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Water Resources -- All alternatives will affect the Vermillion River. Development 
of airport facilities will involve construction of runway structures across the 
river, filling of floodway fringe areas and alteration of existing drainage. There 
is also the potential for surface water runoff to the Mississippi and Vermillion 
rivers. The alternatives are also comprised of areas classified as highly sensitive 
or very highly sensitive to ground water contamination due to the permeability 
of the soils and proximity to the acquifers. 

Wetlands -- Alternative 3 would displace 0.2 acres of Type 1 wetland; 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would not disturb any wetland. 

Hearing and Approval Process 

A draft of this environmental document was prepared by the Metropolitan Airports Commission, 
a public hearing was held on it, and this final version of the document was prepared, 
incorporating comments received during the 60-day comment period. This environmental 
analysis will be a consideration in the selection of one of the development alternatives for the 
new airport comprehensive plan. 

As stated earlier, similar environmental analysis and comprehensive plan development has been 
conducted for the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport and was completed in February 
1995. Evaluation, analysis and comparison of both of these alternatives and other feasible 
alternatives will be presented in the EIS, with a recommendation to the Legislature in July 1996. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

CRITERION 

Air Quality 
1. Number of times that concentrations of carbon monoxide, 

hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides and particulates 
would exceed standards. 

Archaeological Resources 
2. Number of known archaeological properties potentially eligible 

for the National Register that would be disturbed. 

Biotic Communities 
3. Number of species on federal list of endangered and threatened 

species (nesting bald eagles) that would be jeopardized. 

4. Number of affected breeding territories of loggerhead shrikes . 
(threatened species in Minnesota). 

Bird-Aircraft Hazards Spring Lake Area 

5. Difference in monthly aircraft Gores Pool Wildlife 
operations less than 500 feet over Management Area 
areas where birds 
congregate. Protected Wetland 341 W 

Protected Wetland 340W 

Pine Bend Landfill 

Farmland 
6. Number of farmsteads within the airport boundary. 

7. Acres of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance 
within airport boundary. 

. 8. Acres of isolated, triangulated and severed farmland . 

Floodplains 
9. Acres of floodplain lost to airport development that must be 

recreated. 

Historic/Architectural Resources 
10. Number of known historic/architectural properties eligible for 

the National Register that would be demolished. 

11. No. of known historic/architectural properties eligible for the 
National Register within the DNL 65 + noise contour. 

Land Use 
12. Number of communities, within three miles of airport, 

potentially requiring changes in existing/planned land use. 
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IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE 

1 2 3 

0 0 0 

4 4 4 

0 0 0 

2 2 2 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1,800 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 \· 

44 43 35 

8,000 7,794 7,367 

2,790 2.365 2,325 

230 160 320 

0 0 0 

1 0 0 

5 5 5 
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CRITERION 

Noise Douglas Twp. 
13. Number of persons residing in the year 

2005 DNL 65 + noise contour. Hampton Twp. 

Marshan Twp. 

Nininger Twp. 

Ravenna Twp. 

Vermillion Twp. 

TOTAL 

14. Number of persons residing in the year Douglas Twp. 
2005 DNL 60-65 noise contour. 

Hampton Twp. 

Marshan Twp. 

Nininger Twp. 

Ravenna Twp. 

Vermillion Twp. 

TOTAL 

15. Number of persons residing in the year 2005 L1065 noise 
contour. 

16. Number of noise sensitive land uses in year 2005 DNL 65 + 
noise contour. 

Socioeconomic 
17. Number of residents displaced. 

18. Number of households displaced. 

19. Number of businesses and Businesses 
employees displaced. 

Employees 

20. Percentage of tax capacity lost by Marshan 
townships. 

Vermillion 

21. Percentage of tax capacity lost by 
School District 200. 

22. Difference in estimated development costs (millions). 

Transportation Access 
23. Difference in impacts of potential roadway improvements due 

to airport. 

Water Resources 
24. Difference in impacts of stormwater discharges to Vermillion 

River watersheds. 

Wetlands 
25. Number of acres of wetlands filled. 
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IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE 

1 2 3 

5 15 5 

0 0 0 

70 60 110 

<5 <5 <5 

0 0 0 

50 40 75 

130 115 195 

115 105 110 

15 10 0 

270 275 265 

80 75 90 

15 15 10 

165 175 190 

655 660 670 

2,375 2,265 2,245 

1 1 1 

590 556 467 

173 163 137 

11 11 11 

242 242 242 

31.8 28.4 20.4 

18.4 16.7 21.3 

3.29 2.95 2.66 

$29.8 $20.2 $0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0.2 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

A. Purpose and Need for Action 

The Purpose and Need section usually describes the proposed action and why it is needed. At this 
point in the Dual Track process there is no proposed · action (federal or state). The Dual Track 
process (explained in Part C of this section) was enacted to compare the environmental effects, 
benefits and costs of expanding the existing airport vs. building a new replacement airport to 
satisfy the air transportation needs through the year 2020. The Minnesota legislature will 
determine what action is appropriate at the conclusion of the process. 

The purpose of the Alternative Environmental Document (AED) is to present for public and agency 
review and comment the social, economic and environmental impacts that differ between the three 
New Airport Comprehensive Plan alternatives selected in the scoping process for further 
evaluation. 

The need for this AED is found in 1989 Minnesota Statute, Section 473.616, Subdivision 3, New 
Airport; Site Selection; Comprehensive Plan - in which the Metropolitan Airports Commission 
(MAC or Commission) is mandated to select a site and prepare a comprehensive plan for a major 
new airport in the search area designated by the Metropolitan Council, by January 1, 1996. The 
Commission selected a site in March of 1994, and most of the issues and impacts presented in 
this document are a refinement of those addressed in the selection of the site. 

B. Format of the Document 

The AED is structured to facilitate understanding by the reviewing public and agencies. The usual 
format of a federal environmental document is to have separate chapters describing the affected 
environment and consequences of the issues and impact categories for the alterf)atives under 
consideration. These are combined in this document. Also, the figures (graphics) are placed at 
the end of the document in Appendix C. As shown in the table of contents, the general format 
is the following: 

1 . Purpose and Need for Action 
2. Alternatives (under consideration and eliminated) 
3. Issues and Impacts (of the alternatives under consideration); the issues/impacts are 

arranged alphabetically from A. Air Quality to M. Wetlands. 

C. Background 

The New Airport Comprehensive Plan is part of the airport planning legislation enacted by the 
Minnesota legislature in 1989 (known as the Dual Track Airport Planning Process). The purpose 
of the legislation is to determine whether the long-term air transportation needs of the metropolitan 
area and the state can best be met by enhancing capacity at Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport (MSP) or by developing a replacement airport within the metropolitan area. The 1989 
legislation specified actions for both the Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan Airports 
Commission during the 1989-1996 planning period. 

Final AED - New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
1-1 



The following actions have since been taken: 

1. The Metropolitan Council (MC or Council) amended its aviation plan in January, 1990 
to include both airport improvements and enhancement of capacity at the existing 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP) and the location and development of 
a new major airport - as alternatives for major airport development in the Metropolitan 
Area for the next 30 years. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The Council, in December 1991, designated the Dakota Search Area in Dakota County 
as the location for the planning and development of a new major airport. The process 
utilized by the Council in designating the search area was approved by the Minnesota 
Environmental Quality Board (MEQB) on October 18, 1990 as an alternative 
environmental review process. 

The Metropolitan Airports Commission adopted in November, 1991, a long-term 
comprehensive plan for MSP. 

The Commission submitted . an alternative environmental review process for the Dual 
Track Airport Planning Process to the MEOB, which was approved on March 19, 1992. 

A First Phase Scoping Report describing the Dual Track Airport Planning Process was 
prepared and made available for public and agency review on March 30, 1992. Three 
public meetings were held in April 1992 for public and agency comment. Responses 
to substantive comments were published in March 1993. 

6. The Scoping Document and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the selection of a 
new airport site were prepared by MAC and made available for public and agency 
review on March 1, 1993. A public scoping meeting was held March 18 and the 
Scoping Decision Document, including responses to comments, was adopted by the 
Commission on June 21, 1993. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The Draft AED for the selection of a new airport site, including the identification of a 
preferred site, was adopted by MAC on September 20, 1993, for public/agency review 
and comment. A public hearing was held November 18 and the Final AED, including 
responses to comments, was approved by the Commission on January 27, 1994, for 
public/agency review and comment. The Commission determined the adequacy of the· 
Final AED and selected Site 3 on March 21, 1994. 

The Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and Draft Scoping Decision 
Document for the update of alternative comprehensive plans for MSP were prepared by 
MAC and made available for public and agency review on January 17, 1994. A public 
scoping meeting was held February 15 and the Scoping Decision Document was 
adopted by the Commission on March 21, 1994. 

The Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the development of 
alternative comprehensive plans at the New Airport Site 3 were prepared by MAC and 
made available for review and comment on April 25, 1994. A public scoping meeting 
was held May 12 and the Scoping Decision Document was adopted by the Commission 
on June 20, 1994. 
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10. The Draft AED for the selection of the MSP Long-Term Comprehensive Plan was 
prepared by MAC and made available on September 26, 1994 for public/agency review 
and comment. A public hearing was held on October 26, 1994. The Commission 
determined the adequacy of the Final AED and selected Alternative 6 on February 21, 
1995. 

11 . The Draft AED for the selection of the New Airport Comprehensive Plan was prepared 
by MAC and made ava.ilable on December 6, 1994 for public/agency review and 
comment. A public hearing was held on January 18 and the Final AED was approved 
by MAC on March 20, 1995 for public/agency review and comment. 

Future actions: 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16 . 

17. 

18. 

MAC will determine the adequacy of the New Airport Final AED and select the New 
Airport Comprehensive Plan. (April 1995) 

MAC, in concert with FAA, will prepare EIS scoping documents, hold a public meeting, 
and adopt a Scoping Decision Document on alternatives, including "no action," to meet 
the long-term air transportation needs in the Metropolitan Area. (July 1995) 

MAC will prepare the Draft EIS in concert with FAA, hold public hearings, and prepare 
the State Final EIS. (February 1996) 

The MEQB will determine the adequacy of the State Final EIS. (April 1996) 

The MAC and MC will prepare a joint Report to the Legislature with recommendations 
and submit to the Minnesota legislature. (June 1996) 

The Minnesota legislature will select the appropriate alternative (proposed action). 
(1997 ?) 

The FAA will prepare the Federal Final EIS on the proposed action. (1997 ?) 
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II. ALTERNATIVES 

A. General Description 

The New Airport Comprehensive Plan includes the runways, taxiways, apron, internal roadways, 
terminal, concourses, people mover, building areas and treatment facilities that would be required 
to accommodate the future air transportation needs of the region. The location of the possible 
new major airport is shown in Figure 1 in Appendix C. 

B. Alternatives Under Consideration 

The alternatives selected in the scoping process for further study and evaluation are Alternatives 
1, 2, and 3 (see Scoping Decision Document, New Airport Comprehensive Plan, Dual Track Airport 
Planning Process, June 1994). Each alternative plan is situated within Site 3 - the site selected 
by MAC for the development of a possible new airport (Figure 1 ). The alternatives are shown in 
Figures 2, 3 and 4. Each alternative has six runways - four main parallel runways oriented NW­
SE, and two crosswind runways roughly perpendicular to the main runways. The location of the 
runways and associated taxiways affects the location of the airport support facilities (air cargo, 
maintenance, military, administrative, treatment, etc.). 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1, shown in Figure 2, i~1the largest of the alternatives, encompassing about 9,560 
acres. With some minor modifications, it is the same layout identified during the site selection 
process~ The two sets of main parallel runways are staggered to reduce taxi times, while the 
runways within each set are also staggered to eliminate runway crossings. The runway spacing 
would provide for four simultaneous landings in poor weather conditions. In order to increase the 
percentage of time all six runways can be used, the two crosswind runways are moved away from 
the main parallel runways (this allows greater use of the crosswind runways during poor weather). 
The airport is laid out so aircraft land on the three runways on one side of the airport toward the 
terminal area, and depart away from the terminal area on the three runways on the other side of 
the airport. The symmetrical shape of the runway layout allows this "flow-through" system to 
operate in multiple directions. 

Cargo facil_ities are located between the two west parallel runways and face west. Aircraft 
maintenance facilities are located on the western edge of the airport to allow for unrestricted 
building heights. Military facilities are located north of the east crosswind runway. 

Alternative 2 

This layout is similar to Alternative 1, except that the southern crosswind runway is moved closer 
to the terminal to reduce taxi times and decrease the size of the airport. A consequ~nce _of this 
move is that the utilization of the crosswind runways in tandem with the main parallel rur,ways 
will be lower than under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 encompasses about. 9,330 acres. 
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Alternative 3 

This alternative is the smallest (8,640 acres) of the alternatives. The main sets of parallel 
runways, as well as the inboard runways within each set, are less staggered to reduce taxi times 
and land area. With the stagger reduced, some runway crossings may be required, and some other 
operational constraints may result. 

Cargo facilities are shifted slightly east and face the east side of the airport. The location of the 
state safety zones on the north side of the field require military facilities to .be moved to the east, 
making access to these facilities less convenient. 

C. Alternatives Eliminated 

The following alternatives were eliminated by MAC in the scoping process for the New Airport. 

Runway Layout Concepts P and L 

Early in the scoping process runway layout Concepts P, Land T were considered and evaluated. 
(Concept Twas selected and incorporated in Alternatives 1, 2 and 3.) Concepts P and L, shown 
in Figure 5, were eliminated for the following reasons (see New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet, MAC, April 1994 for evaluation of the concepts). 

Concept P would have a slightly greater runway delay per operation than Concept T. At least one 
runway would have to accommodate a mixture of arrivals and departures in all operating 
configurations. A free-flowing configuration in which arriving and departing aircraft would be 
segregated would not be achievable in all modes. Another disadvantage is that flight path 
distances would be· relatively high (34 miles per operation vs. 31 miles per operation for the T 
Concept), due to the lack of crosswind runways. Approximately 50 percent of the air traffic would 
have to traverse a large portion of terminal airspace to reach the opposite airspace gate or runway 
end. With no crosswind runways, the airport would have to close for an equivalent of 3 to 4 days 
a year due to a combination of strong crosswinds and snow/icing conditions. 

Concept L has significant operational problems under less-than-favorable wind conditions (which 
would occur approximately 40 percent of the time). Aircraft would have long taxi distances and 
would have to cross under the flight paths of arriving aircraft. Average taxi distances would be 
approximately 9,900 feet per operation, the greatest of the three concepts. During periods of poor 
visibility, the airport would have to revert to operations in a single direction which would reduce 
capacity. Although this would occur only 3 to 4 percent of the year, it would result in a less than 
optimal configuration. Concept L would also have relatively high average flight path distances (34 
miles per operation vs. 31 miles per operation for Concept T). 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 (Figure 6) was one of the four alternatives considered in the scoping process for the 
selected runway layout (Concept T). Alternative·4 was eliminated in the Scoping Decision 
Document, MAC, June 1994, because of operational inefficiencies resulting from trying to 
minimize the size of the site (Alternative 4 consisted of 7,350 acres compared to 9,800 acres for 
Alternative 1). 

Final AED - MSP Long-Term Comprehensive Plan 
11-2 



The elimination of runway staggers and the close proximity of the crosswind runways to the main 
runways result in several inefficiencies. First, aircraft landing or departing on the outboard 
runways (about one-third of all aircraft operations) would not have ~ 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 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 was eliminated from further study. 

D. Preferred Alternative 

(The Commission will select the preferred alternative after the close of the public comment period 
on the Final AED and determination of its adequacy in April 1995.) 
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Ill. ISSUES AND IMPACTS 

As stated on p. 1-1, the purpose of this AED is to present the social, economic and environmental 
impacts that are different between Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. 

. 
The issues and impact areas addressed ir:i this section were identified in the Scoping Decision Document 
as having potentially substantive differences between the alternatives. Issues and impact areas that 
were identified as either not significant or the same for each alternative are: 

Airport Financing 
Electrical Energy 
Energy Supply and Natural Resources • 
Glycol Deicing Treatment and Discharge 
Induced Development 
Mineral Resources 
Off-airport impacts due to major roadway improvements and transmission line relocation 
On-airport Construction Impacts 
Public Parks, Recreation Land and Refuges 
Regional Air Quality 
Regional Transportation 
Solid and Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Visual Impacts 
Wastewater Treatment 
Water Supply 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The above impacts, where applicable, will be addressed in the EIS for the selected alternative. 

A. Air Quality 

A.1 Concepts and Definitions 

Pollutants Considered 

Criteria pollutants considered in this study are those for which ambient air quality standards have 
been established and which have been identified by the FAA as potentially critical pollutants. 1 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a common pollutant generated primarily"from the incomplete combustion 
of fuels such as gasoline, coal, and wood. It is a colorless, odorless and tasteless gas tha·t is 
slightly lighter than air. 

Hydrocarbons (HC) otherwise known as Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) are compounds 
whose molecules include atoms of hydrogen and carbon. The gaseous state of these compounds 
that exist in the atmosphere also originate from the incomplete combustion of fuels and from 
volatile materials such as solvents and gasoline. 
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Nitrogen oxides (NOx) consist of nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (N02). NO is formed 
during high temperature combustion processes while N02 forms when NO reacts with atmospheric 
oxygen (02). 

Sulfur oxides (SOx) consist primarily of sulfur dioxide (S02) which is a relatively stable, 
nonflammable, nonexplosive and colorless gas. Sulfur dioxide is generated during the combustion 
of any sulfur-bearing fuel and by many industrial processes that use sulfur-bearing raw materials. 

Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) are any materials that exist as a solid or liquid in the 
atmosphere. Particulates discharged into the atmosphere may be in the form of fly ash, soot, 
dust, fog, fumes and the like. The most critical particulates from a health perspective are those 
which are less than 10 microns in size. 

There are two major sources of pollutants - on-airport activity and off-airport motor vehicle 
traffic. The pollutant concentrations due to off-airport traffic are the same for each alternative and 
will not be addressed in the AED. 

On-airport sources include aircraft and support equipment, motor vehicles, and stationary sources 
such as power plants, incinerators, and fuel storage facilities. Those aircraft operations which 
are the major contributors to ground level concentrations of pollutants are taxiing and queuing for 
takeoff although the takeoff roll also contributes a small amount. Emissions associated with 
aircraft support equipment are also taken into account. Emissions from motor vehicles occur on 
roadways as well as in parking lots and ramps on the airport. The distribution and level of activity 
by aircraft sources change for each of the new airport layout alternatives, although the roadway 
and parking sources remain the same. Aircraft operations and runway use change for each 
alternative. 

While the location of other airport activity has been identified for each of the alternatives, the 
exact location and size of stationary sources including power plants, boilers, incinercrtors, and fuel 
storage facilities are not known at this time. Stationary source emissions will remain generally 
the same for each of the layout alternatives although some differences in pollutant concentrations 
at the receptor sites can be expected. 

Methodology and Assumptions 

On-airport sources are analyzed using the EDMS (Emission and Dispersion Modeling System) model 
which has been developed for use at civil airports and air force bases.2 Model input for aircraft 
operations is limited to aircraft departures, with arrivals being factored into the program. For the 
evaluation of differential impacts between the new airport alternatives, peak-hour periods for each 
of the four runway operating modes (take-offs and landings based on wind direction) of the airport 
was assumed. The distribution of takeoffs by runway was provided by HNTB Corporation based 
upon a detailed operational analysis of the airport developed for use in the noise analysis. A total 
of 68 departures per hour were assumed for each alternative, _with the number and type of aircraft 
varying by runway under each of the four operating modes. The taxi time for takeoffs was also 
specified for each runway and each alternative. An analysis of aircraft operations by type was 
performed to identify the primary aircraft contributing to airport emissions. Of the three major 
categories of aircraft (commuter, Stage 2 jet aircraft, and wide body), four prototype aircraft were 
selected to provide a conservative estimate of emissions and emphasize any differences among 
the alternatives and receptor sites. The aircraft types used in the EDMS model include the SF340 
(representing commuter and general aviation turboprops), the DC9 (representing Stage 2 aircraft 
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and general aviation jets), the A300 (representing a major category of wide body departures) and 
the 7 5 7 (representing a second major category of wide body departures). 

Motor vehicle traffic along the terminal roadway was taken from the Site Selection air quality 
study. Only the terminal roadways and terminal parking ramp were included in the analysis. 

The EDMS model was used to generate total annual emissions of the five criteria pollutants (CO, 
HC, NOx, SOx, and TSP). Fifteen receptor sites for each alternative were identified from maps 
of structures and farmhouses located adjacent to each of the alternatives' layouts. Seven of these 
sites are the same for all three alternatives since the expected airport boundary does not change 
near these sites. Sites were selected to be as close as possible to the airport boundary and 
runways in order to identify the highest possible pollutant concentrations for each alternative. 
These receptor sites are shown in Figure 7. 

For each of the operating modes, an average wind direction associated with the limiting wind 
directions for that mode were assumed. These are shown in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 - Assumed Wind Directions by Operating Mode 

OPERATING MODE AVERAGE WIND DIRECTION 1 

1Measured clockwise from due north. 

A.2 Affected Environment (Impacts on Air Quality) 

Air Pollution Sources 

Currently, the major air pollution sources in the study area are the Koch Refinery and nearby 
industrial sources. In addition to the potential impact by these sources, some impact from existing 
motor vehicles emissions in the study area can also be expected. 

As part of the site selection study, carbon monoxide monitoring was carried out at two sites in the 
s·earch area. One of these sites is located several miles west of the new airport site; the other, 
shown in Figure 7, is at the northeastern edge of Alternative 3. 

TABLE 2 - Background CO Concentrations within the Study Area 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 35 ppm 
Minnesota Ambient Air Quality Standards: 1-hour, 30 ppm; 8-hour, 9 ppm 
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Background concentrations from monitoring are not available for the other criteria pollutants. 
The background concentrations will not be estimated - since the AED is concerned with 
differences between the alternatives and the background concentrations are the same for each 
alternative. 

.. 
Role of the New Airport within the State Implementation Plan 

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) contains transportation control strategies to bring 
designated non-attainment ar~as into compliance with state and federal ambient air quality 
standards and to ensure future maintenance of ambient air quality standards. The new airport 
is not a part of the existing SIP. Regional roadways which will serve the new airport will be 
covered by the SIP insofar as they are part of local or regional transportation control measures. 

A.3 Air Quality Impacts (Impacts on Air Quality) 

Annual pollutant emissions for on-airport sources (aircraft, support equipment, and motor 
vehicle traffic) for Alternative 1, Operating Mode A from Table 1, are presented in Table 3A. 
These are estimated from peak-hour operations described above using simplified hourly, weekly 
and monthly "temporal factorsn. Thus, total emissions are estimated assuming a constant 
number of hourly operations throughout the year. While this clearly overstates total emissions, 
it provides the information needed to make a comparison among the alternatives. Table 3A 
is also useful in identifying the major on-airport source of each of the pollutants. Table 3B 
shows the difference in total emission of each pollutant relative to the value shown in Table 3A. 
From this table it can be seen that Operating Mode 8 and Mode D have slightly higher emissions 
than Mode A, while Mode C generally has slightly lower emissions. The most significant 
difference among the alternatives is the 8 % decrease in NOx emissions between Alternative 1, 
Mode A and Alternative 2, Mode C. Because each operating mode is different, a simple 
comparison among the alternatives is not possible. However, with a maximum difference of 
8 % in total airport emissions, there is not a significant difference between the three • 
alternatives. 
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TABLE 3A - Total On-Airport Emissions (2020) 
Alternative 1, Mode A 
(000 kilograms/year) 

TABLE 3B - On-Airport Emissions Relative to Alternative 1, Mode A (Table 3A) 
(Percent difference) 

CARBONS 

Peak-hour pollutant concentrations from on-airport sources ar~ presented for each of the four 
operating modes in Table 4 through Table 8. The appropriate state and federal ambient air 
quality standards for each of the pollutants are also included in the tables. Background CO 
pollutant concentrations are included; no background concentrations are included for the other 
pollutants. 
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Carbon Monoxide 

The 1-hour CO background concentrations at the receptor sites around the airport in the year 
2020 can be estimated from the monitored CO concentrations by adjusting for areawide 
increases in traffic volumes and appropriate changes in vehicle emissions. The estimated 1-hour 
concentration with these adjustments is 4.2 ppm (4.7 mg/m3). The corresponding 8-hour 
background concentration for these sites is 3.2 ppm(3.6 mg/m3

). 

From Table 4 the highest projected CO concentration of 6.4 mg/m3 occurs at Receptor Site 5 
(Figure 7) for Alternative 3. The next highest concentration (6.2 mg/m3

) occurs at Receptor 
Site 19 for all alternatives. All of the 1-hour concentrations shown in Table 4 are well below 
the 1-hour standard of 35 mg/m3

• 

TABLE 4 - 2020 Carbon Monoxide (CO) Concentrations111 

1-Hour Average (mg/m3
) 

Receptor Site Alt. 1 Alt. 2 
1 4.7 4.7 
2 4.9 4.9 
3 4.8 • 
4 5.1 * 
5 • 4.8 
6 • • 
7 4.7 ' 5.0 
8 * 4.8 
9 • * 
10 5.1 4.7 
11 4.8 4.8 
12 5.7 5.6 
13 5.1 5.1 
14 5.2 5.6 
15 • * 
16 4.7 4.7 
17 4.7 4.8 
18 • * 
19 6.2 6.2 
20 5.1 5.1 
21 • • 
22 • • 
23 4.9 4.9 

111 Includes background CO concentration of 4. 7 mg/m3 

• Receptor removed by this alternativ..e. 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 40 mg/m3 

1-Hour Minnesota Ambient Air Quality Standard: 35 mg/m3 

(mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter) 
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Hydrocarbons 

From Table 5, it can be seen that the highest Hydrocarbon concentrations are at Receptor 
Sites 9 and 15 from Alternative 3. These high Hydrocarbon concentrations are clearly due 
to aircraft operations on the runway close to these receptor sites. 

A comparison with 1-hour Hydrocarbon standards is not appropriate, since none exist for 
this pollutant. 

TABLE 5 - 2020 Hydrocarbon (HC) Concentrations 
1-Hour Average (µg/m3

) 

Receptor Site Alt. 1 Alt. 2 
1 0 0 
2 28.5 28.5 
3 15.4 * 
4 53.1 * 
5 * 15.4 
6 * * 
7 5.6 53.1 
8 * 58.9 
9 * * 
10 139.0 0 
11 34.8 34.8 
12 103.0 103.0 
13 45.1 45.1 
14 215.0 366.0 
15 * * 
16 0 1.9 
17 16.1 32.8 
18 * * 
19 179.0 179.0 
20 173.0 172.0 
21 * * 
22 * * 
23 54.5 54.5 

• Receptor removed by this alternative. 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: none 
(µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter) 
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Nitrogen Oxides 

From Table 6, it can be seen that NOx concentrations are a maximum at Receptor Sites 9 
and 15 due to Alternative 3. This pollutant exhibits similar patterns as shown for 
Hydrocarbons in Table 5. 

Since NO2 concentrations are normally approximately one-fourth of total NOx, all of the 
concentrations are well below the World Health Organization 1-hour recommended limit for 
NO2 of 1000 µg/m3

• The maximum expected NO2 concentration using this ratio would be 
about 600 µg/m3 at Receptor Site 9 due to Alternative 3. 

TABLE 6 • 2020 Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) Concentrations 
1-Hour Average • (µg/m3

) 

Receptor Site ___ -7 Alt. 1 I Alt. .,. 
2 33.4 33.4 
3 16.1 * 
4 138.0 * 
5 * 16.1 
6 * * 

1 
8 * 154.0 
9 * * 
10 379.0 0.1 
11 115.0 115.0 
12 67.0 67.0 
1 
14 1,020.0 1,220.0 
15 * * 
16 1.2 6.2 
17 40.0 56.4 
18 * * 

1 1 
20 370.0 361.0 
21 * * 
22 * * 
23 143.0 143.0 

* Receptor removed by this alternative. 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: none 
(µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter) 
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Sulfur Oxides 

From Table 7, it can be seen that the highest concentrations of SOx are projected again for 
Receptor Site 9 and Receptor Site 15 due to Alternative 3. 

However, all of the projected 1-hour concentrations of total SOx are well below the 3-hour 
S02 standard of 1300 µg/m3, so there is little likelihood that the 3-hour standard could be 
exceeded. 

TABLE 7 - 2020 Sulfur Oxide (SO11 ) Concentrations 
1-Hour Average (µg/m3

) 

Receptor Site Alt. 1 Alt. 2 
1 0 0 
2 0.3 0.3 
3 0.1 * 
4 2.7 * 
5 * 0.1 
6 * * 
7 0.4 2.7 
8 * 4.6 
9 * * 
10 12.0 0 
11 3.2 3.2 
12 0.1 0.1 
13 0 0.1 
14 25.8 34.0 
15 * * 
16 0 0.2 
17 1.2 2.0 
18 * * 
19 4.1 4.1 
20 12.0 11.8 
21 * * 
22 * * 
23 4.2 4.2 

• Receptor removed by this alternative. 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: none 

Alt. 3 
0 
0 
* 
* 

10.7 
0.6 
it 

* 
65.2 

0 
3.0 
0 
0.1 
* 

45.3 
0.1 
* 
0.8 
4.2 
* 
1.9 
2.8 
• 

3-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Sulfur dioxide (SO2}: ·. , 300 µg/m3 

(µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter) 

Particulates 

In Table 8, it can be seen that particulate concentrations at all of the receptor sites are 
estimated to be small and well below the 24-hour standard of 150 µg/m3

• Therefore, 
particulates provide little useful information for making comparisons among the alternatives. 
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TABLE 8 - 2020 Particulate Concentrations 
1-Hour Average (µg/m3

) 

Receptor Site Alt. 1 Alt. 2 
1 0 0 
2 0.1 0.1 
3 0.1 * 
4 0.1 * 
5 * 0.1 
6 * * 
7 0 0.1 
8 * 0 
9 * * 
10 0 0 
11 0 0 
12 0.3 0.3 
13 0.2 0.2 
14 0 0 
15 * * 
16 0 0 
17 0 0 
18 * * 
19 0.6 0.6 
20 0 0 
21 * * 
22 * * 
23 0 0 

* Receptor removed by this alternative. 

1-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: none 
24-Hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 150 µg/m3 

(µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter) 

Archaeological Resources 

Alt. 3 
0 
0.1 
* 
* 
0.2 
0 
* 
* 
0 
0 
0 
0.3 
0.2 
* 
0 
0 
* 
0 
0.6 
* 
0.3 
0.1 
* 

The National Register of Historic Places, established in accordance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, lists "districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects significant in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture". Administered by the 
National Park Service in the U.S. Department of the Interior, it extends federal recognition also 
to properties of local and State significance. Eligible properties must: 

A. be associated with events important to broad patterns of history; 

8. be associated with the life of an important person; 

C. represent a type, period, or method of construction; or be the work of a master; 
or express high artistic values; or 
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D. yield, or be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Such properties should also retain considerable physical integrity; i.e., in the case of 
archaeological sites, an intact soil matrix that ensures reasonable preservation of spatial and 
temporal relationships within the cultural deposit. 

Archaeological properties are usually considered under Criterion D. Criterion A and, in 
exceptional cases, Criterion B, may be applied to certain archaeological properties dating from 
the 17th to early 20th centuries. In addition, specific localities - often distinctive geographic 
features - can be considered significant urider Criterion A if they are of traditional cultural 
importance because of the role they play/have played in "a community's historically rooted 
beliefs, customs, and practices". Such a traditional cultural property may have an archaeological 
component but may also derive its significance primarily from the cognitive values associated 
with its landscape features. 

National Register properties are also classified as Section 4(f) lands. Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from 
approving a project which requires the use of any publicly-owned land at a public park, recreation 
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any land at an historic site of national, state or local 
significance unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative. The determination of significance 
for such land is made by the officials having jurisdiction over the property. Furthermore, the 
determination of significance must consider the entire property and not simply the portion of the 
property being used for the proposed project. 

8.1 Affected Environment; Impacts on Archaeological Resources 

Archaeological Properties 

Adverse impact to archaeological properties is caused primarily by ground disturbing activity. 
Consequently, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) includes all lands to be acquired for the new 
airport as well as lands affected by the construction of utilities and airport access roads and by 
concomitant improvements to the surrounding roadway system. The present study has focused 
on the lands contained within the projected acquisition boundaries for each of the three 
alternatives (Figures 2, 3 and 4). Inventory survey of future alignment changes in the 
surrounding roadways and utilities will need to be completed when such plans have become 
more definite. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act charges federal agencies with the 
responsibility of identifying and protecting all significant historic properties that would be 
adversely impacted by federally funded or licensed projects. A 1993 reconnaissance survey 
within Site 3 identified eight archaeological sites that appeared to need further assessment for 
National Register eligibility. 3 Subsequently, Site 3 boundaries were somewhat modified in order 
to accommodate appropriate siting of the three airport alternatives. As a result, additional land 
had to be subjected to reconnaissance survey in 1-994, with negative results. Changes to the 
APE boundary also added one potentially eligible National Register archaeological property to Site 
3 (originally identified in adjacent Site 2), while one of the original eight properties, recorded in 
1993, is no longer within Site 3. • 
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As the purpose of this document is to compare the differential impacts of the three alternatives, 
the discussion will focus on cultural resources that exist only within one or two of the three 
alternatives. Four of the above-mentioned eight archaeological properties are located only within 
Alternatives 1 and 2, and therefore are evaluated in this AED. For ease of reference to the 
technical report prepared for the 1993 investigation3, they are identified by their original field 
numbers which refer to their location by township and section. All have now been evaluated for 
National Register eligibility. 

114-1 8-1 1 ; 1 - a small Native American use area on a wooded ridge east of 
the Vermillion River and northeast of the city of Vermillion, within Alternatives 
1 and 2. Reconnaissance testing yielded a few lithic flakes in 1993. Intensive 
testing in 1994 proved largely negative and the site has been classified as a 
very sparse lithic scatter which has minimal research potential anc;t therefore 
fails to meet National Register criteria of eligibility. 

1 14-18-1 1 ; 2 - a farmstead shown on late 19th century plat maps on a ridge 
east/southeast of the Vermillion River, within Alternatives 1 and 2. Only the 
depression left by the main house is still somewhat visible but has been 
severely impacted by landscaping for a new residence. The lack of physical 
integrity has rendered the site ineligible. 

114-18-12: 1 - a small Native American use area on a terrace north of the 
Vermillion River, in Alternatives 1 and 2. Evaluative survey has indicated that 
the site is too sparse and too disturbed by cultivation and soil erosion to offer 
further research potential. It therefore fails to meet National Register criteria. 

114-18-1-2:2 - an 1890s homestead built on a terrace north of the Vermillion 
River, in Alternatives 1 and 2. Abandoned for several decades, it lacks above­
surface remains; the main home site has been filled in and its foundations 
disturbed in the process. Evaluative testing failed to retrieve any signifi~ant 
subsurface evidence connected with the occupation of the property. 
Consequently, the property lacks the integrity and research potential necessary 
to meet National Register criteria. 

The remaining four properties, common to all three alternatives as shown in Figure 8, will be 
evaluated during 1995 and discussed in the EIS. 

Chimney Rock 

As a natural feature, this rock formation was recognized as a significant landmark by early Euro­
American explorers and settlers as well as by later residents-of /visitors-to Dakota County. It also 
appears to have been of more long-standing significance to Native Americans of the region, both 
as a landmark for travel, as a lookout, and as a source of red pigment (vermillion) found in the 
seams of the sandstone. One of a small number of such formations -- and one of the best 
preserved -- it should be considered eligible for the National Register as a geographic feature of 
historic and cultural significance. 

There is no written or oral information to support the notion that Chimney Rock has­
been/continues-to-be a feature of spiritual significance to the Native Americans of the area. Such 
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a function had been suggested by several concerned Dakota County residents during the initial 
airport site selection process (though not by any members of the Native American community). 
Consequently, this property could not be considered eligible for the National Register in the 
category of Traditional Cultural Property, i.e., in this case, "a location associated with the 
traditional beliefs of a Native American group about its origins, its cultural history, or the nature 
of the world" and/or "a location where Native American religious practitioners have historically 
gone, and are known or thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in accordance with 
traditional cultural rules of practice" (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 
National Register Bulletin #38). 

B.2 Impacts 

Archaeological Properties 

Four of eight affected archaeological properties have been found ineligible for the National 
Register. The remaining four, common to all three alternatives (Figure 8), will be evaluated in 
1995. 

Chimney Rock 

Located approximately 500 meters south of Alternatives 1 and 2 and 800 m·eters south of 
Alternative 3, the rock formation would not suffer direct physical impact from either. Visual and 
noise intrusion could still be considerable. In all three cases, there will be a runway and flight 
corridor approximately a mile to the east/northeast. In the case of Alternatives 1 and 2, there will 
be another runway and flight corridor approximately half-a-mile to the north; for Alternative 3, 
the corresponding distance is approximately three-quarters of a mile. 

As a geographic landmark of historic and cultural significance, Chimney Rock has been and 
continues to be of interest primarily because of its distinctive physical characteristics as an 
eroded, rocky extension of a larger, limestone-capped plateau to the northwest, surrounded by 
several acres of former prairie that now supports fairly young oak forest. No doubt, it would also 
have served as a lookout point. However, while it still offers a view of the surrounding 
landscape, the latter has already been irrevocably altered from open prairie to intensively used 
farmland which, in turn, is being impacted to the north and east by incipient suburban 
development. In view of the above, it can be argued that the larger visual context of Chimney. 
Rock has lost its integrity but that the feature itself, along with its immediate setting which could 
be restored to a more open grassland environment, constitutes a property that meets National 
Register criteria in the category under discussion. As such, however, it is located outside the 
area of potential effect that has been delineated for each of the three airport plan alternatives. 

Visual and noise intrusions would have been of definite concern if Chimney Rock had proven 
itself to be eligible for the National Register as a traditional cultural property. As mentioned, 
however, neither written records, nor interviews with representatives of the Prairie Island Dakota 
Community have indicated such a role for the rock formation. When traced to their source, 
references made by some local, Euro-American residents to the traditional spiritual significance 
of this site proved to be cases of mistaken identity -- mistakes caused by a tendency to confuse 
Chimney Rock (as well as Lone Rock further west in the original study area) with more widely 
known Castle Rock in southern Dakota County. The latter is a locality which b..a.s played an 
important role in Dakota history under the name of In-Yan Bo-sda-ta or Standing Rock. 
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Dakota County contains over 20 percent of the known statewide loggerhead shrike 
breeding territories with about one-third being within the Search Area. Two known 
shrike breeding territories are located within the alternatives. The MCBS recommended 
that: ( 1) shrike breeding territories be avoided if possible in the selection of the new 
airport site (2) that territories be avoided if possible in the internal design 
(comprehensive plan) of the selected site and (3) that MAC acquire and manage 
alternative breeding territories for shrikes elsewhere in Dakota County to offset any 
unavoidable impacts to shrike· territories. The MCBS also suggested the long-term 
monitoring of loggerhead shrike populations in Dakota County. 

