by the Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping 
Decision Document, hereafter referred to as the Assessment Worksheet, prepared for the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission by Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff. These 
documents were referred to my office 'for review. 

Attached is a summary of the assessment worksheet for the proposed facility which was 
prepared by Dr. Lynda Knobeloch, a toxicologist on my staff. 1l1is summary outlines the 
most significant potential public health impacts of the proposed airport on residents of 
western Wisconsin. It also identifies several areas of concern to Wisconsin that should be 
addressed in the Alternative Environmental Document and considered as you make your final 
decisions regarding the planned construction and operation of the new metropolitan airport. 

Please send me a copy of the Alternative Environmental Document when it becomes 
available. Thank you for allowing us to comment on the Scoping Environmental Assessment 
Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document. 

cc: David Sorenson, Pierce County Clerk 
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MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Pierce County Resolution #94-04 
Requesting State and Federal Input 

Prepared by 
Lynda Knobeloch. PhD, Toxicologist 

Department c,f Health and 5ocial Services 
Bureau of Public Health 

May 16, 1994 

A copy of Pierce County Board Resolution #94-04 Requesting State and Federal Input 
Regarding Impact Assessment of the Proposed Metropolitan Airport was received by the 
Department of Health and Social Services on April 29, 1994. This resolution was 
accompanied by the Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping 
Decision Document, hereafter referred to as the Assessment Worksheet, prepared for the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission by Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff. Since it is 
not within the authority of the Depanment of Health and Social Services' Bureau of Public 
Health to evaluate ecological impacts other than those affecting public health, this review of 
the Assessment Worksheet is limited to those issues most clearly related to the human health 
impacts of the proposed facility. 

The Assessment Worksheet consists of a 27-page proposal for the Alternative Environmental 
Document which will be prepared for this project. Thal document will compare the 
environmental impacts posed by 4 alternative construction plans for the airport. The new 
airport will consist of a passenger terminal, a military transport terminal, a public parking 
facility, airline corporative headquarters, an air traffic control tower, a kitchen area, a post 
office, an on-site weather bureau and radar facility, Federal A vial ion Administration shops, 
an air cargo terminal, an aircraft maintenance area, administrative offices, two water storage 
and wastewater treatment facilities, a fuel storage area, and five 10 six runways. 

The proposed site for the airport is located approximately 5 miles southeast of St. Paul within 
the townships of Vermillion and Marshan in Dakota County, Minnesota. Titis area lies within 
10 miles of the Mississippi River community of Prescott, Wisconsin. 

Surface Water Impacts 

Surface water bodies potentially impacted by runoff from the site include the Vermillion and 
Mississippi Rivers. These waterways will receive surface runoff during and after the 
construction of the facility. They ~viii also receive treated sanitary wastewater. Since these 
rivers are not used to supply human drinking water, the public health impacts posed by any 
new contamination of the5e rivers would he associated with inge.stion of contaminated fish. or 
from skin contact with the water or sediments during recreational use of these rivers. 

Section 19 of the assessment document requesrs information on sources, quantities, and 

composition of all sanitary and industrial wastewaters produced or treated at the site. In 
addition, ii requests information on wastewater t.reJtment methods and identification of any 
receiving waters. Much of this information is not available at this time. For example, the 
quantity and composition of wastewater that will be emitted by this facility are not stated. 
Likewise. the manner of treatment and discharge are not known at this time. 11,e section 
states that "contaminated runoff will be collected and conveyed to wastewater treatment 
facilitiesH implying that de-icing solutions used on planes, and anti-skid materials applied to 
runways will be prevented from entering surface water bodies. It is expected that the 
Alternative Environmental Document will provide more detailed information about the 
collection system that will be used to ensure that these materials are prevented from entering 
the Mississippi River. 

Groundwater Impacts 

The site of the proposed airport is comprised of areas classified as High to Very High 
Sensitivity to groundwater contamination by the Dakota County Geologic Atlas due 10 the 
permeability of the soils and proximity to underlying aquifers. Potential contaminants include 
petroleum-based fuels, de-icing solutions, degreasing solvents used to clean and repair 
aircraft, anti-skid materials used on runways, and sanitary waste. More than 500 wells have 
been identified within the boundaries of the proposed site. The assessment docs not identify 
the location, depth, or current use of these wells. 

Vehicl~Related Air Emissions 

Atmospheric concentrations of carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides, particulates, and 
hydrocarbons created bu motor vehicle traffic and aircraft operations associated with this 
airport were not defined in the assessment. While the airport traffic can be expected to 
impact air quality in the immediate region, its impacts on communities located in Wisconsin 
arc more difficult to assess. Based on available infonnation it appears wtlikely that these 
impacts would pose a significant health threat to Wisconsin residents, however, a more 
complete assessment of these impacts should be included in the Alternative Environmental 
Document. 
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Btalth Impacts to Residents of Pierce County 

My review of the scoping document for the proposed airpon did not identify any immediate 
public health threats for residents of Pierce County, Wisconsin. Impacts on groundwater can 
be expected to be limited to the State of Minnesota since groundwater from this site will 
discharge to the Vennillion and Mississippi Rivers. Contamination of the Mississippi River 
will impact Wisconsin residents and, to a lesser degree, residents of Iowa and nlinois as well. 
Thus it is important that adequate control measures arc taken to protect 1he river from surface 
runoff, release of untreated sanitary waste, and accidental spills. 

Aircraft and motor vehicle traffic associated with the facility will undoubtedly affect air 
quality in the immediate vicinity of the airpon. Planes and automobiles are significant 
sources of paniculates, carbon monollide, nitrous oxides and hydrocarbon emissions. The 

impact of these emissions on air quality in Pierce County may require funher study. 

A ponion of the flights into and out of this airpon are expected to enter Wisconsin airspace. 
Aircraft flying at low altitudes may be a significant source of environmental noise in 
Wisconsin communities nearest the facility. High noise levels have been associated with a 
variety of adverse effects. In addition to the impact of frequent or prolonged noise on the 
quality of life, repeated exposure to intense noise can cause permanent hearing loss and 
tinnitus.. and can disturb normal sleep patterns. Environmental noise can also contribute to 
emotional stress. To protect against these effects, the proposed airpon should be designed 
and operated in a manner that minimizes noise impacts on residents of Pierce County, 
Wisconsin. A detailed assessment of the noise impacts posed by this facility to residents of 
Wisconsin should be included in the Alternative Environmental Document. This assessment 
should include a description of the anticipated air traffic patterns, including flight altitudes, 
aircraft identification, the frequency of arrivals and departures; and estimated noise levels. 

Summary 

The health impacts of the proposed airport on residents of Pierce County, Wisconsin cannot 
be fully assessed at this time. Based on available information, it appean; likely that any 
chemical contamination of surface soil and groundwater that may result from construction and 
operation of this facility would be confined to Minnesota. Contamination of the Mississippi 
_River could potentially impact Wisconsin residents who live along the river or use it for 
recreational purposes. The imponance of this river as a major national waterway and wildlife 
habitat should be considered in the design of the airpon, and all necessary precautions should 
be taken to ensure that it is protected from surface runoff, accidental spills, etc. In addition, 
the potential impacts of this facility on air quality and environmental noise levels in Pierce 
County, WJ.SCOnsin, should be addressed in the Alternative Environmental Document. I A. A. These impacts will be addressed in the AED to 

the extent that there are differences between the 
alternatives. The full range of potential air 
quality and noise impacts due to the selected 
alternative will be addressed in the subsequent 
EIS. 
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DAKOTA COUNTY LOUIS J. IIAEIMHUAST, P.£. 
:. =i::~~,:_Q 

'jl2 , 8°31 • :-~CJ 
Fa, ·6121 691 -i1~3~ DIVISION OF PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT 

, !955 GALAX ,E ~ ·1E'IUE ~PPL£ ;ALLE" '.'IMolESQTA 55124-SSC? 