The MCBS also recommended that the AED include an investigation of the potential impact of 
future air traffic upon bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and colonial waterbirds along the 
Mississippi River. The Mississippi River in the Spring Lake-Hastings-Red Wing area has long been 
recognized as an important migration corridor and winter feeding/night roosting area for bald 
eagles. However, since the mid-1980s this area has also become recognized as an important 
eagle nesting area. Colony-nesting birds, such as herons, egrets, and cormorants have also 
established traditional nesting rookeries in a number of locations along the Mississippi River 
between St. Paul and Red Wing. 

The Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan was prepared in 1983 and identifies as "essential 
habitat": 

( 1) 

(2) 

Breeding habitat, including all potential and occupied breeding areas; 

Locations perennially used by adult or immature non-breeding eagles during the 
breeding or post-breeding period; 

(3) Wintering areas used annually by 15 or more eagles for two weeks or longer 
along the Mississippi River; and 

(4) Locations used by wintering bald eagles during periods of extremely harsh 
weather, when suitable feeding and night roost sites are li_mited in number. 

Based on coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), no essential habitat for bald eagles exists within the 
alternative. However, a number of areas have been identified as possible essential habitat along 
the Mississippi River corridor adjacent to the Search Area. Over the last 10-12 years, bald eagle 
activity appears to have increased significantly in the Mississippi River corridor between St. Paul 
and Red Wing. While the river corridor proper lies entirely outside the alternatives and Search 
Area, it is in close-enough proximity to analyze the potential for aircraft noise and disturbance 
impacts upon eagles. 

In analyzing the potential for aircraft noise and disturbance impacts to essential bald eagle 
habitat, nest locations and traditional winter night roosts have been given priority because: (1) 
eagles are most traditional about these sites, (2)- these sites have the most narrowly defined 
characteristics and (3) these sites are most critical to the ongoing recovery and maintenance of 
bald eagle populations. Winter feeding concentration areas have also been identified and 
analyzed, though the use of these areas is highly transitory and depends largely on changing ice 
conditions. 
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The MDNR Non-game Wildlife Program staff maintains up-to-date information on the locations 
and status of bald eagle nests, winter night roosts and winter feeding concentration areas. As 
of the winter of 1992-93, there were 6 bald eagle nests between St. Paul and Red Wing, 4 of 
which are in relatively close proximity to the Search Area. One new nest was built in the fall of 
1992 at River Mile 822.5 in Spring Lake; a pair of eagles were incubating eggs in this nest during 
the spring of 1993. A second nest exists on Lake Rebecca immediately below the Hastings dam. 
This nest has existed for several years and was also active during the 1993 breeding season. 
Two nests also exist along the Dakota-Goodhue County border near Mud Hen Lake in the Gores 
Pool Wildlife Management Area. The potentially affected nests are shown on Figure 11. 

The only traditional winter night-roosting sites located near enough to the Airport Search Area 
to be potentially affected are located in the Eagle Point and Big River Coulees on the Wisconsin 
side of the Mississippi River about five miles southeast of the Search Area . These coulees 
provide mature roosting trees and are topographically sheltered from northwest winds. The 
entire stretch of the Mississippi River that circumscribes the north and east sides of the Search 
Area receives feeding use by wintering eagles when ice conditions permit. However there are 
several known areas where feeding eagles consistently congregate during the winter due to 
favorable ice conditions and food availability. These locations are; (1) the tailwater area 
immediately downstream of the Hastings dam, (2) the confluence of the St. Croix and Mississippi 
Rivers at Prescott, Wisconsin, (3) Trumpeter Valley and (4) the eastern shorelines of North and 
Sturgeon Lakes between Hastings and Prairie Island. 

None of the information obtained from the MDNR (see New Airport Site Selection Study, Final 
AED, Appendix A), indicated any bald eagle nests, night roosts or winter feeding concentration 
areas to exist within 10,000 feet of a runway end for any of the three alternatives for the 
selected site. The nest closest to a runway end under any alternative is about 23,000 feet 
(about 4.4 miles) away. Known night-roosting locations are even more distant from the nearest 
runway end, ranging approximately from 34,000 to 42,500 feet (6.4 to 8.0 miles) away, 
depending on the alternative. Winter feeding concentration areas are all at least a~ far from the 
runway ends for the three alternatives as the nearest nest. 

C.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Biotic Communities) 

C.2.1 Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species 

Loggerhead shrikes (state threatened/federal candidate) are the only rare, threatened or 
endangered wildlife species known to exist within the boundaries of the 3 alternatives for the 
selected site. The breeding habitat characteristics of loggerhea_d shrikes are not well known but 
appear to consist mainly of open grassland with scattered clusters of small trees and shrubs for 
nesting sites. Given the current state of knowledge regarding loggerhead shrikes, it is only 
possible to state whether a given alternative would directly affect a location where breeding 
shrikes have been observed. The size and precise character of loggerhead shrike breeding 
territories is not currently known. 

At the end of the 1992 field season, the MCBS reported a total of 8 known loggerhead shrike 
breeding territories within the Search Area. In order to improve upon pre-existing information 
on loggerhead shrikes in the Search Area, the MDNR Nongame Wildlife Program has unde·rtaken 
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additional field investigations during the summer of 1993 to monitor and map loggerhead shrike 
breeding territories. The preliminary results of this field investigation have added one additional 
known shrike territory to the Search Area for a total of nine territories (Steve Kittleson, MDNR, 
pers. comm.). Sixteen other territories were found within Dakota County but outside the Airport 
Search Area. 

Each alternative encompasses two locations where breeding loggerhead shrikes have been 
observed. One territory is· centered in a location where grading is likely to be minimal while the 
other will be directly affected by construction of the terminal building. While one territory may 
not be directly affected by grading, there is some question as to whether it will remain viable 
since it would lie between two active runways and will be subject to considerable human activity 
and aircraft noise. All three alternatives would have identical impacts on these two breeding 
territories. 

Given their locations, there is little that could be done to avoid direct impacts to the two 
identified shrike territories within the selected alternative. It appears that all mitigation measures 
would need to occur along the fringes of the airport property or off-site. Mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts may be available in the form of acquisition of nesting territories which lie 
on nearby lands. Other potential mitigation options include easements for habitat management 
in known off-site breeding territories, and landowner education programs. 

~}. . C.2.2 Bald Eagles 

!) 

-.: 

The distances between runway ends and essential bald eagle habitat components are 
considerable. However, a more detailed analysis has been carried out to evaluate the potential 
for noise and disturbance impacts to bald eagles. The relative potential for adverse aircraft noise 
and disturbance impacts upon eagles has been analyzed for each of the three alternatives based 

,.. on: ( 1) the distance and heading of the nearest runway for each alternative versus the eagle 
habitat component being analyzed, (2) the approximate altitude of various common aircraft types 
as they would pass nearest the eagle habitat component being analyzed and (3) approximate 
disturbance thresholds for nesting, feeding and night-roosting eagles based on the scientific 
literature. 

The scientific literature on bald eagles does not provide any firm, research-based distance 
thresholds, which, if transgressed by aircraft, would necessarily result in adverse reproductive 
or bioenergetic impacts to nesting or night-roosting eagles. The distance thresholds used in the 
following analysis are based on research on observable disturbance responses (i.e., flight from 
perches/nests, visible agitation, etc.) and are used only for comparing the potential for impacts 
between the various alternatives. For purposes of this analysis, a 1,875-foot aircraft-exclusion 
threshold described in research conducted on riparian eagle nes_ts in Arizona has been used. The 
basis for this distance threshold and the significance of altitude and distance in relation to 
essential bald eagle habitat is discussed in Appendix A. 

In addition to this threshold, both the U.S. Fish anct Wildlife Service and the National Park Service 
have Memoranda of Agreement with the FAA setting forth a guideline that flights over national 
wildlife refuges and lands administered by the National Park Service be limited to 2,000 feet 
above ground level (AGL) or higher. This 2,OOO-foot altitude does not appear to represent a 
definitive wildlife impact threshold; rather it appears to be a negotiated threshold above. which 
all the signatory agencies agree that the potential for wildlife disturbance impacts is acceptable. 
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No eagle nests lie on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Park Service lands in near enough 
proximity to the Search Area for this threshold to be exceeded. 

Tables 9, 10 and 11 describe the proximity of runways and flight tracks for Alternatives 1, 2 and 
3 in relation to essential bald eagle habitat components. All of the bald eagle nests and winter 
night roosting sites lie in excess of 22,400 feet (4.2 miles) from the nearest runway end. None 
of the aircraft operations projected for any alternative would occur within 1,875 feet (straight­
line distance) from essential bald eagle habitat along ·the Mississippi River. Under any of the 3 
alternatives, all departing aircraft will be in excess of 3,975 feet from the nearest bald eagle nest 
or winter night roosting area. Approach flight tracks flying over Spring Lake and Gores Pool 
Wildlife Management Area will pass closer to such areas; however, none of these tracks will 
pass closer than about 1,923 feet from the nearest bald eagle nest or winter night roosting area. 
As mentioned above, distance estimates for approach flight tracks should be relatively accurate 
since straight-in approaches are required for all arrivals. 

Under all 3 alternatives, the nest located on Spring Lake lies equidistant from, and about 2,000 
horizontal feet from, the approach flight tracks of the nearest runway. Aircraft approaching on 
these tracks will be about 1,750 and 1,875 feet above ground level, respectively, when flying 
past the nest. Thus, the straight-line distance between aircraft on these approach tracks and 
the nest will be approximately between 2,660 and 2,740 feet. Between 5,500 and 5,610 
approaches per month would occur on these two tracks together, depending on alternative. The 
approach flight track for the eastern cross-wind runway passes above the eagle winter night 
roost at a straight-line distance of between about 1,923 and 2,060 feet. Depending on the 
alternative, between 2,260 and 2,270 monthly approaches would occur on this flight track. 

TABLE 9 • Alternative 1: Relationship of Aircraft Movements to Essential Bald Eagle Habitat 

Hafihat Feature 

Nest 

Nest 

Night Roosts 

Dist. to 
Nearest 

Runway End 

elationsffip to Nearest 
Approach Flight Track 

Horfaonfal I Altitude (feet 
Distance (ft) AGL) 

efationship to Nearest 
Departure Flight Track 

orfzontal -Altituffe-(feet 
Distance (ft) AGL) 

4, 

a Nest 1 - Spring Lake; Nest 2 - Lake Rebecca; Nests 3 and 4 - Gores Pool Wildlife Management 
Area; Nest 5 - Clear Lake; Night Roosts - Eagle Point and Big River Coulees. 

b Nest 1 is approximately equidistant to and between two parallel approach flight tracks. 
c Runway 16L/33R north approach. 
d Runway 15L/33R north approach. 
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TABLE 10 • Alternative 2: Relationship of Aircraft Movements to Essential Bald Eagle Habitat 

Habifat Feature 

Nest 

ist. to 
Nearest 

Runway End 

tp to Nearest 
Approach Flight Track 
onzontaf7-Affitude-{feet 

Distance (ft) I AGL) 

1, 
1,875d 

Relationsfi1p to Nearest 
Departure Flight Track 

onzontal I Altitude (feet 
Distance (ft) AGL) 

4, 

,.. . II ,. AA .. I AAl ◄ P I :xxx I :xxx I AXJX I JJ.X II 

~-

• Nest 1 - Spring Lake; Nest 2 - Lake Rebecca; Nests 3 and 4 - Gores Pool Wildlife Management 
Area; Nest 5 - Clear Lake; Night Roosts - Eagle Point and Big River Coulees. 

b Nest 1 is approximately equidistant to and between two parallel approach flight tracks. 
c Runway 16L/33R north approach. 
d Runway 15L/33R north approach. 

TABLE 11 - Alternative 3: Relationship of Aircraft Movements to Essential Bald Eagle Habitat 

Rabitat Feature 

Nest 1 

1st. to 
Nearest 

Runway End 

Rela-tionsnTpfoNearest 
Approach Flight Track 
orizontal I AltitucJifTf eet 

Distance (ft) AGL) 

. earest 
Departure Flight Track 

orizontal I Altitude (feet 
Distance (ft) AGL) 

4~500 1, 
1,875d 

!-II .. , __ ~ x I • x,< 2a;x I .... a;,.x I 1,xxx I .... a:;xc; I .. c; ... x h 

1, 
1, 
1, 

• Nest 1 - Spring Lake; Nest 2 - Lake Rebecca; Nests 3 and 4 - Gores Pool Wildlife Management 
Area; Nest 5 - Clear Lake; Night Roosts - Eagle Point and Big River Coulees. 

b Nest 1 is approximately equidistant to and between two parallel approach flight tracks. 
c Runway 16L/33R north approach. 
d Runway 15L/33R north approach. 

None of the approach or departure flight tracks for any of the alternatives being considered 
involve operations closer than 1,923 feet from the nearest bald eagle nest or winter night roost. 
Thus, none of the operations associated with the 3 alternatives for Site 3 would occur below the 
1,875-foot aircraft exclusion threshold discussed earlier in this section and in Appendix A: Also, 
all three alternatives have essentially identical characteristics with regard to the proximity of 
flight tracks to essential bald eagle habitat components and the numbers of operations on those 
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tracks. Thus, none of the alternatives have significant potential for causing adverse noise and 
disturbance impacts to bald eagles. 

Under all alternatives, several of the approach tracks pass within approximately 2,000 feet of 
either a bald eagle nests or winter night roosting areas. There is little that can be done to alter 
these flight tracks, since a straight-in approach is required and altering the runway headings 
would redirect air traffic over or near the Koch Refinery and/or the cities of Hastings, Farmington 
or Lakeville. 

In each of the alternatives, refinements have already been made to the distribution of aircraft 
operations as compared to those originally projected for Site 3 (see Section IV, J.3 of the Final 
AED for New Airport Site Selection Study). These refinements serve to reduce further the 
potential for impacts to bald eagles by reducing the number of operations passing in -proximity 
to the nests located in Spring Lake and the Gores Pool Wildlife Management Area. Thus, some 
of the mitigation measures outlined in the Site Selection AED have already been incorporated into 
the three alternatives under consideration. While seasonal shifts in runway usage might still be 
considered to reduce further the potential for disturbance impacts, the operational characteristics 
of all three alternatives appear to have little potential for adverse impacts requiring mitigation. 

If seasonal operational shifts are undertaken, some air traffic could be shifted from the 
westernmost north-south parallel runways to the easternmost north-south parallel runways during 
periods when the Spring Lake nest is active. Ongoing coordination with the MDNR Non-game 
Wildlife program would ensure that adjustments would be made to such mitigation measures in 
the event that new nests are constructed or existing nests are abandoned or destroyed. 

D. Bird-Aircraft Hazards 

0.1 Affected Environment 

There are a number of habitat features in and around the alternatives which represent attractions 
to birds which could ultimately conflict with future airport operations. An inventory of habitat 
components and bird travel corridors which could generate future problems was developed early 
in the New Airport Site Selection process. This inventory identified land uses and landforms 
likely to attract concentrations of birds within 26,400 feet (5 miles) of the Airport Search Area; 
this inventory included large wetland complexes, wildlife management areas, active landfills, and 
areas where migrating waterfowl and geese were known to stage and feed. Previously identified 
bird concentration areas that are associated with dismissed candidate sites have not been 
discussed in this analysis. These areas include the northwest corner of Empire Township and 
the Empire wetland complex immediately east of Farmington. 

Since the development of this inventory, additional field data have been collected to assess 
degree of bird use in locations potentially affecting the selected alternative. Field observations 
were obtained during the 1994 spring and fall migration periods when numbers of migratory 
waterfowl and gulls would be highest (see Appendix A). Data were also collected on flight 
patterns to the degree such patterns could be identified. Based on these investigations, the 
following habitat features or land uses have been investigated as potential attractants for 
concentrations of birds: 
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Spring Lake and Spring Lake Park Reserve District: 

The ·spring Lake area has been identified as a major Canada Goose wintering area along the 
Mississippi River corridor adjacent to the Airport Search Area. Wintering geese move between 
Spring Lake, the Shiely Gravel Mine pits on Grey Cloud Islands and Lake Rebecca Park. The 
Spring Lake area also receives substantial waterfowl use during migration periods. There is a 
pending Corps of Engineers proposal to improve waterfowl habitat within Spring Lake by 
disposing of dredge spoil in locations that would improve the distribution of waterfowl habitat 
within Spring Lake. This status of this proposal remains uncertain. Spring Lake receives a 
considerable amount of use by ring-billed gulls during migration periods. Over 350 gulls were 
observed on the lake on October 15, 1994; it was evident that these birds were habitually 
trading between Spring Lake and Pine Bend Landfill. 

Shiely Gravel Pits on Grey Cloud Island: 

Roughly 3,000 geese over-winter in the Sheily Gravel Mine pits on Grey Cloud Island. During 
November and December this area also receives heavy use by several thousand migrating ducks. 
Due to the relative inaccessibility of this area, field observations were not obtained during 1994. 

Lake Rebecca Park: 

Lake Rebecca and Lake Rebecca Park are used by the geese wintering in the Spring Lake area 
as well as a variety of other waterfowl species during migration periods. About 166 waterbirds 
were observed on Lake Rebecca on April 9/10, 1994 including 42 mallards and over 50 double­
crested cormorants. 

Gore_s Pool Wildlife Management Area: 

Gores Pool Wildlife Management Area is a ·2,679-acre area of Mississippi River bottoms 
extending from 3 miles south of Hastings to just north of Red Wing. Gores Pool lies at the 
upstream end of North Lake, which is a reservoir created by Lock and Dam No. 3 at the south 
end of Prairie Island. This area contains little upland and encompasses a very diverse complex 
of riverine and palustrine emergent, forested, scrub shrub and unconsolidated bottom wetlands. 
Because of its extensive wetland resources and position along a major migration flyway, the 
management of Gores Pool Wildlife Management Area emphasizes waterfowl. 

Vermillion River Heronry: 

The Vermillion River heronry is located at the northern mouth of the Vermillion River 
approximately 3 miles northeast of the Airport Search Area. This great blue heron and great 
egret (Casmerodius albus) colonial nesting area was first identified in 1955 when it had 255 
nests. A total of 816 nests were observed during a 1992 winter nest count (Appendix A) This 
area is under private ownership but public acquisition of this area is currently being explored. 
No detailed study has been performed on the feeding movements of birds using this rookery; 
however, on the Minnesota side of Mississippi River, the relative scarcity of undrained emergent 
wetlands suggests that the daily feeding movements of these birds would be concentrated 
around the river corridor. The Gores Pool Wildlife Management Area is one area that is likely to 
receive a substantial amount of feeding use because of its very extensive and diverse complex 
wetlands and backwater areas. The Spring Lake area also appears to be an important feeding 
area due to its numerous islands and backwaters. 
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State Protected Wetland 341 W: 

State Protected Wetland 341 W has been identified as a possible bird-aircraft hazard due to its 
close proximity to runways associated with the alternatives. Based on NWI data, this wetland 
complex totals approximately 21.72 -acres in size and is composed of ditched seasonally to semi­
permanently flooded emergent and scrub shrub wetlands (PEMCd, PEMFd, and PSS 1 C; Circular 
39 Types 3, 4 and 6 shallow marsh, deep marsh and shrub swamp). Protected Wetland 341 W 
receives heavy feeding use by geese and ducks during spring migration periods. Several hundred 
tundra swans (Cygnus columbianus) have been observed feeding in this wetland complex during 
the spring. About 245 ducks, geese and gulls were observed on protected wetland 341 Won 
April 9/10, 1994. 

State-Protected Wetland 340W: 

State-protected wetland 340W lies about 1 mile north of Vermillion and was not identified as a 
major bird attractor during earlier phases of the New Airport Site Selection process. However, 
field observations during 1994 indicate that this wetland receives considerable waterfowl use 
during migration periods. About 231 ducks, geese and gulls were observed on protected wetland 
340W on April 9/10, 1994. 

Pine Bend Landfill: 

The Pine Bend Landfill was not identified as a major bird concentration area by any of the 
agencies contacted. It was originally analyzed because active landfills commonly attract 
concentrations of herring gulls (Larus argentatus) and ring-billed gulls (Larus delawarensis) when 
earthen cover either does not fully cover refuse or the placement of such cover does occur with 
sufficient frequency. Field investigations during the fall 1994 migration period confirmed that 
Pine Bend Landfill attracts large numbers of ring-billed gulls. On October 14, 1994 over 1,000 
ring-billed gulls were observed at the landfill, indicating that the gulls have established a habitual 
flight path between their feeding area at the landfill and their staging/resting area on Spring Lake. 

Lake Byllesby: 

Lake Byllesby in Randolph Township has been identified as a major migration staging area for 
waterfowl. While this lake lies too far from the alternatives to represent a bird-aircraft hazard 
in itself, waterfowl are known to travel between Lake Byllesby and the Spring Lake-Grey Cloud­
Rebecca Lake area during migration. On April 4, 1993, the study team observed about 169 
ducks and 300 tundra swans on Lake Byllesby. 

0.2 Impacts of Bird-Aircraft Hazards 

Bird strikes pose the greatest hazard to aircraft at altitudes less than 500 feet above ground level 
(AGL). According to FAA data, 90% of all known bird-strike incidents occur below 500 feet 
AGL, and nearly all of the remaining 10% occur between 500 and 3,000 feet AGL, with most 
below 2,000 feet AGL (based on a conversation with Gene LeBoef, FAA Office of Airport Safety 
and Standards, August 17, 1993). 

Integrated Noise Model (INM) data was used to obtain typical departure flight profiles for the 
various flight tracks associated with each runway (see Figures 18, 19 and 20). The standard 
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instrument glide path has been used to develop approach profiles. The INM output estimates an 
aircraft's altitude at various distances from the airport both on arrival and during departure. This 
output has been used to estimate altitudes over areas ·that have been identified as potential 
attractants for concentrations of birds. The INM model is the standard FAA aircraft noise model 
and has been subjected to substantial field verification. 

Because the distribution of bird concentration areas is essentially identical for all - three 
alternatives for Site 3, the relative potential for bird-aircraft hazards has been analyzed for each 
alternative based on the numbers and altitudes of aircraft operations overflying identified bird 
concentration areas within 26,400 feet (5 miles) of the nearest runway end. The potential for 
bird strikes is generally highest when conditions that are conducive to bird concentrations lie in 
close proximity to the airport. This is primarily due to the high density of aircraft, both in time 
and space, as well as the higher number of aircraft flying at low altitudes where birds are more 
likely to be concentrated. 

Spring Lake Ares: 

Alternative 1 will generate 7,820 monthly overflights of Spring Lake - 5,840 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 1,980 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. 

Alternative 2 will generate 7,940 monthly overflights of Spring Lake - 5,960 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 1,980 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. 

Alternative 3 will generate 7,990 monthly overflights of Spring Lake - 6,060 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 1,930 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. 

Gores Pool Wildlife Management Area: 

Alternative 1 will generate 5,150 monthly overflights of Gores Pool - 2,270 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 2,880 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. • 

Alternative 2 will generate 4,250 monthly overflights of Gores Pool - 2,260 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 1,990 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. 

Alternative 3 will generate 4,250 monthly overflights of Gores Pool - 2,270 will be over 500 
feet but under 2,000 feet and 1,990 will be well in excess of 2,000 feet. 

Protected Wetland 341 W: 

Alternative 1 will generate 4,080 monthly flights about 750 ,o 1,000 feet south of protected 
wetland 341 W - 1,800 will be under 500 feet and 2,280 w.ill be over 500 but under 2,000 
feet. 

Alternative 2 will generate 1, 130 monthly overflights over 500 feet but less than 2,000 feet. 
This alternative will also generate 2,840 monthly flights about 2,000 feet south of the wetland 
at altitudes over 500 but less than 2,000 feet. None will be less than 500 feet. 

Alternative 3 will generate 1,130 monthly overflights over 500 feet but less than 2,000 feet. 
This alternative will also generate 2,840 monthly flights about 1,500 feet south of the wetland 
at altitudes over 500 but less than 2,000 feet. None will be less than 500 feet. 
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Protected Wetland 340W: 

No alternative will involve direct overflights of protected wetland 340W. All three alternatives 
will involve flights between 1,500 and 2,000 feet north of this wetland at altitudes over 500 
feet but less than 2,000 feet. None will be less than 500 feet. 

Pine Bend Landfill: 

No alternative will involve direct overflights of Pine Bend Landfill. All three alternatives will 
involve 910 to 930 flights within 2,500 feet of the landfill at altitudes well in excess of 2,000 
feet. 

Lake Rebecca, Vermillion River Heronry, and Lake Byllesby: 

None of the alternatives will involve overflights of Lake Rebecca, Vermillion River Heronry, or 
Lake Byllesby. 

Conclusions Regarding Bird-Aircraft Hazard Potential: 

All three alternatives have very similar characteristics with regard to bird-strike potential. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 are virtually identical, except that Alternative 1 will have aircraft over 
protected wetland 341 Wat altitudes less than 500 feet. The various runway shifts associated 
with Alternative 3 will result in overflights of bird concentration areas generally being at slightly 
higher altitudes than either of the other two alternatives. For this reason, Alternative 3 appears 
to represent the best alternative with respect to minimizing bird-aircraft hazards, and Alternative 
1 is the worst. 

0.3 Mitigation Measures (Bird-Aircraft Hazards) 

The construction of a major new airport is likely to result in unforeseeable changes in bird 
movements in the surrounding area. For this reason, mitigation measures oriented toward 
avoiding, minimizing or correcting specific bird-aircraft hazards are best developed after a new 
airport is completed and post-construction bird movements can be analyzed. Departure flight 
tracks do not appear to pose much potential for major bird-aircraft conflicts. With the exception 
of protected wetlands 340W and 341 W, all departures should be well in excess of 2,000 feet 
altitude before passing over major bird concentration areas. Should post-construction bird· 
movements in these areas pose problems, minor modifications to aircraft-departure procedures 
could be made during migration periods. Such a procedure would call for no turns in the 
direction of either wetland until the aircraft is well past the water body. 

Regardless of alternative, the approach flight tracks will result in a substantial proportion of the 
monthly aircraft arrivals passing over the Spring Lake-Grey Cloud Island area and Gores Pool 
Wildlife Management Area at altitudes between 500 and 2,000 feet. There is little that can be 
done to alter the horizontal and vertical locations of these tracks in relation to these areas. It 
does not appear that seasonal shifts in runway usage would substantially reduce bird-aircraft 
hazards since all such shifts would result in overflights of other bird concentration areas. The 
potential for further reducing bird-aircraft hazards through seasonal shifts in runway usage could 
be better explored after new airport facilities are in place and post-construction bird flight 
patterns become known. 
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E. Farmland 

Farmland impacts include the acreage taken by each of the alternatives, including remnants of 
farmland remaining when portions of farmsteads are within airport boundaries. 

E.1 Affected Environment 

Marshan and Vermillion Townships are rural areas southwesterly of the city of Hastings and east 
of the city of Vermillion. Farmland is the predominant land used, with typical crops including corn 
and soybeans. Additional crops, from year to year, include alfalfa, oats, wheat and a variety of 
vegetables. Feedlots, for both dairy cattle and hog production, also are found on farms in the 
area. There are also several commercial nursery operations and a vineyard in the area. Most 
farming operations in both townships are family farms, some having been in existence for more 
than 100 years. 

There are three classifications of farmland in Dakota County, each defined by the federal Soil 
Conservation Service according to such characteristics as soil quality, growing season and 
moisture supply to produce crops. 

Prime farmland, Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics necessary to produce high crop yields over time. 

Farmland of statewide importance, This farmland, while similar to prime farmland, has 
soil limitations that require more intense management to produce high crop yields. 

_; 

Other farmland, Land which has severe limitations, such as being undrained or with 
steep slopes, that make it virtually unusable for farmland. . 

Figures 12 and 13 depict the location of prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance 
in Marshan and Vermillion Townships. 

Farmland in Marshan and Vermillion Townships can be viewed from another perspective. The 
Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves Act was approved in 1980 with the intention of retaining 
agricultural uses on farm land, thus protecting it from potential redevelopment with urban and 
suburban uses. Such land is designated for long-term agricultural use in the comprehensive plans 
of the townships and cities. Under the legislation, a farm owner can agree to continued 
agricultural use of the land for a specific period of time, excluding such urban and suburban uses 
as higher density housing and commercial businesses, in exchange for such benefits as a lower 
assessed value of the farmland and, therefore, lower property taxes. This agreement, or 
covenant, establishes the farmland as an "agricultural preserve." Agricultural preserve lands in 
the area are depicted in Figure 14. • 

Because a new airport in Marshan and Vermillion Townships would involve the expenditure of 
federal funds, it is covered by the Farmland Protection Policy Act. The legislation requires the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture to identify prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance 
that is permanently taken out of production by either federal projects or projects involving 
federal funds. While the legislation permits federal agencies to consider alternatives to a 
proposed project, it does no~ require it. 
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E.2 Farmland Impacts 

The development of a new airport in Marshan and Vermillion Townships would eliminate farming 
operations within the airport boundary. 

Table 12 depicts the number of farmsteads within the airport boundary of each alternative, as 
well as the acreage of prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance and covenanted 
agricultural preserves. 

TABLE 12 - Farmland Within Boundary of Alternatives 

Acres of1aTmland o 
statewide importance 
Acresof. covenanted 
agricultural preserve 

Alternative 1 

ary 

Of the total number of farmsteads within the airport boundary of each of the alternatives, some 
are whole farms and others are remnants off arming operations remaining once land is acquired 
for the airport. Farming these remnants may, from a practical standpoint, be difficult. There may 
be problems of getting to the field and, once there, problems of maneuvering farm equipment 
on the field. Also, smaller fields that are oddly shaped may be less valuable than farms of typical 
dimensio_n and size. 

These remnants are defined as follows: 

fsofated farmtands, Farmland that is not accessible because the road leading to it is 
within the airport boundary, and therefore removed. 

Triangulated farmlands, Farmland with one or more property lines at an angle. This 
could make farming on the field difficult. While, there is no minimum acreage for 
triangulated farmland, a smaller triangular field also would be difficult to farm. 

Severed farmlands, Farmlands under one ownership that are separated from each other 
by the airport project. For example, a large farm may be bisected by a roadway leading 
to the new airport or the farmstead could be separated from the fields themselves. 

Table 13 depicts the number of isolated, triangulated and severed farmlands within the airport 
boundary of each of the alternatives. 
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TABLE 13 - Isolated, Triangulated and Severed Farmlands 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Isolated 

Number of farms 30 27 22 
Acreage 941 691 512 

Triangulated 
Number of farms 34 30 37 
Acreage 1,848 1,674 1,813 

Severed 
Number of farms 0 0 0 
Acreage 0 0 0 

E.3 Mitigation Measures (Farmland) 

On farmland remnants adjacent to the airport boundary, farming would be difficult and, 
consequently, less financially feasible. There are no measures to mitigate the permanent loss of 
farmland in the area; however, some farmland within the airport boundary could be leased for 
_continued farming operations. Relocating farming operations within Dakota County, or adjacent 
rural counties, would not be feasible for all those whose farms were acquired for airport 
development; existing farming operations may not be available to all those who wish to relocate 
in the vicinity. 

1. To retain farming operations in the rural area surrounding the airport would require the adoption 
of comprehensive plan, and zoning provisions to achieve that end. Development compatible with 
a new airport, necessarily, would have to be specified for certain sites if the essential agricultural 
nature of central and southern Dakota County is to be retained. 

}· 

)~ 
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F. Floodplains 

F.1 Affected Environment 

Floodplains around the alternatives are concentrated near the watercourses of the Vermillion 
River. The alternatives include 100-year floodplain areas and areas managed by Dakota County. 
The Federal Flood Insurance Program has identified the Vermillion River watershed's floodplains, 
delineating the floodway and flood fringe areas that would be inundated as a result of a 100-year 
flood. Figure 15 illustrates the floodplains (floodway and floodway fringe areas) in and around 
the alternatives. 

F.2 Impacts on Floodplains 

Each of the alternatives contain floodplains of the Vermillion River within their boundary. A 
portion of floodplain in each alternative would need to be eliminated in order to construct 
necessary airport facilities such as runways, taxiways, buildings, and roads. Fill would be placed 
in the affected areas of the floodplains, to raise the airport facilities above the floodplain 
elevation. 
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Loss of floodplain storage is serious if it leads to an increase in peak flood elevations beyond that 
accepted by statute or local watershed management requirements. In Minnesota, a 0.5 feet total 
increase in the maximum flood elevation is generally permitted; however, Dakota County does 
• not allow any increase. The amount of floodplain that would be filled in each alternative, 
combined with other anticipated floodway fill in the area, will raise the peak flood elevation. 
However, there is adequate space within each alternative for re-creation of the floodplain storage 
that would be lost due to airport facilities. 

Access roadways for the proposed airport appear to be the only off-site, airport-related facilities 
that would directly impact the floodway within the floodplain. Such roadways are allowable uses 
only so long as there is no resulting increase in flood damages in the affected reaches of the 
river. Outfalls from a wastewater treatment facility and storm water detention facilities may 
project into the flood way. However, locational decisions regarding such structures have not 
been made at this stage. 

Table 14 shows the acres within each alternative which are available for re-creation of 
floodplains, and the acres of floodplain which need to be recreated. 

TABLE 14 - Floodplain Impacts (Acres) 

Alternative 1 .Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Total Area within Airport Boundary 10,000 9,900 9,000 

Total Graded, Paved Building Area 3,100 2,800 

Floodplains within Boundary, but 560 680 
Outside Graded, Paved, Building Area . 
* 

Net Area Available for Floodplain Re- 6,440 6,920 
creation, Detention Ponds, Etc. 

Floodplains Lost to Graded, Paved, 230 160 
Building Area that Need Re-creation** 

* Area includes impacts to floodway and floodway fringe 
* * Area includes impacts to flood way fringe only. 

G. Historic/ Architectural Resources 

3,000 

440 

s,s6o 

320 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 authorized the Secretary of the Interior to 
maintain a National Register of Historic Places consisting of properties "significant in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture." To be considered significant, a 
property must satisfy one of the following criteria: 

A. be associated with events important to broad patterns of history; 
B. be associated with the life of an important person; 
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represent a type, period, or method of construction; or be the work of a master; 
or express high artistic values; or 
yield, or be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Typically, above-ground properties merit National Register designation based on the first three 
criteria; Criterion Dis usually applied to archaeological sites. Properties can achieve significance 
on a local, state, or national level. A property may be individually eligible for listing in the 
National Register, or eligible as a contributing component of an historic district. In addition to 
significance, a property must maintain physical integrity to be considered for the National 
Register. Properties less than fifty years old must display exceptional significance to qualify. 
Properties and districts afforded National Register status are also Section 4(f) lands as described 
in Section 11I.B of the AED. 

G.1 Affected Environment 

The known Area of Potential Effect (APE) is illustrated in Figure 9. It consists of all land that 
would be acquired for the new airport, as well as property falling within the projected DNL 65 
noise contour for the year 2005 for each runway. The APE will also include land affected by 
construction of airport access roadways, related interchanges and relocated utilities, and by 
improvements to the regional highway and transit systems required by the airport's relocation; 
the nature and extent of this construction, however, have not been determined at this time. 
Since the present study focuses on differential impacts between the three alternatives, and since 
off-site transportation and utility development will be the same for any of the three alternatives, 
the following discussion considers only land to be acquired for airport construction and the 
associated DNL 65 noise contours. 

Six properties in the Site 3 APE were identified as possibly eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places by a 1993 reconnaissance survey4

: Chimney Rock, 16143 Hogan Avenue, 
12005 E. 205th Street (a.k.a. 20477 Kirby Avenue), 22005 Lewiston Boulevard, 17945 
Northfield Boulevard, and 8030 - 180th Street . Archival research and intensive-level field survey 
were subsequently completed on these properties. In addition, more arc_hival research was 
undertaken to gain a greater understanding of the nineteenth- and twentieth-century evolution 
of the area, and of the built environment produced during this period. This information was 
consolidated with archaeological data and research to expand the historic context for evaluating 
National Register eligibility of vernacular farmsteads in the area. With this information, all 
surveyed properties in Site 3 were reevaluated for National Register potential. No additional 
properties appeared to merit further consideration. 

Conclusions from the study are being submitted as a technical report to the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). Two properties were determined .eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places: Chimney Rock, and 22005 Lewiston Boulevard. The location of the two 
properties is shown in Figure 9. Although National Register boundaries have not been 
determined for these properties, the land currently associated with 22005 Lewiston Boulevard 
is assumed to comprise the boundaries for this linalysis: the southern half of the southeast 
quarter of Section 34 west of Lewiston Boulevard in Vermillion Township. Determining a tenable 
boundary for Chimney Rock is _more problematic. For a discussion of this problem, refer to 
Section 8.1. Using these boundaries, the properties that would be affected by the alternatives 
are shown in Table 15. • 
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TABLE 15 - Historic/Architectural Properties Eligible for the National Register Affected by the 
Alternatives 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

National Register 
Properties Affected: 

Within Site Boundary 0 0 0 

Within DNL 65 
Contour 22005 Lewiston Blvd. 0 0 

G.2 Impacts on Historic/ Architectural Resources 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 provides some protection for 
designated historic resources. For projects involving federal funds or licensing, the responsible 
federal agency must consider any effects of a project on National Register properties. Since the 
nature and extent of potentially significant resources in a project area is rarely known, the area 
must be surveyed to identify National Register-eligible properties. Next, the nature of the 
project's effect on these properties is evaluated. If the project adversely affects historic 
resources, other alternatives are examined. If no other alternative appears reasonable, an 
appropriate form of mitigation is negotiated between the responsible federal agency and the 
SHPO. On occasion, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, an independent federal 
oversight office, also becomes involved. 

The responsible federal agency for the New Airport project is the Federal Aviation Administration. 
The FAA is working with the SHPO to ensure that impacts to historic resources are considered 
·in the evaluation of alternatives for the airport's development. 

As shown in Table 15, Alternative 1 would affect portions of one property and Ahernatives 2 
and 3 would affect no properties. In general, the impact of the alternatives on National Register 
properties appears to be minor. The farmstead at 22005 Lewiston Blvd. does not fall within the 
boundaries of any of the alternatives; only farm fields, not the farmhouse and other buildings, 
are actually within the DNL 65 noise contours. Although not in the known APE of Alternatives 
2 and 3, the stone house at 22005 Lewiston Blvd. is a sensitive structure and could be adversely 
affected by the constru·ction or operation of the airport (e.g., vibration). 