May 24, 1994 

~(IIOTa_ll!NTSOJ • 
t ... l(iMWA'f$ 
•PAP,<S 
• P\.AN,_,U,,(j & PA')GAAU MGMT 
• flESOUACE f'ECOVEAY 
•SVfllY!Y 

Mr. Richard Braun. Chair 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040-28th Avenue South 
MiMeapolis, :MN 55450 

Mr. Nigel Finney, Deputy Executive Director 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040-28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

Gentlemen: 

While the Draft Scoping EA \V and the Draft Scoping Decision Document have attempted 
to be topically inclusive there remain open questions on issues important to Dakota 
County. This letter will first address specific details in the documents and then provide 
more general comments. 

In the Scoping EAW, Section 13, Water Use. All municipalities and townships in Dakota I 
County have groundwater as their primary source of water. Dakota County believes that 
an airport and its facilities would have significant impact on the amount of groundwater 
available to municipalities and townships, especially during construction. but also if the 
airport ever became operational. 

In the Scoping EA W, Section 17, Erosion. While there are not many steep slopes in the I 
proposed site, Dakota County asserts that based on its Geographical Information System 
(GIS) derived Digital Terrain Model (DTM) of the site that there are some steep slopes 
and that there exists as well considerable potential for erosion in certain areas of the site. 
This is of special concern to Dakota County because this section of the Scoping EA W 
indicates that 40 percent of the site will be either graded or excavated. 

(n the Scoping EA W, Section 18, Water Quality. Dakota County is puzzled by the I 
statement that "surface water runoff quantity is not kn0\\11." The Site Selection Study, 
Final Alternative Environmental Document, adopted by the Metropolitan Airpo11s 
Commission on January 27, 1994, states in Section 4.F.J. what the specific water storage 
requirements would be based on a I 0-year storm event. Please explain the apparent 
inconsistency between the Scoping EA W and the completed AED. 

In the Scoping EAW, Section 22, Traffic. There is no discussion of the impacts related to I 
traffic during construction. Impacts associated with the construction phase of the project 
should be identified and quantified. Construction traffic volumes would have a significant 
impact on both county and township roads. Those roads are not necessarily built to a 
standard sufficient to accommodate construction traffic volumes and could require costly 
maintenance or improvement. 

In the Scoping EA w, Section 26c, Designated Parks, Recreation Areas, Trails. The I 
statement "There are no publicly owned parks, recreation areas, trails, ... that would be 
affected by the alternatives" is incorrect. Dakota County has numerous bike trails that 
would be either eliminated or adversely impacted. In Figure 16, Ground Access, you 
show CSAH 42, itself designated as part of the Great River Road, and adjacent to Spring 
Lake Regional Park, changing from a 2 to a 4 lane arterial road, almost as though it would 
serve as a Hastings Bypass. Dakota County believes there could be a direct and 
significant impact to Spring Lake Regional Park should this occur. 

In the Scoping EA W, Section 26d. Spring Lake Regional Park contains and/or is adjacent 
to a river, lake, bluffs, and virgin timber forest. The river is the Mississippi River, the lake 
is evident by its name, the bluffs and vistas ar¢ also readily apparent, and the virgin timber 
is a native oak savannah. 

In the Scoping EAW, Section JO, Related Development, Cumulative Impacts. Dakota I 
County is troubled by the statement that "the amount and type of airport induced 
development is not known." The Site Selection Study, Final Alternative Environmental 
Document, adopted by the Metropolitan Airports Commission on January 27, 1994, 
provides much detail 1n both Section J.C.Table 5 and Section 4. Table 28 as well as in the 
accompanying text. Please explain yet another apparent inconsistency between the 
Scoping EA Wand the completed AED. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

A. Water supply needs for the facility have not yet 

been established . 

B. It is not expected that there will be significant 
differences between the new airport master 
plan alternatives concerning potential for soil 
erosion. If a meaningful difference can be 
determined, it will be included among the 
factors used to determine the best master plan 
for the new site. If the new airport site is 
actually constructed, it will be done in such a 
manner as to meet National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) and other 
requirements concerning control of erosion. 

C. The water storage requirements in the New 
Airport Site Selection Final AED were based on 
an unrealistic assumption (p. IV-52, Sec. 
F.1.2.) that the 1.Q.1a.l site was impervious (for 
lack of information on facilities' size and 
location). The development of layout plans for 
the three alternatives to be studied will provide 
the information needed to determine realistic 
runoff quantities and storage requirements . 

D. Impacts of traffic during construction will 
essentially be the same for each alternative. 
These impacts will be addressed in the EIS. 

E. According to information on hand, only one 
bike trail is affected by the alternatives - the 
paved shoulders of T.H. 55 between Hastings 
and C.S.A.H. 42. If additional information is 
available, it will be included in the analysis. 
That portion of CSAH 42 adjacent to Spring 
lake Regional Park would not be expanded; as 
depicted in Figure 16, it will remain a two-lane 
arterial highway. 

F. The Metropolitan Council provided preliminary 
estimates of induced and related development, 
which was included in earlier documents . 
However, the Council continues to work with 
local jurisdictions to further refine the expected 
levels of induced development. As such, it 
would be misleading to state in a scoping EAW 
that the levels are definitely known. 
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In the Scoping EAW, Figure 17, 2020 Average Daily Traffic. Figure 17 shows US61 in 
Hastings carrying 46,800 vehicles and US52 to the west of the site with 30,000 vehicles. 
Yet, Figure 16, Ground Access, indicates US52 would become an 8 lane freeway, while 
US61 in Hastings would be upgraded to 16 lane arterial roadway. The facts on Figures 
16 and 17 seem confusing and inconsistent, if not incorrect, ifwe are to believe the 
information on the two figures is supposed to work together. 

The list in the Draft Scoping Decision Document, Summary oflssues and Concerns, pages 
10-11, should be used in common with the drafting of the MSP Comprehensive Plan 
AED. Issues and Concerns that do not apply to one of the Dual Tracks (rebuild MSP or 
relocate) should regardless be noted and explained. 

Dakota County would like to restate its concern that all potential additional Environmental 
Impact Statements that may need to be completed to facilitate the implementation of a 
decision in the Dual Track Airport Planning Process, should be identified and listed. For 
example, major river crossings, whether the bridges are expanded or new. 

In order to more fully involve the cities and townships of Dakota County in this public 
review process, Dakota County continues to maintain that it is necessary to have a sixty 
day review and comment period for each Scoping Decision Document completed 
throughout the Dual Track Airport Planning Process. 

Dakota County continues to object to the recent aciion taken by the Metropolitan Airports 
Commission to dramatically and negatively change the role of the Policy Task Force in the 
Dual Track Airport Planning Process. Dakota County believes that at a minimum the 
MAC is significantly deviating from the intent of the MiMesota Environmental Quality 
Board when it approved continuation of the Alternative Environmental Review Process. 

A, a final comment, Dakota County remains deeply concerned that governance and the 
economic/socioeconomic impacts of any new airport development must be given more 
substantial status in the AED-Comprehensive Planning Process. In order to accomplish 
that objective, there needs to be an explicit description stating how (1) community and 
regional impacts, and (2) airport economic analysis and impacts, will be included in the 
AED-Comprehensive Planning Process. 

Sincerely, 

0~~ -·-tft'~u-r 
Louis J. Brei~~ 
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

cc: Dakota County Board of Commissioners 
Brandt Richardson, County Administrator 
Jack Ditmore, Deputy Director, Physical Development Division 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

G. Figure 17 gives the traffic in 2020 .w.i1bm.!1 a new 
airport; it should be the traffic .wi1b. a new airport 
(see Appendix B in the SDD ft>r the new Figure 
17). Figure 16 shows no upgrading of US 52; a 
portion of County Highway 85 would be upgraded 
to eight freeway lanes. 