G.3 Mitigation Measures (Historic/Architectural Resources) 

Mitigation of damage to architecturally and historically significant properties typically involves 
documenting the properties for the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) or the Historic 
American Engineering Record (HAER). HABS/HAER documentation, which is archived in the 
Library of Congress, includes an historic narrative, large-format photographs and, in some cases, 
measured drawings. Additional or alternative mitigation measures are sometimes appropriate, 
such as developing interpretive materials (displays, booklets, etc.) or relocating structures. 
Specific mitigation measures are negotiated after an alternative is selected and plans are made 
to implement the project. These measures are outlined in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
signed by some, or all, of the following parties: the SHPO; Federal Aviation Administration, as 
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the responsible federal agency; the Metropolitan Airports Commission, as the project sponsor; 
affected local governments; the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; and other interested 
persons. 

Since the primary impact to properties will be from noise, vibration, or other environmental 
modifications, mitigation must be tailored to address these potential threats. Such mitigation for 
the farm buildings might include noise reduction measures, such as window replacement and 
insulation, if these measures could be accomplished without damaging the historic integrity of 
the properties. During and after the airport's construction, the affected properties should be 
carefully monitored to detect and abate physical deterioration from construction or airplane noise, 
vibration, pollution, or other factors. On-going monitoring is particularly important for Chimney 
Rock and the stone house at 22005 .Lewiston Boulevard. 

H. Land Use 

Land uses of the surrounding communities will experience several types of impacts. This section 
addresses the impacts on the land use and comprehensive plans of the affected municipalities. 

H .1 ' Affected Environment 

Local comprehensive plans were used as a facsimile for current land use. Most of the land 
within and adjacent to the atternatives is currently in agricultural use. See Table 16 and Figure 
16. Table 16 gives the land uses within the site selected by MAC in the Final AED of the New 
Airport Site Selection Study (Site 3). Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 are predominantly within Site 3 and 
therefore the land uses in Table 16 are representative of the land uses in the alternatives. In 
• addition, most of the land adjacent to the new airport site has been designated for agricultural 
use in the affected communities' comprehensive plans. This designation makes individual 
properties eligible to be established as an "agricultural preserve" under the Metropolitan 
Agricultural Preserves, Minnesota Statute 4 73H . . Thus, a property owner may sign a covenant 
establishing his/her farm as an agricultural preserve; in exchange, the prop~rty owner receives 
such benefits as a lower assessed valuation and real estate tax credits. Although the current 
long term planning horizon for local communities extends only through the year 2000, the 
Metropolitan Council has reviewed regional forecasts for 2020 with all local governments in the 
region. These forecasts reflect a continuation of agriculture in this portion of the region. 

The other major use of land within and adjacent to the alternatives is conservation. This use is 
also forecast to remain the same. 

There are several small, commercial sites within the boundaries of the alternatives. There are 
both residences associated with farms . and non-farm residences within the alternatives. 
However, there are roughly 300 acres of land around the alternatives designated for rural 
residential development. 

Communities near the alternatives include the City of Hastings and the following rural centers 
- Miesville, New Trier, Hampton and Vermillion. Because very little growth is expected in the 
four rural centers, in the absence of a new major airport, current land uses (primarily residential 
with some commercial and public uses) would not be expected to change significantly in the 
future. 
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The City of Hastings is a freestanding growth center that has sustained modest growth over the 
past 20 years. The city completed all of its approved orderly annexations. Recent annexations 
have occurred south (in Marshan Township) and west (in Nininger Township) of the city. 
Although the city has no approved plans for additional annexations, the location of the 
Mississippi River and other natural environmental features suggest that any future annexations 
would continue both south and west of the current city limits. 

The development of a new major airport will not be compatible with some existing land use, 
notably existing residential development 

11) 

TABLE 16 - Land Use - Site 3111 

Within Site 3 

Land Use Percent of Site 
Acres Area 

Agriculture 9,400 91.7% 

Conservation/Floodplain/ 842 8.2% 
Marsh/Wetland 

Commercial 9 0.1% 

Industrial 0 0.0% 

Single Family Residential 0 0.0% 

Rural Residential 0 0.0% 

Public Open Space 0 0.0% 

Public/Quasi-Public Facilities 0 0.0% 

Total 10,251 100.0% 

From Final AED, New Airport Site Selection Study. The boundaries of Alternatives 1, 
2 and 3 lie predominantly within Site 3. 

None of the comprehensive plans for local governments affected by the alternatives and adjacent 
areas provide for a new major airport. Some areas covered by these plans will be significantly 
impacted by the introduction of an airport. 

H.2 Land Use Impacts 

The compatibility of existing and currently proposed land use adjacent to the airport site is 
discussed below. The following criteria were used to estimate local development impacts for 
each of the alternatives: 

• Continuation of agriculture in currently designated areas. 
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• Restriction of single-family housing and commercial/industrial uses, except gravel 
mining, to the Metropolitan Urban Service Area and designated rural centers. Rural 
residential development is permissible provided that it is consistent with regional density 
policies. 

• Restriction of housing in areas affected by the DNL 60 noise contours and state safety 
zones. 

• Land use consistent with local comprehensive plans will not be restricted. 

Most of the area adjacent to the alternatives meets the compatibility criteria. However, slightly 
more than 300 acres of planned residential land use fall within the DNL 60 noise contour and the 
state safety zones. Since most of the existing vacant land is in agricultural uses, these uses 
could continue and the affected local governments could direct the small levels of expected 
residential growth to areas outside the noise contours and safety zones. 

H.3 Mitigation Measures (Land Use) 

For existing housing, impacts could be mitigated with acoustic treatment to limit indoor noise 
levels. If the Minnesota Legislature decides that a new major airport is to be built, the affected 
local governments (within the airport development area) would need to amend their 
comprehensive plans to reflect the development of an airport and to address the requirements 
of the Airport Development Act. Such amendments would address land use control measures 
consistent with criteria and guidelines established by the Metropolitan Council to ensure 
compatible land uses within the airport development area. An established process is already in 
place for processing local plan amendments. 

The airport development area may consist of all or a portion of the land extending three miles 
from the proposed boundaries of the new airport site. The airport development area may extend 
five miles in any direction from the airport site if the Metropolitan Council determines the 
extension is necessary to protect natural resources of the metropolitan area. 

I. Noise 

Aircraft noise can affect residents, businesses and certain land uses in the vicinity of an airport. 
The criteria for determining compatibility with aircraft noise are given in Table 17, and are based 
on FAA criteria. Descriptions of the Federal noise metric, DNL, the state noise metric, L10, and 
Peak Sound Exposure Level (SEL), and discussions of community annoyance due to aircraft noise 
are presented in Appendix A. 

1.1 Affected Environment 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) of aircraft noise is the area within the DNL 60, 65, 70 and 
75 + contours for each runway of the airport. There are no base case DNL contours for the 
potential new airport; however, ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the airport are available 
from a survey conducted by the MAC in 1992. The survey values are shown in Figure 17. The 
measured values range from a high of approximately DNL 61 in Hastings and Farmington to a 
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low of approximately DNL 52 in Rosemount. These ambient noise levels include sound from all 
sources, including aircraft operations at MSP and other nearby airports, cars and trucks along 
nearby roads, lawn mowers, animal~, as well as other sources. 

1.2 Noise Impacts 

Methodology and Assumptions 

Before modeling noise impacts, forecast years of population and aircraft activity were selected'. 
These assumptions were reviewed by the New Airport Technical Committee and the Dual Track 
Task Force. Following is a description of the assumptions and methodology used for noise 
impact analysis purposes. 

Population 
The State Legislature will probably not make a decision on how to accommodate the region's 
future commercial aviation needs until 1997. Should the new airport alternative be chosen, the 
site would not likely be open for traffic until after the year 2000. Recognizing that the 
population of Dakota County has been increasing since the 1990 Census, Year 2000 population 
forecasts were developed to assess noise impacts. The population forecasts are based on the 
latest available estimates from the Metropolitan Council, and were reviewed by local 
communities. 

A later forecast year was not used for population because it was assumed that once a decision 
was made to build a new airport, land use measures and community awareness of the new 
airport would presumably discourage residential development in areas that would be subjected 
to high aircraft noise. 

Aircraft Activity 
Year 2005 aircraft activity was modeled for this study for several reasons. First, it is assumed 
that the new airport would open around that year. Second, the 2005 aircraft fleet mix is 
anticipated to include stage 2 aircraft "hush-kitted" to meet stage 3 requirements. These aircraft 
typically are noisier than "true" stage 3 of the same size, and it was desirable to measure their 
impact. Finally, it is the same year used to analyze noise impacts for MSP~ 

The aircraft operations forecasts and fleet mix are based primarily on the MSP Long-Term 
Comprehensive Plan (L TCP) Volume 6: Revised Activity Forecasts (December 1993). The LTCP 
forecast fleet mix was modified for the new airport AED to reflect the August 1994 
announcement by Northwest Airlines that it would refurbish and hush kit its fleet of DC-9-30 
aircraft, rather than acquire new aircraft as previously planned. Tables 18 and 19 list the 
average daily arrivals and departures by aircraft type for 2005, respectively. 
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TABLE 17 - Land Use Compatibility Criteria 

(1 of 2) 

Land Use 

~ AesjdentjaJ 

·•f 

Residential, other than hotels 1 

, Hotels 

Nursing homes 1 

Public Use 

Schools (public and private) 

Child care centers 

Churches 

Auditoriums, concen halls 
Parking 

Hospitals 

• Commercjal Use 

-~- Offices: business, professional, government 
a, Retail trade 

_ Wholesale trade and retail of building 
"' materials, hardware and farm equipment2 

Utilities2 

Manufacturjnq and Production 

• • Manufacturing, general2 

Research and laboratory uses sensitive 
to vibration 

. Agriculture and forestry3 

Mining, fishing, resource production 
and extraction 

AecreatjonaJ 

Outdoor spons arenas and spectator spons 

Outdoor amphitheaters, music shells 

Nature exhibits and zoos 

Parks, golf courses, riding stables 
and other active recreation areas 

QNL 65-70 

N 
R(25) 

N 

R(30) 

R(25) 

R(25) 

R(30) 
y 

R(30) 

y 
y 
y 

y 

y 
y 

y 
y 

y 

N 
y 

y 

PNL 70-75 

N 
R(30) 

N 

N 
R(30) 

R(30) 

R(35) 
y 

R(35) 

R(25) 

R(25) 
y 

y 

y 

N 

y 
y 

y 

N 

- N 
y 
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Y-Land use and related structures are compatible without restrictions. 

N-Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited. 

R(25),(30) or (35)-Land use and related structures are generally compatible; measures to achieve Noise Level Reduction of at least 
25, 30, or 35 dBA must be incorporated into design and construction of structures. Normal construction can be expected to 
provide an NLR of 20 dBA; thus, the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 1 0, or 15 dBA over standard construction. 
These requirements assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round. The use of NLR criteria will not eliminate 
outdoor noise problems. 

1 Where the city determines that residential uses must be allowed, measures to achieve sufficient outdoor to indoor Noise Level 
Reduction (NLR) should be incorporated into building and/or zoning codes and be considered in individual approvals. Federal 
guidelines recommend NLR of at least 25 dBA in DNL 65-70, and 30 dBA in DNL 70-75. Adjustments to these recommendations 
may be necessary in considering specific local conditions. In addition to acoustical treatment, potential residents in noise zones 
should be notified of the noise environment. 

2 Appropriate Noise Level Reduction (as specified in Footnote 1 l must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions 
of these buildings where the public is received, office areas or noise sensitive areas. 

3 Noise Level Reduction specified in Footnote 1 required for residential buildings. 

Source: MSP FAR Part 150 Study Update, March 1992 

Takeoff and landing profiles (the vertic_al path aircraft follow when departing from and arriving 
at an airport) were based on airline operating procedures, the aircraft type and its operating 
weight. Air carrier aircraft were assumed to fly standard three-degree descent angle approach 
profiles. The INM data base includes typical takeoff and landing profiles for each aircraft. 

Runway use is based on weather conditions (both wind and visibility), direction of flight, noise 
impacts, and operational efficiency. Preferential runway use during nighttime hours was also 
considered. As with the aircraft fleet mix, modelled runway use reflects an average daily use 
based on the entire year. 

Flight tracks (the routes aircraft follow into and out of the airport) were based on the Minnesota 
State Airspace Study, Phase A, Relocated Minneapolis/St. Paul International airport, Final Report 
( 1994). These tracks were refined to fit the three alternatives and to avoid noise-sensitive land 
use. 

Noise Metrics 
The noise analysis conducted for this study includes use of DNL contours, State L, 065 contours, 
aircraft overflight patterns, and peak sound exposure levels (SEL). The DNL analysis includes 
the development of noise contours and identification of population and dwelling units for the DNL 
60-65 area, and identification of population, dwellings and other noise sensitive uses within the 
DNL 65 and greater noise contours as per Federal criteria for assessing aircraft noise impacts. 
The L, 065 noise contours are shown and population within the contours are stated. Analysis of 
aircraft overflights was undertaken to show the average monthly flights on each takeoff and 
landing track out to a point where single-event noise levels generally fall below 70 dBA (not 70 
DNL). This is typically seven or eight miles from the end of the runway. Aircraft noise levels 
(DNL and SEL) at select noise sensitive receptors for year 2005 are also provided. 
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TABLE 18 • 2005 Projected Fleet Mix and Average Daily Arrivals 

Aircraft Type Day Night 

Air Carrier Jets: 

DCB 1.1 1.7 

OC9-30 (HUSHKIT) 97.7 7.3 

MD80 32.8 2.7 

MD90 6.6 0.4 

DC10 10.0 1.4 

MD11 3.9 0.7 
B727 (HUSHKIT) 11.6 3.2 

B737 300/400/500 27.2 1.8 

8737 200 (HUSHKIT) 0.2 0.1 

8747 200/300/400 7.5 0.9 

8757 81.0 7.9 

8767 200/300 3.7 0.3 

8777 1.4 0.1 

A300 0.5 0.7 

A320/321 68.5 6.4 

A330 4.7 0.3 

A340 0.4 0.1 

L 1011 0.6 0.5 

8Ae 146/RJ/F-70 0.9 0.1 

F-100 8.0 2.0 

EM 145/CanRJ 7. 1 0.9 

Subtotal 375.4 39.5 

Air Carrier Turboprops: 

CNA/PAG/8EC 3.0 3.4 

SWM/J31/BE1/8E9 29.2 8.6 

SF340/DH8/J41 61.8 8.2 

S2000 27.2 3.7 

L 188/CVR/F27 /ATP/A TR 15.7 5.6 

Subtotal 136.9 29.5 

General Aviation: 

GA Jet 32.8 4.2 

GA Turboprop 15.4 2.0 

GA Piston 21.7 2.8 

Subtotal 69.9 9.0 

Military 4.0 0.1 

Total 586.2 78.1 

Source: HNTB analysis, based on MSP LTCP Volume 6, Revised Activity Forecasts (December, 1993). 
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TABLE 19 • 2005 Projected Fleet Mix and Average Daily Departures 

Aircraft Type Day Night 

Air Carrier Jets: 

DCB 1.0 1.8 

OC9-30 (HUSHKIT) 96.8 8.2 

MD80 32.9 2.6 

MD90 6.6 0.4 

OC10 10.1 1.3 

MD11 4.0 0.6 

8727 (HUSHKIT) 11.8 3.0 

8737 300/400/500 27.2 1.8 

B737 200 (HUSHKIT) 0.2 0. 1 

B747 200/300/400 7.5 0.9 

B757 81.0 7.9 

8767 200/300 3.7 0.3 

8777 1.4 0.1 

A300 0.5 0.7 

A320/321 68.4 6.3 

A330 4.7 0.3 

A340 0.4 0.1 

L1011 0.7 0.4 

BAe 146/RJ/F-70 1.0 0.0 

F-100 8.9 1.1 

EM 145/CanRJ 7.6 0.4 

Subtotal 376.4 38.3 

Air Carrier Turboprops: 

CNA/PAG/BEC 2.9 3.5 

SWM/J31 /BE1 /BES 30.9 6.9 

SF340/DH8/J41 66.6 3.4 

S2000 29.3 1.6 

L 188/CVR/F27 /ATP/ATR 16.7 4.6 

Subtotal 146.4 20.0 

General Aviation: 

GA Jet 31.4 5.7 

GA Turboprop 14.7 • 2.7 

GA Piston 20.7 3.8 

Subtotal 66.8 12.2 

Military 3.8 0.3 

Total 593.4 70.8 

Source: HNTB analysis, based on MSP LTCP Volume 6, Revised Activity Forecasts (December, 1993). 
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Overflights 

Figures 18, 19, and 20 show the major arrival and departure flight tracks for Alternatives 1, 2 
and 3, respectively. The monthly number of overflights on these tracks is also depicted . The 
flight tracks radiate from the six runways. Most operations are concentrated to the northwest, 
east, southeast, and southwest. Relatively few operations occur to the northeast. 

The location of flight tracks and the number of overflights on these tracks vary little among the 
alternatives. 

Population lmpacts--DNL 70, 65 and 60 

Figures 21, 22, and 23 show the DNL noise contours for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, respectively. 
Tables 20 and 21 present the forecast number of residents and dwelling units within the DNL 
contours for the three alternatives in the year 2005, respectively. Residents and dwelling units 
within the DNL noise contours and within the airport boundary were not counted, because it was 
assumed they would be relocated (see Section J). 

Alternative l 
The DNL 70 noise contour encompasses approximately 280 acres, excluding the area within the 
site boundary. Approximately five people (less than five households) would reside within the 
DNL 70 contour. The area between the DNL 65 and DNL 70 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 2,500 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 65 and DNL 70 is about 125 (approximately 
35 households). The area between the DNL 60 and DNL 65 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 7,100 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 60 and DNL 65 is approximately 655 (about 
1 90 households). 

The total acreage within all three noise contours (i.e., DNL 60 and above) is about 9,800 acres, 
tt excluding the area within the site boundary, and contains approximately 675 people 

(approximately 230 households). 

Alternative 2 
The DNL 70 noise contour encompasses approximately 200 acres, excluding the area within the 
site boundary. Approximately 10 people (less than five households) would reside within the DNL 
70 contour. The area between the DNL 65 and DNL 70 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 2,200 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 65 and DNL 70 is about 105 (approximately 
30 households). The area between the DNL 60 and DNL 65 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 7,300 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 60 and DNL 65 is approximately 660 (about 
195 households). 

The total acreage within all three noise contours (i.e., DNL 60 and above) is about 9,600 acres, 
excluding the area within the site boundary, and contains approximately 775 people 
(approximately 225 households). 
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Atternatjve 3 
The DNL 70 noise contour encompasses approximately 300 acres, excluding the area within the 
site boundary. Approximately 20 people (about five households) would reside within the DNL 
70 contour. The area between the DNL 65 and DNL 70 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 2,700 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 65 and DNL 70 is about 175 (approximately 
50 households). The area between the DNL 60 and DNL 65 noise contours encompasses 
approximately 7,400 acres, excluding the area within the airport boundary. The year 2000 
population exposed to noise levels between DNL 60 and DNL 65 is approximately 670 (about 
195 households). 

The total acreage within all three noise contours (i.e., DNL 60 and above) is about 10,400 acres, 
excluding the area within the site boundary, and contains approximately 865 people 
(approximately 255 households). 

Alternatives Comparison 
For DNL 70 and above, the range of population impacted varies from approximately 5 for 
Alternative 1 to about 20 for Alternative 3. For DNL 65-70, the range is from a low of 125 
residents (Alternative 1) to a high of 175 residents (Alternative 3). For DNL 60-65, the range 
is 655 residents (Alternative 2) to a high of 679 residents (Alternative 3). Alternative 3 has the 
greatest noise overall DNL impacts among the three alternatives. 

TABLE 20 • Year 2000 Population Within Year 2005 DNL Noise Contours 

I hMdl~lon I Ahtrn1tlv1 1 Ahern■tive 2 Alternativ■ 3 

DNL 70 DNL 65 DNL 60 Total DNL 70 DNL 65 DNL 60 Total DNL 70 DNL 65 DNL 60 Total 

Douglas Twp. 0 .• 6 115 125 0 15 105 120 

Hampton Twp . 0 0 15 15 0 0 10 10 

Marshan Twp. 0 70 270 340 0 60 275 340 

Nininger Twp. 0 <5 80 80 0 <5 75 80 

Ravanna Twp . 0 0 15 15 0 0 15 15 

Vermillion Twp . 5 40 165 210 10 25 175 215 

Total 5 125 655 675 10 105 660 775 

Note: Tot1l1 may not add du■ to rounding. 

6ourc1: HNTB an1ly1l1 b111d on year 2005 fl11t mix. 
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TABLE 21 - Year 2000 Dwelling Units Wrthin Year 2005 DNL Noise Contours 

Ahernatlve 1 Attematlve 2 Ahernative 3 
Jurisdiction 

ONL 70 ONL 65 ONL 60 Total DNL 70 DNL 65 ONL 60 Total ONL 70 DNL 65 ONL 60 Total 

Douglu Twp. 0 <5 35 35 0 <5 30 35 0 <5 30 35 

Hempton Twp. 0 0 <5 <5 0 0 <5 <5 0 0 0 0 

Marshan Twp. 0 20 80 100 0 20 BO 100 <5 30 BO 110 

Nininger Twp. 0 <5 25 25 0 <5 20 25 6 <5 25 30 

R■v■nn■ Twp . 0 0 <5 <5 0 0 <5 <5 0 0 <5 <5 

Vermillion Twp . <5 10 50 60 <5 10 50 65 <15 20 55 75 

Tot■l <5 35 190 230 <5 30 195 225 5 50 195 255 

Note: Tot■la m■y not add due to rounding . 

. Source: HNTB ■naly■ia bued on year 2005 flHt mix. 

Noise Sensitive Land Uses in DNL 65 and DNL 60 Contours, Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 

Besides residential dwellings, there is only one noise sensitive land use for all three alternatives 
within the DNL 65 noise contour: the Bellwood Game Preserve. The Preserve is also within the 
DNL 60. The Bellwood Golf Course is within the DNL 60 for Alternatives 1 and 2, but not 3. 
The location of noise sensitive land uses is shown in Figures 21, 22 and 23 and presented in 
tabular form in Table 22. 
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TABLE 22 - Noise Sensitive Uses Within Year 2005 DNL 65 and DNL 60 Noise Contours 

I I 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Use Type DNL 65 DNL 60 DNL 65 DNL 60 DNL65 DNL60 

Historic Sites 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Schools/Day Care 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Churches/Synagogues 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hospitals/Nursing Homes 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Parks/Recreation 0 1 0 1 0 0 
(Bellwood (Bellwood 

Golf Golf 
Course) Course) 

Outdoor Amphitheaters/Music 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Shells 

Nature Exhibits/Zoos 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Game Refuges 1 1 1 1 1 1 
(Bellwood (Bellwood (Bellwood (Bellwood (Bellwood (Bellwood 

Game Game Game Game Game Game 
Refuge) Refuge) Refuge) Refuge) Refuge) Refuge) 

I Totals II 1 I 2 II 1 I 2 I 1 1 

Source: HNTB analysis. 

L 7065 Impacts and Runway Use 

Figures 24-26 show the L,065 contours for the three new airport alternatives. Arrival contours 
typically are long and narrow, while departure contours are wider. The L,065 contours for the 
three alternatives are very similar. The greatest differences among the sites are the contours 
generated by the southern crosswind runway. Under Alternative 1, the contour generated by 
the southern crosswind runway extends farther west (by approximately 1 mile) and fart her south 
(by approximately 1 /2 mile) compared to Alternatives 2 and 3. 

The forecast number of persons and dwelling units within the L, 065 contours are presented in 
Tables 23 and 24. The total number of residents within the L, 065 contour is similar for the three 
alternatives: 2,380 for Alternative 1, 2,260 for Alternative 2; and 2,240 for Alternative 3. 

Select Noise Sensitive Uses Outside of DNL 65 Contours 

It is recognized that noise impacts associated with aircraft operations can affect people beyond 
the DNL 65 noise contour. For this reason, 25 noise sensitive land use points outside the 
contour were identified to estimate the differential noise impacts that may result under the three 
alternatives (Figure 27). Tables 25-27 compare DNL, peak sound exposure levels (SEL) and time 
above (TA) 85 dBA, respectively, for the three alternatives. 
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TABLE 23 - Year 2000 Population Within Year 2005 L,065 Noise Contour 

Jurisdiction . Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Douglas 240 240 200 

Hampton 125 50 15 

Marshan 940 945 925 

Nininger 415 415 450 

Ravenna 60 60 60 

Rosemount 0 0 5 

Vermillion 40 40 40 

Vermillion Twp 550 510 550 

Total 2,375 2,265 2,245 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding . 
Source: HNTB analysis based on year 2005 fleet mix. 

TABLE 24 • Year 2000 Dwelling Units Within Year 2005 L,065 Noise Contour 

Jurisdiction Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Douglas 70 70 

Hampton 35 15 

Marshan 275 275 

Nininger 120 120 

Ravenna 20 20 

Rosemount 0 0 

Vermillion 10 10 

Vermillion Twp 160 150 

Total 695 665 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
Source: HNTB analysis based on year 2005 fleet mix. 
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TABLE 26 - Sound Exposure· Level Impacts at 
Selected Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

I I 
Year 2005 SEL Due to Aircraft from New 

Airpon 

Jurisdiction Location Alternative 1 A1t1rr.1tlv1 2 Alternative 3 Notes 

1. City of Vermillion Seint John's Church 82 82 81 ,. 
a. School 

2. City of Coat" Saint Agath1'1 82 82 81 ,. 
Church 

3. City of Hastings Uons Perk 75 75 76 ,. 
4. City of Hasting• Cooper Elam. School 72 72 73 1. 

5. City of Farmington Farmington Elem. 82 81 81 ,. 
School 

6 . Chy of Caatle Rock United Methodist 79 80 79 ,. 
Church 

7. Chy of Hempton Seint Methias 90 93 91 Alt . 2 gre■ ter than Alts. 1 and 3. 
School & Church 

8. Chy of New Trelr Seint Mary's School 92 92 91 ,. 
I. Church 

9. Ctty of Mltavllle Saint Jo11ph'1 93 93 93 ,. 
Church 

10. City of Prescott, WI Saint Jo1eph'1 73 73 74 ,. 
Church a. School 

11 . City of PrHcott, WI PrHcon Senior High 71 71 71 ,. 
School 

12. City of Cottage Pine HIii School 81 81 86 Alt. 3 gre■ter than Alta . 1 and 2. 
Grove 

13. City of Cannon Falls Cannon Falls Senior 87 87 86 1. 
High School 

14. City of Ro11mount Saint John'• 85 85 84 ,. 
Lutheran Church 

15. City of Ro11mount Elamentary/Middle 69 69 68 ,. 
School 

16. Pierce Co. WI Kinnickinnic State 75 75 76 ,. 
Perk, WI 

17. Afton Afton Stlte Park 79 79 77 1. 

18. New Scandia William O'Brien Not measured; too far from ■lrpon. 
State Park 

19. Goodhue County Goru State Wildlife 82 82 82 1. 
M■n■g■ment Area 

20. Goodhue County Goru Pool 87 87 85 1. 

21 . Washington County Grey Cloud Island 87 87 87 1. 

22. D■kote County Spring Lake Park 88 88 89 1. 
(E■stl 

23. Dakota County Spring Lake Park 93 93 89 Alta. 1 and 2 greater than Alt. 3. 
(Wut) 

24. Goodhue County Prairie bland Indian 64 64 64 1. 
Reservation 

25 . Goodhue County Cannon River 0 70 70 70 ,. 
U.S. 61 

Source: HNT8 analysl1 based on year 2005 fleet mix. 

Notes: 1. No discernible difference among alternatives. 
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TABLE 27 - Time Above 85 dBA (Minutes) at 
Selected Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

Year 2005 TA 85 dBA Due to Alrcrah from 
New Airport 

Jurisdiction Location Aiternative 1 Ahernatlve 2 Ahernatlve 3 

1. City of Vermillion Saint John's Church • - 0 0 0 
School 

2 . City of Coates Saint Agatha's Church 0 0 0 

3. City of HHtlnga Uons Park 0 0 0 

4 . City of Hastings Cooper Elem. School 0 0 0 

5. City of Farmington Farmlnirton Elem. 0 0 0 
School 

6. City of Castle Rock United Methodist 0 0 0 
Church 

7. City of Hampton Saint Mathiu School 0 0 0 
Ii Church 

8 . City of New Trair Saint Mary·• School & 0 0 0 
Church 

9. City of Miesville Saint Joaeph'a Church 0 0 0 

10. City of Prucon, WI Saint Joseph's Church 0 0 0 
• School 

1 1. City of Pr11con, WI Prucon Senior High 0 0 0 
School 

12. City of Cottage Pint Hill School 0 0 0 
Grove 

13. City of Cannon Falla Cannon Falla Senior 0 0 0 
High School 

14. City of Roaemount Saint John's Lutheran 0 0 0 
Church 

15. City of Roaemount Elementary/Middle 0 0 0 
School 

16. Pierca Co. WI Kinnickinnic State 0 0 0 
Park, WI 

17. Afton Afton State Park 0 0 0 

18. New Scandia William O'Brien State 
Park 

19. Goodhue County Gores Stete Wildlife 0 0 0 
Management Ar11 

20 . Goodhue County Gores Pool 0 0 0 

21 . Weshington County Grey Cloud lllend 0 0 0 

22. Dakotl County Spring Lake Park !East) 0 0 0 

23 . Dakota County Spring Lak.e Park 0 0 0 
(West) 

24. Goodhue County Prairie laland Indian 0 0 0 
Reservation 

25. Goodhue County Cannon River O U.S. 0 0 0 
61 

Source: HNTB analysis b11ed on y11r 2005 f111t mix. 

1. No discernible difference among alternatives. 
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The results should be interpreted with caution for these points· for several reasons. 

First, although the INM is generally accurate for noise levels above DNL 65 or 60, results are less 
reliable for lower levels (see Appendix A). Second, the farther aircraft are from an airport, the 
more variable their location relative to modelled flight tracks. Finally, the quieter the perceived 
sound from an aircraft, the harder it is to discern it from other existing ambient noise levels. 
Other sources of noise (such as automobiles, voices, wind, etc.) may actually be louder than the 
aircraft at the listener's location. 

While these constraints reduce the level of confidence that can be placed on the specific 
modelled noise values, the results can be used to determine with some level of confidence the 
differential noise impacts among the three alternatives for these noise sensitive points. 

Table 25 lists the 25 noise-sensitive locations, their estimated ambient DNL level and the DNL 
noise impacts due to aircraft operations at the three alternatives sites. The ambient DNL levels 
were estimated using the survey information in Figure 17, where available; for locations outside 
the survey, EPA estimates were used.5 For most points, DNL noise levels produced by aircraft 
overflights are anticipated to be at or below existing ambient noise levels. Most acousticians 
consider a difference of less than 3 dB to be indistinguishable for the average listener. This 
means there is also very little differential impact among the three alternatives for DNL. 

Two points would likely experience DNL noise levels above existing ambient levels, Grey Cloud 
Island and the western portion of Spring Lake Park. Alternatives 1 and 2 would create a greater 
noise impact at Spring Lake Park than Alternative 3. 

.. Table 26 shows Sound Exposure Levels {$El's) for the three alternatives. The SEL metric is 
designed to compare single noise events of differing duration and intensity by compressing or 
expanding the duration of a single event to a period of one second. This means that the decibel 
levels shown in Table 26 reflect how loud an aircraft overflight would be if its entire sound 
energy from the event were compressed into the duration of one second. Since in reality the 
noise energy produced from an aircraft overflight lasts many seconds, SEL values cannot be 
compared to DNL or standard decibel readings (for example, SEL values of aircraft overflights are 
typically 5 to 10 dB higher than maximum decibel levels). FAA and EPA typically require use of 
both DNL and single event metrics (like SEL) to address noise impacts in an EIS. For a more 
detailed discussion of the SEL metric, see Appendix A. 

Table 27 shows the Time Above 85 dBA for a typical day. None of the 25 noise s~nsitive points 
would experience aircraft generated noise levels above 85 dBA on a typical day. 
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TABLE 25 - DNL Impacts at 
Selected Noise Sensitive Land Uses 

btimated Alrpon 
Y•" 2005 DNL Duo to ,.;,., •• hom N•w I I 

Ju"'dlotlon Locetlon Am,.•nt Ah•••otiv• 1 Alt•mnlv• 2 Ah•• .. llv• 3 
DNL Notea 

1. City of Vermillion Saint John'a Church I. 48-52 46 46 46 1., 4. 
School 

2. City of CoatH Saint Agath1'1 Church 48•52 41 41 41 1., 4. 

3. City of H11ting1 Uona Park 68-62 35 35 36 1 ., 4. 

4 . City of Hastings Cooper Elam. School 58-62 38 38 39 1 ., 4 . 

5. City of Farmington Farmington Elem. 68-62 46 44 45 1., 4. 
School 

6 . City of Cutle Rock United Methodist 48-52 40 40 40 1., 4. 
Church 

7. City of Hampton Saint Mathi11 School 53-57 50 51 50 1 ., 4. 
& Church 

8. City of New Trelr Saint Mary'a School I. 53-57 50 50 50 1., 4. 
Church 

9. City of Mitaville Saint Jo11ph'1 Church 53-57 64 55 64 2., 4. 

10. City of Preacon. WI Stint Jo11ph'1 Church 53.57 36 36 37 1., 4. 
I. School 

11 . City of Pru con, WI Prucon Senior High 63-57 34 34 35 1., 4. 
School 

12. City of Conege Pine Hill School 53·57 44 45 '44 1., 4 . 
Grove 

13. City of Cennon Falla Cannon Falla Senior 53-57 40 40 40 1., 4. 
High School 

14. City of Ro11mount Saint John'a Lutheran 58-62 42 42 41 1., 4. 
Church 

15. City of Ro11mount Ro11mount 30 30 30 1., 4. 
Elememary/Junlor 
High 

16. Pierce Co. WI Kinnickinnic State 30•52 33 33 34 2., 4. 
Park, WI 

17. Afton Afton State Park 30·52 39 39 38 2 ., 4. 

18. New Scendi11 William O'Brien State 30-52 Not meuured; too fa, from alrpon location . 
Park 

19. Goodhue County Gor·11 State Wildlife 30-52 43 43 42 2., 4. 
Mgmt Area 

20 . Goodhue County Gores Pool 30-52 60 50 48 2., 4. 

21. Washington County Grey Cloud Island 30-52 53 53 62 3 ., 4 . 

22. Dakota County Spring Lake Park 30-52 45 46 47 2., 4. 
(E11t) 

23. Dakota County Spring Lake Park 30·52 67 67 54 3., Alta . 1 and 2 higher ONL than Alt . 3. 
(W11t) 

24. Goodhue County Prairie Island Indian 48-52 29 29 29 1., 4 . 
Re11rvation 

25 . Goodhue County Cannon River O U.S. 30-52 32 32 32 2., 4. 
61 

Source: HNTB Analysis bued on year 2005 fleet mix. 

Notes: 1. Below range of estimated ambient noise levels; 2. Within range of estimated ambient 
noise levels; 3. Above range of estimated ambient noise levels; 4. No discernible difference 
among alternatives. 
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1.3 Mitigation Measures (Noise) 

Mitigation measures for each of the alternatives would include a combination of noise abatement 
procedures and land use measures as described below. They are based on the measures 
identified in the MSP FAR Part 150 Study Update (revised December 1993). Should the 
Legislature chose the new airport option, an FAR Part 150 study would be undertaken to 
formulate a unique noise abatement/mitigation program for the new airport. 

Noise Abatement Measures 

•Nojse abatement operating procedures. These procedures include: 

-Noise abatement takeoff procedures, 
-Minimum flap settings when landing to reduce power settings, 

·Modified standard arrjyal and departure flight tracks. Arrival and departure flight tracks could 
be modified to direct aircraft away from residential areas. 

·Preferential runway use system. The use of certain runways may create less noise impacts than 
others. Depending on traffic levels and weather, a preferential runway use system could be 
implemented which would direct aircraft to the least noise-sensitive runways. 

·Nojse monjtorjng system. Continue to use the noise monitoring system for the collection of 
accurate runway use counts by aircraft type, aircraft flight path information, and 24-hour noise 
monitoring data at selected sites within adjacent communities. The system is used to archive 

· .,. data for future airport decisions, validate complaint information, track effects of air traffic routing 
procedures, and validate computer-generated noise models. 

·Engjne run-up field rule. Aircraft would be required to conduct maintenance run-ups at 
designated areas, and with aircraft heading in a specific direction to minimize noise impacts. 

·Nojse abatement sensjtjyjty trajnjng. This activity is designed to increase· awareness among 
airport users and Air Traffic Control regarding noise issues and to help increase compliance with 
noise abatement procedures. 

·Public information program. The airport would strive to increase public awareness by developing 
and distributing pertinent information concerning aircraft noise abatement activity. • 

Land Use Measures 

·Amendments of local land use ptans and modified zoning. This measure is designed to increase 
the amount of compatible land around the new airport by discouraging development of noise­
sensitive land uses under flight paths. 

·Sound jnsulatjon program. This program is intended to retain "residential" status of land use. 
It is a voluntary program for homeowners residing within a specified DNL noise contour. The 
airport would pay for sound insulation necessary to reduce noise to more acceptable levels. 
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·Purchase guarantee program. Like the sound insulation program, the purchase guarantee 
program is intended_to retain "residential" status of land use by guaranteeing the homeowner fair 
market value reimbursement when selling his or her home. If, after a specified period of time the 
house does not sell, the airport would pay the seller fair market value, insulate the home, and 
return it to the market. 

·Land acgujsition program. This program is intended to change existing residential land use to 
either airport or non-residential land use. The state would have the right to condemn the 
property if necessary. The program requires the airport to pay for moving/relocation expenses 
in addition to fair market value of the house. 

J. Socioeconomic 

Socioeconomic impacts include the costs to develop each alternative and the numbers of 
residents and businesses which would be displaced by the development of a new airport in 
Marshan and Vermillion Townships. Specifically, the numbers include those living and working 
within the airport boundary, which includes the Runway Protection Zones (RPZs). The FAA 
mandates the RPZ, a trapezoid extending 2,500 feet from both ends of each runway, with the 
recommendation that the airport operator retain control over the RPZ to eliminate anything that 
could be hazardous to aircraft and to protect the safety of people on the ground. 

The numbers do not include residents and businesses which might be displaced for construction 
of roadways and powerlines serving the new airport. There will not be differential impacts 
between the three alternatives for roadway and powerline construction. These impacts will be 
detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement. 

J.1 Affected Environment 

The site of a new airport, in Marshan and Vermillion Townships of Dakota County, is 
southwesterly of the city of Hastings and east of the city of Vermillion. It is located in a rural 
setting, with agriculture as the predominant land use. (Farmland impacts are discussed separately 
in Section E.) In addition, there are some residences which are not connected to either farming 
operations or businesses. 
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J .2 Socioeconomic Impacts 

J.2.1 Displacement Impacts 

Residential Displacement 

The residential displacements which would occur with the development of each 
alternative is presented in Table 28. Alternative 1 would displace the greatest number 
of persons, while Alternative 3 would displace the least. 

TABLE 28 - Population/Households Displaced 

Alternative 1 
otal persons 

123 89 0 
Tofal households dispfaced 

vg. persons/unrt-dispfaced 

Source: Estimates, based on 1990 U.S. Census adjusted to reflect estimated 
growth by year 2000. 

Business Displacement 

The number· of businesses and employees displaced under the development of each 
alternative is presented in Table 29. 

Businesses 
Employees 

Source: 

11 I 

TABLE 29 - Businesses/Employees Displaced!11 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
11 11 11 

242 242 242 

HNTB Survey 

Includes commercial nursery operations and one vineyard. Figures include both 
regular and seasonal employees, both full-time and part-time. 

Unique Populations 

The numbers of specific groups of persons who would be displaced under the 
development of each alternative are presented in Table 30. 
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TABLE 30 • Unique Population Displacement 

Non-white persons 
roup housing facHit1es 

Source: 1990 U.S. Census 

J.2.2 Relocation Impacts 

Residential and Business Relocation 

The number of housing units which would be displaced as a result of development of 
each alternative is included in Table 31. This number includes properties which are both 
residences and businesses, such as family farms and farm-dependent businesses. Also 
presented are the average assessed valuation of owner occupied units and the average 
rent of renter occupied units. 

TABLE 31 - Residential and Business Relocation111 

Alternative 1 I Alternative Alternative 
3 

wner occupied units 
Renter occupied units 
Average assessed valuation ( 1 
Average rent (1990 $) 

J.2.3 

Source: 

11 I 

1990 U.S. Census; Dakota Coun_ty Assessor 

Figures include both residential housing and businesses, as both are located on 
most properties in Marshan and Vermillion Townships. 

Tax Capacity Impacts 

The development of a new airport will require the acquisition of taxable property within three 
jurisdictions, Marshan and Vermillion Townships and School District 200. The acquisition of 
taxable property will reduce the property tax capacity for these jurisdictions. Tables 32 and 33 
detail the property tax capacity of each jurisdiction, the amount of tax capacity reduced by each 
of the three Alternatives and the percentage of tax capacity reduction resulting from the 
acquisition of property for a new airport. 

Note: The boundaries of the townships and the school districts are not identical with 
each other; consequently, the tax capacity of these jurisdictions are analyzed 
separately. In addition, property tax capacity is not the equivalent of property 
tax revenues each jurisdiction would receive. 
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TABLE 32 - Tax Capacity Impacts - Townships 

otal tax capacity Marsnan 
Vermillion Townships 

otal tax capacity reduction 
Percentage of total tax~capacity 
reduction for airport development 

ax capacity Marshan To-wnsn1p 
ax capacity reduction 

Township 
ercentage of tax capacity 

reduction for airport development 
Marshan Township 

ax capacity-VermHf!OnTownsh1p 
ax capacityTeduction Vermillion 

Township 
Percentage of tax capacity 
reduction for airport development 
Vermillion Township 

1 "'' 1 ..,, 

Source: Dakota County Assessor's Office (1993 payable in 1994) 

TABLE 33 - Tax Capacity Impacts - School District 200 

Total tax capacity 
District 200 

otal tax capacity reduction 
School District 200 
Percentage of tax capacity 
reduction for airport 
development 

Source: Dakota County Assessor's Office (1993 payable in 1994) 

J .2.4 New Airport Development Costs 

The total cost of developing each alternative includes construction, acquisition, relocation and 
mitigation costs. The difference in costs between the alternatives are presented in Table 34. 
Table 34 does not include the difference in costs for mitigation of aircraft noise - which are 
expected to be similar for each alternative. A noise mitigation plan will be prepared for the 
selected alternative. Alternatives 1 and 2 would cost about $30 million and $20 million, 
respectively, more than Alternative 3. 
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TABLE 34 - Difference in Development Costs 
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J.3 Mitigation Measures (Socioeconomic) 

Replacement housing for residents displaced by a new airport would be difficult to find in rural 
areas elsewhere in Dakota County or in adjacent counties. Most of these residents live on family 
farms, and it is unlikely there will be similar farmland available in the near vicinity. According to 
the 1990 U. S. Census, vacant housing is available within the census tracts that also encompass 
the airport sites; however, those housing units are closer to such urban settings as the town of 
Hastings and are not in the rural areas of Dakota County. 

Similarly, many businesses within the boundary of a new airport are dependent upon farming for 
their clientele. These include, for example, a grain elevator east of the city of Vermillion, engine 
repair shops, several commercial nursery operations and a vineyard. Without the farmlands and 
the farming community on which they depend, replicating these business establishments will be 
difficult. 

K. Transportation Access 

The impacts of the comprehensive plan alternatives on the regional highway system (as they 
differ between the alternatives) is addressed in this section. All three alternatives access the 
regional highway system at the same points. 

K.1 Affected Environment 

The existing 1992 average daily traffic (ADT) is shown on Figure 28. Figure 29 shows the 
forecast 2020 daily travel demand for the No Action alternative - i.e., if the airport remains at 
its current site (MSP) in Hennepin County. 

Information from the 1990 Travel Behavior Inventory (TBI) indicates that the area of the New 
Airport alternatives has ties to the greater portion of the region. On a daily basis trips were 
made to virtually every part of the region. Some of the strongest ties (outside of central Dakota 
County) were to the Shakopee-Prior Lake-Burnsville area, the Bloomington-Richfield-Edina area, 
southwestern Washington County, and the Inver Grove Heights-South St. Paul-West St. Paul 
area. However, some trips did travel as far as Carver County and northern Anoka County. Also, 
MSP International Airport has ties to western Wisconsin, which would be transferred to the New 
Airport. 
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K.2 Impacts of Transportation Access 

The impacts of Alternative 1, 2 and 3 due to new access roads and changes in existing roads 
are the same. These impacts will be addressed in the EIS and will be compared with the impacts 
of the MSP expansion alternative and the No-Action Alternative. 

Impacts and issues to be addressed in the EIS include the following: 

More in-depth analysis of lo.cal and regional roadway requirements to provide access to 
site; 
Impacts of induced development assumptions (in Minnesota and Wisconsin); 
Analysis of environmental impacts and costs of additional roadways, new alignments, 
and expansion of existing roadways; 
Express transit routes between the two central business districts of Minneapolis and St. 
Paul and the airport site, and the impacts of such routes; 
Travel demand management; 
Necessary river crossing improvements, costs and impacts; 
Interconnectivity of regions within and between states and areas within the regions; 
Impacts of new roadway system on adjoining communities; and 
Analysis of impacts on principal arterials providing access to site. 

L. Water Resources 

L. 1 Affected Environment 

Surface Water Quality 

The two potential receiving waters for (treated) stormwater or wastewater discharges from the 
airport site are the Vermillion and the Mississippi Rivers. Waters within the Vermillion River 
watershed near and downstream of the site and waters of the Mississippi River, from the Rock 
Island Railroad Bridge to Lock and Dam 2, have an MPCA classification of "28." which means 
waters suitable for cool or warm water fish propagation and recreational activities including 
swimming . With limited exceptions, those sections of the Vermillion and Mississippi Rivers 
potentially affected by the proposed airport currently meet water quality standards. However, 
the Vermillion River has been identified as being negatively affected by agricultural nonpoint 
source runoff, which contributes substantial loads of phosphorous and total suspended solids. 

The level of treatment that will be required for both point and nonpoint source discharges from 
the new airport is assumed to be based on the application of the MPCA's nondegradation policy 
(Minnesota Rules 7050.0185) for significant new discharges (greater than 200,000 gallons per 
day). At a minimum, existing water quality standards will have to be met, and the project may 
be subject to further discharge limits beyond those required to meet water quality in order to 
minimize impacts on the receiving waters. The same basic standards would apply to the 
Vermillion and the Mississippi Rivers. 
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Surface Water Quantity 

The New Airport site is within the Vermillion River watershed. The entire watershed is the 
subject of a watershed management plan, prepared under the auspices of the Vermillion River 
Watershed Management Organization. The plan has been found to meet the purposes of the 
Surface Water Management Act. Revisions to the plan, expected to occur within the next few 
years, will need to follow guidelines promulgated by the Board of Water and Soil Resources 
(BWSR) in accordance with Chapter 601 of the Laws of Minnesota. Such revisions are not 
expected to significantly affect the peak discharge and storage requirements identified in Table 
35. 

Stormwater Runoff 

Landside areas of the airport include facilities devoted to passenger and employee access, 
including roads, parking lots, and terminal access facilities. Airside areas of the airport include 
facilities devoted to airline operations including runways, taxiways, tarmac areas, and 
maintenance facilities. Contaminants of concern in runoff from both landside and airside facilities 
include those typically found in urban storm water runoff, including suspended solids, oil and 
grease, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), chemical oxygen demand (COD), nitrogen, 
phosphorus and trace metals. In addition, airside pollutants include urea application to runways 
and taxiways for ice control, and spray of deicing agents (ethylene glycol) off aircraft during 
takeoff. 

TABLE 35 - Allowable Peak Runoff Rate and Associated Storage Requirement for Vermillion 
Watershed 

Watershed 100 Yr Storm Storage 
Management Allowable Requirements, 

Sector Peak Flow, cfs111 acre-ft 

11 1,250 3,080 

12 570 770 

13 100 60 

14 980 1,760 

15 680 260 

16 250 150 

17 380 390 

18 1,220 1,860 

111 Allowable peak flow from runoff management sector into Vermillion River. 
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Water Related Land Use 

Dakota County's Shoreland and Floodplain Management Ordinance applies to the shorelands of 
public water bodies. Setback requirements require structure setbacks of 200 feet from rivers 
and setbacks of 100 feet from tributaries. However, the ordinance requires screening or a 
setback of double the required distance for uses without water-oriented needs. 

L.2 Impacts on Water Resources 

The potential pollutant sources and parameters considered with regard to future surface water 
quality at and near the New Airport alternative and sources of these substances associated with 
airport operations are described below. 

L.2.1 Surface Water Quality 

Wastewater 

Wastewater from the New Airport would come from two major sources: sanitary wastewater 
flows from airport personnel and passengers, and pretreated glycol contaminated runoff. For 
the purposes of this analysis, a range of 20 to 40 gallons of sanitary sewage per enplanement 
has been assumed for the New Airport alternative. Projected enplanements for the year 2020 
are approximately 19.6 million. This results in an estimated 2020 sanitary sewage flow range 
of 1 .1 to 2.1 mgd. 

During winter months, airports in cold climates such as Minnesota experience icing conditions 
which necessitate deicing of aircraft for safety purposes. Currently used deicing fluids typically 
contain ethylene or propylene glycol. Runways also require use of deicing agents which may 
also include glycols with other additives such as urea. Deicing fluids containing ethylene glycol 
are typically a 58% glycol, 42% water solution. Deicing fluid usage at the existing airport is 
on the order of 1 /2 to 1 million gallons per year with peak-day usage on the order of 50,000 
gallons (MAC, 1993). 

The projected annual use of glycol deicing agents is 802,900 gallons for the MSP airport by the 
year 2020. The same value has been used for the New Airport alternative. This constitutes a 
"typical" usage. Actual usage may be greater or less from year to year. 

Deicing areas for the alternatives include remote deicing pads only. These are facilities devoted 
to deicing aircraft prior to takeoff through the application of ethylene glycol and other deicing 
agents. 

A number of assumptions have been made regarding the future of glycol use at the proposed 
airport, including: 

1. Deicing agents will only be applied at deicing facilities away from the terminal areas. 

2. Deicing areas will be equipped with glycol recovery and recycling systems. These 
systems are assumed to capture 50 percent of applied glycol. For the captured 

Final AED - New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
111-57 



·,. 

material, recovery is assumed to be 80 percent efficient, with a remaining 20 percent 
disposed as a waste material. 

3. The uncaptured 50 percent of applied glycol will volatilize or drip off taxiing aircraft and 
be deposited on runways during takeoff. 

4. When deicing is not occurring, stormwater runoff from deicing areas will be directed to 
a pretreatment system separate from the SWMS (stormwater management system). 

5. BOD (biochemical oxygen demand) removal efficiency during pretreatment is assumed 
to be 90 percent. After pretreatment, glycol contaminated runoff can be discharged: 

• to a wastewater treatment facility for final treatment;or 
• to the SWMS; or 
• to receiving waters if sufficient COD reduction has been achieved. 

Properties of glycol relative to water quality issues include a high chemical oxygen demand 
(COD) on the order of 750,000 mg/I in the typical diluted solution (Union Carbide, 1985.) 
Glycol toxicity tests have indicated an LC50 on the order of 10,000 mg/I which is equivalent 
to 1 % • solution of pure glycol or about a 2 % solution of deicing fluid. An LC50 is a 
concentration which is lethal to 50% of the exposed test organisms (Daphnia Magna and 
fathead minnows were test species). Ethylene glycol has a fairly rapid biodegradation rate in 
soil ranging from 30 to 65 hours for concentrations of 1000 to 5000 mg/kg, respectively, at 
20°C (Union Carbide, 1985). Ethylene glycol can have a herbicidal effect on some plants at 
a concentration of 1 % or more (EPA, 1979). 

Wastewater Contaminants of Concern 

Assuming a mean sanitary sewage BOD concentration of 220 mg/I, the estimated BOD load 
resulting from airport operations in the year 2020 would be 2,020 to 3,860 pounds per day. 
Glycol contaminated runoff on deicing pads will be collected in drains and routed to storage 
tanks during deicing events involving small amounts of precipitation (i.e., less than ½ inch). If 
deicing is occurring during periods when precipitation is heavier ( ½ inch or more) the dilution 
of the fluid may reach a level where recycling is impractical. Solutions below 10-15 % are not· 
usually practical for recycling. More dilute glycol solutions will be routed to the pretreatment 
basin. Volumes and glycol concentrations of runoff will be highly variable depending on 
application rate, meteorological conditions, length of deicing event and quantity of precipitation. 
Allowance has been made to treat 2-3 mgd of glycol contaminated runoff in the wastewater 
treatment plant. 

Impacts on Surface Water Quality 

Based on the stormwater modeling results, and the MPCA's nondegradation standard, it 
appears questionable whether stormwater discharges to the Vermillion River, even after the 
application of structural best management practices (BMPs), would be permitable. Although 
further pollutant load reduction could be achieved through the use of nonstructural _ BMPs 
(operations and management practices) and/or the use of constructed wetlands, the use of such 
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measures still may not result in full attainment of water quality standards. Consequently, it is 
possible stormwater discharges associated with the proposed airport may have to be diverted 
to the Mississippi River in order to meet water quality standards in the Vermillion River. 
However, diverting such stormwater directly to the Mississippi River may constitute an 
.,interbasin" water transfer requiring approval from the MDNR. It is unknown at this time under 
what conditions, if at all, MDNR would allow such a transfer. 

The same types of issues that affect the potential for additional stormwater discharges also 
apply to potential discharges from a wastewater treatment facility. Even with high levels of 
treatment (greater than secondary), it may not be possible to meet water quality standards and 
discharge to the Vermillion River. 

L.2.2 Surf ace Water Quantity 

Stormwater Runoff Flows 

The airport site's natural drainage is to the Vermillion River. The Vermillion River Watershed 
Management Organization (VRWMO) is the local unit of government responsible for the 
management of water within the new airport site. The VRWMO has established standards for 
allowable runoff peak flow rates by Watershed Management Sector (WMS). The sectors are 
shown in Figure 30. 

The greatest area of the proposed site lies within WMS 14. However, it is important to note 
that the proposed airport site is situated in 4 different sectors ( 14, 15, 16 and 18). Because of 
this it becomes difficult to evaluate runoff areas by the previously established system. It may 
be of greater importance to evaluate the group of WMSs collectively. 

Water Quantity Impacts 

The runoff controls, ponding and storage proposed for the New Airport alternatives (described 
further in Section L.3 and shown on Figure 31 - Stormwater Management Facilities) provide 
sufficient storage volume to detain all site-generated runoff for a sufficient amount of time so 
as to eliminate the airport's contribution to any local flooding. This storage volume, although 
great enough to reduce the area's peak storm runoff flows by 25%, is not sufficient in itself to 
satisfy the VRWMO requirements for peak flow reduction based upon individual Watershed 
Management Sectors. (See subsequent Tables 39 and 40.) This is because runoff originating 
outside of the airport boundary is not being controlled by the stormwater management system 
(SWMS) inside of the boundary. Even though sufficient storage volume has been provided to 
contain all 100-year runoff flows within the site, the remaining portions of the WMS's outside 
the site boundary still contribute sufficient flow to exceed allowable flow limits. No increase 
in flood elevations should occur as a result of the potential development of a New Airport within 
its boundary. Due to the large storage volume provided for airport site runoff, some reduction 
in flooding impacts can be expected even though the VRWMO peak flow limits are not all met. 

To the extent some runoff can be diverted to a discharge point below Hastings, additional flood 
control benefits may be achieved. 
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Off-Site Run-On 

The New Airport alternatives would change the current drainage patterns through the area. 
Runoff from portions of Watershed Management Sectors 14, 15, and 18 will be diverted around 
the airport and will not be allowed to run-on to the site. This will be accomplished by the 
construction of berms at points where run-on may occur. Impacts of these diversions can be 
evaluated at the time Vermillion River flood effects are analyzed. 

L.3 Mitigation Measures (Surface Water Quality) 

Surface Water Quality 

Structural Best Management Practices 
Stormwater Management System (SWMS) 

The SWMS serves a dual purpose by integrating stormwater pollution reduction BMPs with 
flood control f.acilities. This integrated approach is described in the flow diagram shown on the 
following page .. 

The following list of stormwater structural BMP's were evaluated for use in the SWMS. 

1 . Filter Strips 
2. Grassed Swales 
3. Extended Detention Wet Ponds 
4. Extended Detention Dry Ponds 
5. • Retention Ponds 

Performance expectations for these BMP's were developed on the basis of available literature. 
Only BMP's which focus on the detention of surface water were used in developing the SWMS. 
BMP's which depend on the use of infiltration or percolation as a treatment mechanism have 
not been included in the SWMS at this time. This results in a conservative sizing of the SWMS. 
Some runoff flows, especially those from traffic-free areas such as building roofs and open 
grassy areas, would likely be suitable for infiltration BMP's. Infiltration BMP's which have not 
been included in the SWMS at this time are: 

1. Infiltration Basins 
2. Infiltration Trenches 
3. Porous Pavement 
4. Concrete Grid Pavement 
5. Filtration Basins 

The use of some of these BMP's may be incorporated into the final design of the SWMS once 
groundwater impacts have been quantified. 
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Conveyance systems include both principal and auxiliary facility systems. The principal system 
includes the main channels and trunk sewers, as well as collection facilities in areas of the 
airport where interruption of service is not acceptable. The auxiliary facility system includes 
most collection facilities in the proposed airport from areas where temporary flooding could be 
tolerated. 

Principal Conveyance System 

The principal conveyance system consists of the trunk pipelines, conduits, and open channels 
necessary to convey stormwater runoff away from vital airport areas such as runways, 
taxiways, and terminal areas. The principal conveyance system shall be designed to handle the 
peak flow rate from the 100-year, 24-hour storm without surcharging or flowing out of banks. 
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Auxiliary Facility Conveyance Systems 

The auxiliary facility conveyance system consists of catch basins, collector pipes, culverts and 
storm sewers necessary to convey stormwater away from areas such as parking lots, storage 
areas, and maintenance facilities. The auxiliary facility system discharges into the principal 
conveyance system. The auxiliary facility conveyance system shall be designed to handle the 
peak flow rate from the 10-year, 24-hour storm without surcharging. 

Traffic-free Areas 

Traffic-free areas consist of areas within the proposed airport where the potential for 
contamination of stormwater runoff is minimal. These include open grassy areas away from 
airport facilities and building roof drains. Clean water from Traffic-free areas will be conveyed 
to the flood control basins to control discharge rates to the Vermillion River via the stormwater 
detention facility. 

Discussion of SWMS Treatment 

Extended dry detention basins were initially selected as the primary BMP for the treatment of 
stormwater runoff. Wet detention within the airport site boundary was eliminated from 
consideration because of bird hazard concerns. Additional BMPs for treatment of stormwater 
runoff may need to be "linked" to these basins during more detailed design. 

. The SWMS has been designed to ensure treatment of potentially contaminated runoff for the 
frequent storm events. Frequent is defined as the 2-year storm event. Previous studies indicate 
that pollutant removal efficiencies for frequent events are similar to long-term (annual) averages. 
Storm water runoff from potentially contaminated areas - like the gates, taxiways, and runways 
- will flow to the these dry detention basins. Using a 2-year design ensures treatment of the 
"first flush" by the proposed BMPs. • 

As residence time within dry detention basins decreases because of larger storms, the efficiency 
of the treatment basin also potentially declines. Use of a 10-year design storm to evaluate 
pollutant removal efficiency and confirm basin performance, addressed this concern. Water 
quality detention basins were designed to ensure a 40-hour detention time for the 10-year storm 
event. 

Little additional pollutant removal can be expected for storm events exceeding the 10-year 
event. Therefore, runoff exceeding the 10-year storm event overflows from the water quality 
detention basins, to the flood control detention facility. This ensures attenuation of flood flows, 
prior to discharge to the receiving water. 

Tables 36-38 describe runoff flows and volumes for 2-year, 10-year and 100-year events for 
Alternative 1. Alternatives 2 and 3 would have similar flows and volumes. 

Runoff flows, volumes and contaminant loadings were modeled using the EPA's Stormwater 
Management Model (XPSWMM). This model simulates storm water events, using SCS Type II 
precipitation distribution. A more detailed discussion of the analysis is presented in the 
technical memorandum on stormwater facility design listed in Appendix A. 
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Peak Flow 

Total Runoff Volume 

Surface Area 

Inches of Runoff 

Peak Flow 

Total Runoff Volume 

Surface Area 

· Inches of Runoff 

TABLE 36 - Runoff in WMS 14 (prior to detention) 
2-year Storm 

Contaminant Clean 
Exposed(,, .wa.tfil(21 Run-On!31 

3,103 cfs 1,397 cfs 122 cfs 

567 acre-ft 510 acre-ft 210 acre-ft 

3,897 acres 5,924 acres 4,920 acres 

1.754 in 1.031 in 0.516in 

TABLE 37 - Runoff in WMS 14 (prior to detention) 
10-year Storm 

Contaminant Clean 
Exposed(,, .wa.tfil(2) Bvo-P□131 

5,452 cfs 3,254 cfs 311 cfs 

964 acre-ft 1,035 acre-ft 530 acre-ft 

3,897 acres 5,924 acres 4,920 acres 

2.97 in 2.10 in 1.30 in 

(1) Contaminant Exposed is runoff from the landside and airside areas of the airport 
when there is potential for contaminant loadings. 

(2) 

(3) 

Clean Water is runoff from traffic-free areas of the airport. 

Run-On is water from WMS 14 upstream of the New Airport (see Figure 30). 
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TABLE 38 - Runoff in WMS 14 (prior to detention) 
100-year Storm 

Peak Flow 

Total Runoff Volume 

Surface Area 

Inches of Runoff 

Contaminant 
Exposed 

8,608 cfs 

1,499 acre-ft 

3,897 acres 

4.63 in 

Clean 
Waler Run-O0111 

5,847 cfs 616 cfs 

1,338 acre-ft 1 ,040 acre-ft 

5,924 acres 4,920 acres 

2.73 in 2.54 in 

(1, Run-on is water from WMS 14 upstream of the New Airport (see Figure 30). 

Table 39 describes area and volume of stormwater basins relative to the storm flow which they 
• were designed for. 

·~ TABLE 39 - Estimated Areas and Volumes for Stormwater Detention Facilities~ Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

Design 
~ Storm ~ 

WQ Basin 1 2-year 20.2 
10-year 33.1 

WQ Basin 2 '2-year 18.8 
10-year 27.1 

WQ Basin 3 2-year 31.6 
10-year 53.4 

Flood Control 1 100-year 100 

Flood Control 2 100-year 140 

Deicing Pretreat 1 10-year 3.0 

Deicing Pretreat 2 10-year .3.,.Q 

TOTAL 359.6 
11 I Area in acres. 
(2) Volume in acre-feet. 
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Table 40 describes flows under 100-year storm conditions relative to existing conditions and 
VRWMO flow requirements. 

TABLE 40 - Projected Peak Flow Dischargesn> for 100-Year Storm Event 

Watershed New New 
Management Allowable Present _Airport Airport Net141 

~ ...fu2.w12) Conditions w/o $WMS w/ $WMS Change 

14 980 3,190 15,855 2200 -31 % 

1513) 

16131 

1813) 

TOTAL151 

11) 

121 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

680 

250 

1,220 

3,130 

828 

820 

1,445 

6,283 

680 

515 

1,290 

18,340 

All flows in cubic feet per second (cfs). 

680 -18% 

515 -37% 

1,290 -11 % 

4,685 -25% 

Allowable peak flow rates as established by the Vermillion River Watershed 
Management Organization. 

Reductions in runoff from these Watershed Management Sectors (WMS) is anticipated 
if the proposed airport is constructed. These WMS (outside the airport boundary) will 
decrease in area with a corresponding increase in WMS 14. 

Net Change is the difference between present conditions and Alternative 1 with the 
stormwater management system. 

Total shown is for comparative purposes only. Peak flows may not be coincident, and 
therefore the total peak flow at any given time may be less than the sum of the peak 
flow from individual Runoff Management Sectors. Additional hydrologic modelling of 
the Vermillion River would be required to determine impacts on flood stage levels in 
different reaches of the river. 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

The alternative site layouts differ somewhat in how stormwate_r and wastewater management 
facilities would be located on the site; however, this does not give rise to significant distinctions 
between the sites. Alternative 1 has the largest area and was used to develop the conceptual 
design features. Alternative 2 is only slightly smaller than Alternative 1 and the stormwater 
facilities and layout would be essentially the same. Alternative 3 is the smallest area but it has 
sufficient space for the stormwater and wastewater facilities on suitable portions of the site. The 
small differences in site area among the alternatives does not result in any significant differences 
in flows or loads to the stormwater and wastewater facilities. 
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Projected Changes in Pollutant Loadings 

Runoff quality for the 2-year, and 10-year storm events were predicted using the XPSWMM 
computer model for present conditions, airport w/o SWMS, and airport w/ SWMS scenarios. 
Results of this effort are summarized in Table 41 and 42. 

TABLE 41 - Projected Changes in Pollutant Loadings111 for the 2-year Storm Event 

New 
Present Airport 

New 
Airport 

Pollutant Conditions w/o $WMS w/ $WMS 
Net131 

Change 

COD 140,000 329,000 + 35,000 

Oil & Grease NA 32,700 

175,000 

5,254 

198,000 

832 

54,700 

630,000 

Total Nitrogen 136,000 304,500 

Total Phosphorus 1,160 1,463 

+ 62,000 

-328 

Total Solids 

BOD-N{2) 

(1) 

12) 

13) 

256,000 178,000 -201,300 

NA 1,340,000 

Pollutant loadings in pounds per event. 

80D-N is additional biological oxygen demand associated with urea. 

Net change shown is the difference in pollutant loadings between present conditions 
and Alternative 1 with the stormwater management system. 

As can be seen in the tables, loadings of some contaminants may increase as compared to 
present conditions due to the additional impervious surface of the airport facilities and the 
activities at the airport. The storm-event results are conservative in that they include a 
substantial amount of residual glycol and urea which would not always be present. These 
storm-event results are most representative of springtime conditions. Flows and contaminant 
loadings were modeled for existing conditions (primarily agricultural land use), airport facilities 
without any stormwater management facilities, and with stormwater management facilities. 
Storm-event results ·indicate that the airport would increase flows and contaminant loadings of 
all contaminants if no stormwater management facilities were used. With the dry 
detention/treatment basin approach, contaminant loadings can be reduced for total solids and 
phosphorus in the 2-year event scenario. Under 10-year event conditions, reductions can be 
achieved over existing conditions for most contaminants except those for which existing 
condition data is not available. The reason the net change for COD and nitrogen is positive for 
a 2-year event, but negative for a 10-year event, is because these contaminants wash off of 
the impervious surface during the "first flush" of a storm, but in the existing conditions scenario 
they continue to be contributed by the agricultural soils throughout an event. • 
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On an annual basis, contaminants are projected to decrease except for oil and grease and 
nitrogenous biochemical oxygen demand (N-80D), where no reliable data is available on existing 
conditions and it is conserva~ively treated as starting from zero. This is due to the fact that 
over the course of a year the stormwater management facilities will remove contaminants on 
a consistent basis under a variety of precipitation event conditions, which will not all take place 
under the conservative loading conditions used in the event modeling scenarios. 

TABLE 42 - Projected Changes in Pollutant Loadings<11 for the 10-year Storm Event 

New New 
Present Airport Airport Net131 

·; Pollutant Conditions wto $WMS wt $WMS Change 

COD 425,000 465,000 258,000 -167,000 

Oil & Grease NA 65,500 10,500 

Total Nitrogen 326,000 354,000 231,000 -95,000 

Total Phosphorus 3,040 2;810 1,686 -1,354 

Total Solids 

BOD-N121 

(1) 

12) 

(3) 

642,000 282,000 95,400 -546,600 

NA 1,550,000 730,000 

Pollutant loadings in pounds per event. 

80D-N is additional oxygen demand associated with urea. 

Net change shown is the difference in pollutant loadings by between present conditions 
and Alternative 1 with the stormwater management system. 

Annual Loadings 

Annual pollutant loadings for present conditions were projected from USGS stream gauging data 
and XPSWMM modeling results. Annual pollutant loadings for the proposed airport were based 
on projected use of glycol and urea at MSP, XPSWMM modeling results, and anticipated 
performance of stormwater BMP's incorporated into the SWMS. Annual loadings are 
summarized in Table 43. 
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TABLE 43 - Projected Annual Pollutant Loadings111 

Net121 Present New Airport New Airport 
Pollutant Conditions w/o $WMS wt $WMS Change 

COD 900 1,500 750 -150 

Oil & Grease NA 135 20 

• Total Nitrogen 900 1,300 845 -55 

~ -

,. 

Total Phosphorus 2.65 3.50 1.82 -0.83 

Total Solids 1,650 2,000 300 -1,350 

BOD-N131 NA 3,950 1,975 

111 Pollutant loadings in tons per year. 

121 Net change shown is the difference in pollutant loadings between present conditions 
and Alternative 1 with the stormwater management system. 

13) 8OO-N is additional biochemical oxygen demand associated with urea. 

Process Water and other Wastewater Controls 

Wastewater from the proposed airport facility would come from two major sources: sanitary 
wastewater flows from airport operations, personnel and passengers, and pretreated glycol 
contaminated runoff. 

Sanitary Wastewater 

For the purposes of evaluating site layout alternatives, an on-site wastewater treatment facility 
has been assumed. Preliminary sizing estimates are based on the use of biological treatment 
processes to provide at least tertiary treatment plus phosphorous removal accommodating the 
flow equivalent of 5 million gallons per day of sanitary wastewater plus pretreated glycol that 
was too dilute to be recycled. The total wastewater flows are approximately equivalent to a 
population of 35,000. 

A conventional lagoon-based system would require 250 acres. There is insufficient space within 
the alternative, at a suitable location, to accommodate a lagoon-based system. Consequently, 
a mechanical plant requiring only 50 acres is the concept used for the proposed airport site. 

Additional Mitigation Measures 

Because it appears that direct discharge(s) of storm water and treated wastewater · to the 
Vermillion River may not be permitted based on nondegradation standards and requirements to 
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attain water quality standards, further mitigation may be required. Such mitigation for storm­
water discharges could potentially be achieved by eliminating such discharges from the 
Vermillion River watershed and diverting them to the Mississippi River. 

Mitigation for wastewater discharges could be achieved by completing a new waste load 
allocation for the river, taking into account both existing and future discharge loads from the 
Empire WWTF and the additional load from the airport WWTF. Another alternative would be to 
divert all wastewater (sanitary and unrecycled process flows) to the Metropolitan Disposal 
System (location undetermined) for treatment. 

Other options, such as use of a land application system, constructed wetlands, or infiltration 
BMP's may be feasible, Constructed wetlands may not be able to be accommodated within the 
proposed boundaries, regardless of the configuration of the other airport facilities. 

M. Wetlands 

M.1 Affected Environment 

The affected wetlands are shown in Figure 32. They were determined initially from U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps. NWI maps are subject to some 
error since they are based on interpretation of 1980 color infrared aerial photography and may 
overlook wetlands that were under cultivation at that time. In order to increase the accuracy 
of the wetland impact analysis, NWI maps were cross-referenced with the distribution of hydric 
soils shown on SCS Soil Survey maps and with FSA/FACTA wetland determinations done by 
the SCS. The SCS Soil Survey maps for the three alternatives do not indicate hydric soils in 
any locations where wetlands are not shown on the NWI maps. However, apparently due to 
past agricultural drainage, hydric soils in some areas extend beyond the wetland boundaries 
shown on NWI maps. This is particularly true along the Vermillion River where agricultural 
drainage has eliminated wetland hydrology in many areas of the original river floodplain. 

Similarly, SCS FSA/FACT A wetland determinations yielded no previously unidentified wetlands 
and, where NWI wetlands were shown, were generally consistent with the wetland boundaries 
shown on the NWI maps. The wetland boundaries shown in these determinations tended to 
confirm that agricultural drainage had eliminated wetland hydrology in some areas having hydric 
soils. Based on the cross-referencing of the above described data sources, the distribution and 
boundaries of wetlands shown on the NWI maps still appear to be sufficiently accurate for 
comparing the relative wetland impacts of the alternatives being considered. 

Wetland resources within the boundaries of all three alternatives are very limited - consisting 
of several extremely small isolated basins, as shown in Figure 32. 

M.2 Impacts on Wetlands 

Based on the airport layouts for each alternative, only Alternative 3 would require any fill of 
wetlands - about 0.2 acres of a Type 1 Wetland. 
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M .3 Mitigation Measures (Wetlands) 

.. Assuming the present wetland regulatory framework remains in place at the time the selected 
alternative is constructed, all wetlands eliminated by the selected alternative will be subject to 
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Wetland Conservation Act of 
1991 (WCA). None of the alternatives involve impacts to state-protected wetlands. The WCA 
has the strictest mitigation provisions, requiring lost wetland acreage to be replaced at a 
minimum 2-to-1 acreage ratio and in a form which replaces the functions and values ascribed 
to the lost wetlands. Therefore, Alternative 3 would require a minimum of 0.4 acres of 
r_eplacement wetland, and Alternatives 1 and 2 would not require any replacement. Sufficient 
wetland replacement area is available on-site. Only temporary emergent, forested and scrub 
shrub wetland types should be created within the airport to avoid creating potential bird-aircraft 
hazards. 
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IV. ADVERSE IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED, SHORT­
TERM USES AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY AND 
IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 
RESOURCES 

IV. 1 Adverse Impacts Which Cannot Be Avoided 

Each alternative for the New Airport Comprehensive Plan adversely impacts elements of the 
social, economic and natural environments within the airport boundary and its environs. 
Measurements of the degree of adverse impacts are the magnitude of impact and the virtual 
elimination of an element of the environment without adequate mitigation to compensate for 
the loss. There are no significant adverse impacts unique to each alternative (those that are not 
common between the alternatives) that appear to have little chance for adequate mitigation. 

IV .2 Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity 

Short-term impacts generally would include construction impacts, which are expected to be 
minor (and the same) for each alternative. The long-term productivity of a new airport would 
include the regional social and economic benefits that would be derived from a new facility. 

The EIS will include a discussion of the details of short-term environmental gains related to the 
expense of long-term losses, as well as of the long-term gains and short-term losses, and the 
extent to which the development of the preferred Alternative forecloses or broadens future 
options. 

IV .3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources for the expansion of MSP include use 
of limited natural, physical, human and fiscal resources. Common impacts between the 
alternatives include the use of land for a new airport during the period of time that the land is 
used for aviation purposes. It is possible, although unlikely, that the land would revert from a 
major airport to its original or other land use once a new facility is constructed. 

Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor and construction materials for runways and buildings 
would be used with the development of any one of the alternatives. In addition, large amounts 
of labor and natural resources would be used in the fabrication and preparation of construction 
materials. These materials are not retrievable; however, they are not in short supply and will not 
have an adverse effect on the continued availability of these resources. Any construction project 
will also require a substantial one-time expenditure of local, metropolitan, state and federal 
funds, which would not be retrievable. 
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VII. PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

A. Public and Agency Involvement 

The two advisory committees - Dual Track Airport Planning Process Task Force and New 
Airport Technical Committee - formed during the scoping process continued to function during 
the preparation of the AED. The New Airport Technical Committee is comprised of staff 
representatives of the affected cities, county and regional, state and federal agencies, and 
representatives of airport users and local interest groups. The Technical Committee reviews the 
technical approach and products of the process. The 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 reviews the process and 
products and provides policy advice to MAC. 

I 

The State Advisory Council established by the legislature has been informed of the progress of 
the study. The general public continues to be informed through a series of public information 
meetings, newsletters, informational brochures, press conferences and news releases, as 
appropriate. They have had opportunities to comment both informally and formally. Formal 
in.put was solicited at the AED public hearing. Informal input from the public has been provided 
at meetings of the advisory groups. 

B. AED Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on January 18, 1995 at 7:00 p.m. at Hastings High School in 
Hastings, Minnesota to present the Draft AED and receive comments. Approximately 170 
persons attended, of which 28 made public comments. A transcript of the meeting is available 
for review at MAC offices. 

The comment period began on December 5, 1994 and ended on February 3, 1995, and 43 
comments were received. The comments and responses are presented in Appendix B. 
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IX. LIST OF ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY 

acre-ft -- measurement of water storage, equivalent to amount of water needed to cover 1 acre with 
water 1 foot deep 

ADT -- Average Daily Traffic 

AED -- Alternative Environmental Document. The AED is a document that includes the analysis of 
environmental impacts and issues in sufficient detail to select the "best" of the alternatives under 
consideration. It is similar to an EIS, but differs in that the "no action" alternative and reasonable 
alternatives other than those for the Long-Term Comprehensive Plan for Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport are not considered (at this time). That is, the AED will only address the site 
alternatives and impacts included in the SOD for the Long-Term Comprehensive Plan for a potential 
new airport in Dakota County. 

AGL -- Above Ground Level 

Agriculture preserve -- Farmland designated by covenant for long term agricultural use, for which the 
property owner receives such benefits as lower assessed valuations and, therefore, lower taxes. 