H. To avoid confusion and to be consistent with the 
Alternative Environmental Review Process 
approved by the Minnesota EOB, only those issues 
and concerns related to the selection of the New 
Airport Comprehensive Plan are included. The 
issues and concerns related to all alternatives 
(MSP, New Airport, no action, other) will be 
included in the scoping for the EIS. 

I. Work on identifying and evaluating all potential 
EIS's needed to implement a decision has begun. 

J. See General Response 5. 

K. The Metropolitan Council and Metropolitan 
Airports Commission are developing a process to 
assess the economic impacts of siting airport 
improvements at a new site versus the current 
site. This assessment will be included in the EIS 
which compares a new site against the current 
site. Community and regional impacts will be 
addressed in the New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
AED to the extent they differ between the 
different on-site lay-outs. A more comprehensive 
review will be provided in the above mentioned 
EIS. Work in both of these areas will be initiated 
during the summer of 1994. 
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May 24,. 1994 

Mr. Richard Braun, Chair 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Dear Hr. Braun, 

We are aware that you are in the process of preparing a I 
Comprehensive Plan and Alternative Environmental Document for ·the 
new airport and that the comments regarding the scope of these 
documents were due on March 2, 1994. Our negligence in responding 
with official comments by that date should not be seen as a lack of 
concern regarding the potential impacts that a new airport will 
have on Washington County. We are very much concerned and ask that 
you address the following list of concerns when preparing the above 
referenced documents. 

The possible relocation of the MiMeapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport to Dakota County would change the relationship of airport 
access to and from Washington County and would result in tremendous 
impacts on the transportation systems and land use in southern 
Washington County. New or better roads and bridge crossings have 
a dramatic effect on land development as they reduce travel time 
and effort. The Dakota county location will put added pressure on 
th& Hastings river crossing and will create the need for another 
river crossing between Hastings and Newport. Any additional 
trnnsportation capacity across the river in this part of the County 
will substantially increase the growth rates and amounts in the 
entire southern third of the County. 

Impacts in the following areas must be considered before an 
environmental assessment could be considered complete: 

Transportation Issues: 
Highway 61 
Highway 10 
County Roads 19, 15, and 13 
494 Wakota Bridge 
Hastings Bridge 
Prescott Bridge 
Need tor a new bridge between Newport ant Hastings 

Land Use Issues: 
Metropolitan Urban Service Area 
Comprehensive land use plans for Washington county, Grey 

Cloud Township and the Cities of Cottage Grove, Newport, 
St. Paul Park and Woodbury 

Prime farmland and active farming operations in south 
Washington County 

Regional, county, and city parks 

Other Growth-Related Issues: 
Cottage Grove Sewer Plant 
Noise 
Financial impact on already over-crowded schools 

We thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

~Pi&~ 
Mary Hauser, Chair , 
Washington county Board of co11111i■sioners 

I 
I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

A. The March 2, 1994 date was for comments on the 
MSP Long-Term Comprehensive Plan AED. 

B. For induced development impacts, see discussion 
in General Response 4 . Travel forecasts for the 
year 2020 by the Metropolitan Council show the 
need for a 4-lane bridge at Hastings - with or 
without a new airport. 

C. 

D. 

These issues and potential impacts will be 

considered. 

The need for further work to analyze the land use 
issues is identified on pages 20 and 21 of the 
Scoping Decision Document. The analysis to be 
prepared in the development of a Comprehensive 
Plan for the site in Dakota County will address 
those impacts that differ between Alternatives 1, 
2 and 3. More comprehensive analysis of off-site 
impacts will be prepared for the EIS comparing a 
Dakota County Site to the current MSP site. 

E. The need for further work to analyze growth­
related issues is identified on page 20 of the 
Scoping Decision Document . The analysis to be 
prepared in the development of a Comprehensive 
Plan for the site in Dakota County will address 
those impacts that differ between Alternatives 1 , 
2 and 3. More comprehensive analysis of off-site 
impacts will be prepared for the EIS comparing a 
Dakota County site to the current MSP site. 
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May 12, 1994 City of Prescott Rep. Dallas Eggers 

As the representative from the City of Prescott I have been asked to express 
concerns about the process and concept of planning for a new Twin City Metro Airport. 

Prescott is within 4 or 5 miles of Site 3. Any project with the far reaching 
ramifications of a new Regional airport this close to us will undeniably have serious 
consequences for the City of Prescott and the surrounding area. We feel that we need 
more of a chance to affect the pace and focus of the present planning process: Our 
city, schools and all facets of life in Prescott will be drastically impacted. We need 
answers to questions dealing with more than simply which way the runways will go and 
where you move the facilities within the confines of Site 3. For us to adequately plan for 
the future we need more information on the effects of this airport on any induced 
growth caused by this airport. Your plans point years down the road, so do ours. 

I am meeting with the school board to discuss possibilities with them. We need 
more information than I see forthcoming at this lime. Numbers and data pertaining to 
how we will be forced to change to meet possible needs in the future are essential to 
our school district. 

I also have concerns about allowing the MAC, whose job it is to build and 
oversee airports. the power to do their own environmental assessment. May this job 
be more impartially done by the Environmental Quality Board, which seems lo have 
delegated their responsibilities. Should the WI EQ~ be included in such a study? 
Have we asked the wolves to watch the sheep? 

Another concern is that only one EIS will be done. This on a site, MSP or Site 3, 
chosen by the MAC and the Metro Council. How can we assess the impacts of both 
sites if only one is studied. To choose a site to study seems to designate that site as 
the sole choice. 

Senator Feingold's office called me today seeking information and is also 
investigating WI part in any planning of this facility. 

How can you choose the proper configuration for an airport without addressing 
the ramifications of all the choices made inside the fence of the airport? This seems 
like ii would fail to foresee all the impacts of the planning being done. Should we slow 
down and take each issue in its time and allow all concerned parties to analyze any 
problems that may arise? I think so. Whether or not this airport becomes a reality is 
not the primary issue, although I personally am not in favor of it, the real issue is will all 
the impacted parties be allowed enough accurate. up to date information to meet their 
planning needs for 10, 20 or more years down the road. I hope to see an improvement. 

I have been asked to read a brief message from the Piercs County Board of 
Commissioners: 

We feel that an undertaking of a project of this magnitude. with the possible 
expenditure of huge sums of federal monies, which we all have a stake in, regardless of 
Ythich state we call our home, calls for a more regional representation on the bodies 
dealing with the issues at hand. We are extremely distressed with the denial of any 
seals on the MAC and the removal of any voting and recommendation power to the 
lone WI representative to the Task Force committee, this representative being, State 
Senator Clausing. We intend to actively pursue at all levels the attaining of equal 
representation on all bodies dealing with any proposed relocation of the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Airport. Federal Representative Gunderson has contacted us regarding 
our concerns and is investigating options. The impact on Western WI demands that we 
pursue all means of gaining equal access to the planning process. The impacts on 
Health, Infrastructure, Economics and the Quality of life in our area causes us great 
concern and will be a major issue in our area. 

Respectfully yours, 

Dick Truax 
Pierce County Commissioner 

A. 

1B. 

le. 

D. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

See General Response 4. 

The Minnesota EOB has approved the 
environmental review process; they will determine 
the adequacy of the Final EIS related to this 
process. 

One EIS will be prepared. The EIS will analyze the 

impacts of both potential projects, a new airport at 
Site 3 and expansion of the existing MSP. Prior to 
preparation of the EIS, an Alternative 
Environmental Document (AED) will be prepared 
for the new airport and one for MSP (see Figure 1 
in Appendix A of the April, 1994 Scoping EAW). 
Each AED will analyze the impacts of various 
alternatives for a long-range comprehensive plan at 
each location. At the conclusion of the AED 
process, one plan at existing MSP and one plan at 
the new airport site will be selected for study in 
the EIS. 

See General Response 4 and Response I. for 

Dakota County. 
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City of Hastings 
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May 18, 1994 

Mr. Nigel Finney 
Deputy Executive Director 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450-2799 

Dear Nigel: 

Please find enclosed a copy of a Resolution adopted by the Hastings City Council at its meeting 
on May 16. 1994 outlining its comments regarding the Scoping Environmental Assessment 
Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document. Should you have any questions or require any 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerelv, 

z;~ 
David M. Osbwrg 
City Administra 

DMO: cml 

:\ n l:. 1u,1l \ ' :· :---•r1u n1h f.n ,r l,•,,· r 
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RESOLUTION NO. S3-9-4 

RESOLUTION REGARDING THE NEW AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
SCOPING ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET AND DRAFT 

SCOPING DECISION DOCUMENT 

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Airport Planning Act of 1989 was mandated by the 
Minnesota State Legislature, to preserve the future development options of a Major Airport in the 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area; and 

WHEREAS, one option is designed to provide the needed capacity and facilities at the 
existing Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport, and a second option is to provide the needed 
capacity and facilities at a new Airport in the Dakota Search Area; and 

WHEREAS, the Airport planning process will determine and compare the costs, benefits, 
social impacts, economic impacts and environmental impacts for each Airport option; and 

WHEREAS, the Airport site selected by the Metropolitan Airport Commission is directly 
adjacent to and including portions of the City of Hastings; and 

WHEREAS, the Environmental Assessment Worksheet serves as the scoping for the 
Alternative Environmental Document of the new Airport Comprehensive Plan, and is the 
decision-making process that determines what alternatives, impacts, issues and litigative measures 
will be addressed in the AED and in what level of detail; and 

WHEREAS, the draft scoping decision document focuses on the comprehensive plan 
alternatives, impacts and issues that are proposed to be addressed in the alternative environmental 
document; and 

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Airports Commission is soliciting comments from 
indh-iduals and agencies regarding the scoping environmental assessment work sheet and draft 
scoping decision document; and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City ofHastings continues to support 
the concept of repealing the Dual-Track Airport Planning Process primarily due to a 1993 
Legislative Auditor's Report on airport planning that determined the Metropolitan Council was 
responsible for generating seriously flawed data and analysis in its studies; However, since the 
Dual-Track Airport Planning Process must continue. the City of Hastings will continue to provide 
comment and discussion regarding the various documents that arc being generated; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Hastings supports the following items 
to be considered by the Metropolitan Airport 's Commission as a part of the Scoping 
Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document: 

I.) The City of Hastings recommends that further study and analysis be conducted regard ing 
the measurement of the development opportunity that would be lost as a result of an 
Airport being located in the Dakota Search Area, beyond that which is identified on page 
10 of the Scoping Environmental Assessment Work Sheet, which states "The development 
of a new major airport will not be compatible with some existing land use, notably 
existing residential development adjacent to each alternative." As the City of Hastings 
continues to develop, any limitation on development that would be caused by airport 
construction in this area must be comprehensively analyzed and documented. Noise 
impacts must be measured based on projected population and lost development 
opportunity, as well as the ~conomic loss and property de-valuation associated with noise 
pollution. • 

2.) Complete analysis of the impact on a bald eagle nesting area near Lake Rebe~ca must be 
properly identified and analyzed. The City of Hastings encourages complete review, as 
identified on page 15. 

3.) A comprehensive analysis on the effect of any airpon development on the Vermillion 
River, and the subsequent impact on the City of Hastings and the various flood zones 
must be thoroughly analyzed. The City of Hastings must be involved in this analysis, as 
significant portions of the City nre included in the Vermillion River Watershed Arca. 

4.) Airport development and the impact on the public water supply serving municipalities 
within or near the search area must be reviewed with the City of Hastings. The City of 
Hastings cannot accept the statement on page 17 suggesting that it is "unknown" whether 
the project will require an appropriation of ground or surface water. Potential impact on 
the City of Hastings must be comprehensively analyi.cd, and the City must be i..hvolved 
in any discussions on the impact on the City's public water supply. In addition. the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission must be completely aware of the City of Hastings ' 
position that any additional costs associated with changes in the quality of the water, 
fluoridation, and/or water pressure will not be the responsibility of the City of Hastings 
and its residents. 

I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

A. The need for further work to analyze the impacts 
of a potential new airport in Dakota County on 
Hastings and other communities is identified on 
pages 20 and 21 of the Draft Scoping Decision 
Document. The analysis to be prepared in the 
development of a Comprehensive Plan for the site 
in Dakota County will address those impacts that 
differ between Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. More 
comprehensive analysis of off-site impacts will be 
prepared for the EIS comparing a Dakota County 
Site to the current MSP site. 

B. The potential for impacts to the Bald Eagle nest at 
Lake Rebecca will be analyzed at the same level of 
detail as the earlier analysis carried out during the 
preparation of the site selection AED. The new 
analysis will utilize the design options being 
considered for Site 3 and the aircraft operations 
projections associated with those concepts . 

C. Analysis of the hydrologic impacts of the new 
airport site on the flood flows within H·astings will 
be done as part of the EIS on the MSP and New 
Airport alternatives in the next phase of analysis . 
Any input from affected communities is welcome. 

D. Potable water supply sources have not been 
chosen at this time. Adequate groundwater 
supplies are anticipated to be available. However, 
if city water is needed Hastings will be involved in 
the evaluation of capacity available. 
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5.) The City of Hastings continues to be concerned with the analysis' that have been 
completed to this point regarding additional traffic that will be generated by a new 
Airport. The City continues to emphasize the need to properly analyze the additional 
traffic demand that will be generated on Highway 61 in Hastings, specifically the 
Highway 61 bridge. Furthermore. there must be proper review of the potential 
improvements needed on Highway 55 in and near the Hastings area. There must be a 
thorough analysis and study of the possible relocation of businesses and homes, and an 
impact on the downtown Hastings area as a part of this Airport Planning Process. 

6.) In addition to the Section 106 Survey and Analysis of the impact of an airport on historic 
sites in the search area, the City calls for the survey and analysis of the impact of the 
construction, reconstruction or alteration of ground transportation routes and roads through 
Hastings at the same time. This impact within Hastings is as inevitable as the impact on 
the countryside where the airport would be constructed, and to defer the study at this time 
is to avoid the issue. The entire issue of properties in the search area currently listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places must be properly reviewed. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HASTINGS, 
MINNESOTA THIS 16TH DAY OF MAY, 1994. 