ANOMS -- Airport Noise and Operations Monitoring System, the noise monitoring system in use at MSP 

APE -- Area of Potential Effect, or the affected environment of each of the alternatives under 
consideration for the Long-Term Comprehensive Plan 

BOD -- Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

Biotic Communities -- Fish, wildlife and ecologically sensitive resources, including rare, threatened and 
endangered species 

BMP -- Best Management Practices 

CAL 3QHC -- Carbon Monoxide dispersion model used to estimate CO concentrations • 

cfs -- cubic feet per second 

CO -- Carbon Monoxide 

COD -- Chemical Oxygen Demand 

l J COE·· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

l : 
t 

l 

dB -- decibels, used to measure sound levels 

dBA -- "A"-weighted decibel scale used to measure aircraft and other sound levels 

DNL -- Day Night Level metric that describes aircraft noise. It is the logarithmic average sound level 
measured in decibels weighted to closely approximate the sensitivity of the human ear. DNL is based 
on the annual average of 24-hour Equivalent Sound Level, (Leq), which is weighted to account for 
increased noise sensitivity during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). DNL 65 dBA is the Day 
Night Level of 65 decibels on the A-weighted scale, for example. 

EAW -- Environmental Assessment Worksheet. The EAW is the standard form of the MEQB for 
describing a proposed project and its impacts. 
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EDMS -- Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System, used to calculate pollutant emissions and 
concentrations due to on-airport sources, including aircraft and motor vehicles. 

EIS -- Environmental Impact Statement. This is a document required by federal (if federal funds or 
properties are involved) and state law for proposed projects that could have potentially significant 

._ adverse impacts on the social, economic and natural environments. The EIS must address the 
environmental impacts of all reasonable alternatives, including the "no action" alternative, and commit 
to measures that would mitigate those adverse impacts that cannot be avoided. 

EPA -- Environmental Protection Agency (of the United States government) 

. ESA -- Minnesota Endangered Species Act 

~ 

FAA -- Federal Aviation Administration (of the United States Department of Transportation) 

FAR Part 150 -- The procedures, standards, and methodology governing the development, submission, 
and review of the airport noise exposure maps and airport noise compatibility programs, including the 
process for evaluating and approving or disapproving those programs, required by FAA to be eligible for 
federal funds. 

Farmland remnants -- Portions of farms remaining after land is acquired for the airport. There are three 
types of farmland remnants, defined as follows: 

Isolated farmlands. Farmland that is not accessible because the road leading to it is within the 
airport boundary. 

Triangulated farmlands, Farmland with one or more property lines at an angle. This factor 
could make farming on the field difficult. While there is no minimum acreage for triangulated 
farmland, a smaller triangulated field also would be difficult to farm. 

Severed farmlands, Farmlands under one ownership that are separated from each other by the 
airport project. For example, a large farm may be bisected by a roadway leading to the new 
airport or the farmstead could be separated from the fields themselves. 

FICON. -- Federal lnteragency Committee on Noise 

Footprint -- Area within the boundary of the proposed airport site 

FEMA -- Federal Emergency Management Agency 

GIS -- Geographic Information System 

GISW -- Glycol-Impacted Stormwater 

HASS -- Historic American Buildings Survey 

HAER -- Historic American Engineering Record 

HC -- Hydrocarbons 

HNTB - HNTB Corporation, lead consultant for MAC 

INM -- Integrated Noise Model, which estimates an aircraft's altitude at various distances from point 
of departure. 

Final AED - New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
Vlll-2 

/1 

1. 

! I 

i l 
Vi 

I ' 

I 
I 

I I 



r· 
f I 

i-1 

! 
[ I 
[] 

IT 
Ii 
u 
r l . 
LI 
u 
I i 
l J 

~ I 

Li 
t 

IPG -- Interactive Planning Group, a 1991 group formed to study potential long-term comprehensive 
planning options for MSP, including the cities of Bloomington, Burnsville, Eagan, Mendota Heights, 
Minneapolis, Richfield and St. Paul. 

LTCP -- Long-Term Comprehensive Plan for MSP 

MAC -- Metropolitan Airports Commission (of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area) 

MC -- Metropolitan Council (of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area) 

MCBS -- Minnesota County Biological Survey 

MDNR -- Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

_ MOS -- Metropolitan Disposal System 

MEQB -- Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 

µg/m3 
-- micrograms per cubic meter 

mg/I -- milligrams per liter 

mgd -- million gallons per day 

mg/m3 
-- Milligrams per cubic meter 

Mn/DOT -- Minnesota Department of Transportation 

MOBILE 5.0 -- Carbon monoxide emission model developed by EPA 

MPCA -- Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

MSP -- Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 

MSW -- Metropolitan Solid Waste 

MRAP -- Minnesota River Assessment Project 

MWCC -- Metropolitan Waste Control Commission 

MWWTP -- Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant 

NLR -- Noise Level Reduction 

NOx -- Nitrogen Oxide 

N02 -- Nitrogen Dioxide 

NPDES -- National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (permit governing discharge of pollutants into 
storm sewer systems and outfalls) 

NRHP -- National Register of Historic Places 
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NSBERT -- Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Team 

NWI -- National Wetland Inventory, referring to maps prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Oz -- Oxygen 

ppm -- parts per million 

RPZ -- Runway Protection Zone. This is a trapezoidal area at the end of a runway that must be acquired 
to afford a safety zone for aircraft landings and take-offs. The FAA requires that RPZ's be a part of 
airport property. 

SD -- Scoping Document. A report that describes the purpose of the project, identifies feasible 
alternatives, and describes the affected social, economic and natural environment and potential impacts 
of the alternatives. 

SDD -- Scoping Decision Document. The SDD presents the alternatives, issues and impacts that the 
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU) has decided to study in the EIS or AED. The SDD is adopted by 
the RGU after receiving comments on the Draft SDD from the public and affected agencies. 

Site 3 -- The area within Dakota County for a potential new airport. The location was selected at the 
end of a site selection process. It is in Marshan and Vermillion Townships. 

SEL -- Sound Exposure Level (level of sound by individual aircraft at specified location) 

Section 4(f) Land -- This is land afforded protection under Section 4(f) of the 1966 US Department of 
Transportation Act of Congress. All publicly-owned park and recreation land, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges and historic lands of national, state or local significance are included in Section 4(f). These 
lands cannot be adversely impacted unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the 
lands. 

SHPO -- State Historic Preservation Office (of the Minnesota Historical Society) 

SIP -- State Implementation Plan (for federal air quality standards) 

SOx -- Sulfur Oxide 

SPCCP -- Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plans used to track equipment and methods to 
deal with spills 

State Safety Zones -- These are trapezoidal areas beyond the ends of the runways, labeled "A" and "B" 
that can be regulated to prevent the use of the included land for purposes which can be hazardous to 
aircraft operations . Minnesota Statute 360.063 provides authority for the establishment of a joint 
airport zoning board consisting of the directly affected municipalities. The board regulates zoning within 
the safety zones. The established zoning regulations cannot be retroactive (i.e., affecting existing land 
use and structures are maintained). 

SWMF -- Stormwater Management Facility 

SWMS -- Stormwater Management System 

SWPPP -- Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, designed to meet NPDES permit requirements 
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APPENDIX A -- LIST OF TECHNICAL REPORTS AND OTHER DAT A 

Technical Reports 

A.1 SURFACE WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS (separate report) 

Other Data 

A.2 Noise characteristics, metrics, compatible land use criteria 

A.3 Effect of aircraft overflights on bald eagles 
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A.2 NOISE CHARACTERISTICS, METRICS, COMPATIBLE LAND USE CRITERIA 

Aircraft Noise 1 

Every noise event has certain characteristics. At any instant, a sound may be loud or quiet (depending 
upon the amplitude of the wave), high or low pitched (depending on its frequency), sudden or 
continuous, or build to a peak and fade away. A sound may have identifiable pure tones in an 
otherwise broad spectrum of undifferentiated sound. This complexity makes it difficult to describe a 
noise event with a single number that can fully convey all of the characteristics of that event. 

The major source of noise associated with aircraft operations is aircraft power plants (typically jet 
engines). As an engine's fan blades and turbo-machinery rotate, they produce turbulence that generates 
high frequency noise (e.g., the familiar compressor whine). Also, as hot jet exhaust is mixed at high 
velocity with the cooler ambient air, a loud low frequency roar is produced. These sounds are more 
prominent on older technology engines (such as those used on the McDonnell Douglas DC-9 and the 
Boeing 727). 

In newer technology engines (such as those used on the Boeing 7572 and McDonnell Douglas MD11 ), 
the ratio of the air passing by the combustion chamber to the air flowing through the combustion 
chamber (known as an engine's bypass ratio) is significantly increased. Fan noise is minimized by 
eliminating inlet guide vanes, modifying geometrical relationships between the fan blades and the outlet 
guide vanes, slowing blade tip speed and lining the nacelle ducts with acoustically absorbent material. 
High-bypass engines generate lower frequency fan noise and less jet exhaust noise and are typically 

J much less annoying than low-bypass ratio engines. 

A less obvious source of noise is the sound of the airframe traveling through the air. As aircraft engines 
become quieter, airframe noise may contribute more to the overall noise generated by aircraft. Figure 
A 1 shows the relative loudness of the more popular aircraft types. 

Description of Noise Metrics . 
The following sections discuss three noise metrics: A-weighted decibel (dBA), Day-Night Average 
Sound Level (DNL), and L, 0 • 

A-Weighted Decibel ldBAl 

The characteristic most commonly used to describe noise is its loudness, measured in decibels (dB). 
Since the sound pressure that causes physical pain to most humans is approximately one million times. 
greater than the threshold of hearing, decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that "compresses" 
the resulting values to a range of O to about 120 dB. A 10 dB increase in the sound pressure level is 
perceived by humans as approximately twice the volume of sound. Also, most people cannot readily 
detect changes in sound pressure levels of less than about 3 dB except in a laboratory environment. 
Since decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, normal addition does not apply when determining 

2 

The report, "Aircraft Noise Impact - Planning Guidelines for Local Agencies," United States Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, 1972, has been drawn upon in the preparation of this section. 

According to MAC ANOMS data, approximately 4 percent of Stage 3 Boeing 757's experience activation 
of engine bleed valves during landings which results in greater than normal noise levels. Boeing, Pratt & 
Whitney (the engine manufacturer) and Northwest Airlines are taking measures to reduce the occurrence 
of the valves' activation. 
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the impact of multiple noise sources. For example, the total level produced by two 100 dB noise 
sources is 103 dB, not 200 dB. The level of 10 such sources is 110 dB, and the level of 100 sources 
. is 120 dB. The human ear is more sensitive to higher frequency sounds; therefore, the A-weighted 
decibel scale (dBA) was developed to take into account this greater sensitivity. The dBA scale is most 
frequently used in aircraft and other environmental noise analysis. Typical dBA levels of some common 

• sounds are shown in Table A 1. 

TABLE A 1 - Common Sounds on the DBA Scale 

Sound 

Military jet fighter takeoff at 500 feet 

Rock music with amplifier (uncomfortably loud) 

Loud motorcycle at 20 feet 

Jet plane takeoff (B727) at 1000 feet 

Orchestral crescendo at 25 feet; Motorcycle at 
25 feet; Diesel locomotive (20-30 mph) at 50 
feet 

.,,. Busy street; Diesel truck (moderately loud) 40 
; mph at 50 feet 

-· Interior of department store; Vacuum cleaner at 
10 feet 

Ordinary conversation at 3 feet; Air conditioner 
at 20 feet • 

Quiet urban daytime; Dis.hwasher next room 

Average office 

City residence (very quiet) 

Quiet country residence 

Rustle of leaves (just audible) 

Threshold of human hearing 

Source: HNTB analysis from multiple sources. 

Sound Level 
(dBA) 

130 

120 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

Relative Loudness 
(Approximate) 

128 

64 

32 

16 

8 

4 

2 

1/2 

1/4 

1/8 

1 /16 

1/32 

1/64 

Relative Sound 
Energy 

10,000,000 

1,000,000 

100,000 

10,000 

1,000 

100 

10 

0.1 

0.0, 

0.001 

0.0001 

0.00001 

0.000001 

According to the FAA Advisory Circular Noise Control and Compatibility Planning for ·Airports (AC 
150/5020-1), the "A-Weighted Sound Level has been found to correlate well with people's subjective 
judgement. Its simplicity and superiority over unweighted sound pressure level in predicting people's 
response to noise have made it the most widely used metric for assessing the impact of aircraft noise 
and for comparing that noise with other community noise sources." The FAA has determined that A­
weighted levels should be used when measuring and describing instantaneous noise levels. The 
maximum A-weighted level reached during an aircraft noise event is perhaps the most common and 
simplest way of describing the noise of the event. 
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In general, the noise level associated with aircraft sound decreases by 6 dB for each doubling of the 
distance from the noise source; however, certain factors affect noise attenuation and transmission, 
including ground cover and the incidence of barriers, vegetation and buildings. These factors become 
less important when the noise source is airborne. Meteorological conditions also affect noise 
transmission. Temperature gradients, wind speed and direction, humidity, and atmospheric-pressure 
can combine to cause a 10-15 dB change in the noise heard on the ground for similar overflights of the 
same aircraft. 

Day-Night Sound Level tDNU 

While it is important to measure the noise of a single event, the long-range impact of prolonged 
exposure to noise can best be described with cumulative metrics. The Day-Night Sound Level (DNL) 
was developed under the auspices of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to measure the 
cumulative impact of multiple noise events in an average day. It is the logarithmic average of sound 
levels in dBA and is based on a 24-hour Equivalent Sound Level (Leq). DNL values incorporate a 10 
dBA penalty to noise events occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM to account for people's 
increased noise sensitivity at night. DNL 65 is typically the level used assessing noise impacts and for 
land use planning, although for this report a lower noise level of DNL 60 is also analyzed. 

DNL (also known as Ldn) has been equated, through social surveys, with public reactions to different 
noise levels. The DNL metric is recognized by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
and the Department of Defense as a proper basis for land use planning around airports. 

The Federal lnteragency Committee on Noise (FICON) recently evaluated DNL as a noise measurement 
tool. Their August 1992 report noted that there "are no new descriptors or metrics of sufficient 
scientific standing to substitute for the present DNL cumulative noise exposure metric," and that DNL 
methodology "is considered the proper one for civil and military aviation scenarios in the general vicinity -

··of airports." The FICON report noted that "aircraft noise predictions below DNL 65 ... can be less 
accurate and should be interpreted with caution.!' Figure A2 illustrates typical community annoyance 
to various DNL levels in the form of a graph. 

DNL is the index preferred by the FAA, which has developed the Integrated Noise Model (INM) for DNL 
calculation. The INM model takes into account flight paths, number of operations, and the flyover noise 
associated with a specific aircraft types on a given flight path corrected for the duration t>f the sound. 
Contours of equal DNL value are then developed and mapped, reflecting the average noise of takeoffs 
and landings over a year's time. DNL may also be used for quantifying other noise sources such as auto 
traffic, and for comparing them to airport-generated noise. 

In the past, the shape and size of the DNL noise contour for an airport was largely determined by 
departing aircraft. But as airlines change over to a Stage 3 fleet, noise contours have been increasingly 
influenced by the noise generated by arriving aircraft. There are several reasons for this. Since Stage • 
3 engines are more powerful than Stage 2 engines, aircraft can climb more quickly. This means that 
during departure, Stage 3 aircraft will pass a fixed point on the ground at a higher altitude than a Stage 
2 aircraft, reducing noise on the ground. • 

However, during landing, Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft tend to be at same low altitude as they follow 
the final approach course to their assigned runway. While Stage 3 engines are much quieter than Stage 
2 engines during takeoff, this difference is less noticeable during landing because aircraft are at lower 
power settings. At these lower power settings, the noise generated by the airframe traveling through 
the air is more apparent than during takeoff. This airframe noise is similar for both Stage 2 and Stage 
3 aircraft. Finally, while departing aircraft tend to spread out toward their destinations, arriving aircraft 
are concentrated along the final approach course to their assigned runway. 
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As shown in Figure A 1, noise exposure of DNL 65 or greater is characterized as significant and leads 
to a number of complaints. The FAA has set guidelines for land use within the DNL 65 contour (i.e., 
DNL 65 or greater). It is acknowledged that the noise impact does not end at the DNL 65 contour. For 
areas within the DNL 60 contour (i.e., DNL 60 to DNL 65), noise may be characterized as moderate to 
slight . 

.L,o 

This noise metric measures the point at which a specified sound level is exceeded at least 10 percent 
of a specified time period {e.g. one-hour). This Minnesota standard states that the sound level should 
not exceed L1065 in the worst daytime hour (between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.); this is the acceptable 
noise level limit for land uses in Noise Area Classification 1, which includes residential land uses. The 
L1065 analysis produces a contour which depicts points around the airport that experience noise levels 
of 65 dBA or greater for 10 percent of the hour (6 minutes) with the airport operating in a specific 
configuration. It is calculated for the worst hourly noise condition which could occur off each runway 
end. Although the L10 metric does not consider how often the condition actually occurs, it does indicate 
what short duration "worst case" conditions could be in these areas. 

Peak Sound Exposure Level (SEL) 

This noise metric is designed to compare the sound energy dosage of single noise events of varying 
duration and intensity, for example an automobile idling for 30 seconds versus a gunshot. To do this, 
acousticians compress (as in the case of the idling automobile) or expand (as in the case of the gunshot) 
the duration of the noise event to a common one-second period. The resulting noise level is expressed 
in decibels, SEL. If both noise events have the same SEL value, that would mean both events produced 
the same amount of sound energy. Noise events lasting longer than one second, as with the idling 
automobile, typically have SEL values higher than a standard dB reading of the same event, because • 
all its sound energy would have been compressed into a one-second period. Conversely, a noise event 
lasting less than one second, as with the gunshot, would typically have an SEL value lower than a 
standard dB reading of the same event. For these reasons SEL values cannot be compared to standard 
dB readings or other metrics (e.g., DNL, L10, etc.). Since an aircraft overflight lasts much longer than 
one second, its SEL value is typically higher than its maximum dB reading (usually on the order of 5 
to 10dB). 

Noise-Sensitive Uses 

Aircraft noise, through the various psychological and physiological effects it has on people, can be a 
source of community annoyance and conflict with various human activities. The FAA has identified· 
acceptable noise levels for certain categories of use, explaining the rationale for the criteria. Table 17 
in Section I of the AED outlines the recommended land use compatibility criteria (from FAR Part ·150, 
Table 1) used in this study. The Metropolitan Councii is in the process of updating the Guidelines for 

• Land Use Compatibility with Aircraft Noise in the Metropolitan Aviation Development Guide Chapter, 
and the guidelines were therefore not used in this study. 

The following is a discussion of land uses and their compatibility with the co_mpatibility criteria in Table 
17. • 

Residences {other than hotels) 
In areas where noise levels are DNL 75 or greater, all residential development should be considered non­
compatible. In the DNL 65-75 zones, new residential development should be considered non-compatible 
and should be permitted only where the infilling of ex~sting residential neighborhoods is the only 
reasonable use. For new development or substantial redevelopment in the DNL 65-75 noise zones, 
insulation should be required to achieve interior noise level reductions (NLR) of 20-30 dBA, resulting in 
an interior level of DNL 45, as recommended by the EPA. In addition to acoustical treatment of 
structures, potential new residents should be made aware of the noise environment. 
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Transient Lodgings 
Construction of hotels and motels is generally of a standard that results in interior sound attenuation 
higher than that of single family homes. The nature of their use justifies minimal restrictions, provided 
that an indoor noise level of no more than DNL 45 is attained. It is recommended that hotels be 
permitted in all noise zones 'provided that interior NLR measures sufficient to achieve acceptable interior 
noise levels are ·required: 

Schools 
It is recommended that schools be considered compatible in the DNL 65-70 noise zone provided that 
they have an interior NLR of at least 30 dBA. They should be considered incompatible in all higher noise 
zones. The special sensitivity of classroom teaching to periodic aircraft noise events justifies the NLR 
level more stringent than that applied to residences. These criteria would be applied to both public and 
private schools . 

Hospitals 
Hospitals are usually well-constructed, air conditioned, and kept closed, resulting in high levels of 
interior noise attenuation. It is recommended that hospitals be considered compatible in the noise zone 
DNL 65-70 with an NLR of at least 30 dBA, and in DNL 70-75 with an NLR of at least 35 dBA. They 
should be considered incompatible in noise zones above DNL 75. 

Nursing Homes 
Nursing homes are basically residential in character and should be addressed in the same way as multi­
family homes. It is recommended that they be considered incompatible in noise zones above DNL 70, 
and permitted in DNL 65-70 only with an NLR of at least 25 dBA. 

~ Child Care Centers 
,. Since classroom instruction is not the primary function of child care center as it is in a school, it is -

recommended that criteria for child care centers be less stringent than those for schools. It is 
recommended that these facilities be considered compatible in zone DNL 65-70 with an NLR of at least 
25 dBA and in zone DNL 70-75 with an NLR of at least 30 dBA, and incompatible in zone DNL 75 +. 

Churches 
Given the small amount of time per week that a church is used for quiet activities and given that the 
proportion of time spent by an individual in a church is also small, the justification for. adopting more 
stringent compatibility standards is less strong than for schools. It is recommended that the criteria 
proposed in the FAA's table of criteria in FAR Part 150 be applied. For schools, child care centers, or 
other types of facilities that are part of a church complex, the criteria for these secondary types of 
facilities would be applied. 

In addition to structures specifically dedicated to church use, numerous small churches are often . 
established in portions of commercial buildings. These "storefront" churches" are frequently located in 
commercial areas which are otherwise compatible with aircraft noise levels. Due to their locational 
characteristics and sometimes transient nature, it is recommended that storefront churches be treated 
as other uses in commercial districts. 

Commercial, Industrial and Recreational Uses 
Most uses in these categories are not as noise sensitive as the uses described previously. It is 
recommended that the FAA-suggested criteria in Table 17 be applied. 
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A.3 EFFECT-OF AIRCRAFT OVERFLIGHTS ON BALD EAGLES 

There is little research on the effect of aircraft overflights on bald eagles - and what there is, 
is not definitive. 

A Bald Eagle Biological Assessment was done in 1990 relating to the potential impacts on 
nesting bald eagles that might result from an extension of MSP Runway 4-22, which was 
proposed at that time. This proposed runway extension is an element of all four alternatives 
under consideration in this AED. Further, this Biological Assessment involved the same nesting 
territory being analyzed in this AED and was done to analyze the potential for impacts that 
might result from approximately 3,330 monthly departures over a nest at altitudes between 
1,500 and 2,000 feet. All of the alternatives being analyzed here involve substantially less 
potential for disturbance than the 4-22 project analyzed in 1990. Alternatives 1 and 2 involve 
no overflights of this nest while Alternatives 5 and 6 involve far fewer than were analyzed in 
1990 (i.e., 630 monthly overflights compared to 3,330). 

At the time of the 1990 Biological Assessment, no studies had been undertaken specifically to 
investigate the impact of commercial jet aircraft operations upon bald eagle nesting. The 
literature available at that time addressed other types of disturbance, including ordnance and 
jet fighter disturbance on military facilities as well as low-level overflights by helicopters and 
small fixed wing aircraft. Due to the lack of directly applicable research in 1990, it could not 
be stated unequivocally that impacts to eagle reproductive success would not occur. However, 
it was concluded that it was unlikely that the reproductive success of the nesting eagles would 
be adversely affected by commercial aircraft due to: ( 1) the propensity for bald eagles to readily 
habituate to regular, frequent disturbances of a mechanical nature, ·and (2) the fact that eagles • 
tolerated louder and more confrontational disturbances than aircraft noise without a notable loss 
of reproductive success. 

Experts from the USFWS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center and the USFWS National Ecology 
Research Center were contacted in 1990 for their opinions on the potential for adverse impacts 
resulting from the aircraft operations. Dr. David Ellis of Patuxent indicated that he would not 
expect commercial jet overflights at altitudes around 2,000 feet to adversely affect nesting 
eagles. He cited the successful nesting of bald eagles on the Aberdeen Proving Grounds as an 
example of the level of disturbance bald eagles are likely to tolerate. Dr. Douglas Gladwin of 
the National Ecology Research Center indicated that it was unknown whether bald eagles would 
incur any adverse impacts from commercial overflights at such altitudes but that such impacts· 
were possible. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a "no jeopardy" Biological Opinion for 
the Runway 4-22 extension at the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport. 

Since 1990, some additional research has since been conducted on breeding bald eagle 
responses to various kinds of disturbance. Grubb and King ( 1991) studied 4, 188 responses of 
nesting bald eagles to various types of human activities in riparian areas in Arizona. Of the five 
disturbance categories studied (i.e., pedestrian approaches, watercraft, land vehicles, aircraft 
overflights and loud noises such as sonic booms and gunshots), aircraft overflights were found 
to be the least disturbing even though this was the most common type of disturbance. These 
researchers concluded that; ( 1) breeding bald eagles in Arizona have become tolerant or 
habituated to air traffic and (2) that exclusion of aircraft within 625 meters (approximately 
1,875 feet) of nests and permitting only short duration flights within 1,100 meters (about 
3,300 feet) would minimize disturbance of breeding eagles. The authors stressed, however, 
that they were not presenting ... "a disturbance threshold for detrimental impacts on 
reproductive performance." 

Final AED - New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
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Uni led Slate~ Department of the Interior 

ftl !Rf.Al 1 Of IANll MANAGEMF.NT . 
Mi....,,.tt fliouin Oil"><~ 

P.O. Roo"-'11 
......_..,., W---'"S"'11•:11 

Mr, Ni•el 0. fiMry 
Deputy Execut Ive Director 
Metrnl'Oli•an Airf'(lrtll Coll'llis11ion 
6040 211th Avenue ~uth 
Mlnnor,ol l!J, Minnesota 55450-2799 

Or11r Mr . Finney: 

ltC ot ltk 

..... ~ ..... ,o 

030:TS 
1790 

Thia acknowledp.es receipt nr )'OUr a,e-,r,u,du■ or Decellber 2, 1994; transalttlna the 
Draft Altc•nat he Envlron.tntal Document for the develoi-nt or a caaprehen11h·e plan 
lor " l'f'!ISlble ne• 1111jnr Airport In Dakota County, M!Mesota. Thill office has 
r~•irwed the proposal and find thftt this action •ill have no effect on Federal lands 
under our 11dainistratlon. -Therefore, we see no further lnvotveaent with this 
rrojrct. 

Thftnk you for the npr,ortunlty tn co-ent on thh 11ctlon , II )'OU have All)' questions, 
rJe119e fr~I her to cont11ct Terry Saarela at 414-297-4437. 

<;iCct~~ 
Jali.e T, Prn•enclo 
Assistant District Man11ger 
Lands and Renewable Resources 



0 United Stntcs Dep:trtmcnt of the Interior 

. . 

Ms. Jenn Unruh 

BUII.EAUOI' MINES 
...,._...,. r;,w o,,....... c.­

,o. 11oo 1~ .....,.,._, __ .,c.-

•-·C'-NUI 

Metropolitan Airport• Co••iesion 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, 55450-2799 

Dear Hs. Unruh: 

De c e-ber 7, 1994 

Subject: Draft Alternative Environaental Docu~ent (AED) 
New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
Dual Tract Airport Planning Process 

Personnel of the Intermountain Field Operations Center, Bureau of 
Mines, reviewed the subject Draft Alternative Environmental 
Document (AED) !or conflict with mineral resources and fflineral­
production racilitiP.~, es requested. As we understand it, the 
proposed project involv~s the construction of a new airport south 
cf Hastings, Dakota County, Minnesota. 

.The U.S. Bureftu or Hines reviewed a scoping document in Hay 1994 
~copy enclosed) ~nd noted that clay; limestone-dolomite, and •and 
and gravel h~d been mined on or near the proposed airport site 
and at least two active limestone-dolomite qu~rry operations are 
within 2 miles of the proposed airport. Furthermore, we 
suggested that the final environmental report include a 
description or miner~l resources and production facilities and a 
discussion or potential impacts, either . adverse or beneficial, on 
~ineral production and development. The AED failed to address 
■ ineral resources anu project impacts on mineral resources and 
therefore, is inadequate with reguard to minerals. We suggest 
that future drafts o! the AED address mineral resources. 

We appreciate this orportunity to provide COfflments on the subject 
document. Our comments are drawn from available information, are 
provided on a technical as~istance basis only, and may not 
r eflect the position or the Department of the Interior. 

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Wood ~t (JOJ) 
236-0428, ext . 294. 

Sincerely, 

~ ,T:l!Y~--~~ 
Mark ;:~~;~,an 
Supervisory Physical Scientist 

A. A. As noted on page 111-1, •mineral resources• is listed 
as being impacted the same by each alternative plan, 
and therefore not addressed in the AED. Impacts, if 
any, of the selected alternative on mineral resources 
w ill be addressed in the EIS process. 
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• Management and Evaluation Branch 
Ensineerina and Plannina Division 

Mr. Nigel D. Finney 
Deputy Executive Director 
Plannina and Environment 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
MiMeapolis-Saint Paul International Airport 
60-CO 28th Avenue South 
MiMeapolis, Minnesota 55.iCS0-2799 

Dear Mr. FiMey: 

This is in response to your memorandum or December 5, 1994, requesting comments 
on the Draft Alternative Environmental Document {or the development of a comprehensive 
pl~ for a possible new major airport in Dakota County, MinnesotL 

No St. Paul District real estate or current projects would be affected by the alternatives 
proposed. 

The discussion of Archaeological Properties on page m-12 should include all the 
cultural resources in the three alternatives area, not just those that e,cist within only one or 
two or the alternatives. Otherwise, the text presents a raise picture of cultural resources to be 
affected by airport construction regardles.s of which alternative is selected as the preferred 
one. Potential impacts to signifiunt cultural resources sites cannot be evaluated without 
complete data. The discussiol'I should indicate whether the Minnesota State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurs with the reconnaissance survey findings on the 
ineligibility or the four sites for the National Register of Historic Places. An example is the 
Chimney Rocle traditional cultural site and the noise and visual impacts if the airport is built 
The discussion should state wtmher the Minnesota SHPO concurs with the statement on paae 
ID• 13 that •the larger visual conte,ct or Chimney Roclt already has lost its integrity, 
effectively making it redundant to any assessment of National Register eligibility and adverse 
impact caused by the proposed undena.king.• 

The Corps of F.nginee1s is responsible (or granting permits for the placement of fill 
materials in wetlands or waterbodies or the United States (Section 404(b)(l) permits). If t,he 
proposed work will involve the placement of such materials, Department of the Army permits 
may be required. The Draft Alternative Environmental Document indicates that wetlands may 
be affe,.ted and that mitigation of wetland losses may be required. You should coordinate 
with the Regulatory Branch, St. Paul District, Corps of Engineen, 190 Fifth Street East, St. 
Paul, Minnesota 55101-1631, concerning permit requirements. 

Sincerely, 

eitttnt-~ 
Chief, Management and Evaluation Branch 
Engineering and Planning Division 

-~· . 

A. A. See Minnesota Historical Society Response 8. 
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Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

February 3, 1995 

Nigel 0. Finney, Oeputy Executive Director 
Metropolitan Airports Cbmmission 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799 

RE: Comments on the New Airport Comprehensive Plan Draft Altemative 
Environmental Document (Craft AED) 

Dear Mr. Finney: 

The Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) has reviewed the Draft Alternative 
Environmental Document (Draft AED) for the New Airport Comprehensive Plan. As 
has been pointed out at New Airport Technical Committee meetings, the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan AED analyzes differences between altemative airport 
configurations . Most impacts of direct and induced farmland conversion that are of 
major concern to MDA are the results of choices between airport locations. rather than 
choices between alternative airport configurations. As we understand the Dual Track 
Airport Planning Process, these impacts of primary concern to MDA will be addressed 
in the environmental impact statement on alternatives to meet long term transportation 
needs in the Metropolitan Area (Future Actions 14 through 16 as outlined on pages 1·3 
of the Draft AED). From the information in the Draft AED, there do not appear to be 
major differences in farmland impact between alternative airport configurations; 
therefore, we have only the following comments: 

1. Farmland affected environment and impacts (pp. 111-26 through 111-28) are 
addressed very well. We particularly appreciate that you have discussed and 
quantified the differences between alternatives in terms of isolated, triangulated, 
and severed farmlands. 

2. The Agricultural Preserves Map (Figure 14) is very helpful in showing the extent of 
commitment to agriculture in the vicinity of the proposal. 

3. We recommend some changes to Section H, Land Use, on pages 111-32 through Ill• 
34 to reduce confusion and improve accuracy: 

a. Local comprehensive plan designations probably do not accurately reflect 
existing or foreseeable land uses. For example, areas designated for long-term 
agriculture apparently contain rural residential development that predated the 
comprehensive plans-a condition not reflected in the text or in Table 16. If at 

• .i!W .. PI_........,,. • s-,.,._,_M--.,S101,:xlt4 • 1612)197-::lOO • TI>0(612)ffl •S>SS/l •D)..62'7•lnt• 

I A. A. Local land use can be used to describe the affected 
land uses, and will be in the Draft EIS. 
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Nigel 0. Finney 
February 3, 1995 
Page 2 

all possible, actual data on current land use should be used for this section, 
rather than approximating land use through comprehensive plan designation. 

b. Confusion may exist for the reader by use of the tenn •agricultural preserve· for 
both a type of comprehensive plan designation (as used in paragraph 1 of 
section H.1) and a covcmant that a property owner may voluntarily place on his 
or her property in exchange for a property tax credit and other benefits (as used 
on the Agricultural Preserves Map). We suggest the following wording to 
replace sentence 5 of paragraph 1, section H.1: 

•in addition, most of the land adjacent to the site has been designated for 
long-tenn agricultural use in affected communities' comprehensive plans. The 
designation makes individual properties within the designated areas eligible 
for establishment of "agricultural preserves•. An •agricultural preserve· is a 
type of covenant which may be established by a property owner in 
accordance with Minnesota Statute 4 73H, Metropolitan Agricultural 
Preserves. In exchange for establishing the covenant, a property owner is 
eligible to receive a property tax credit and other benefits: 

c. Additionally, Table 16 should be revised to delete the classification •agricultural 
preserve•, so that the~ of •agriculture• is shown to encompass 9,400 
acres of land. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. If you have any questions 

l I 
or need additional information, please call me at 296-5226. 

I. ~n&t~ 
I J' I :~rt Patton, A~ 

_ _ Principal Planner 

l i 
I : 
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Enclosures 

cc: Elton R. Redalen 
Paul Bums 

B. 

I C. 

B. The first paragraph of Section H.1 has been revised 
to distinguish between the agriculture designation in 
community comprehensive plans and the covenant 
signed by a property owner enrolling a farm in the 
Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves program. 

C. Table 16 has been revised accordingly. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
100 LAFAYETTE ROAD • IT.~ ~SOTA • e$t55•40_1_0_ 
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Fchru:iry '.', 1995 

Jenn lJnruh 
Mctrorr,litan Airrort!I Commission 
6040 2111h Avenue South 
Minnc:ir,oli~. MN 55450 

RE: l>u:il-Trock Airput rlnnnin1 rrocess 
New Airr,ort Comprehensive rlon 
Dr:iO Altem:iti\'e Environmmtal Document (AED) 

l>rnr M~. Unruh: 

11,c l>t-r,.,rtment orNntuml Resou~ (DNR) ha~ ~iewed the Oran Altcrn11tive 
r:nvironmcntnl Document (AHi>) for the New Airr,ort Comrrehensive Plan portion of the 
l>unl• 1rock Airrort Planning rroccss . • • 

'.· 
We apr~ "ith the MAC1 conclu!';ion that the three allernativcs have very similor rotcntial 
environmmt:il imr,,cts. We note the i\ED did not analp..e the diO'crcnti:il impacts to 
snowmobile tr:iils. llowevc-r, referring In the 1111:ilysis in the Site Selection AED, it opr,ears 
de"clormrnt at thi!I site would afrcct between 7 1111d 8 miles of trail, VRrying little amona 
alternnti\'c!I. 

R«Ol!ni,in~ th:it they. nre more nrpmrrintcly odllr~J in the upcoming Environmentnl 
lmrnct St:itcmcnt (EIS),~ ofrcr the following Additional comments. We will resubmit 
1hc-!.c i!'<o;uc!I durin~ the EIS !lroping. rrocess. 

The Dr:in AEO includ~ very limited text on rotentinl mitigation for loss or shrike habitat. 
Lniicrhud Shrikr!I I 
We n.,;!';ume you will discus.~ this subject in greater detail in the EIS. 

The new airrr,rt houndnry hn!I hcen ch:in(!ed lo exclude the Chimney Rock site. Although 
Chhnnt•y Rock I 

' yr,u h:ive included di~u~ion or the site':,; 11rchacological value, you have drorpc-d any 
di!ICu~~ion of rotcntinl imrnct~ lo the :o.ite's biotic resources. We had hor,cd thRt inclu!lion 
within the airrort hound:iry would afford this area some measure or protection and 
mitn:igrmcnt. lt!I rroximity to the airport rcrimcter m:iy result in further degradation from 
r,eripher:il, induced <levelorment. Con!ICqucntly, we bclie\-c impacts to this area continue to 
merit nllcntinn in the EIS. 

The l>er11r1ment mnn:igcs snme portions of the Vermillion River for recreational anglinti. 
Vrrmillinn Hh·rr I 
1 he EIS i1ho11ld a<ldre!IS e,cpeclco ~tom1w:iter di!>ehnrBe imr,.,cu to Vermillion River ft~heries 
,e~urces. We al!l<'I horc you rl:in lo :i!lsc!ls the potential for additlonRI nooding due lo 
inrrr.,!'led imrcrvious surface or within-Ooodrl:iin devclorment. 

1hnnk yt1u for the orrortunit)' 11'1 n-view this document. We commend you on the overall 
qunlity or the Miura! ruourCl's impact analysis completed to dote. Please don't hesitate to 
con11r1 me with nny quemion!I re1ording these comments. 

Sincerely. 

~~ 
Rehc-ccn A. Wl'IO<lcn 
Environmcnt:il rl:inncr 
Office r,f Plnnning 
(612)297-)355 

Rod SnnJn 
Kathleen Wallace 
Ste\'C Colvin 
Carmm Cnnver,e 
Jon NclM>n 

Cnp)'Litt 

Dill John~, Region V 
DrianMcCann 
M&ryMna Harstad 
Steve John,on 

AH (OUAL OPf'ORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

~-. 

Bill Weir 
Pete Otter,on 
Jan Shaw Wolff 
O,qa Downin&, EQB 

A. 

B. 

C. 

A. Potential mitigation measures for loggerhead 
shrikes will be explored in more detail in the EIS 
(see also SOAR, Response K.). 

B. The potential for impacts to biotic communities at 
Chimney Rock will be analyzed further in the EIS. 

C. The focus of analysis of stormwater impacts is on 
water quality end flooding issues. If there are 
fisheries resources managed by the DNR which are 
not protected by existing water quality standards, 
please provide information on their nature, location 
and areas of concern. The Vermillion River 
Watershed Management Plan requires the provision 
of adequate storm water storage to prevent the 
exacerbation of existing conditions in the 
watershed . The airport comprehensive plan 
provides for more than 2,600 acre feet of flood 
control storage capacity. Presumably, any other 
development occurring in the watershed would also 
provide appropriate storage capacity for flood 
control. 
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January 31, 199S 

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

SUBIECT: DRAFT ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT - NEW AIRPORT 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; DUAL TRACK AIRPORT PLANNING PROCESS 

The present document is to provide the basis for a decision on which or three 
development alternatives c:urrentJy under consideration should be selected as the preferred 
alternative. Later, in the EIS, that alternative is to be compared with a preferred 
development plan at MSP. 