Ayes: Council.nerber Johnson, Simaoek, Traubm.nn, Hides , Warner, Ri veness and 
Mayor 1-k:rncr 

Absent: None 

Nays: None 

~~~ 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 

/4 ~ 
4((/4._; t1. ✓-~~v 

City Clerk 

SEAL 

E. 

I F. 

E. The material in the Scoping Environmental 
Assessment Worksheet recognizes that further 
evaluation of ground access impacts will be 
needed before a final decision can be reached. 
Impacts and items that will need to be addressed 
are identified on page 1 9 of the Scoping Decision 
Document. The analysis to be prepared in the 
development of a Comprehensive Plan for the 
site in Dakota County will address those impacts 
that differ between the proposed on-site layouts. 
More comprehensive analysis of off-site impacts 
will be prepared for the EIS comparing a Dakota 
County site against the current site. 

F. A Section 1 06 survey will be performed if ground 
transportation routes and roads in Hastings are 
required by the Site 3 alternatives. 
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Jeff Connell, Resource Strategies, 
consultant to rural cities and 
townships in Dakota County 

COMMENTS TO METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS COMMISSION 
PUBLIC MEETING ON 

ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENT AL DOCUMENT 
SCOPING DECISION DOCUMENT 

May 12~ 1994 

The Southern Dakota County Cities and Townships represent 13 townships and six 
smaller rural cities that will be impacted by the siting of a new regional airport. The 
19 jurisdictions I am speaking on behalfofhave fonned a planning group consisting 
of one elected official from each of the cities and townships. 

The purpose of tne group is to collectively discuss issues and present their 
perspectives and concerns regarding a potential airport siting and its impacts on 
southern Dakota County to the MAC, Metropolitan Council and other agencies that 
will at various times be part of this process. 

Although the group is newly formed, it has already identified some issues and 
concerns that are common to not just those cities and townships directly impacted 
by the siting through relocation, or those jurisdictions adjacent to the site that would 
be impacted by development, but also cities and townships that will, in some way, 
be changed forever from their historical past, ways oflife and means of governing. 

A major concern of the rural cities and townships lies with the fact that the airport 
site has been identified as a 10,000 acre project when, in fact, impact and protection 
zones, corridors and other areas may result in acquisitions, easements or controls 
and regulations well beyond the boundaries of the airport identified on a map. 
Recent indications from MAC are that acquisition or control and regulations could 
encompass an area up to a total of 30,000 acres, or three times the airport site itself. 
Also, the EA W indicates that the "airport development area" may consist of 
property extending 3-5 miles in all directions from the airport site, if the 
Metropolitan Council detennines a need to "protect natural resources of the 

metropolitan area". 

Since any actions with.in these areas would impact a total of eight townships and six 
smaller rural cities in southern Dakota County, the significance of relocating a 
regional airport to southern Dakota County becomes even greater in tenns of direct 
impact upon a greater number of people's lives. 

llte townships and cities are currently addressing th.is very significant issue 
cooperatively with the Metropolitan Council, along with staff from the City of 
Hastings and Dakota Cow1ty. llt.is process is an open one to this point, with all 
parties agreeing to work together to express concerns and viewpoints from all sides . 
We realize that MAC has only begun discussions on this issue and, to this point, 
has not involved the cities and townships that are most directly impacted by 
potential acquisition or other restrictive controls beyond the proposed airport site 
boundaries. On behalf of the cities and townships, we request active involvement 
and open communication between the cities and townships and MAC on th.is issue. 
We feel this is as significant an issue as the siting of the airport itself, and look 
forward to actively expressing our concerns and positions on the al[l)()rt siting, and 
participating in a positive manner throughout the rest of the process . 

A. 
A. The active involvement of all interested parties is 

encouraged. Dakota County, Hastings and the 
townships are involved in a process initiated by 
the Metropolitan Council to deal with the 
question of impacts and induced development. 
MAC will be a part of that process and will use 
that forum to discuss potential land use controls 
related to airport development. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RB: 

DAT!: 

a 
V 

KEKORANDOK 

Jenn Unruh, Planning and Environment 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
Prairie Island Tribal Council 
Contacts: Dr. Terrence Loomis, Economic Development 

Ms. Lin Nelson, Environment 
Co111Jt1ents on the Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping Decision 
Document for the New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
May 25, 1994 

We have reviewed the draft scoping documents and recommend the 
following additions or modifications: 

p 

1. Native American cultural values I 
The documents neglect to take into account of the cultural 

values and contemporary cultural significance of flora and fauna in 
the area (Section 11) and archaeological sites (Section 26a). 
These aspects should be included so that the indigenous people of 
the area, the Hdewakanton Dakota, have a chance to comment on 
possible impacts and their mitigation. 

2. Nuclear hazards 

The documents fail to allow for the assessment of risks and 
possible impacts of siting an airport so close to a nuclear 
generating facility (Prairie Island NSP plant). The State 
legislature recently passed legislation allowing the storage of 
nuclear waste in casks outdoors, casks that dre not strong enough 
to be capable of being transported let alone withstanding the 
impact of an airpl~ne crash. The site will come under the 
responsibility of the Federal government by contract in 1998, and 
according to the Department of Energy may serve as a federal waste 
reposi.tory for some time. Waste from other nuclear facilities may 
be added to the site. 

The generating facility and nuclear waste site would be at 
risk from planes taking off an landing within a few miles, 
particularly during severe winter weather. The extent of that risk 
could be considerable when military air traffic is added. 

The Legislature also directed that additional storage capacity 
should be located elsewhere in Goodhue County. The uncertainty of 
the timing and location of this additional site will create 
problems with the proposed timing for selection of an airport site, 
and the preferred model of runway alignment. At the very least a 
zone prohibiting overflights to the Southeast is likely to b• 
required. Th• entire fea■ ibility of the new airport could be in 
question. 

3. water Pollution 

The potential for the airport to seriously degrade water 
systems in the area is high. This would directly affect the 
economic, health and cultural interests of the Prairie Island 
Hdewakanton community. By separately categorizing and analyzing 
impacts, there appears to be insufficient provision in the scop~ng 
documents for considering the systemic and cumulative affects of 
actions such as wetland filling and replacement. Additional land 
■ay in fact be required for the 're-creation of floodplain storage 
that would be lost due to airport facilities' (Section IV-81). The 
adequacy of existing technology and proposed processing of de-icing 
chemicals also deserves special attention. 

3. l!2.i.ll 

P. 12 The analysis of noise impacts using EPA and State noise 
formulas will not adequately take account of the impacts of lower 
level dBAs from airplane overflights introduced into an area that 
is essentially rural and small town. Patronage and economic 
effects on recreational areas and businesses such as gaming should 
be assessed. Existing environmental impact studies of stress­
related effects should also be canvassed, rather than dismissed for 
'lack of reliable data'. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

A. In the preparation of the AED for the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan the Mdewakanton Dakota 
community will be requested to provide specific 
information as to which flora and fauna are 
considered to have cultural significance so that 
potential impacts can be analyzed. 

B. The State of Minnesota has legislated Safety 
Zones A and 8 (see Figures 3, 4 and 5) off the end 
of the runways in addition to the federal runway 
protection zones (RPZ's). The risk of an aircraft 
crash during takeoff or landing outside these zones 
in Minnesota weather is minimal. The Prairie 
Island NSP plant is outside these zones by a 
considerable distance. 

C. Wetlands, water resources and hydrologic impacts 
of the new airport site are a major area of analysis 