Mn/DOT bas a cont~uing vital interest in the ·airport decision process. In our comments 
on this process and documents over the past several years, we have been concerned that 
impacu to the Twin Cities metropolitan area ground transpon.ation system have not 
received adequate anal)'$iS. O! major concern is the overall impact associated with the 
surface transpon.auon system a new airport will require. We feel strongly that 
transportation corridor-level studies are needed prior to the EIS comparing MSP and the 
new site. These studies need to document the social, environmental, and economic 
impacu; cost estimates; impacu to the inplace system, and the modal options and 
implications of alternative ways o( reaching a new airport at each of the three sites still 
under consideration. ·These studies must produce data comparable to those being 
generated for MSP, so valid comparisions can be made 

The three alternative sites are similar in layout and location witbiri the search area. The 
terminal location and major surlace access to the sites are the same among all 
alternatives. This may imply that no differential impacts are associated with any one or 
another o( the sites; impacts from the sites are so similar that differences do not provide a 
meaningful basis for the decision. 

We are less certain about this. The ground transportation analysis in the AED does not 
seem adequate given the magnitude of the decision at hand. Each of the terminal 
locations places the major access on the northwest side of the new airport site. This 
implies a fixed terminus for swiace transpon.ation. Yet, in the absence of a thorough 

.'4• (..,.i l'r,-orl•Nllr 1.•r'..,., 

I 
A. 

B. 

A. Corridor-level studies will be performed, and 
provide data comparabltr to MSP, as soon as the 
forecast issues are resolved. MAC will coordinate 
w ith Mn/DOT on the selection of the corridor(s) to 
be evaluated. 

B. The New Airport Comprehensive Plan AED 
identifies three alternative layouts with in the site 
selected by MAC to test the operational and 
environmental impacts of various layout options. 
The diversity of the layouts was limited because 
the general conceptual layout of the runways and 
terminal had been established in the site selection 
process. 

There is strong logic for connecting the airport 
terminal with existing Highway 55 to the north. 
First, the airport layout requires a centrally located 
terminal. Second, wind coverage requires that the 
main runways be aligned in a northwest-southeast 
orientation. Third, the great majority of passengers 
and cargo will be coming from (and destined to) the 
Twin Cities area to the north-northwest . While the 
general location for a right-of-way for the airport 
access road has been identified, a specific location 
must still be chosen . MAC will work with Mn/DOT 
to identify the best access route to the airport for 
analysis . 



Nigel Flnney 
January 31, 1995 
Page 2 

analysis - which has not yet been completed - we cannot know that this would be the 
best access point. or even an acceptable point to bring traffic to a new site. 

We undentand the terminal location is dictated by operational considerations within the 
airport boundaries. However, we sec a need to be more open and inclusive about bow we 
set people to a new airport. It IJU'Y be more feasible to bring people to the airport site 
itself from some other route. For instance, since construction at a new airport does not 
present the operational constraints which would be pre.sent at an operating airport, it may 
be practical to locate the main a~ point elsewhere than at the point depicted and 
convey traffic to the tcnninal via a cut and cover tunnel beneath the runways and 
taxiways. This consideration and other options should be explored. 

Which or the three sites is selected is not a Mn/DOT decision, nor is the placement or the 
terminal. However, the manner or bringing people to the airport, to the terminal, and to 
other major traffic generators within the airport needs to remain open. If the route is 
fixed at this stage, it later may be found to be unworkable, too expensive, have too many 
adverse environmental impacts, or have some other unforeseen problem. If alternative 
route locations ue not then available, we will have needles.sly painted ounelves into a 
comer. ~ indicated above, we (eel strongly that this information should be available 
prior to identifying a preferred site for a new airport. A much less preferrable option is 
an EIS which would examine a site with one terminal location, but include a number or 
access route alternatives. We also sec a need for considering multiple major access 
points. 

We believe these is.sues will be suhstantially illuminated by a thorough traffic study, which 
will provide both the numbers of people/vehicles, and also the areas or urigin and 
destination or those vehicles. We sec this traffic study as crucial. At a minimum it should 
include the following clements: 

4Extend traffic counts and analysis to include the river crossings into 
• Wisconsin, and access from Southeastern Minnesota. 

Provide 2020 build•altemative traffic demand data, including that generated 
• by secondary development 

Include source or traffic data and assumptions. 

Provide ii:uonnation on points or areas or origin and destination, and likely 
routes to the site. 

Assess improvements needed to the transponation system, including costs 
. and alternatives to redu~ traffic demand, such as multiple acce~~ points, 

TSM, TDM, etc. 

Impacts on lo~I access and safety should be studied and understood. 

In addition to Mn/DOT. the Wisconsin DOT and Federal Highway Administration should 
be involved in the analysis, as partners in the process. 

These issues must be fully addre~sed for Minnesotans to be assured that the choice is the 
most re:i.sonable, prudent and feasible decision. Staff from Mn/DOT and MAC have bad 
a number of meetings in recent weeks, and we look forward to working together to insure 
the best overall transponation system is provided for the people of the region. 

Youn truly, 

cc: JeM Unruh 

C. C. A thorough traffic study will be conducted for the 
draft EIS and will include Wisconsin and all major 
roads serving the sites. Build alternatives will be 
provided for both the greferred alternative at the 
current site and at the akota County site, as well 
as for a •no-build" alternative. Ground counts for 
1 992 were obtained from the Minnesota 
Department of Transportation's 1992 Traffic 
Volume maps. As no new modeling was performed, 
information on assumptions may be found in the 
technical report which was distributed along with 
the site selection AED. The travel demand 
forecasts for the draft EIS will provide information 
on trip origin-destination linkages and airport-related 
trip patterns. Much of this data may also be found 
in the site selection AED for Site 3. The draft EIS 
will include consideration of TSM, TOM and 
multiple access points. 

Meetings have been and will be held with the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation end the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportetion regarding 
travel forecasting for the airport alternatives. 
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rebnaary J. 1995 

Mr, •i9el D, rinney 
Metropolitan Airport• Coaaiaalon 
6040 21th Avenue loutb 
Klnneapolla, Mlnneaota 15450 

Dear Mr. r1nney1 

Ilea Dual Track Airport Plannln9 Proeen, 
•- Airport C:O.preh•n• iv" Plan, Dakota County 
IHPO Nulllbera 94-2883 

Thank you for th• opportunity to revi- and -nt on the Draft Alternat1•• 
lnviro,-ntal DoC\&aent for the •- Airport eo.prehen•i•• Plan. Ne h••• the 

• foll-1n9 c-nta, 

1. Th• inforaatlon on th• National lle9i ■ter eli9ibiU.ty of 
archaeolo91cal ait•• nead• clarification. rh• individual aite 
evaluation• diacuaaed on page llI-12 indicate that all four 
archaeological properti•• do not -•t National lta9iatar 
eligibility. However, fi9',lr• 8 indicate• that the four ait•• are 
potentially eligible, The diacuaaion under 1,2 (impacta) and 9.l 
(~itigation) include ■ all four eit••• which illpli•• that the eitea 
are eligible, elnc• th• criteria of effect and aiti9atlon are only 
applied to eli9ible eit••• 

2. Th• 1nfonr.ation on the eUgibU1ty of Chimney lltoc_k need• 
clarification. Th• evaluation on page 111-12 indicate• that the 
property 1• eli9ibl• due to ita aaaociationa with early Euro-

• Mer icana and with Mati•• Alllericana, while the diacu■■ ion on pa9e 
UI-13 indicate ■ that the aaaociationa with Native AIDericana h••• 
not been docWMnted, and th1t property aay not be eli9ibl• due to 
change• in th• lar9■ r viaual context. Page 111-30 indicate• that 
Chimney lltock i• eligible. We have detailed ■Ofll8 ·conc■rn• about 
th■ evaluation of thi ■ property in our COllftlent ■ on the Survey 
lteport. In ehort, we beli•v• that the proce ■■ of evaluation 
(taking into account th■ 9uid■ linea for evaluatin9 traditional 
cultural propertiea) and the ■pacific ai9'11ificaDt fl'l•litie1 of the 
property need further docu111■ ntation. Until thi1 haa been 
completed, we cannot concur with the detennination that the 
propoead underta~in9 haa DO effect on the Chimney lltock. However. 
it doe ■ not appear that there 1• a al9nificant difference in th• 
level of impact on the rock uion9 the three final alternati••• in 
the AED. 

l. We have prevloualy r•c~nded that the Area of Potential 
lffect CAPE) for the project be eubaitted to th• Adviaory Council 
for an early revi-. l■cau ■• the APE tor thia project i• 
unuaually c0111plex, - continue to believe that thia revi- by th• 
Council h i.11,portant. 

4. lapl-ntetion of thi• plan vill not occur for a conaider&ble 
length of tlae. aacau ■ e evaluation of th• hiatoric ai9nificanc• 
of properti•• take• into account chan9ln9 perception■ of 
ei9nificance, proviaion■ need to be developed for updatln9 the 
cultural reaourc• revi•w •• part of the overall project •chedYle. 

Jf you have any qu■■ tione ragardin9 oyr c-■nta, pl•••• contact D•nn1• 
Ci-•t•d in our lteview and COfflpliance Section at 612-296-5462, We look 
forvard to 'WOrklng with you to addr••• C\lltural reaource concern• through the 
.. ctlon 106 revi- proc••• for thia project. 

lincerely, 
- ' I 

) _,.,,v....K .-< . ..J~A~t.u:.,·4_ 
lritta L. llooaber9 J 
Deputy ltate Hiatoric Pr•••"•tion Officer 

IUrdllb 

I 

I 
I 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

A. As stated in the second paragraph of Section Ill, 
B.1 in the AED, there are eight archaeological sites 
within the boundaries of Site 3. The third 
paragraph then explains that the AED discussion, 
which concerns the differential impacts of three 
development plans located within Site 3, only 
focusses on the four archaeological properties that 
could constitute such differential impact . The 
remaining four, common to all three alternatives 
and therefore irrelevant to the comparison between 
them, will be evaluated during 1995 and discussed 
in the EIS process. 

Changes made in Section B.2 of the Final AED 
should prevent further misunderstanding of this 
issue. 

B. ARS has concluded that Chimney Rock meets 
National Register criteria of eligibility as a 
geographic landmark of known cultural significance 
to early Euro-American explorers and settlers as 
well as to later residents of and visitors to Dakota 
County. As such, it also~ to have been of 
significance to Native Americans of the region. 

A~S has not found any evidence to support the 
notion that Chimney Rock has-been/continues-to-be 
a feature of spiritual significance to the Native 
Americans of the area. Such a function had been 
suggested by several concerned Dakota County 
residents during the new airport site selection 
process - not, however, by any members of the 
Native American community. Consequently, this 
property should not be considered eligible for the 
National Register as a traditional. cultural property, 
i.e, , in this case, "a location associated with the 
traditional beliefs of a Native American group about 
its oriijins, its cultural history, or the nature of the 
world and/or "a location where Native American 
religious practitioners have historically gone, and 
are known or thought to go today, to perform 
ceremonial activities in accordance with traditional 
cultural rules of practice" (U.S. Department of the 
Interior, National Park Service, National Register 
Bulletin #38). 

As a geographic landmark, Chimney Rock has been 
and continues to be of interest primarily because of 
its unusual physical characteristics and its 
immediate surroundings. Were it to be nominated 
to the National Register in this capacity, the site 
area would only encompass the fairly immediate 
surroundings of the rock formation, i.e., those 
areas that have escaped cultivation and now 
support woodlands and grassy openings. The site 
would, in other words, be located well outside the 
irea of potential effect of all three new airport 
alternatives, 

The situation would have been different, had 
Chimney Rock proven eligible for the National 
Register as a traditional cultural property, i.e., as a 
site of past and continued spiritual significance and 
a location where the visual and noise impacts of 
any of the three airport alternatives would have 
constituted significant intrusions. 

In view of the above, it is concluded that Chimney 
Rock does meet National Register criteria but is 
located too far from any of the three airport 
alternatives to be adversely impacted by their 
implementation. These issues are discussed, at 
greater length, in the technical report prepared by 
Hess Roise and AAS (Section VII) . They have also 
been clarified through revisions made in the Final 
AED. 

,· C. MAC will continue to request the FAA to seek this 
review. 

D. The SHPO must be consulted before the plans for 
a new airport are finalized to ensure that no 
additional properties in the APE have gained historic 
significance tn the intervening years. This is 
particularly true for pF-Operties less than fifty years 
old which were included, in part, to acknowledge 
that the APE for above-ground properties is largely 

· defined by projected DNL 65 noise contours for the 
year 2005. While it is impossible to fully anticipate 
what properties might be considered historically 
significant a decade from now, the more recent 
properties that were surveyed represent possible 
candidates. They must now meet the test of 
"exceptional significance" to qualify for the 
National Register, but some will have passed that 
threshold, or be close to it, before construction 
begins. The SHPO may also request assessment of 
additional properties that have become of interest 
since the present survey was completed. 
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February 2. 1995 

Mr. Nigel Finney, Deputy Executive Director 
Planning and Environment 
Metropolil.3.n Airports Commission 
6040 28th A venue South 
MiMeapolis. MiMesota 55450 

Dear Mr. FiMey: 

RE: New Airpon Comprehensive Plan Draft Alternative Environmental Oocwnent 

Thank you for the opponunity to comment on the Draft Alternative Environmental Docwnent 
(AED) for the new airpon site. The document appears to include most of what the MiMesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff asked to be included in the scope of the analysis. The 
MPCA staff has several comments for your consideration. 
"' 
Fint, the ponion of the document pertaining to water quality was well written and to the point 
,Thank you for the effon necessary to produce a readable document. 

Second. the STport correctly states that it m:iy not be possible to discharge stonn water from the 
site to the Vennillion R.i\'er. In addition to stonn water, there would be :i discharge from the 
.mechanical treatm_ent pl:i.nt which would be treating an estimated five million gallons per day of 
sanitary wastewater :i.nd pretreated glycol. Please be advised that it is quite unlikely that a new 
airport would be pennitted to discharge stonn water or treatment plant effluent to the Vennillion 
River. It would be wise to proceed with the environment:il study under the assumption that a 
Mississippi River discharge point would be necessary. 

Tl,e location of the Mississippi River disc~rge should be discussed in future documents. While 
the most favorable discharge location may be immediately down stream of the Hastings dam, the 
consult:i.nt should discuss, with the Metropolil.3.n Council Wastewater Services, the long term fate 
of the Hastings wastewater tre:itment plant. Advanced treatment may be required, depending on 
the disc~rge point selected. 

Third. the AED mentions ~• extended dry detention basins would be selected as the best 
management pr:ictices for tre:1tment of stonn water runoff Dry detention basins arc not effective 
in removing solids. such as from winter sanding operations. They have a tendency to flush the 
solids. along with pollutants attached to the particle. through the system. If a dry detention pond 
is needed. it should be demonstrated that the pond could be affixed with a floating weir or some 
other mechanism which assures ~t settling velocities arc not exettded through the outlet 

520 Llllayen, Rd. N.; St. Paul. MN !151!1!1~ 194; (1112) 296-6300 fwoiet); (1112) 2112·!1332 (TTY) 
~I Officea: DullJll'I • 8raintrt1 • Detro,t L.lll<H •Marshall• Rochell., 

hull~En,p1oyet•"'-on1Kyt'19Cf~~a1_.,o-.-.,.......,~~i,,-•. 

A. 

I 
I B. 

A. From the comment, it is unclear if the reference to 
"advanced treatment• applies to the Hastings 
WWTF, to the potential discharge from the airport, 
or . to both. Since the airport discharge would be 
governed b>' the •anti-degradation" provisions of 
Minnesota s water quality standards, a 
requirement • for advanced treatment is likely. 
Assessin1;1 the potential interrelationship between 
the Hastings WWTF discharge and a potential 
airport WWTF discharge would appear to require 
the establishment of either a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) or a Waste Load Allocation (WLA) for 
the potentially affected river reach. The 
establishment of either WLAs or TMDLs is the 
responsibility of the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency. 

B. As stated in the AED, the detention basins are 
sized to provide 40 hours of retention for a 10-year 
storm. This provides sufficient time for most of the 
settling which can occur to take place. The outlet 
for the dry basins will be designed to minimize 
sediment flushing through use of slotted standpipes 
or other acceptable methods; therefore, dry basins 
can remove and retain substantial quantities of 
suspended solids. This will require periodic 
maintenance (cleaning) to remove accumulated 
sediment. 

\ I 
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Pa1e Two 

Fourth, the receiving water on the System Flow Diagram would need a Total Max.imum Daily 
Load (TMDL) established for the pollutants of concern. The collective lo11ding from all sources 
must be less than the ThiDL in order to meet water quality stand3rds. It may be necessary for 
the three treatment basins to be modified to include aeration equipment If so, it may also then 
be necesw-y to modify the basins from "dry" to "wet" basins so that aeration can be provided. 

Flnh, relating to the noise analyses, is there a difference between the three alternative layouts in 
the mquency of sound rxposure levels at the selec1ed sensitive receptors? Also, is there a 
difference between the t~e alternatives in the estimated noise mitigation costs? Finally, we 
suggest that the number of people residing in the LIO 65 dBA noise contour be included in the 
Summary oflmpacts section of the AED. 

And finally, the executive summary of the AED states that ground water is classified as highly 
sensitive to \'Cry highly sensitive to contamination at the new airpon site. Yet there is no 
mention of 1,?round water anywhere in the body of the AED. If that is a conclusion of the 
mvironment:il study then there should be a discussion on potential ground water impacts in the 
Water Resources section of the AED. As with surface water issues and impacts, p-ound water 
should be discussed in the Affected Environment section, the Impacts on Water Resources 
section, and the Miti&ation Measures section of the AED. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the dual track airpon site selection process and 
look forward to receiving responses to our comments. lf you h:ive :my questions regarding OW' 

comments, please contact Kathryn Kramer of my stafT at (612) 297-8604. 

Sincerely, 

IJ lf.~D~t-
L 
IJ 

lJ 
1_ 

L 

Environmental Planning and Revi~ Office 
Administrative Services Division 

PH:jr 

·.•. ;·· . 

I 
I 

C. 

D. 

E. 

C. The establishment of TMOLs would be beneficial to 
being able to determine and compare in the EIS the 
potential water quality impacts from both the 
proposed new airport site and the existing airport. 
If the Agency can provide a listing of both specific 
pollutants of concern, and corresponding TMDL 
information for the potentially affected river 
segments (lower Minnesota River, lower Pool 2 in 
the Mississippi River, and upper Pool 3 in the 
Mississippi River), the EIS will utilize that 
information in the water quality impacts 
assessment. 

D. As noted in the text, there would be no noticeable 
difference in noise levels among the three 
alternatives for the great majority of focations (see 
text and tables in Section 1.2). Since the difference 
in noise impacts is so small among the three 
alternatives, differential noise mitigation costs 
would also be negligible. 

L,~5 population and household counts are shown 
in I ables 23 and 24 in the Final AED . Population 
counts have been added to the Summary of 
Impacts table of the Executive Summary. • • 

E. The focus of the AED was to identify, to the extent 
possible, the differential impacts of each of three 
airport development plans on the same site. 
Comparative evaluations of the potential impacts 
on groundwater were done prior to undertaking this 
AED, as part of the Site Selection process . 
Additional assessments of groundwater impacts 
will be conducted as part of the EIS scheduled for 
completion during 1995. Because it was deemed 
unlikely that there would be significant differences 
in groundwater impacts arising from the differences 
in airport configuratior,s on, essentially, the same 
site, analysis of such impacts was specifically 
deferred in the June, 1994 .. Scoping Decision 
Document". 
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February J, 1995 

"•. Jenn Unruh 
Metropolitan Alrporu C-l1alon 
6040 21th A•enue South 
Nlnne■poll•, MN 55lo50 

l>•Ar Ne . Unruh: 

Thank you !or ,ending .. th• Surface Vaur Quellty Analyll• technlc■ l report 
for the tlew Airport c-prehenalve Plan. 

The O.rt1rt1Hnt recognlz•• it ■11y b• pn■ature ■ t thh ■ tag• or the Duel Track 
pl ■nnlng proce11 to rlgorou1ly ••••in• eltern■ti._, end eelect a prehrred 
wn ■ tevetPr treet•ent 1y1te■ (1) for the new elrport 1cenarlo. Ve would expect, 
however, that the Jlroject EIS 1hould 111a■ lne co1t1 and bane flu of we1t1watH' 
tre11t11ent option,. Accordingly, we o{fer the Collowlng advance c-ente and 
41u•1tion1 ln the •e•• order a, preaented ln the Surface Vaur Quality. 
An1ly1h . 

l. 

2. 

,. 

rage 30, Con1tructed Wetland• 

Thu• 1y1te■1 ••Y not provide adequate trc-ot1Hnt or a-nh nlttogen and 
BOD during the winter ■onth1. Hlgh flov1 through wetland• can 
contribute to 1erlo111 dhsolved oxygen i,roble■1 ln receiving 1trea■1, 
•"reel ally if the11e wetland• recehe high atrength IOD w11t1loed1. 

Pt1ge 41, Peak llunoU katH 

Th~re apr• ■u to h• a dhcrep■ncy between peak runoff r■u1 calculated 
by the US COE end the Ver•llllon lllv■ r V1ter1hed K■nage .. nt co-inion 
(VVHC) . TI1l1 ehould be n1olved. 

P11ge 49, S11nltary V11atevater 

An "••••••ent h needed to 11tl■1te ofr-elt• v11t1water tr1at1Hnt need, 
reaultlng Cro■ nev airport induced develop1Hnt ln erea1 ind co-unltl•• 
1urrounding the new eirport elta, How would th• elrport and ltl induced 
develop-nt lapact the capacity at wutewaur treataant plant ■ ln theu 
co-.initiea? 

I 
I 
I 

A. I A. The potential limitations of constructed wetlands I' / 
are known and acknowledged. Consequently, the , 
AED only lists them under Additional Mitigation 
Measures as •other options•. 

B. I B. There is definitely a discrepancy between the peak 
runoff rates mentioned. Potential flooding impacts 
will be evaluated further in the EIS. It is anticipated 
that this will need to be done using the US COE 
data since that data was used to set 100-year flood 1-1 
elevations. The analysis will focus on the • 
incremental effect of the airport facilities. 
Resolving the conflict between the data sets 
available on the Verll)illion River Watershed is not 
feasible within the constraints of this EIS process. 

C. IC. An. evaluation of the airport's estimated 
wastewater flows on existing wastewater 
treatment facilities was conducted and described as 
part of the Site Selection AED . Assessment of the 
potential impact of induced development on the 
capacity of existing wastewater treatment plants I 
that are part of the Metropolitan Disposal System 
will need to be conducted by the Metropolitan I 
Council as part of its regional wastewater 
management planning responsibilities.· Such an 
assessment would require resolution of the extent / 
to which the Council can or cannot control 
potential induced development through its regional 1 growth management process. I 

I 

;1 
I 

I 
I 

II 
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N•. Jenn Unruh • February 3, 1995 2 

•. P•g• SO, lla•t-ater Tre•teent at lro,.•ed Airport 

Vh•t h the bub of the appeunt NPCA ,.ucy th•t requtre1 advanced 
tuataent for •11gnlficant• dhchargu ln the 1-.r end of fool 2T Vhat 
h algnlrtcant? 

S. Page Sl, Dhcharga belov LID 2. 

·~· 

7. 

Vhat h the buh of the concluelon that only aecondary treataent -uld 
b• required lf wutev■ur fro■ the alrport Wa• dhcharged below LID 2? 
Aho, doe• thle •••luatlon con•lder th■ plane for a n.w -tro area II 
regional treataent plant that would be located ~ust vpetreu of U>/2? 

The uctlon or Mlululppl River upetrea■ of L/D 2 -y not b1 oxygen 
11■ 1 ud dur lng low tlov tondl tlon•, but l t h a r■ "ch where toxlc veter 
qu111lty 1tandard, sro being exceeded (Le . , PC&e and Hg). Thie iaplhe 
that thh rlver reech h water quallty lllllt■d . Further, there ■ay be a 
probh■ with other .,,-uta a■ future wa■ te flow■ lncr■••• fro■ the Twin 
Cith1 area and fr- planned developaent■ ln the Heating■ area. Ae a 
reeul t, there h a need for • thorough •••luation of toxic dhcheraee 
and the need to -•t both Kinneeote'e and Whconeln'a veter quality 
standards for toxic sub•tancee ln the Hlululppl lll•er. Thie 
•valuation .,.,. Indicate that total ••d- dally load, (nIDLa) for •­
toxic eub1unce1 ••Y ~ nttcee1ery to -lntain and protect rec■ i•in1 
veter qu•llty •t•ndard•. 

P11ge 51, Probable t..vel of Treataent llequired 

We concur vi th the nt1ed to re90v■ phnsphoru■ and •-onh nitrogen at any 
nev WHt ■veter treat11ent facility in the river reach below L/D 2. 
Again, •o•e con1ldeutlon should be ■ad■ to eccount for other wa1tew1ter 
fl ova anociatld vi th Hcondary develop■ent that will be inevitable. 
Furthf'r, it ■ay be appropriate to con■ lder • new regional plant that 
would lnclud11 the City of Heiting■ along with the airport and aeeoclatad 
developaente. 

r11ge 51, Space Requlreaent■ for Waetevater Treata.nt FacUi ty 

Wh11t h the buh of the et ■ te■ent that a 5 ■gd 1Hch11nlcal treat■ent 
hclllty would requfre 50 ■ cree of land? Thi ■ would l ■ply th■ t the 
•1dstlng Hetro Pl ■ ut in St. Paul would require 2,500 acre• of lend 
( about 4 aquara ■1 le,) lf it were to ba de~ ign■d today, 

Ph■ se ,idd th•u •• supple■f'ntal c-enu to ■y letter o! January 13, 1995, 
for th,- Draft Alternative Envirorwental Doc1ment for the tfev Airport 
Co■ pr•h•n9fve Plan. Feel fr■• to addres• any que,tione on the above to - at 
(715) 839-3747. 

Slncer.,l)'., 

.1:lhs~ 
lnvirontunul l ■pact Coordinator 
11/lLHI. u 

I 

I 
I 

D. 

E. 

F. 
G. 

D. Please refer to Minnesota Rules, Chapter 7050 for 
a full discussion of the subject. However, Section 
7050.0185 NON DEGRADATION FOR ALL 
WATERS. Subp. 2. Definitions, contains the 
following: •significant discharge means: 

(1) a new discharge of sewa_ge, industrial, or 
other wastes greater than 200,000 gallons 
per day to any water other than a crass 7, 
limited resource value water; or 

(2) an expanded discharge of sewage, 
industrial, or other wastes that expands by 
more than 200,000 gallons per day and that 
discharges to any water other than a class 7, 
limited resource value water;• 

The AED identifies the Mississippi River from the 
Rock Island Bridge to Lock and Dam 2 and below 
Lock and Dam 2 as having an MPCA classification 
of •2e·, which makes it otner than a class 7 water. 

E. The basis for the conclusion is contained in 
Minnesota Rules, 7050.0210 GENERAL 
STANDARDS FOR DISCHARGES TO WATERS OF 
THE STATE. and 7050.0211 FACILITY 
STANDARDS. The former, at Subp.9. Water quality 
based effluent limitations., states •Any effluent 
limitation determined to be necessary under this 
section shall only be required of a discharger after 
the discharger has been given notice of the specific 
effluent limitations and an opportunity for public 
hearing ... • 7050.0211 establishes a minimum of 
secondary treatment for municipal point source and 
other point source dischargers of sewage. 

The evaluation does not consider the plans for a 
new metro area SE regional treatment plant. 
Decisions regarding whether or when such a plant 
may be constructed are not available. The Site 
Selection AED did discuss another possibility, a 
regional plant, located downstream of Hastings. 

The establishment of total maximum daily loads for 
toxics may be necessary to maintain and protect 
receiving water qualit_y standards in certain river 
reaches or segments. To the extent that such loads 
are established for river segments potentially 
affected by discharges associated with the 
proposed airport site, and are available for use in 
the EIS, they will be used in the assessment of 
water quality impacts. However, establishment of 
such TMDLs is not something which can be 
accomplished within•this environmental review 
process. We are not aware of any data which 
would indicate that a new airport facility would 
result in any detectable increase in PCB or Hg 
loadings. • 

F. See Responses E. and C. above. 

G. Initial concepts for the wastewater treatment 
facility involve a variety of conservative 
assumptions. While it is possible to design a 5 
mgd plant to occupy a smaller space, it is not 
prudent to unduly constrain the potential space 
required at this stage. 
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Ka. Jenn Unruh 
Metropolitan Airports eo-i•1ion 
6040 28th Avenue South 
KlnnHpol11, KN 55450 

Dur Ks . Unruh: 

Thank you for aending aa the Su{face Water Quality An&lyal1 technical report 
for 1th• New Airport Co■prehen1ive Plan. 

Th• Depart11ent recognize• lt aay be pre■atur• at this 1tage of th• Dual Track 
plaMing proceu to rigoroualy exaaine alternatives and aelect a preferred 
va1tewater treat■ent 1y1te■(1) for the new airport 1cenario . We would expect, 
however, that the project EIS ahould exaaine co1t1 and benafit1 of wastewater 
treatment optiona . Accordingly, we offer the following advance co-•nts and 
qu.1tion1 in the aaae order as presented in the Surface Water QWllity 
Analysis. 

1. Page 30, Constructed Wetlands 

2. 

3. 

These sy1te■1 aay not provide adeqWlte treecaant of a-onia nitrogen and 
IOD during the winter ■onths. High flow• through vetland1 can 
concributa to aerioua dia1olved oxygen probleu in receiving 1treaa1, 
especially if then wetland• receive high strength IOD waateload1. 

Page 41, Peak Runoff Ra.tea 

Then appears to be a di1crapancy between peak nmoff rates calculated 
by the US COE and the Ver■Ul1on River ·gacer1had Kanage■ant co-1 ■ 1ion 
(WKC). Thia 1hould be resolved . 

Page 49, Sanitary Wastewater 

An a1ses111ent 11 needed to e1ti■ate off•1ite wastewater treataent need• 
re11.Alting fro■ new airport induced develop■ent in ar••• and co-l.lllitiea 
al.lrrounding the new airport 1ite. How vould the airport and it• induced 
develop-nt iapact the capacity at va1tevater treacaent plant• in th••• 
co■-unith17 

I I 
I 

I I 
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Ju . Jenn Unruh • February l, 199S 2 

4, fag• 50, Ua1tavatar Traacaent at Propo1ad Airport 

s. 

6. 

7. 

What i1 the ba1i1 of th• apparent KPCA policy that raquira1 advanced 
traataent for ••ignificant• d11charga1 in cha lover and of Pool 27 What 
11 1ignificant7 

Paga Sl, Dlschar1• balov L/D 2. 

What 11 the basis of the conclusion that only secondary treat■ent vould 
be required if va1tavater fro■ the airport va1 discharged below L/D 27 

,Aho, does thia evaluat_ion conaider the plana for a new .. tro area S£ 
regional traataent plant that would be located just upatraaa of LD/21 

The ,action of Hi11i11ippi liver up1trau of L/D 2 aay not be oxygen 
li■ited during low flov condition,, but it 11 a reach vhera toxic vatar 
quality standards are being exceeded (l . a., PCB1 and Hg). Thia l■pli•• 
that this river reach 11 water quality ll■itad . Further, thara uy be a 
probl1■ with other ■atal, aa future waata flow, increase fro■ the Twin 
Citiae area and fro■ planned davalop■1nt1 in the Hastings area. Al a 
raault, there 11 a need for a thorough evaluation of toxic discharge, 
and th• need to ■aet both HiMe1ota'1 and W11con1in'1 water quality 
itandarda for toxic substances in the Mi11is1ippi River. Thia 
evaluation ••Y indicate that total MXi■ua daily loada (TKDLs) for ,o_ 
toxic 1ub1tanc11 uy be naca11ary to .. intain and protect racaivin& 
water quality 1tandard1. 

Paga 51, Probable Leval of TreatMnt laquired 

We concur vith the need to re■ove phoaphorua and ... onia nitrogen at any 
new wastewater treataent facility in the river r11ch below L/0 2. 
A&ain, 10111 con■ ideration should ba -d• to account for other vaatawatar 
flo1o1a auociated with Hcondary d1valop■1nt that vill be inevitable. 
Further, it ••Y be appropriate to consider a naw regional plant that 
would include the City of Hastings along with the airport and as1ociatad 
dave lop111nt1 . 

P•&• 51, Space laquira■ent1 for Waatawacar Traataanc Facility 

Uhat i• the basia of the 1tata■1nt that a 5 ■&d ■achanical traataent 
facility would require 50 acre, of land? Thia vould i■ply that th• 
existing Metro Plant in Sc. Paul would require 2,500 acraa of land 
(about 4 aquar1 ■1111) if it vara to be da1i1n•d today. 

Pl•••• add th••••• 1uppla■1ntal co-•nta to ■y letter of. January 13, 1995, 
for the Draft Alternative EnviroNHntal Docwaenc for the Hew Airport 
Co■prahenaive Plan . Feel fr•• to addreaa any questions on the above to•• at 
(715) 139-3747 . 

·~tL 
T-"'°LoveJ(f' / 
EnviroNHntal la.pact Coordinator 
EI/TL371.u 



® Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
0--efT•~,___ 
•na 

February 2, 1995 

8\#llAU OIi ADtONAunca 
U02 &-yge,, ,._ 
,.o. lo■ 7114 
........_ WI U707•7t,4 

Ms. Jenn Unruh 
Metropolitan Airpons Commiuion 
6040 • 28th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 

Dyal ImJc Plaooiog Procczs 
New Ajmort Compcebmivc Piao 
PoO At1crn11ivc Enyjmnmental Document 

Dear Ms. Unruh: 

T...,-: IIOtl 2H•Ul1 
FAX: 11011 217•17 ... 
TTY: teOll 2H•Ul1 

We have reviewed the Draft Alternative Environmental Document (AED) and find it 
-complete in scope and sufficient in depth to reach reasonable conclusions regarding each or 
the alternatives addressed. Two outstanding issues for Wisconsin that will need to be 

_ discussed in the future EIS include: 

1) induced land-use changes for the Wisconsin side of the Mississippi River, 
and; 

2) the induced transpon.ation impacts for Wisconsin, ie. infrastructure 
improvements to state and local bridges and highways. 

Aircraft noise will also be an additional issue for Wisconsin, and should be addressed in the 
final EIS. 

We would like 10 offer the fnllowing specific comments on the Draft AED: 

Page i, paragraph 5 • we suggest rewording the end of the 3rd sentence to read 
• .. . as tht prtfurtd sirt for a pottruiaJ MW airport•. 

Page ii, paragraph 2 under Environmental Evaluation • the scoping process 
evaluation for •tr2nsporution access• was limited to within the sites. 

Page iii, paragraph 8 under •Transpon.ation• - add the sentence ■nlese regional 
travel demands and associated impacts will be addressed in the EJs•. Without this 
sentence the statement is too vague and misleading. 

Pare l-1 and Page 1-3 - we suggest using •New Airport Sitt Comprehensive Plan• 
IO enhance clarity. • 

Page 111-1 • we suggest deleting • ... as e.ither not significant or ... • in the last 
sentence of the second paragraph. 

A. A. Most of the comments have been incorporated. 
The scoping process for transportation access was 
limited to the differences between the alternatives. 
Impacts on mineral resources and solid waste 
disposal, for example, are not significant. 
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Ms. Jenn Unruh 
February 2, 1995 
Page 2 

Pa&e 111-32 - the discussion under the heading H. I • Affected Environment• is 
confusing with the mix or •on site•, and •in and around or adjacent•. 

Page 111-33 • The conclusions developed in H. I regarding existing land use that 
will not be compatible with a new major airport and areas that will be significantly 
impacted are 
issues that are not clarified in the next sections. 

Page 111-53 • the first ,entenee under Section K is misl~ing, additional wordinc 
would clarify the statement. "The highway access impact or the Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan alternatives to the regional system (as they differ between the 
silt alternatives) is addressed in this section.• 

Page 111-54 - the impacu and issues listed should be ~rded as suggested to add 
clarity. The purpose or this phase or the environmental process is to address the 
impact on regional highways (ineludinc Wisconsin) and is or considerable interest to 
the Department or Transportation. 

It 
13 
11 

• ... analysis or rtgionol roadway requirem~ts ... • 
• ... expansion or existing rtgionol roadways ..... • 
• ... within onJ btrwttn stOJtJ . .• • 

These comments on the draft Alternative Environmental Document are provided for your 
consideration. If we can be or further assistance in this review process, please let me 
know. 

~ 
Robert W. Kunkel, P.E. 
Director 

RWK:jls/33287b 

cc: Representative Sheila Harsdorf 
Senator Alice Clausing 
Marlin Beekman, WisDOT 
Glen Orcutt, FAA 
Tom Lovejoy, WisDNR 

I B. I B. The text in H.1 has been modified slightly. The 
main point is that the affected land use is 

I 
predominantly agricultural. 

C. I c. Land use impacts will be further evaluated in the 
draft EIS. 

I D. D. We have avoided the use of the term "site" in order 
to not confuse the comprehensive plan alternatives 
with the site alternatives in the site selection 
process. 

E. E. The analysis will address both local and regional 
roadways. 



~ MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN BOUNDARY AREA COMMISSION e 
~ 611) SECOND $TlEIT. HUDSON. '«'ISCONSIN ,~o16-U76 

Sn-rin1 Ow, S,-.,r Stein .,. tAt St. Crol.r -­....... ..,, •' M--'Ppi Rlttra .,.tt 1'65 -·-__ , .... , .. , ...... _ 
,u,,. • ...,,. ---

Convnissionera, Metropolitan Airporu Commission January 18, 1995 

As a current member of the Minnesota Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission. I wish to 
remind you there has been significant interest by this commission in both the lay-out of the 
Dual Track Planning Process and the eventual decision this process presents. To that end the 
Commission sent Governor Carlson a letter dated June 24, 1994 with a copy to Chainnan 
Braun (copy attached) expressing a number of different questions. Briefly these include: 

• the level of involvement and influence afforded the interests of the State of Wisconsin. 
• The lack of consideration of impacts on boundary rivers between Minnesota and 

Wisconsin ft-om wastewater and stonnwater runoff and air pollution. 
• the lack of consideration ofinduccd development which would occur in both states u a 

result of a Dakota County Build decision 
• the lack of consideration ofa no-build alternatives including the continued use of the 

existing airport coupled with outlying existing regional airports and high speed rail. 
• not mentioned in the letter but mentioned at subsequent meetings is the level of over­

nights over communities in Wisconsin, over the river valleys themselves, over the USFWS 
and NPS designated areas and the impact of these low level flights to the Lower St. Croix 
National Scenic Riverway. 