in the AED process. 

D. The noise analysis will determine the increase in 
sound levels above the ambient for typical aircraft 
along the flight tracks. 

The Federal lnteragency Committee on Noise 
(FICON) conducted a thorough review of the 
existing medical literature on the health effects of 
environmental noise due to aircraft. The FICON 
concluded that no definitive evidence of health 
effects exists, particularly at levels below DNL 70. 
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The siting of the proposed airport could have considerable 
economic benefits tor the tribe. However, construction costs (P. 
4) do not appear to be based on true value of land proposed to be 
taken for the airport; 'costs' are therefore understated and this 
could indirectly affect our financial interests. 

A significant amount of prime agricultural land, much of it 
covenanted, would be destroyed by the airport. Standard valuation 
aodels of 'fair market value' have recently been shown to be 
inadequate for assessing (a) opportunity costs of the land if it 
had been left in production for the period of the life of the 
proposed airport, and (b) true value of the natural resources 
i11pacted or destroyed by the airport. The land resource - as 
pointed out by a recent Harvard economist - tends to be treated in 
standard models as cash rather than a fixed asset. The actual (ie. 
real) cost of the land per acre is likely to be significantly 
greater than the current evaluation in the documents indicates. 

The costs regarding business are not simply from relocations, 
as the documents indicate. They also occur in the form of 
additional infrastructure required of businesses moving · in or 
relocating the existing airport. Also unassessed in the documents 
are pressures on housing and infrastructure in the townships and 
communities surrounding the airport. The ripple effect on land use 
and area taxes can be estimated and could be significant. 

E. 

IF. 

E. The cost of land acquisition is based on the 
assessed valuation. In general, it is a reasonable 
"indicator" of fair market value, although in some 
cases it may be considerably low (and high in 
others). The actual fair market value is, of 
course, determined by appraisals and 
negotiations at the time of acquisition. 

F. See General Response 4 . 
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May 19, 1994 

Ms. Jenn Unruh 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis MN 55450 

Res New Airport Comprehensive Plan, Scoping Environmental 
Assessment Worksheet (EAW), and Draft Scoping Decision 
Document (SOD) 

Dear Ms, Unruh: 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on The Scoping Document and 
Draft Scoping Decision Document on the relocation of the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport to Hastings, Mn. 

My primary concern is the apparent disregard for addressing impacts 
on Wisconsin in the Scoping Documents . Maps showing the area 
surrounding Site 3 are blank east of the Mississippi River. 

A major metropolitan airport will have monumental effects on a 
community and the surrounding area, -wherever it is sited. For the 
Metropolitan Airport Commission (MAC) to ignore the impacts to 
Prescott and to the state of Wisconsin, indicates an attitude of 
blatant disregard for local and state concerns which extend beyond 
the borders of Minnesota. 

On January 10, 1994, Wisconsin Department of Transportation, 
Secretary Charles Thompson sent a letter to MAC Chairman Dick 
Braun. He addressed seven questions which need to be answered to 
determine how Wisconsin will be impacted by relocation of the 
Metropolitan Airport. Secretary Thompson did not receive a 
response to his letter; therefore, I am addressing them below: 

1. How many Wisconsin residents use the Metropolitan 
Airport? • 

2. Which Wisconsin highways will provide access to Hastings, 
Minnesota if the airport is relocated to Site 3? 

3. Which of these highways would require upgrading to carry 
increased traffic? 

4. Would a new bridge be required at Prescott? 

5. What are the estimated costs of the changes required to 
meet the projected needs? 

6. 

7. 

What impact will induced development have upon the 
present infrastructure in the area? 

What are the projected costs of additional infrastructure 
needed to support induced development? 

It is conceivable answers to these questions may entail 
significant study. By deferring these questions to the EIS 
process, there is concern time will not allow proper study to 
provide answers by the July, 1996 deadline. I believe it is very 
important to study these impacts in the AED process and not defer 
them to the EIS process. 

The configuration and positioning of the airport runways will be a 
significant factor and directly impact Prescott WI. Who will make 
these decisions and how is Wisconsin considered in this process? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please call me at (608) 
266-7745 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, =~ State Senator 
10th District 

sf 

A. 

I B. 

I C. 

A. See General Response 4 . The maps will be revised 
for the AED. 

B. See General Response 4. 

C. The MAC makes the decision subject to FAA 
approval. The decision is based on operational and 
environmental factors, and agency and public input 
through the planning and environmental review 
processes. 
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2SMay 1994 

Mctropoliun Airport Commission 
6040 28th Ave. So. 
MiMeapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Dear MAC, 

BRAD AND DENISE NAYLOR 
N6521 1323RD STREET 

PRESCOTT, WISCONSIN 54021 

On Thursday, 12 May, we attended the public hearing meeting in Hastings. We live in Prescott, Wisconsin which, 
asortast year, is considered a part of the Twin Cities metro area. However, Wisconsinites have been left out of 
discussions regarding the proposed new site in Hastings. 

We were so impressed with what other Wisconsin residents and WIS-MAC members expressed that evening. It will 
be shocking if a new airport will be built within 4 miles of our homes after so many thought-provoking questions 
~ voiced. It's not the fact that an airport in the Hastings location right where the Mississippi and St. Croix rivers 
meet would disturb an area which should be protected, but do ru (the Twin Cities) really D.ttd a new airport? It's 
quite apparent that Denver did not and docs not. Let's think of the future now. The future is going to bring us many 
different ways of conducting business and air travel mny not be used the way it is now. 

People have been asking questions of the MAC since at least 1989 without getting answers. We're curious as to 
whether one of the reasons a new airport is being considered is because of people in the Bloomington area 
complaining of noise. If that's the case, these people should have no voice in this decision. There has been an 
airport in the present location since the I 920's. One would think a person might think about that before moving in 
that area if airport noise is a bother. Another question is: why is more time allotted to study building a new airport 
versus expansion and remodeling of the current Lindbergh airport? It seems apparent both sites are not being given 
equal time. • 

We were both raised and currently work in the Twin Cities. We definitely feel more like "Minnesotans" than 
"Wisconsinites". We're proud to be from MiMesota but appalled at the thought of the expense and hassle ofn new 
airport. Let's expand the current location if necessary. 

Please don't dismiss what citizens are saying. 

Sincerely, • 

'f!J1aJ.. o.1'(1{.M1uli.. nay~ 
Brad and Denise Naylor 

cc: Go"emor Tommy Thompson 
Governor Ame Carlson 
Senator Alice Clausing 
Senator Oa\'C Durenberger 
Senator Paul Wellstone 

IA. A. 

I B. 
B. 

See General Response 3. 

Both sites are receiving equal consideration. The 
MSP site received a considerable amount of 
planning, analysis and public review between 
1989 and 1991, and that planning is currently 
being updated. 
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May 12, 1994 

Hr. Nigel Finney 
Executive Director, Planning & Environment 
l!etropolitan Airports Commission • 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

RE: COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET AND 
DRAFT SCOPING DECISION DOCUMENT 

Dear Hr. Finney and MAC Commissioners: 

Thank you for again visiting our community for yet 
another public hearing on the new airport plan . The 
document we are asked to comment on tonight is not quite as 
•overwhelming" as the last one we had before us, however, 
the executive summary and readability for the •average 
person on the street" still leaves something to be desired. 
I commend your efforts and look forward to an even more 
'user friendly' document on your next road trip. 

I will try to keep my comments brief and reference the 
document before us as much as possible. 

Some questions I have identified are as follows: 

Page 8. ·The total building size listed for the 
project indicates a total of 46,500,000 square feet. That 
is synonymous with 1,067 ACRES of BUILDING ALONE. The 
comparable number of square feet for the current site is 
likely listed in the comprehensive plan for the current 
site, but I am curious as to the number of square feet of 
buildings being planned at that site, as well as currently 
in use, and would appreciate it if you could let me and the 
rest of the people here know those comparison numbers. 

Page 10. Parag. 1 under LAND USE; the statement 
•THE COUNCIL HAS REVIEWED REGIONAL FORECASTS FOR 2020 WITH 
ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN THE REGION" is, I believe, not 
true. I doubt if MANY of the local units of governments, 
especially the small cities and townships in Dakota County, 
have been involved at all in those forecasts. I have no way 
of knowing if the numbers are accurate or not, but I am 
quite positive the statement is NOT accurate . 

Pages 11 & 12, I suggest you clarify that these 
land uses are according to the zoning and comprehensive 
plans in effect as of a certain date. Obviously there are 
single family and rural residential properties in the site, 
and the reference to zero on the charts could be misleading. 

Page 17; Water Use 
(a) You need to identify the number of farm 

irrigation wells, as well as those associated with the 
dwellings and farms. The cost of sealing those wells should 
also be separated and identified. The cost of severing farm 
parcels into pieces no longer usable for the irrigation 
systems currently in place must also be identified and 
included in the cost projections for the facility. 

(bl I don't know what "dewatering• is, so 
please define what that is, and what the impacts are to the 
people like me who adjoin the site but are not IN the site. 

Page 17, No . 16. Soils. It shows depth of 
the bedrock to be a minimal impact, and page 18 says 5\ of 
the site is affected. As someone who has picked up lots of 
rocks from my dad's fields, you might want to take another 
look at that amount. I think parts of the site may be 
heavily impacted by bedrock very close to the surface. 

Page 19. Water quality is a very big concern to 
the natives of the area, and will be to those down river as 
well. 

Statements like the one made in paragraph 2 
that says: •The Vermillion River enters the Mississippi 
River approximately l mile downstream from the City of 
Basting•• indicate that we have reason to be concerned! I 
The Vermillion River~ enters the Mississippi very near 
the dam at Red Wing!! Many miles south of the City of 
Hastings! The Mississippi flows INTO the Vermillion south 
of Hastings. Please take extreme care with our water 
resources. Mistakes li~e this can really lose credibility 
with the local residents and all people concerned with the 
impact on our water resource. 

Groundwater contamination and run off has 
been identified as a big concern at every public meeting I 
have attended in the past three years . It is critical this 
section receive very thorough attention. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

A. The number should be approximately 
15,000,000 sq.ft. MSP currently has about 
9,000,000 sq.ft. of floor space, and about 
15,000,000 sq.ft. (total) is planned. 

B. All communities in the region were provided with 
2020 forecasts for their jurisdiction in late 1990, 
with a review process that extended through the 
first half of 1991 . 

C. The text of Item 9 states that local 
comprehensive plans were used as a facsimile for 
current land use. Effective dates for these plans 
were not included as they differ from jurisdiction 
to jurisdiction. The text of the section does 
recognize the existence of commercial uses and 
residences with in the site. The Draft Scoping 
Decision Document outlines what further work 
needs to be done regarding social impacts on 
residences, businesses and non-profit 
organizations on page 20. It also outlines the 
work to be done regarding community disruption 
and land use impacts on pages 20 and 21 : 

D. The list of wells requiring closure includes farm 
irrigation wells. Differential costs of sealing the 
wells and land acquisition will be included in the 
AED. 

E. Dewatering means the pumping of groundwater 
which may be necessary in preparation for 
construction of foundations. 

F. As shown in Figure 13, there is very little 
bedrock in Site 3 that is within five feet of the 
surface. 
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An item I didn't find in the report is the 
provision of electric to support the new facility. 

With the huge controversy this year regarding 
the Prairie Island Nuclear Facility and storage of the 
waste, it may be wise to include a section on the projected 
amount of electricity needed to operate the facility, the 
added cost to provide that energy; will additional 
transmission lines be needed to serve the facility; who will 
be impacted and at what cost; The area is now partially 
served by NSP and partially served by Dakota Electric. What 
is planned for the new facility? Will the design of the 

buildings covering the equivalent of 1100 acres (!) be the 
most energy efficient possible? Will the 
surrounding/remaining properties be affected? If so, How? 

Another item not clearly identified and singled 
out: WHAT IS ANTICIPATED TO HAPPEN TO THE SMALL CITY OF 
VERMILLION? 

I realize the City is not in the site . The 
city is extremely close to the boundaries however. What, if 
anything, are you picturing will be "different" for that 
community. How will the impacts be identified in the final 
report? 

Also, a question on amount of land 
to be studied: 

in acres --

Ma~s exist, such as this one, and they are 
being used, which indicate a much larger size than the 
10,000 acres in the boundary of the airport. That map 
should be in this study . The total acreage should be 
discussed openly, the potential acquisition/control areas 
are the basis for the study we are looking at tonight . I 
can ' t understand how we know any of the impacts, be it 
environmental, societal or any other, unless we know THE 
SIZE OF THE PROPERTY INVOLVED. Are you doing this EAW on 
10 , 200 acres or 32,600 acres?? Obviously, this is a 
significant difference. Who will be deciding "How Big"?? 

My final concern, which I think is probably shared ' 
by others here tonight: WHEN WILL THE BASIC QUESTION 
OF -- DO WE NEED A NEW AIRPORT be addressed? We all are 
graphically aware that millions of dollars are being spent 
on this process. We hear daily "horror stories" coming out 
of the Denver Airport Fiasco. We "ecd to be assarrcd ~hat 
•Wa NaEC ~ !JEW AIRPORT~ 

The fundamental questions of DO WE NEED A NEW 
AIRPORT AND CAN WE AFFORD A NEW AIRPORT should be reviewed 
at every turn, and not just not left until the final 
decision document which will be presented to the 
legislature. 

I hope some references will be made 
throughout this EAW regarding the COST and NEED questions . 

Thank you again for your 
longer than I anticipated . ::::.::::ta This 

Globn;e 
9795 170th Street East 
Hastings, MN 55033 

got 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

G. The issue of electrical energy supply does not 
have a differential impact concerning the best 
layout of a new airport at the chosen site, and 
therefore does not need to be evaluated during the 
development of the new airport comprehensive 
plan. Analysis of the issue will be started in the 
very near future so that information concerning 
projected electrical energy requirements and the 
method for meeting those requirements will be 
available for the final EIS. 

H. The City of Vermillion would continue to exist; the 
impacts of noise and community disruption will be 
addressed. 

I. Differential impacts due to the new airport 
alternatives are being addressed on all land -
irregardless of the airport boundary and any 
potential land-use-control areas. In the event that 
the Minnesota Legislature determines that a new 
airport is the method to meet the 2020 air 
transportation needs of the region, then the 
Metropolitan Council will determine which areas 
will be controlled, and the type of control to be 
employed. Areas that require acquisition will be 
determined for the EIS . 

J. See General Response 3. 
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May 16. 1994 

~ -~· 

~ 
Pltylli.s Goldi,i 
S~6♦ /3t3S1 
l¼rrou, IV/. 540il 

Metropolitan Airport Commission 
6040 28th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis. MN 55450-2799 

Dear MAC, 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 0 1994 

DEPUTY EXEC. DIA. 

After artending the public meeting you held in Hastings the other evening 
(May 12) I am writing to enlarge on my opposition to the proposed new 
Hastings International Airport. It is strangely contradictory that you 
have revised your passenger projections downward while 
upandin~ the size of the proposal site. The logic of the projections 
is unclear to me. It seems likely that the newly emerging information 
highway will substantially decrease business travel in the future . 
Corporations are looking for ways to streamline information exchange and 
cut expenses. Since diminished business air travel may drive up the cost 
of leisure air travel the larter may suffer as well. Alternatives like high­