This letter laid out a thirty year history of cooperation between Minnesota and Wisconsin, 
facilitated in the last 25 years by the MN-WJ BAC. •As recently as May 16, 1994 the 
MWBAC held a plaMers forum with representatives of the Metropolitan Council, the West 
Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission, MNDNR, WIDNR. MNDoT, WIDoT, 
and several local governmental planners to look at how surface transportation system plans, 
decisions and actions in each state are affecting their neighboring state.• 

•These are just a few examples of ways in which our two states have cooperated rather than 
competed, in the past, to address mutual concerns. It appears that we are seeing that the 
Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers are rivers that join our two states, not divide us.• 

As a MWBAC Commissioner I have been asked to appraise you of the fact that the 
Commission has not received any formal response either from Governor Carlson's office or 
the MAC regarding the concerns mentioned above; that the Boundary Commissioners 
continue to be concerned regarding resolution of the inadequacies of the current planning 
process and the shortcomings of the current environmental reviews. We trust, as a response to 
this testimony and our written comments, the MAC will be addressing questions we fed have 
been inadequately attended to, those herein addressed, as well u the many others which have 
been or will be raised through this public hearing and comment process. 

Sincerely, _ \ 

~(v\~~ 
Yunes M. Fitzpatrick 
Commissioner, MiMesota • Wisconsin Boundary Ana Commission 

A. A. The above-mentioned concerns regarding impacts 
and alternatives will be addressed in the Scoping 
Report for the EIS (May 1995) and evaluated as 
appropriate in the Draft EIS (December 1995). 
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8 MINNESOTA-WISCONSIN BOUNDARY AREA COMMISSION -
619 S£CONO mEET, HUDSON, WlSCONSIN )40J6-U76 

.,,.,OwS,,.,..,sr.ld .. dl,Sto.tr 
, .,._i.:::-

June 24, 1994 

-' ~/ii IU«n ,Mer Jks ___ ,,...__,,_.....,.._., 
•--l'lll-'1 

Honorable Ame H. Carlson, Govcrr.or 
State or Minnesota 
130 State Capitol 
SLPaul, Minnesota .55155 

Re: Twin Cities, Minnesota International Airport Expansion 
Dual Tracie Planning Process 

Dear Governor Carlson: 

_,_ --

The Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission, in response to information 
provided to us by a number of legislators, local government officials and citi2ens in both 
Minnesota and Wisconsin, would like to request your support in seeldng resolution to a 
number of issues related to the studies currently being done to consider relocation of 
the Twin Cities International Airport to a site in Dakota County, Minnesota, within five 
miles o( the Minnesota-Wisconsin Border. 

l, Boundary Area O,mmipion Involvement and Issues to Date 

In response to I February, 1993, letter o( i~vitation from the Metropolitan Airports 
Commission (MAC), the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Arca Commission (MWBAC) 
dcsignnted Eric Macbeth o( its staff, to serv·e as a member o( the MAC Site Selection 
Technicnl Advisory Committee for the Dual Track Planning Process. Mr. Macbeth 
served on thll task force as a liaison with the MWB>\C and prepared formal commenu 
on the drllft Alternative Environmental Document (AED) in November and December, 
1993. This ..:ummi1tce, during iu process, n"nnowel.l the chc,ice of possible siics for a 
new airpon to seven, then to three, then to a preferred site (now called site 3). 

ln Febru,1ry, 1994, the MAC again extended an invitation for the MWBAC to 
panicipatc in the process by inviting the MWBAC 10 be represented on a Technical 
Committee to develop I New Airpon Lona Term Comprehensive Plan, within the 
context o( the ongoing Dual Track Planning Process. The MWBAC designa1ed 
Commissioner Harold Craig to serve on this committee. This committee developed 1 
document entitled "Scoping Environmcntnl Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping 
Decision Document• released in Apri\. 1994. That document ducnbcs ahemativcs for 
the desian o( a new airrc,n at Sile 3 in Dakota County, Minne101.a, should a new 
airport, build alternative, be cvcntu11II)' selected by the Minnesota Lcaislature 



Since the release or the two documenu referenced above, our Commission has heard, 
both formally and informally, from a number or sroups and Individuals, with a variety of 
cohcems about: 

(1) The Dual Tracie Plannin& Proceu Itself, (particularly the level of involvement 
and innuence afforded Interests In the State of Wisconsin); 

(2) The lack or consideration or impacts on the boundary rivers between 
Minnesota and Wisconsin from wastewater and stormwater runoff and air 
pollution; 

(3) The lack or consideration or induced development which could occur in both 
Minnesota and Wisconsin as a result of a Dakota County build decision; and, 

(') The lack or adequate consideration of no-build alternatives, Including the 
continued use nr the existing airport, coupled with the use of outlying regional 
airports and high-speed rail transportation links. 

11tete toHcHiU V..tte h1o1t tecenlly addressed al a public meeting of the MWBAC'1 
MIUlsllppi lllvt:t Jlt:gional Commilll:e on May 18, 1994 in Red Wing, Minnesota, and 
amptlned llhd nugmenled In discussions or this topic at the resular public meeting of 
the full Comh1ission nn June 9, 1994. in Hudi1on, Wisconsin. 

Durina discussion or this issue at our June 9, 1994 meetins, our Commission was 
personally Informed hy Wisconsin $enntor Alice Oau~ing and Wisconsin Representative 
Shella Harsdorf, that they, along with Representatives Al Baldus and Harvey Stower, 
had, two days prior to the meeting, formally requesl~d the assistance of the Wisconsin 
Attorn~y General, James Doyle, to obtain •an injunction enjoining Minnesota, through 
the Mtltopolilan Airport Commission, from continuing the Metropolitan Airport Dual 
Tr•clt Planning Process until Wisconsin has been granted enfranchisement in the 
process." 

1 Hjstnrlc Prc;:ctdcnt for P■rtnmbio PJannioR Decision-making and Management 

The fact that people and resources in Pierce, St. Crolx arid Polk Counties, in Wisconsin, 
can often be significantly affected by plannina proccues implemented, decisions made, 
and permlU granted In Minnesota, Is not new. One can go beck to a similar concern 
which arost in the tarly 1960s when the Allen S. J(jng Power Plant was proposed In 
Oak Park Heights, Minnesota, 'llith the final decision bcina made by Minnesota 
Authorillti without, many felt, adequate involvement and innucnce by the people or the 
Stale or Wisconsin. In re~ponsc to that concern, the lcgisl.1turcs or both states, by 
mutual compact, created the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundar')' Area Commission. 
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1n the 1973, havin; learned some valuable lessons, the States, with the help or the 
Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Arei Commission, signed a Cooperative Agreement 
with the National Park Service ror joint management of the Lower St. Croix River as a 
federally-designated, jointly-administered, National Scenic Rivcrway. 

More recently, the Dcpanmcnu or Natural Resource£ of both states, the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency, and the National Park Service, again with the assistance of 
the t.,Unnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Arel!, Commission, signed a cooperative agreement 
for ]oint research and planning to protect the waters of the entire 7,650 square mile St. 
Croix Watershed, one that lies primarily in Wisconsin, but aff ecu the interstate waters 
of both states. 

A£ recently as May J6, ]994, the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Arca Commission held 
a planners forum with representatives or the Metropolitan Council, the West Central 
Wisconsin Regional Plannine Commission, the Minnesota and Wisconsin Departments 
of Natural Resources, the Minnesote and Wisconsin Depanmenu or Transportation, 
and several local government planners • to look at how the surface transportation 
system plans, decisions and actions in each state arc affecting their neighboring state 
across our boundary rivers. 

The above arc just a few examples of ways in which our twO states have cooperated, 
rather than competed, in the past, to address mutual concerns. h appears that. 
increasingly, we ;ire seeing th11t the Miuissippi and St. Croix Rivers arc rivers that join 
our two states, not divide us. 

~ The Need Cm Similar C.OOncration on Air Tramoorution l,ssues 

The planning process being implemented in Minnesota, which could result in a major 
new airport within five miles of the Minnesota-Wisconsin border, could be well-served 
by full enfranchisement of interests in the State of Wisconsin. There is strong 
precedent for such joint planning and decision-making. AJ we see the srowth of the 
Twin Cities reach out extend itS tentacles into the Wisconsin countryside, is even more 
critical now, than ever before, to v.·ork as panners in planning and prosrcss. 

The Commissioners of the Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Arca Commission, in 
acknowledgement of the concerns expressed in· preceding paragraphs of this letter, on 
June 9, 1994, formally approved, by unanimous vote, the transmittal of this letter of 
concern, askin·g the Governors and Legislators of each state to take whatever steps 
necessary to resolve the inadequacies or the current planning proeess, the shoncomings 
of the current environment~! reviews, and to expand the horizon of options to include, 
at a minimum, the alternatives of the use of high speed rail _and satellite airport support 
which could enable continued use of the existine airpon as an alternative to 
c:onstnsction of a new airpon in Dakota County, Minnuo1,a. 

We hopt that the called-for Injunction by the Wisconsin Attorney Oeneral would not be 
nettUary to tesolve this Issue. However, should other alternatives for connid­
rctolutlon fail, the Commission would lupport such an action In the Interest or fndudina 
Wisconsin as full partners In this process. Your support and assist1rnce In this matter 
would bl &rt11tly appreciated. Ai always, our Commission stands ready to Join with Its 
aaerteiel In both staid, to seek efficient and effective solutions to our mutual concerns. 

s1rn;~1y, ~ 

c-5,;.J~J/~""--
~~v ne Blue, Chair 
Mihndot•• Wi$consin Boundary Aru Commission 

,, M~ I 

naVoftl::rais, Vice -W.r 
Minnesota-Wlsconslr\ Bollndal")' Area Commission 

cc: Wisconsin Lesislative Advisors (see attached roster) 
MihMUota Legi~lativc Advisors (see attached roster) 
James P. Doyle, Attorney General Office, Wisconsin 
Hubert H. Humphrey, Ill, Attorney General, Minnesota 
Rod Sando, Commissioner, Minnesota Dept. or Natural Resources 
Ocorl!c Meyer, Secretary, Wiicon!lin Dept. or No1ur11l Resoruccs 
Richard Broun, Choir, Metropolitan Airporu Commission 



~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

r-chru•ry l-4, l9'J.5 

Jdfrey W. ll•mlcJ 
E.ccutivc Dircelor 
Mctror,olilan Airports Com1niaion 
6040 • 2A1h AYCnuc South 
Minnc11pol~ MN Ss-450-2799 

RE: MC'lr"f'Olitan Alrrort• Comm~ion 
New Airport Comprehensive Plan Or11r1 
A11ern11liYC Envimnmen111I Documcnl 
Me1mroli111n Council Rderr11I File No. 16041-'4 

Dc:ir Mr. llamicl: 

At iu fflC'eting on Fchrunry 9, 1995, the Metmr,olitan Council cnnsidc:red the New Airr,ort 
O,mprehemivc Plan Or11rt Al1cm111ivc Environmental DocumcnL This consideralion was bllSCd on 
a rcporl or lhe Tranlporl11tion Commillc-e, Rercrral Rcrort No. 95-ti. A copy of thill rerort ii 
flllftl'h~•,1. 

1nc Me1ror,nli111n Council lllioplcd Che 1t11rT report wilh lhe rolk,,nnJ rec:ommendatiom: 

J. 1'h111 the Mctmr,olit11n Council approve Che findings listed hck,w ·and transmit them 10 
lhe Mclropolit•n Airports Commiuion a ill' commenlJ on the New Airr,orl 

• Comprehc~,ive Pinn Drart Ahern111ivc Environmental Documenl. 

fi!!sli!m 

I . The fin11l Ahern11tivc Environmenl■I Drxument (AED) 1hould clearly state the 
a\Sumpliom med in air quality rnodcllin,t rch,tcd to orT,1ite imr,11e11. The drarc 
AED docs not as.-., air qu11lily impacts on a region11l acalc, a would he 
appror,ri111c for a regional facility Kuch u :in intcrni,tional airport. 

2. The fin11I AEO should he consistent in lhe dclinhions used for the an11ly,is of 
noi~ imp1K•IJ. 

:t The Final AtT> ahoultl cnnsidcr • b~r range of measures lo milig•lc lhe loa 
nr 1111 c11r,Mi1y hy communities within the 11irJ'l.,rt ailc. 

,..,..,, r.k <'-.• 2,0 r ..... r11tt, !itt~ ~ r.,_....._,..!,.',IOl -lt>1'1 61:Z 2'91 -f,~1,9 r. 2'91-6!>§0 T00291-0004 

®-·- "'" ,__, ,.,,,_..,.,.,v f..,pl,,i,r, 

A. 

I B. 

I 
I 

C. 

A. No off-site air quality impact analysis was included 
in the AED since no difference in off-airport traffic 
would occur. The assumptions will be clearly 
identified as part of the region-wide air quality 
analysis that will be prepared for the EIS. 

B. This comment refers to (new) Table 26. The Draft 
AED specified that for the City of Hampton (line 7) 
there would be no discernable difference among the 
altern11tives. Earlier in the text, it was stated that 
a difference of less than 3 dB is indistinguishable 
for the average listener. Since Alternatives 1 and 
2 vary by 3 dB, Table 26 has been corrected to 
note that there is a difference among the 
alternatives for SEL values at the City of Hampton. 

C. The purpose of the AED is to evaluate the 
differences between the three proposed alternatives 
for the new airport comprehensive plan . The loss of 
tax capacity and potential measures to mitigate this 
loss are issues which will be evaluated in the EIS, 
comparing the impacts of an expansion of 
Minneapolis-St . Paul International Airport and 
development of a new airport. 
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Jcrrrcy W. Hamiel 
Fcltruary 14, 199.S 
P•ge 2 

<4. The Final AF.O ahoukl lnclude the lc¥cJ oC treatment neccaary for ■ny •iJnlr1Cant 
new dischar,e to either lhe Vemintlon Of Miuiairpi Jlhien and provide 
information un the lc¥cJ oC lrealment (or 1ny new point or non('Oint ■ourte 
discharacs. 

5. 11,c Final AF.O 1hould corrcctly identify the Vcrmntlon Rivff W■tenihcd 
M11n11gcfflCftl Organiutlon. 

Ii. The tc:11t in the Final AED ahnulcl correctly Identify BOD • biochctnical nK)'len 
demand. 

7. The final Ar.O should oh111in from the Vermillion Ri¥cr Watenhcd Management 
Org11niullon a l('ICCinC dclcrrnination of tt,e adequacy of lhe rror,nsecf rvnorr 
ronJing and 11nrage (llcililica in D'leeting the OrJ■nization'1 ot■hli,hed re■k flow 
r■tc 1t1nd1uk. 

8. The fin11I AF.D rnu,1t ecknowlcdie lh11t the C.ounci1'1 lllltrim Strfltt(Y 1uidclina or 
their •uc:cctAOr will he complied with in design or the chosen allcrnativc'a 
IIClfmw■ lcr marutgcmcnt l)'ltcm. 

9. The fin11I AT:D 1ho11kl r,ecludc the UM! nf' dry p>nds, inliliratlon ba.,in■, 
lnfil1r111ion trf'nche~. rorous p1YCment, m1,.tion bll"ins, filter atrlpi, and rr■-cd 
twalca in ■reM dc1ennil'IC'cJ to be 'l"C,Y ■cn■ilivc o, 'l"C,Y highly acnailivc lo 
imund,,.111cr conl11mln111inn. 

10. The final AEO should pn:1en1 an ltcmiaition or 111 rmjc:ctcd unitary watewater 
COffl('IOrK'nl1 and their respective "°""" and conc.cntrationa. 

11. The final AEO should Include di.'Cussion or and/or •rccir.c rcfe,encca to the 
Rr,;Of'lnl 8/uq,rint rolicics and actiom rc;11rding region11I infrutrvcturc, aviation, 
the rural ICrvk:c arcn, and the Commercial Agricullu,.I Ate11. 

Att11ehcd k • ml'Y or I lcllcr (mm Emit Brandl, TrensJIOrl•tion Advisory Bo.rd Qiordin11tor, 
cnmmcn1inJ on the don.imcnt. 

S
. ·, ✓-, 

. ,na-rc,y,J 

l (lv~/Ltttv\.---
\. Curt Johmon 

Chair 

CJ:lv 
A1111ehmcnts 
«-: M11rk r-iliri, Mctrnroli111n C-.ffllncil S11rr 

D. 

I 
I 
IE. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

D. To the extent that it is possible to obtain current 
information on waste load allocations and/or total 
maximum daily loads for river segments potentially 
affected by discharges associated with the 
proposed airport site, they will be used in the 
assessment of water quality impacts. Minnesota 
Rules (7050.0210 GENERAL STANDARDS FOR 
DISCHARGES TO WATERS OF THE ST ATE and 
7050.0211 FACILITY STANDARDS) will be 
assumed to govern discharge requirements in the 
absence of either current waste load allocations or 
TMDLs. 

The appropriate changes regarding the VRWMO 
and BOD will be made. 

E. Please see above, and Dakota County Response C. 

F. If design of a stormwater manapement system for 
a new airport in Dakota County Is ever undertaken, 
it will be governed by numerous regulatory 
requirements and guidelines, no doubt including 
those referenced in the comment. It is unclear how 
the AED could be improved by singling out any one 
of the factors that will have to be taken into 
account by the designers. 

G. The AEO discusses BMPs considered and those on 
which the stormwater system concepts are based. 
Infiltration approaches have mostly been avoided. 
It is not the function of an AEO to preclude 
alternatives. 

H. The AED discusses current estimates of 
wastewater discharges and contaminants of 
concern . Additional information will be developed 
for the EIS; however, the wastewater treatment 
facilities have not been and will not be fully 
designed in the course of this EIS process. 

I. The Rei;1ional Blueprint, approved by the 
Metropolitan Council in September 1994, includes 
policies and actions that mesh with the dual track 
airport planning process, of which the AEO is a 
part. Specificalfy, the Regional Blueprint states that 
the Metropolitan Council "'will actively promote 
development of a re,9ional economic strategy to 
strengthen the area s ability to. compete. . . • 
(Policy #1) To that end, the Blueprint calls for 
identifying the need for new infrastructure, 
including either expanding MSP or developing a 
new airport, and continuing the Council's work on 
the dual track airport planning process. 
Additionally, the Blueprint states that the Council 
•will ensure that regional services and facilities 
under its jurisdiction are provided cost-effectively 
to support development and revitalization of the 
region ."' (Policy #5) One of the action steps 
identified to implement that policy is the support of 
commercial agriculture, including the Agriculture 
Preserve program and farmlands classified by the 
Soil Conservation Service as prime farmland and 
farmland of statewide importance. 



... 

1j~ Metropolitan Council 
JI.A Ad'"'"'""' •"fov.,a' ffC'""""' -•·MO•'""° ...,.,..,.,.,,..n, ... ,.,...., ..nit ...iu.-

TRANSrORTATION AD\1!.0RY IIOAllD 

Janual)· :?3, 199.5 

J•r:iea Solem, Reci.:,nal Adminislr■lor 
Metropoli1an Council 
Mean Parl: Centre 
2.\0 E. fifth Street 
SL r•ul, MN 551C/J 

RE: Rcvk·:· or •Ne•· Aii,or1 Con,~rchcnsM Plan D11r1 AJ1cm11ivc Environmental Do:umcnr• 
(~S-2) 

Dur Mr. Sobn: 

/\! 1he hnual)· 16. 1995 mcc1in~ or the Tnnspor111ioo Advi."O')' Bo•rd, the Board •rrroYt'd the 
lollov.inr rommenu or iu A•i1tinn Commiuec 10d or the TAC conc.cniin, the •Ne,.· Airpon 
Cnmprehcnsh-e Plan Draft AJ1ema1ivc Environmcn11I OocwnenL• 

TI.D Avi:a1ioo Commiuec: 

J. EndorK chc coma,enu nr rhe Tc.chnical Ad,~ory Commiucc. The TAB, in p111icular, •-anu 
10 rcinCorc.c the need 10 provide all 1cle-·1n1 1r1CCic d111 in • 1imelr r,,auner for the decision­
mal:iur rroc.cu. 

ll2. Acu.u froa, the 1i1e lo the rciional bil!hv.·ar t)'StCDI nf'e.& 10 have 1hc nu.c.ssarJ loa1ion1I 
~ Dwbiliry 10 1cconunod~1e any c.h•n!!C.< D11de ocees.sary L< a result or 1bc [inal EIS. 
'"'3. The impacl or 1hem11ivc , J on lbc reronal par I: II Grey Ooud uecds 10 be rccoriiz.cd. 

l AC Coa,mcnu: 

Sec 111achmcn1. 

Thuc commr.nl< arr- ,,,,..,.,ded 10 1hc Me1ropoli11n Council fnr c:cnsidcn1icln in prcparint hs rc•-ic•· 
or th: Drah AED. 

Sinr:!rely, 

({~l~1rf-pli 
Enn,~randl 
Tunspnnarioo CN, • rd1na1or 

EB :jlm 
A111chmcn1 
c.c: Robert 0,,.-cns, Chair, TAB 

t-:acho Diu, M:-.at"• Omr:.e of Tran.•por1a1ion and Tr1nsi1 Dcvelopm.:nl 
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DATE: 

TO: 

TR.t..NST'ORTATION ADVISORY !OARD 
Mca" r■ rL: C.Cntrc, 230 E Fillh S1., SL Paul, MN 55101 . 

ACTJON TRANSMIT AL 

NO. 95. 2 

TllOM: 

Janua1:· 10, J90S 

Tran,ponaatOtl At'-un,,- Board 

Technal Achil.Or)· ~mmiuee 

MOTION: That the T/.8 Mtont the c.ornmcnu r,erared by the Technical Ad•~I")· Comrniti.ee 
on 1'1:: Nr,.· Nl'J"):1 Lon,-Term Comprehemh-c Plan Drar1 1J1em11h,c 
E!!,;r .-.:,mena~I !Jxur:1en1 1n:l lor,·1r:l 1hem 10 1hc Me1ropoli11r, C:OUncil. 

13:\0-0ROUt-'D I,.. rUR.TO:;F. Or ACTION: The docu:ne111 under rr-.;c..• con11ins tbe ,csulu of 
lh: C\'llu11io11 or 1he impa.:u on the envi:011me01 or thre.c: diCTc,ent development plai.s undct study 
~ · 1he Mrtropoliur. Airro,u <.ommwion (MAq f01 • poacnti.l neso· replac.cment •irt>orl iD DaL:011 
County. The MAC is 1equireA 10 complcac • 30-~-car cc,mprchcosiYC plan r.,r • ne,.. •ifron b)· 
J1ou1ry 1, 1996, 10 me.ct tbc 1t>.qui1emenu o( tbe Leiilla1urc in the Dual -Tuck Airp:m tlannina 
Proc.u! . 

IS~UES RAISED J1Y COMJ.fTITEE ).{EMDER~: The commiue.c: ,.-a., conc.crned that m■nr serious 
qucstic,ns •-ere um u01r11,.-errd, Ji,-cn the roi111 tbc 1irpoM pbnnini rroc,.u bad reached. These 
i.s.sucs, surh as site ace.cs, . should he detcrmioed before a comprchcnsi,-c: plan '"''U dcvdopcd for the 
si!c . The C('mrr.i11re 1d:,;ned the follov.ini c.ornmenu: 

l. The fin~I AED should include traffic c.ounu 10 and UKludin, the ri11Ct crouin~ and into 
Wi-<cnns;n. 

:Z. The Final AED should inrludc the JOurc.c or trame data and nsumptioru med in rcner11in, 
that traffic da1a and 1ha1 some of the data on Fi~urc.s 2S and :?9 11pre•r intuiln-cl)· inacxura1e 
(i .e. l-3!i\\' nnd Cedar Avenue sou1h or J-4!l~). 

3. The final AED should provide information on o:i~ins and lil:el) rout<-..s. 

.. 

TO 

Addiaionally, that prior tn the releuc of a Draft En,ironmenul lmp1e: S111ernen1, the MAC 
shoulc! rrep11re and relc.A.sc for public rc-ic,,.· a tcchnir.al documrn1 wnccmin, cround acc.eu 
imp11cL• and tl,r. 11,<Ump1inn., used in prep,rinr the ■ n•l)'lis or 1hcne impacu. 1his an•ltsis 
shc,uld include, but no1 be limited 10, lhc follov.-ini : 

Prcnidr 1020 build 1hem11h-c tramc demand, includin, 1h11 fCne, 111cd ~ ­
sccondu-y. rcripher 11 develormenl. 

rro,irl~ improvemenLJ needed 10 thr tran~portaaion J\'lltcm. includinc. c.osu 
and Pl :cr.,11i,-c•. a: :c...l"c" traf!'rc dem:1111!. 

11,11 ,~~ 111ah,i, shn.:IJ in•-oln.: \\'isc.onsin DOT, >-~n/DO'J aa,,c! the r.:tlcr•: 
Hi(:!,.,-., . .... dnunis1111iun . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . • . . . . . . . .. .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 
~Ol'Tl!,O 

ACTIOl, REOUESTF.D Dt,TE COMl'L£TED 

A•i11ion Ad•ison 
T.V: • 

Rc-i:,.· and Rc.com:nl'nd 
T,c,·ie,.· anc! Rcc.o::\nitnd 
Arpro--c 

J:!/16.'94 
1/~ 'IS 
_J24:"' T.~ 

Trar,sporaa•ion Commi111:c 
t'; ti,, · i,!t.: ! Council 
W.etrrr-:1li: ,r. C,,unril 

.l\;,pro--c 

C-:n:ui 

I A. 

B. 

A. This information will be in the EIS. 

8. A technical report on ground access will be 
prepared. It will ad_dress induced demand and 
needed capacity improvements . 
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February 2, 1995 

D,1.KOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 
1590 MWY. ~ • t<ASTINGS MINNESOTA S!I033 • ~E 437~27 

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

1212 ¥r ,., .. ST 
MASTIHOS ~ 5S033 

T[U~ 
H()t.t[ •lf ·11'1 

,., SUBJECT: Comments, Draft New Airport Comprehensive Plan, Alternative Environmental 
Document 

Dear Mr. FiMey: 

Dakota County would like to express iu appreciation to the Metropolitan Airports Commission 
for this oppor1Unity to comment on the New Airport Comprehensive Plan - Draft Alternative 

• Environmental Document (AED). 

On page ii of the Executive Summary, the New Airport AED concludes that "The environmental 
evaluation did not reveal any critical finding that would preclude development of any of the 
alternatives." A similar conclusion appears on page JV-I. Dakota County believes these 
conclusions are not supported by the level of analysis in the New Airport AED. The analysis 
either leaves for future study , the EIS, or does not sufficiently address critical elements required 
to reach such a conclusion. Elements not sufficiently addressed which are critical to such a 
conclusion generally are included in the category of water resources, that is, floodplains, 
stonnwater management, and groundwater. Other topic areas that need additional development 
or clarification are air quality, socioeconomic impacts, and surface transponation access. While 
these omissions do not by themselves lead to the conclusion that the New Airport AED it 
inadequate, they do not support the assertion that there is nothing from an environmental 
perspective that would preclude development. 

On page ID-28, noodplains, the New Airport AED refers to the •venniJlion Watershed 
Management Commiuion," this should be changed to the "Vennillion River Watershed 
Management Organization (VRWMO)." The VRWMO is a joint powers association given 
authority to plan and implement projects that impact waters within the Vermillion 

lo"4 EQUAL Of"'OQIUNTY EIP\.OYfll U 

I 

A. 

B. 

._-:,· 

A. The statement on p. ii has been revised to more 
clearly state the intent - that the differences were 
not of a magnitude or significance to preclude the 
selection of any of the alternative plans for further 
development in the EIS. 

B. -The change regarding the VRWMO has been made. 
Dakota County's authority regarding floodplains 
and shorelands is described in the AED on page 111-
56, under "Water Related Land Use.~ 
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Draft AED 

Jliver Watershed. They do not, however, manage floodplains u indicated in the New Airport 
AED. floodplains and shorelands in Dalcota County are administered by the Dalcota County 
Ofiic:e of PlaMing through County Ordinance #SO, Shordand and floodplain Management. 

The New Airport AED uses water Nnoff data contained in the VRWMO' 1 watershed 
management plan. At the January 10, 1995, meeting of the VRWMO Board, the Chair indicated 
that this information wu incomplete and needed to be updated. Stormwater storage 
requirements, allowable peak 0ows, and other inf'ormation taken 6-om the plan may be of minimal 
value. 

The New Airport AED discusses water resources on pages m-s◄ through ID-69. It indicata that 
surface water may be diverted around the proposed airport site. Diversion tendJ to accelerate the 
movement of water, which can lead to downstream flooding. Dilcuuions on flooding should 
consider the potential downstream impacts caused by surface water management and diversion or 
water ~m the proposed airport lite. 

According to the New Airport AED, detention ponds in the proposed airport site will be designed 
to accommodate a ten year storm event and conveyance systems designed to carry a 100 year 
event Detention ponds can also behave u infiltration buins if built on sandy or coarse textured 
10ib such u found in the proposed airport site. The use of undersized detention pondJ on the lite 
tubstantial.ly increases the risk of ground water pollution if surface water is permitted to overrun 
the sides of these detention ponds. 

The New Airport AED states that .. SO percent of the applied glycol will volatiie or drip off 
taxiing aircraft." Given the significant quantities, what happens to the glycol that "drips ofrl" 
How will this glycol be collected and contained to insure sufficient ground water contamination 
protection in such highly sensitive areu? 

Dalcota County believes that there should have been a more complete discussion or ground water 
issues in the New Airport AED, given that the proposed site is located in areas highly sensitive to 
sround water contamination. Contamination of the aquifer below the proposed airpon site could 
e:uily contaminate the water supply for the city of Hastings and adjacent townships. 

Further, metropolitan counties were given ground water protec:t.ion authorities in Minnetota 
Statutes, Chapter 103B. Jn 1993, the State, Metropolitan Council, and the County approved the 
Dalcota County Ground Water Protection Plan. This plan requir~· County approval of all projects 
in geologie&lly sensitive areas that involve the installations of greater than one mile of impervious 
aurfa.ee (excluding highways) outside of municipal boundaries. The implication o(this plan 
raative to the c:onstruction ofa proposed airport must be considered. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

C. As part of the EIS preparation, updated information 
will be requested from the VRWMO to update that 
information contain.ed in its currently approved 
plan. 

D. The impact of diversion of run•on flows will be part 
of additional analysis to be done in the EIS relative 
to flooding impacts on the Vermillion River . The 
rate of water flow is entirely dependent on how the 
•diversion is accomplished .and the path it follows. 
There is no basis for assuming diverted water flows 
faster than other water. 

E. Flows greater than the 10-year event will be 
diverted to a flood control basin. The retention 
ponds are designed for water quality treatment to 
the 10-year event. Extended dry detention basins 
will likely be lined to reduce infiltration. 

F. Glycol which drips off aircraft after exiting the 
deicing pads will be deposited on taxiways and 
runways. A portion will evaporate and a portion 
will be washed off into the stormwater 
management system where it will be subject to 
treatment. Groundwater impact issues will be 
discussed further in the EIS but it is not anticipated 
that extensive contaminant transport modeling will 
be conducted. 

G. The focus of the AED was to identify, to the extent 
possible, the differential impacts of each of three 
airport development plans on the same site. 
Comparative evaluations of the potential impacts 
on groundwater were done prior to undertaking this 
AED, as part of the Site Selection process. 
Additional assessments of groundwater impacts 
will be conducted as part of the EIS scheduled for 
completion during 1995 . Because it was deemed 
unlikely that there would be significant differences 
in groundwater impacts arising from the differences 
in airport configurations on, essentially, the same 
site, analysis of such impacts was specifically 
deferred in the June, 1994 •scoping Decision 
Document•. 

If the County provides a copy of its plan, the EIS 
can take into account the groundwater protection 
measures contained therein. Unfortunately, despite 
prior requests for this plan, we have not been able 
to obtain a copy. 



Paae3 
Draft AED 

Dakota County believes that since the New Airpon AED is addressing the rotential in the Dual 
Track Airpon Planning Process ofa replacement regional airpon, that the impact of vehicle CO 
emissions should have been evaluated on a region.wide bw, not limited to a rdatively small area 
aurounding the aifl)on site. Further, on page ID-6, the New Airpon AED states that " ... CO 
concentrations in the year 2020 can be estimated by adjusting area-wide inc:reues in traffic 
volumes ... " Does the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency agree with this approach to Air 
Quality modeling? Where is the map/data corresponding to 2020 adjusted area-wide traffic 
volumes on which the ID-6 New Airpon AED usenion is based? 

A significant socioeconomic consequence discussed on pages ID-51,52,53 would be the lo11 of 
tu capacity in the townships. DaJcota County maintains that it is unacceptable for the New 
Airpon AE.D to suggest an .. increase cithr-r in uteSSed vaJuations of remaining properties within 
the townships and school district, or (an) increase (in) the tax rate sou to assure the wne level 
of public services to those remaining." A more equitable approach mull be found and included in 
the F'ana.1 New Airpon AED. 

Dakota County also notes that in Section ID-JC. Transponation Access, reference to Figure 29, 
2~20 Daily Roadway Traffic-No Action is made, but there is no ~mparable figure to show the 
2020 Daily Roadway Traffic- Build Alternative. Further, traffic volumes in Figure 28, 1992 Daily 
Jloadway Traffic at the intersection of Interstate 35W and Interstate 494 are more than year 2020 
volumes in Figure 29. Dakota County asks for clarification offigures 28 and 29, u well u, the 
inclusion of an additional figure to show 2020- Build Alternative. 

f"anally, Dakota County restates that it most strongly urges the Metropolitan Aift>Orts Convniuion 
to address the water resource issues, it not in the Final New Airport AED, then very early in the 
preparation of the EnviroM\ental Impact Stat-t. 

Sincerely, 

l~,";-4.:(.~~ f-1""~ Harris, Chair 
DAJCOT A COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSSIONERS 

cc: Dakota County Board of Commissioners 
Brandt Richardson, Administrator, DaJcota County 
Louis 1. Breimhurst, Director, Physical Devdopment Division 
Cindy Jepsen, Chair, MiMesota Environmental Quality Board 
Michael Sullivan, Excutive Director, MiMesota Environmental Quality Board 

I 
I 

H. 

I. 

J. 

H. A region-wide air quality analysis will be included in 
the EIS that will compare the No-Action and 
recommended comprehensive plans for MSP and a 
New Airport. This analysis was specifically not 
addressed in the New Airport AED since it by 
necessity must address the other Dual-Track airport 
alternatives as well. 

The CO background concentrations were based 
upon a conservative 2 % increase in VMT (vehicle 
miles traveled) which is higher than the 1 . 1 5 % 
Jverage computed by the Metropolitan Council. 
Future background ,s estimated by adjusting 
measured CO background by the increase in VMT 
and the expected decrease in fleetwide emissions. 
This is a standard procedure that has been 
accepted by the MPCA for transportation air quality 
studies. 

Since the background did not play a major role in 
the differentiaf comprehensive plan air quality 
analysis, the use of regional VMT growth rates was 
deemed to be sufficient. However, the region-wide 
study to be performed for the EIS will provide a 
distribution of traffic density growth that will 
permit more refined estimates of future background 
levels. 

I. This language has been deleted. 

J. As the document was to evaluate differences 
between the three on-site layouts with no 
difference between the three regarding off-site 
ground access, no additional travel demand 
modeling was performed for this evaluation. Travel 
demand forecasts for Site 3 (the site under 
consideration) may be found in the site selection 
AED. Figure 28 contained a typographical error 
which has been corrected. 
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January 26, 1995 

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

FIE: Draft Alternative Environmental Document for 
The New Airport Comprehensive Plan 

Dear Mr. Braun, 

·-· ..... _ 
---· 

Thank you for giving Washington County the opportunity to review the Draft AlterootiYI 
Enyirpnmental Document for the New Airport Comocebensiva plan. As providers of 
recreation and open space for the residents of Washington County and the metro area, we 
tre concerned about any activity that might detract from visitor'.s experiences in our parks. 
We are most concerned about the potential for negative impacts on Grey Cloud Island, • 
which has recently been approved for a new regional park. After reviewing the draft 
document, some of those concerns have been 1llayed. There remain, however. some 
concerns as follow: 

1. Socjol Impacts • In Table 23. page 111 ◄5, Grey Cloud Island is expected to experience 
an ambient DNL of 30-52. Alternative 11 shows a projected ONL high of 53. According 
to Table 17, Land Use Compatibility, the DNL caused by flights over Grey Cloud Island 
Regiontl Park would be well below the ONL 75 +, which is the level the FAA recognizes as 
unacceptable for recreationel use areas. However, even though the projected level of ONL 
53 is deemed en 1cceptabl11 lev111I by th111 FAA. th11 h1r:t that mnst 111,:tiviti111~ in this regii,ri111I 
parks take piece outdoors makes the noise from overheed eircreft a real concern. We are 
concerned about how users of this park will be affected by the day and night overflights. 
Flights below 5,000 feet will range from 7,480 monthly flights in alternative I 1, to 7530 
in Alternative 12. The recreation research on airplane overflights supports the fact that 
noise from airplanes detracts from visitor experiences, and it also shows that even the 
sight of airplanes or vapor trails can contribute to negative recreation experiences. 

2. Wildlife and Habitet • Another very real concern we have is the potential conflicts 
between aircraft and birds . Grey Cloud Island is on the Mississippi flyway for migratory 
waterfowl end provides both nesting and staging areas for migrating birds. Also, there is 
not a lot or research concerning the impacts of airplane overflights on resident and/or 
migrating birds in this area. Since a body of empirical evidence is lacking, planning must 
move ahead cautiously to avoid creating problems. 

IOUAL IW\.OYMlHT Ol"f'Ol'TUNITY I A""'MA nvt ACTION 

A. 

~ 

A. The ambient ONL noise levels listed in (new)Table 
25, are estimates of existing noise levels (i.e., 
without the new airport). Some of the estimated 
ambient noise levels are taken from a MAC survey 
while others, including the estimate for Grey Cloud 
Island, are taken from studies of average levels for 
similar land uses. The estimated ambient noise 
levels include sounds from many sources (e.g., 
aircraft, automobiles, lawn mowers, human voices 
and animal noises). An ambient ONL value below 
53 is considered by EPA to be similar to the DNL 
value experienced in a quiet residential suburb (ref. 
EPA, "Information on Levels of Environmental Noise 
Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with 
an Adequate Margin of Safety,• 1974). 

The Year 2005 DNL values reflect average noise 
levels that would be attributable solely to aircraft 
from the new airport. For Grey Cloud Island, the 
estimated Year 2005 DNL value of 53 is considered 
similar to the levels associated in •normal" 
residential suburbs and is less than half the 
perceived loudness of the FAA maximum ONL for 
recreational land uses. 