speed rail may also impose on air travel. Since it's not possible to predict 
travel patterns accurately into the future l believe the need for a new 
multi-billion dollar airport is in serious doubt. Of note is that Denver 
planners misread a temporary rise in air tranl as indicating the 
need for a new airport. Now Denver is experiencing a threatening 
decline in usage (see Federico's Folly by Michael Fumento in the American 
Spectator, Dec 93). This excellent · article also outlines the devastating 
economic impact to the citizens of Colorado and the US TaxpaJer. 

My second point pertains to the safety of locating a major 
international airport neur a nuclear reactor. Perhaps the nuclear 
waste storage bill was passed in a last minute overturn for fear of 
crippling a resource needed for a new airport. As a physician and former 
chairperson of the Twin Cities chapter of Physicians for Social 
Responsibility I have long been concerned about nuckar emissions. nuclear 
waste storage and health hazards to workers and residents of Prairie 
Island. To these I add concern about airline accidents. 

Many t'n,·irnnmt'ntal rnnl'ern~ arise about an airport located al the 
conllut'nce of the Mississippi and St. Croix rin•rs. Specifically I 
want 10 add my understanding that the runoff of deicing compounds into 
the rivers poses particular hazards . 

From a quality of life standpoint it escapes me how the potential 
destruction of several historic river cities by "Airport City" makes sense in 
the ahsencc of compelling need now and possiht~· less need as 
time ~oes on. As a resident of Wisconsi.n and owner of a medical 
practice in St. Paul I feel strongly that Wisrnnsin is not adequately 
represented in the planning proress. l\linncsota residents arc 
woefullJ uninformed as well. Grassroots planning must come to bear 
on this extremely important and enormously costly decision. 

Please enter my letter into the record for consideration . 

Sincerely. 

,/-?~~ ~~4 C~- .y--::> 
Phyllis Goldin MD 

cc: WI Governor, Tommy Thompson, 
State Capitol, Madison. WI 

WI State Senator, Alice Clausing 
P.O. Box 7882, Madison. WI 53707-i882 

MN Governor. Ame Carlson 
State Capitol. St Paul. ~IN 55 IUl 

MN State Senator. Dave Durenberger 
1020 Plymouth Bldg .. 12 S. 6th St.. Mpls. MN 55402 

MN State Senator, Paul Wellstone 
2550 University Ave., St. Paul. MN 55114 

A. 

B. 

I C. 

A. The size of the site for a potential new airport 
has not increased; Alternatives 2 and 3 are 
smaller than the size used in site selection. See 
General Response 3 for discussion of need. The 
revised baseline forecasts predict slightly fewer 
aircraft operations than estimated in the original 
forecasts (about 1.3 percent less for the year 
2020). Over the forecast period, many factors 
such as airline competition, other modes of 
travel, and teleconferencing could affect air 
travel demand. Accordingly, MAC convened four 
expert panel sessions during the development of 
the revised forecasts to consider these and other 
factors. These panel sessions analyzed 12 
alternative scenarios and three combination 
scenarios (in addition to the baseline scenario) to 
estimate the sensitivity of the forecasts to 
changes in these factors. The forecasts to be 
used to develop the comprehensive plans for 
both MSP and the new airport reflect detailed 
consideration of a wide range of factors. 

B. The issue of the Prairie Island nuclear power 
plant does not have a differential impact 
concerning the best layout of a new airport at 
the chosen site, and therefore does not need to 
be evaluated during the development of the new 
airport comprehensive plan. It should be noted, 
however, that the new airport site is outside the 
10 mile radius from the power plant that 
delineates the area that needs to have special 
emergency plans in place to respond to possible 
incidents at the plant. The power plant is 
located outside both the federal and the more 
restrictive state land use safety zones designed 
for the protection of people and facilities on the 
ground. See also Response B. for the Prairie 
Island Tribal Council. 

C. See General Response 3. regarding the need for 
a new airport. 
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May 18. 1994 

Barhara Glidden 
i'i6-U0 1323 Street 

Presrnll. WI 5.J02 I 

Metropolitan Airport Commission 
6040 28th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis. MN 55450-2799 

Dear MAC. 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 O 1~94 

DEPUTY EXEC. DIR. 

Last week I auended the, hearing in Hastings regarding the possible 
building of a new airport. I am saddened, appalled and fearful for future 
generations, should this idea ever come to fruition. Also, I'm really angry 
about this whole situation. I fully agreed with all of the speakers, who 
each eloquently expressed very appropriate reasons why this should be 
opposed. I also support all views expressed so well by Phyllis Goldin, MD 
in her letter of May 16. 

In both my personal and particularly my business life, I use the airlines 
regularly. I've have watched at first. with casual interest, the "Disatrous 
Denver Fiasco" and I truly empathize with all taxpayers but especially the 
people of Denver who will be forced to bear excessive financial 
consequences of increased airport use and probably decreased business 
revenue to their area. As an owner of a seminar business who sponsors 
seminars around the country, I am ·taking this situation into account as we 
will probably now avoid Denver in favor of other cities to avoid excessive 
air and ground costs to ourselves and our participants. Don 'l you reali:,:e 
this would prohahly happen here in the Twin Cities with 
rcsultlnJl disastrous effects to Northwest Airlines, the hotel 
industry and all the related businesses well in place servicin~ 
our perfectly adequate airport'! 

One of the speakers who I believe was from the DNR proposed an 
extremely creatin, common sense approach to the issue of airport 
noise by the nei~hbors of the present airport. Why not u~e far fewer 
dollars to buy up homes and offer them as low cost housing for others 
willing lo live with the noise in exchange for affordable housing? 

As I mentioned before, I am very saddened and fearful for future 
generations. I sec an unfortunate trend for Big Business to enter into very 
costly mistakes. Don't we alread~· have enou~h white elephants 
with Canterberry Downs, the Target Center, and the Hudson Dog Track? I 
also see the downsizing of corporations to not only consider cost savings by 
decreasing amount of air travel, but also laying off so many employees 
that we arc crippling our tax base. As an elderly farmer from Hastings 
stated "How do you think this will all be paid for? - eventually the system 
will cotlapse'" 

Please all or you with •innuence - be prudent, be creative and do 
whatever it takes to oppose an unnecessary expenditure in 
dollars, johs, and a waste or productive, beautiful land. 

Pl~e enter my letter in your records. 

Very sincerely, 

~~ 
Barbara Glidden 

cc: • •• WI Governor, Tommy . Thompson, 
State Capitol, Madison, WI 

. WI State Senator, Alice Clausing 
P.O. Box 7882, Ma<lison, WI 53707-7882 

MN Governor, Ame Carlson ' • 
State Capitol, St Paul, MN 55101 • ·. 

MN State Senator, Dave Durenbergcr 
1020 Plymouth Bldg., 12 S. 6th St., Mpls, MN 55402 

MN State Senator, Paul Wellstonc 
2550 University Ave., St. Paul, MN 55114 

A. A. See General Response 3. 
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May 22, 1994 

Diana Champlin 
Wl2096 Co Rd MM 

Prescott, WI 54021 

Metropolitan Airport Commission 
6040 28th Ave. s. 
Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing this letter to express my opposition to the building 
of a new metropolitan airport in the Hastings area. I feel that 
the study on which this decision may be basad is not adequate . In 
Denver and other areas of the country hasty decisions were made to 
build a "bigger and better" airport which has now proved to be 
unneeded and inadequate. I believe that more creative solutions 
than an addition to urban sprawl should be explored. 

sincerely, 

b~Ct,~ 
Diana Champlin 
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APPENDIXB 

REVISIONS TO SCOPING ENVIRONMENT AL 

ASSESSl\'.IENT WORKSHEET 

The Scoping EA W is revised as follows: 

Page 4, Table 1: In heading, change "T-2" to "T-1" and "Concept L" to 
"Concept Li". 

Page 4, Last Paragraph: Change "T-2" to "T-1" in 2nd and 6th lines. 

Page 5: Change "Concept L" to "Concepts L1 and Li" in first paragraph, 2nd 
line, and second paragraph, 7th and 8th lines. 

Page 5, Concept T-2: Change "T-2" to "T-1" in title and 1st lines of first and 
second paragraphs. 

Page 6, Fourth Paragraph: Change "T-2" to "T-1" in 2nd line. 

Page 8, Item 7: Change Total Building Area to "Approx. 15,000,000 sq.ft. 
(gross floor space)" . 

Figure 17: Delete and insert new Figure 17 (attached). 

Figure 23: Add "Dakota County" to "Source". 

Appendix B, Glossary, State Safety Zones: At end of paragraph add "and 
residential property is excluded from the regulations. " 

k:\15252\newsdd.94 
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