In terms of visual impacts, Grey Cloud Island 
currently experiences relatively low-altitude aircraft 
overflights from MSP International Airport ( 1 3 miles 
to the northwest) and South Saint Paul Airport (6 
miles north). Contrails, produced by high-altitude 
aircraft not using any of the Twin Cities airports, 
are usually visible for many miles and are currently 
visible from Grey Cloud Island. Should the new 
airport be built, it is expected that large commercial 
aircraft would overfly Grey Cloud Island at lower 
altitudes than they do for MSP. Visual impacts 
associated with contrails from high-altitude aircraft 
overflights would not be significantly cha·nged if the 
new airport were built, since these aircraft are 
typically overflying the Twin Cities region enroute 
from one city to another. 



.... 

Richard Br1un, Chair 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
J1nu1ry 26, 1995 
Page 2 

Pages iii, V, 111-21, 111-23 address bird strike potential for the Grey Cloud Island 1rea 
1nd it 1ppears this issue would not be I major concern. 

Alternative I 1 provides the least overflights of the Grey Cloud Island Regional Park and 
the Washington County Board supports that alternative. The Board and perk personnel 
ere still concerned about the overflight impacts on both wildlife populations and visitors to 
the perlc. However. we !'lop,. th~t dev111loping techno!~ies in n,,is11 11b11tement would 
make overflights more acceptable, but until that technology is in piece we remain 
concerned about the potential for negetive impacts from noise and also about the sight of 
planes and/or vapor trails and their impact on park visitors. 

In 1ddition to the impact of overflights on birds and visitors in the Grey Cloud Island area. 
the Board remains concerned about the issues that were raised in the May 19, 1994 letter 
to you".from Mary Hauser of the Washington County Board of Commissioners . The County 
is very ··concerned about the potentirl economic and physical impacts on roads. bridges and 
generei land use in the southern portion of Washington County. Relocation of the airport 
would require new and/or better roads and bridge crossings and would, if these 
improvements were made, substantially increase the growth rates in southern Washington 
County. Increased growth would then require additional services such es sewers. police 
protection ind schools. We uk that these issues be addressed during the planning 
process. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the draft docu~ent. 

Sincerely, 

p)"o/~~ 
Wally Abrahamson, Chair 
Washington County Board of Commissioners 

cc: Washington County Commissioners 
Jim Schug, County Administrator 
Don Wisniewski, Public Works Director 

B. B. These potential impacts will be addressed in the 
EIS. 
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February 7, 1994 

Ni,elf'"uwy 
MAC 
6040 28 Ave South 
MinneApolis, MN 55450 

City of Hastings 
tlAS'TTh'OS 
Qt,;TI,(£ 

MISSISSIM'I 

IOI .frh Stiff( E. • Hattin,rs, Min,-nu 5SOB-19~S 
612•·0;• ◄ l2i • Fu: 612•.fli•i,,SZ 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON NEW AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE PI.AN '·'DRAFT 
ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT" 

~ Mr. F"anney: 

The rollowing comments on the New Airpon Comprehensive Plan "Dr:Lf't Altem:uive 
Environmcnl:ll Document" arc being submined on behalf of the City of Hastings a.s a follow-up to 
comments m:ide by City Council Member Paul Hicks at the Janu:iry public: he3ring on the AED 
held in Hastings. It is requested th:it these comments be mllde pan of the record of public 
comments on the AED and that they be considered a.s a fin:il version of the AED is completed. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

The City or Hastine, recognizes the step hy step, increment.al procedura being followed to 
complete the Dual Track Airport Planning Procw, however, the fact that so many 
significant question! remain unanswered at this point in the proce.~ is extremely 
frustrating. For ex:imple, questions pcn3inina to siorm water and S311iW)' sewer man:igcment 
and impacts of requirtd off-site transportation improvements have not been satis(:ictorily 
oddrused a.s of yet. In a ~t rudiment:iry fashion the AED suggests thnt these issues will be 
addressed in the EIS for the preferred new airpon site. However. since the SIOffll water, sanit31)' 
sewer and off-site tro1spon:ition need~ will not v:iry signific:uitly between lhe 3 possible :urpon 
sites, it seems in:ipproprfate and unnecess:iry to del:iy mu.ing bn.sic infr:i.structure design 
assumptions and ev:,Ju:iting environmenw imp:icts. 

COMMENTS ON SPECJEJC AEQ PRQYJSJONS: 

fuu.: The third paragraph reads a.~ follows: inc MAC will use the environment.al evaluation 
found in this document. along with optration:iJ and cost d:ita developed for lhe new airpon 
comprehensive pl311, to select a prderred development pl311 for a new airport. That decision will 
occur in April 1995. Th.it plan, along with the development pl:in for the Minne:ipolis-St. P:iul 
lnrem:11ion:iJ Ail'l)On. a no-nction optiCJn and other fe:isible altem:itives will be compmd in an 
Environmcnl:ll lmp:ICI St:itement (F.IS) and in the 1996 repon to the Legisl:ltW'C. The City of 
Ha.sting! w0t•ld like clarification on what Is meant by "other fusible alternatives". 

~ : In Item 18 .• on this p:ige re:ids :is follows: "The Minnesoui Jegi~l.iture will select the 
appropri:ite :iltcm:itive (propo~d :iction). ( 1997?). Does the question mark after 1997 Imply 
that Legislative action will be delayed. The City of Hastings h!IS and will continue to 
express opposition to any delays in Legislative action regarding completion or the Dual 
Track Airport Pl:inning Process. 

~: The second p:i.r:isr:iph on this p:ige references the role of the new airpon within the 
Swe lmplement:ition Pl311 in respect to Dir quruity concerns. The p:ir:igraph re:ids :is follows: 
ibe State lmplement:ition Plan c:ont~ns l1Wl5porution control str:Uegies to bring design:ited non­
an:unment :u?:15 into compli:inee with st.:ite nnd federal :unbient quality standards :ind lo ensure . 
rurure m:iinten3ncl' of ambient rur quality s1:indards. The new airpon is no< a pan of the existing 
SIP. Regfon:il ro:M.lways which will serve the new airpon will be covered by the SIP insofar as 
they are p~ or local or regionnl tro1spon:uion control musures. • The City or Ha.stings requests 
clarilic:ation on the significance or R,gional Roadways being Included in the SIP. Will thls 
propose approprlat, measures to address automobile exhaust air quality concerns? 

flltlll:J: The first sentence or the second p:irngraph or this page ruds as follows: "The 
development C1f a new airport Ytill not be compatible with some existing land u~. notably existing 
residenti3l Jevelopment.· Th, Cit:, of Ha.stings nquests clariricatlon on whnt "uislln& 
d"elopmcnt" is being refernd to in this statemenL Specifically does this statement rerer to 
an:, existing development ,-ithin lhe Hastings City Limits? 

P;.ge Til-34: In rtspect to the rtference on this p:igc to •Mitigation Measure~• (2nd to the last 
Jt3ragraph). whtre it s.iys "For existing housing, impacts could be mitig:ued with acoustic 
tre3lment 10 limit indoor noise levels.· For which existJng housing area., will acoustic 
treetm•nt lo limit Indoor noise l"cls be necessary or bi1hly desirable. What will the cost or 
such noise mitiaation be? 

I A. A. These are alternatives, other than expanding MSP 
and a new replacement airport in Dakota County, 
that could satisfy the air transportation needs of 
the region through the year 2020. 

I B. I 8. The question mark indicates that the Dual Track 
legislation does not include a date- for the 
legislature to make a decision. 

I 
C. I C. Major road construction included in the region's 

Transportation Improvement Program or proposed 
by ·region's Transportation Policy Plan must be 
shown to conform to federal air quality criteria 
before the program or plan can be implemented and 
the projects funded. 

I 

I D. D. The residential development referred to on page 111· 
33 is scattered residential . development in 
agricultural areas within and adjoining the site. 

I 
E. E. The MAC is conductir;p analysis to determine 

aptropriate land use an mitigation strategies for 
M P and the new airport . The specific land area 
that would be acquired for the new airport, 
identification of neighborhoods and houses eligible 
for noise mitigation, as well as mitigation costs, 
will be identified after a final new airport layout has 
been approved and will be described more fully in 
the EIS . 



f?ge 111-52: On this page, Tables 30 And 31 illustnue Tait Capacity lmp3CtS on the affected 

I 
F. F. The Metropolitan Council has been conducting a 

Tov,nships and !SD 200. There is no mention of exploring methods of sh3ring in t:lX revenues study with the City of Hastin~s, Dakota County 

from Airpon Induced Development to help mitig:ue neg31ive imp;icts of propeny tAX losses to the and the rural townships re~arding community and 
site protection issues. ne of the topics of 

respective Townships. Should at~ or "fi.scal disparities program" be explored In the EIS discussion has been a revenue sharing from 
or in a separate study? induced development. The results of this study will 

be provided for inclusion in the draft EIS. 

P;ige lll-54: Under Section K.2. (Impacts ofTransport:ition Access), it is referenced th:it 
numerous issues a\.~oci:ued with Tran.,;pon:ition Access will be addressed in the EIS. Impact or 
Airport lnducNI Dnelopment should warrant special consideration and not be lumped 
together with 01her Transportation concerns. Implications on design improvements lo off- I G. I G. The City of Hastings, Dakota County, and the 
site highways and bridges is a crucial concern to the City or Hastings. It is troubling that transportations def artments of Minnesota and 
these issues have not bttn addreMN! In more detail at this point In the process. The City or Wisconsin will be ept apprised of the modeling 
Hastings nquests that it be kept lnronnN! or research and policy-setting di.sawlons process. 

ngarding transportation impronments which would be nquirtd to serve the "new" 
airport. It is the City's desire to participate and contribute to rormulatintr assumptions on 
area transportation needs and funding mechanisms. 

P;ages Ill 56-57: Under "Impacts on Surface Water Qu:ility (p. Ul-57), the following swement is 
m:ade: "B:ised on the stonn water modeling results, and the MPCA's nondegradation standard, it 
appe:lrS questionable whether stonn w:uer disch:uges to the Vermillion River, even after the 
application of stn1crural best management practices (BMPs), would be penniuible: Addition~ 

I 
sentences in this section suggest it may be necess:iry to diven stonn water discharges to the H. H. There will be additional information developed for I I Mississippi River :ind .1h:it ii is unclenr whether or under what conditions the MDNR might permit 
such an "interbasin" transfer. The City of Hastings has significant concerns regarding the the EIS on a potential corridor for 

wastewater/storm water conveyance facilities. This 
Implications or storm water management for a "new" airport. Questions which arise will be described in more detail in the Scoping 
Include: What corridor ~·ill be utilited to pipe storm water discharge to the Mississippi Report for the EIS. 
River ir that is required? The costs and environmental impacts of constructing and 
maintaining a storm water discharge to the Mississippi River may be substantial. Will this 
be adequately add~N! in the EIS? 

lll:fil: "S:i.nit:iry Wnstewater•. This section of the AED indic:ues that a W:istewater Tre.1tment I. ,. Assessment of the potential impact of induced Facility to perfonn at least tertiary tn:atment and phosphorous removal, of 5 million g:,.llon per day development on the capacity of existing 
capacity would have to be constructed to meet the needs of a new airport. The total wastewater wastewater treatment plants that are part of the 
nows arc approximately equivalent to a population of 35.000. Comparatively, the MWCC Metropolitan Disposal System will need to be 
Hasting5 Treatment Plant ha.s a plant capacity of 2.34 million gallons per day. The 5 mgd conducted by the Metropolitan Council as part of 

plant capacity does not include sanitary sewer requirements for airport Induced 
its regional wastewater management planning 
responsibilities. Such an assessment would require 

development. It could be argued that It would be irresponsible to fail to accommodate resolution of the extent to which the Council can or 
sanitary se~er d,mand.5 of ofT-site dnelopment which ~ill be genera IN! by the new airport. cannot control potential induced development 

I ,,, 
It should be notN! that should the decision be made to build a new airport it is extremely through its regional growth management process. 

likely that area communities In ne-ed of sanitary set•er capacity will likely request that any 
A new regional treatment facility serving the new 
airport and nearby communities is one possible 

treatment plant built be sizN! to pro,·ide them additional capacity. Thi.s is a significant scenario. However, the decision of how tolcrovide 

I f ngional Infrastructure issued and must be appropriately addressed. for such needs rests with the Metropolitan ouncil. 

,! 
The Sanitary Sewer section on pa~es IIl-67 and 111-68 Includes a statement that Indicates 

I 
that It ls unlikel)· that sanil..llry outfall from a new treatment plant will be permitted to enter 

J. the Vermillion River. If treated sanitary wastc~·ater outfall will have to be directed to the J. As to the corridor, see Response H. Additional 
Mississippi River, similar issues to those associated with storm water discharge will have to information will also be developed relative to 

be addressed. What corridor will the wastewater outfall be located within? What will be 
potential costs and impacts of this scenario. These 
issues will be addressed in more detail in the 

the cost and environmrntal impact or construction and maintenance or such• sanitary Scoping document for the EIS. 
sewer outfall. Will these issues be addre.ssed in the EIS? 

I \ I 

If MAC St3ff or consultants have any questions regzding the comments, que.~tions or issues I 
brought fonh in this lener plea.,;e do nOl hestitate to contact me for clarification. I 

Sincerely 

!1l,~c.,~~-.~ 
Michael A. Wozniak. 
Community Development Director 

~ 
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RESOLUTION NO. 5 -9S 

RESOLUTION-DUAL TRACK AIRPORT PLANNING PROCESS 

WHEREAS, tht J 989 Dual Track Airport Planning ugislation clearly defined a 
grnerous seven )"Or period within which tht Metropolitan Airporls Commission and 
Metropolitan Council could study and ncommend huw to lnsi mttl MiMtsota ·s Avialion needs, 
specifically requiring a rtcommtndation by July I 9, I 996, and; 

JJ'HERE.AS, tht agencies and their numerous con.r11ltants managed an elaborate process 
Involving hundreds of citi:ens in the selection of the final dtsignattd site in the Southern Dakota 
County Townships of Empire, Vermillion, Nininger and Marshan, and a portion of the City of 
Hastings, and; 

H71ERE.AS, the design of the Dual Tracie Airport Planning.process was democratic and 
well blown to all affected units of govtrnmcnt under the govtrnance of the agencies involved 
since the beginning, and; 

WHEREAS, the ultimate legislative decision will always In based upon the uncertainty 
of forecast projections and the volatility oft he aviation industry, therefore irrvalidating any 
argument for delay, and; 

WHEREAS, the City of Hastings and its rtsidents have participated in the process In 
rood faith and de~n•e a rtasonablt and timely conclusio11 to this process which supercedes its 
owrr ab:lity to pion and goi•ern, thtrefore; • 

THE CITJ' OF HASTINGS, HEREBY RESOLVES that tlit Minnesota ugislaturt and 
Its Stott Advisory Council on Airport Planning require the Metropolitan Airports Commission 
tmd Metropolitan Council definitively recommend one of the thrtt options described in Statute 
and thereby conclude tht Dual Tracie Airport Planning Process on timt in /996. The City of 
Hastings also resofloes that tht recommenda1ion bt considered and a final decision rendered, by 
the /997 Stott ugislature. 

ADOPTED BY THE JIAST/f\'GS CIT>' COUNCIL T/IIS JRD DAY OF JANUARY, 
_1995. 

A )'tS: Ooonci l.m::JTt,er Ri veness, Warner, Johnson, Sinaoek, Hicks, Mxa tzka and 
Mayor Werner 

Nays: M:rte 

~W.a-
Michael D. W~rntr, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

~£/a~~~ 
Barbara C. Thompson, City Cl; 
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RE.soURCE 
STRATEGIES 

CoRPORATION January 27, 1995 

tl00 Cff'fWlST Pil'CWA.Y 

SUITt)'O 

MIHNEAl"OUS , MN 
S5)« 

112,"tCl-1010 

fA.JCtU/t4H~ 

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

Dear Nigel: 

Enclosed are the Comments of the Southern Dakota County Townships and 
Cities Airport PllMing Group on the Draft Alternative Environmental 
Document. 

The comments were summarized at the public hearing on January 18. The 
attached comments are more detailed than those presented at the hearing, and 
were formally approved by the Townships and Cities Airport Planning Group 
at their January 26 meeting. 

Sincerely, 

~nnell 
Panner 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS OF THE SOUTHERN DAKOTA COUNTY 
TOWNSHIPS AND CITIES AIRPORT PLANNING GROUP 

ON 
DRAFT ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: 

New Airport Comprehensin Plan 
January 26, 1995 

The Southern Dakota County Townships and Cities Airport Planning Group 
consists of representatives from each of the thirteen townships and six rural 
cities located in soulhern Dakola County. 111e Group was fonned in April, 
1994 to monitor and provide input to the many studies that are being 
conducted, and decisions being made, related to the regional airport dual 
track planning process. The general and specific comments provided here are 
on behalf of the Airport Planning Group. Each of the townships and cities 
may also be prepared to make separate, additional comments. 

Gen,ral Comments 

• The AED provides a considerable amount of documented infonnation and 
data, but does not off er any answers to the important issues that the local 
governments and residents are most interested in, such as transportation, 
economic and social impacts of a potential airport. The staled purpose of 
the AED is to compare the differential impacts of each of the three 0 

alternative configurations for the proposed airport. In fact, it is very 
obvious that there is very little difference among the three alternative 
configurations. 1l1erefore, this is really not the significant issue with the 
townships and cities. It seems there was a considerable amount of time 
and money spent on merely stating the obvious; that being, the three 
alternatives are very similar. 

• The primary concern of the townships and cities is that a lot of valuable 
time has been spent in this process to address the obvious, while there 
now remains a relatively short period of time to address the very important 
issues to which residents, cities, townships, counties and the Legislature 
arc seeking answers to regarding the actual feasibility of building a new 
airport in Dakola County. There are still some very major decisions that 
will need to be made related to extensive capital expenditures that we feel 

,, 



are going to be difficult to address in the relatively short timcrramc 
remaining prior to submitting a recommendation to the Legislature in June, 
1996. For example, the AED states on Page III-54 that river crossing 
improvements, cost and impacts, as well as analysis of environmental 
impacts and costs of additional roadways, new alignments, and expansion 
of existing roadways need to be addressed in the final EIS. It is not likely 
that the Legislature will be willing to make a decision of this magnitude 
without knowing if a major road project will survive the EIS process. Jt is 
likely th3t decisions of this type "ill require a fairly lengthy EIS process 
that could easily extend beyond the current deadline. These arc issues that 
are going to require a considerable amount of public input, discussion and 
debate in order to prepare a recommendation that the Legislature will feel 
comfortable with in making a decision in a timely manner. 

It appears there has been little, if any, collection of data to address these 
issues in a comprehensive and thorough manner. The townships and cities 
~e concerned that one of two situations may occur: 
r 

1) there will be a last minute rush to complete the recommendation on 
time to io to the Legislature, resulting in incomplete analysis and 
review of the facts, and not permitting the concerns of the impacted 
cities, townships, residents and county to be discussed and debated 
as part of a logical public policy process; 

2) or there wilt be an effort to extend the process and delay a 
recommendation to the Legislature. 

In the first case, the result will likely be a recommendation that is not based 
on all the facts, nor a thorough analysis and public discussion of the issues 
that is needed for the Legislature to make an informed decision. In the 
second case, residents of the airport search area remain in a state of 
uncertainty regarding their future . Neither of these options is acceptable to 
the townships and cities. A resolution has previously been approved by the 
Airport Planning Group that strongly encourages the Legislature to make a 
firm decision, pro or con, on the airport by the end of 1997. The townships 
and cities arc concerned that either situation will result in further delays to a 
decision by the Legislature, and would like to know what steps the MAC and 
the Metropolitan Council are going to take to insure that neither of these 
situations occurs. 

A. A. MAC has committed the resources necessary to 
complete the process-in the timeframe specified in 
the legislation. 
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Sotcific Comments 

Pag, 111-1: The townships and cities concerns regarding the delays in 
addressing issues such as induced development, off-airport impacts, regional 
transportation and wastewater have been mentioned previously. These are 
very critical issues that require extensive discussion and review, but have not 
yet been addressed to any significant degree. 

Paee 111-13: The discussion related to Chimney Rock states that it is being 
impacted by urban development to the north and east. This is not the case 
and, at best, is a lar{!e overstatement. This is a rural, agricultural area with 
only scattered residential development on large lots. It should not be 
characterized as "urban development". 

Page 111-23: Lake Byllesby is actually in Randolph Township, on the border 
between Dakota and Goodhue Counties. Cannon Falls is a couple miles cast 
of the lake. 

Page 111-26, founh paragraph ofE.1 Affected Environment states that 
agricultural designations arc found in the comprehensive plans .of the county. 
lt should be correctly stated the townships and rural cities have the 
responsibility for planning and zoning and have designated these areas in their 
individual comprehensive plans. 

Pac, 111-32, first paragraph of H l Affected Environment states that regional 
population forecasts reflect a continuation of agriculture in this portion of the 
region. These forecasts were not developed under any assumptions regarding 
the possibility of a regional ai.rpN1 being built in the area. The~e forecasts 
will need to be significantly revised if the decision is made to build a new 
airport. 

This also presents another related concern of the cities and townships. The 
Metropolitan Council's policy rcgardins expansion of the MUSA line will 
also need to be addressed in the context of potential induced development 
resulting from construction of a new airport in Dakot.i County. This issue 
must also be addressed as pan of the final EIS. The townships and cities are 
currently working \\ith the Metropolitan Council. MAC, the City of Hastings 
and Dakota County to address the matter of allocation of induced 

B. 

I 
I C. 

I D. 

E. 

B. ARS did IlQ1 suggest that Chfmney Rock "is being 
impacted by urban development to the north and 
east" in a direct sense. As stated, ARS is referring 
to the view-shed from the crest of the rock 
formation - a view that extends for miles. From 
this vantage point, it is quite clear that the areas to 
the nortli and east are changing, although 
"suburban development" might have been a more 
appropriate choice of words. The breaking-up of 
farmlands into smaller lots - limited as it may be 
(so far) to the vicinity of existing roads - and the 
sprouting of contemporary residences, with 
landscaped yards, are visual intrusions that have 
already impacted the traditional rural landscape. • 

C. This has been changed. 

D. This has been changed. 

E. Metropolitan Council forecasts would have to be 
amended to reflect a change in assumptions if the 
Legislature decides to build a new airport in Dakota 
County. MUSA expansions will be addressed in the 
draft EIS. 



development. It will also be important that the Metropolitan Council deal 
with the MUSA expansion issue very soon, in order to completely address the 
economic, social and political impacts of siting a new airport at the proposed 
site. 

Page 111-32, H .1 Affected Environment third paragraph states that there are 
no residences other than those associated with fanns in the site area. This is 
not accurate, as there are a number of non-farm single family residences 
scattered throughout the site area. 

Page 111-32, H 1 Affected Environment. fifth paragraph states that Hastings 
has completed all of its approved orderly annexations. There still remains a 
portion in southeastern Nininger Township that is yet to be annexed under 
agreement with the City. 

Page 111-33, first paragraph after~- It should also be recognized that 
significant changes in direction will occur in the townships and cities affected 
if a new airport is built, requiring them to make major revisions to their 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations. There is also a cost associated 
with this that needs to be considered in the analysis in the final EIS. 

Pace 111-34, first bullet. This mises again the issue of the MUSA line in the 
event an airport is built. The Metropolitan Council needs to address this 
along with potential allocation of induced development in order that 
dcvelo~ment impacts can accurately be addressed in the final EIS. 

Page 111-34, H.3 Mitigation Measures (Land Use) refers to an "airport 
development area." This is a significant issue to the townships and cities and 
we wilt°continuc to work with the Metropolitan Council and MAC toward 
addressing this specific area of impact, a.c; well as how it will be managed 
fromlhe standpoint of land use regulatory authority. The townships and cities 
feel strongly that local control over planning and land use regulation is the 
most appropriate approach to in~ure that the surrounding area is developed in 
a sound manner. 

Pag, 111-56, L.2.1 Surface Water Quality. The wastewater discussion 
addresses sanitary wastewater flows for passengers and airport personnel, as 
well as glycol contaminated runoff from deicing operations. The discussion is 
not conclusive as to how the sanitary waste from the facility will be treated 
and handled. Will a sanitary treatment plant be located on the site of the 
airport, therefore owned by the MAC, or will a treatment facility be 
constructed as part of a more complete regional system that could also be 
used 10 support the induced development from a new airport? Figure 31 
identifies a .. wastewater treatment facility" in the northeast part of the airport 
site. Has this been basically decided as the most feasible approach? The 
current treatment facilities at Hastings, Rosemount and Empire Township are 
not capable of handling waste from the airport, nor from tJ1e anticipated 
development 1hat will most likely occur around the airport. The Metropolitan 
Cowtcil and MAC need to address this matter, in cooperation with all 
affected parties, and include the analysis in the final EIS. 

It is also indicated that stormwater from the airport may not be able to be 
discharged into the Vermillion River. If, in fact, the stormwater is required to 
be diverted to the Mississippi River, how will it get there? How large of an 
casement or outright purchase for a corridor \\ill be required for this purpose? 
What will this cost be? Again, this is another significant unanswered question 
that needs to be addressed to the satisfaction of the townships and cities as 
part of the final EIS. 

The Southern Dakota County Townships and Cities will continue to monitor 
the activities related to siting a new regional airport in southern Dakota 
County, and ,viii work with the MAC and Metropolitan Council to insure that 
all issues of concern to the residents of the impacted area will be addressed iit 
1 complete manner. We look forward to continue being an active participant 
in the process. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

F. The text has been amended to reflect the presence 
of non-farm single family residences. 

G. The status of orderly annexations by the City of 
Hastings will be clarified in the draft EIS. 

H. The impact of an airport and related induced 
development on plans of the jurisdictions in the 
area will be assessed in the draft EIS. 

I. See response E. 

J. Since metropolitan wastewater planning efforts 
have not addressed the issue of how to deal with 
wastewater treatment facility needs if a new airport 
is built in eastern Dakota County, the EIS analysis 
will proceed on the assumption that airport 
wastewater flows will be treated at an airport only 
treatment facility. Such an approach does not, nor 
need it, address the question of ownership or 
operation of such a facility, Assessment of the 
potential impact of induced development on the 
capacity of existing wastewater treatment plants 
that are part of the Metropolitan Disposal System 
will need to be conducted by the Metropolitan 
Council as part of its regional wastewater 
management planning responsibilities . Such an 
assessment would require resolution of the extent 
to which the Council can or cannot control 
potential induced development through its regional 
growth management process. 

K. See City of Hastings Responses H. and J. 
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From: 
Dallas Eggers 
Representative of the City of Prescott 

To the Commissioners: 

The City of Prescott would like to thank the MAC for including Westem 
Wisconsin to• greater degree in your studies. The impact of• potential airport in 
Dakota county will have far reaching implications for the people of our area. What 
these Impacts may be are the facts that the City of Prescott needs to be able to prepare 
adequately for the Mure of our City. We anxiously await your findings in regard to 
induced development in our area. 

One area that is on the present agenda is the impact of noise on our area. 
Noise is recognized as a negative factor in the lives of humans, this has been kn0YvTl 
for ages. Noise was even used as torture by Nazi Germany during WWII, it has 
destabilizing influences on human thought processes. 

With this in mind we ¥.Ould like to request the arrangement of another of your 
seemingly unending meetings. The purpose of this meeting would be to present a 
factual, scientific example of 'M'\at the noise limits mentioned in the document in 
question mean to an average citizen of Dakota County and Westem Wisconsin. We as 
ordinary, but concerned citizens, do not have the 'M'\erewithal to put such a 
presentation together. 

The technology needed. a decimeter, 't\tiich is available from most law 
enforcement agencies or the EPA, and sound generation equipment of adequate size 
are easily acquired. You have the financial resources to make this happen. Far 
beyond 'M'\at we could scrape up. 

In order for all parties concerned to make a sound decision, we need facts in an 
understandable form. To the common person a 0NL 60 or -40 decibels mean little or 
nothing. What will the 7-4 decibels by St. Joseph's Church sound like. We need to 
have a graphic demonstration of v.nat it is that we may be subjected to, otherwise we 
base our decisions on conjecture and hearsay, a poor way to make a decision. 

We would like you to consider this proposal and to let us know of your decision. 
If you feel it is not constructive, we would like a list of the specific reasons v.ny nol 
could you address your anS\Yer to the City of Prescott. If you can accommodate us, 
please inform us as to~ and ....nere. 

Thank you, Dallas Eggers 

I 

A, I A. The City of Prescott should contact MAC to 
arrange a meeting. 

B. 8. Appendix A-2 of the AED contains a description of 
aircraft noise characteristics, noise metrics, and 
compatible land use criteria . Section I (Noise) and 
Appendix A.2 have been expanded to provide more 
background on evaluating noise impacts. 

The •74 decibels" referred to in (new) Table·26 is 
expressed in Sound Exposure Level (SEL). The 
purpose of the SEL metric is to allow comparison of 
the noise energy dosage from different single noise 
events of varying duration and intensity. 

SEL values cannot be directly compared to DNL, 
even though they are on a common dB scale, 
because SEL measures only single events, while 
DNL describes the annual average impact of many 
noise _events, including periods of no aircraft 
operations. 



are listed. This Ignores the tremendous Impact of building multi• 
lane highways south from the Twin Cities to the new airport site. 
Let's be honest about the Impacts of roadway improvements due to 
a new airport, such as cost of construction and the resultant urban 
sprawl that always accompanies highways. 

For example, no difference between sites In the number of times 
that concentrations of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen 
oxides, sulfur oxides, and particulates would exceed standards. What 
about the tons of emissions produced by longer transit times to the 
new proposed airport? 

Two=- The documents fails to seriously address the socioeconomic Impacts 
of building a new airport. After years a research and millions of tax money 
spent In compiling this document, where Is the list of residents, 
households, businesses, and employees who will be displaced by the 
construction of a new airport? Generalized statistics cover up the 
personal costs of this proposed new airport. 

Three: One of the more absurd details of this document occurs In Section . 
H.3 Mitigation Measures. Here we learn the airport development area may 
extend five miles In any direction from the airport site If the Metropolitan 
Council determines the extension Is necessary· to protect natural 
resources of the metropolitan area. Huh? We are discussing the 
construction of a multl•blllion dollar airport that will wipe out over 
7,367 acres of prime farmland • is not farmland a natural resource of the 
metropolitan area? 

Four: The discussion In Section F Floodplains completely avoids a very 
serious problem afflicting the United States. Consider the recent floods ln 
Georgia, Texas, California, and along the Mississippi River. More concrete 
covering open land translates directly Into more flooding. The 100 year 
floodplain becomes the 75 year flood plain. Where is an analysis of the 
Impacts of the accompanying highway construction and urban sprawl (both 
responsible for square miles of concrete) on the floodplains of the 
Vermillion River? Where Is an analysis of the flooding risks to current 
residential and business property as open land In the area Is covered with 
concrete? 

Ftve: This study continues to underestimate the urban sprawl that will be 
generated by the construction of a new airport in Dakota County. 
Construction of highways has generated urban sprawl In every city In the 
United States making any claim of restricted development not credible. 

Land use plans and zoning practices change over time, usually as a result 
of powerful lobbying by development Interests. A study of the 
construction of Houston Intercontinental Airport in Texas and the 
resultant explosion of urban sprawl northward from downtown Houston all 
the way to the new airport and then beyond to Humble is a case study of 
what will happen here in Dakota County. 

Six: It is a matter of opinion whether the benefits of building a new 
airport outweigh the commitment of irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources (Section IV.3). Committing Irreversible and 
Irretrievable resources to building a new airport locks us into a 
dependence on air travel and reduces future options. Europe and Japan 
already recognize the flexibility of rail travel and are committing their 
Irreversible and irretrievable resources to connecting their major cities 
with high speed rail lines. As crude oil climbs In price, air travel becomes 
even more inefficient whereas electricity for rail lines might be 
generated by natural gas, wind power, nuclear power, hydroelectric power. 
or solar power. 

The Sierra Club views this Draft AED as a seriously flawed document. 
Limiting the discussion to a strict comparison between possible airport 
sites precludes discussion of crucial issues and failure to address the 
impacts of the induced urban sprawl make this document of questionable 
value. 

Sincerely, 

~IM✓ 
Mark Warhol 
Sierra Club / Airport Issues 

B. 

I C • 

. D. 

E~ 

F. I 

B. These impacts will be addressed in the EIS for the 
selected alternative. 

C. See Response e. above. 

0. The removal of farmland in the region will be 
considered as a cost of an airport in Dakota 
County. The protection of natural resources around 
a new airport is based on language found in 
Minnesota state statutes. 

E. The Vermillion River Watershed Management Plan 
requires the provision of adequate storm water 
storage to prevent the exacerbation of existing 
conditions in the watershed. The airport 
comprehensive plan provides for more than 2,600 
acre feet of flood control storage capacity. 
Presumably, any other development occurrin9 m 
the watershed would also provide appropriate 
storage capacity for flood control. Additional 
information on potential flooding impacts will be 
developed for the EIS. 
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SUMMJ\RY 
or COMMENTS ON TUE 

DUA.L TRACK AIRPORT PLANNING PROCESS 
NEW AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

DRAP'T 
ALT!RNATIVE ENVIRONHEJfTA.L DOCUMENT 

prepared and ■ubmitted by 
SOAR, Inc. 

SOM i• a non-profit, •qraearoote• organization that ha• been 1110nitoring 
the Dual Track Airport Planning Procees eince it■ inception in 1989. 
Thi• publication aul!lfflarizo• SOhR' • comment• and ob•ei·vation• re9ardin9 
••_l.eted portion• of the Draft hl ternative Environmental .Document (A!D) 
that has been prepared for the Metropolitan Airport• Commission by it• 
conaultants. Page references appear to the immediate left of quotation• 
fr011 the AED, and SOhR' ■ comment• appear in boldface type. 

f1 I 1. EXECUTIVE SW:PiAlll 

. I P• i 

n 
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·-· IP• iii 

• (I\ preferred development plan for a new airport, a 
development plan for HSP, ~ no-action option) ... and other 
feasible alternatives will be compared in an EIS and in 
the 1996 report to the Legislature.• 

SOAR believe■ that th• final veraion of the AED ■ bould 
provide aor• epecific• regarding .. other f•••ibl• 
option•." Th• general public may not be aware of tbe 
fact that the Metropolitan Airport• Coffllllia1ion (MAC) baa 
authorised further atudy of th• "remote runway•" concept, 
~hich i• preaumably an option that the MAC con1ider1 to 
be a potentially .. fea1ibl• alternative," Th• advocate• 
of the "r•~ote runway•• option have eugge1ted that th• 
runway• be built on or near Sit• 6 -- a 1ite that wa1 
overwhelming rejected by both of th• MAC Taak Fore•• tbat 
were involved in the Site Selection Proce••• Tb• A!D 
1hould therefor• include (at a ainimum) a au111111ary and 
description of all of th• potentially feuibl• 
alternative• that have been identified thu• far, ao that 
intere1ted citi1•n• can determine for th••••l••• whether 
the credibility of the airport planning proc••• i• bein9 
undeniined bJ •••mln9lJ endl••• recon1ideration• of 
previou ■ ly diacarded option,. 

•The environmental evaluation did not reveal any er i tic al 
finding that would preclude development of any of the 
alternatives.• 

••• 
•(All three alternativ~~ are), .. comprieed of area■ 
classified a1 highly aenaitive or very highly aenaitive 
to ground water contamination due to the permeability of 
the eoil• and proximity to the aquifers.• 

SOAR belleve1 tbat the llD ■hould at lea1t attempt to 
reconcile th••• conclusions, inaamuch a• they could be 
considered contrary or incon1iatent. SOAR believe• that 
the pouibllity of irreparably banning aquifen, bJ 
building an airport in an area highly Hn1itive to 
conta■inalion, i• exactly th• type of critical findia9 
that 1hould preclude the development of a new nirport on 
the 1it• in •u•ation. 

lt evaluation criteria. It currently o~it1 five 

A. 

B. 

'\ 
criteria, ■ucb a1 Air Quality, Land Uae, Wetland•, and C 

SOI\R bellevea that lb• "Executive Sumniar7• ahould include I 
•om• type of ■ ummary or concluaion regarding each of the 

other•, Th••• 0111i ■ aions unneciusarily (and perhap■ • 
ineorrectlJ) imply that aubjeetiv• deteraination• have 
been ■ad• regarding which of the criteria are (or ■bould 
be) con■ id•r•d the aoat i■portant. ' 

1 

1 

f._.-11.~ ,., 
•','t '· 

1 

A. The purpose of the AEO is to compare new airport 
comprehensive plan alternatives. The issue of 
feasible alternatives will be addressed in the Scoping 
Report for the EIS, scheduled for public review in 
May 199~ . 

. ·: B. The statement on p. ii has been revised to more 
clearly state the intent - that the differences were 
not of a magnitude or significance to preclude the 
selection of any of the alternative plans for further 
development in the EIS . 

. ..._ 

C. This has been added. 



III. 

A. 

P• ii 

P• III-2 

P• III-3 

P• III-3 

P• III-6 

•• 

P• III-12 

P• III-13 

ISSUES AHD IMPACTS 

AIR QUALITY 

eo, why i• it omitted from the lht of other •k•r • 
I ■ n't •Air Quality• a •k•y enYiron■ental conc•rn"T If ID 
enYironaantal concern•• that appear■ on page iii of tba 
Executive Bu111111ary7 

"The pollutant concentrations due to off-airport traffic 
are the ••me for each alternative and vill not be 
addressed in the AEO.• 

SOAR ball•••• that tbi ■ i ■ aua fhould be addr••••d in tba 
A.ED. •off-airport traffic" vill include tba aubatantial 
a■ount of actor ••hicle traffic going to and coaing froa 
the airport (airport and airline par■onnel, passenger■ , 
taxi ■, bu•••• etc.) and additional traffic generated bf 
collateral •off-airport" buain••••• (hotels, re ■ taurant■, 
etc.). Other factor■ that •are the · same for each 
alternative" have neverthel••• been included in the AJ:Da 
the o■iuion of thi ■ particular factor could 0 be perceived 
a ■ an atteapt to aiqimia• the •ignificanca of the adv•r•• 
air quality i■pact■ that would re ■ult fro■ off-airport 
traffic. 

"Hotor vehicle traffic along the terminal roadway vaa 
taken fro• the Site Selection air quality ■ tudy, Only 
the ter111inal roadway• and ter111inal parking ra111p ware 
included in the analysis.• 

E. 

Th• AED ahould review or discus■ th• factors that were IF 
con■ idered and the •••u■ptiona that were ■ada in • 
connection with the ■ tudy in question. Ar• tho•• factors 
and aaaumptiona still valid, and are tbey eqaallr 
applicable in thi ■ new context? la the uae of this 
particular study (which expressly excluded off-airp9rt 
traffic) another attempt to ■ini■i&e the off-airport air 
pollution factor? 

• •.• acme impact from exiating motor vehicle emia■ iona in 
the study area can alao be expected,• 

In light of thi ■ acknowledgeaent that th• air quality in 
th• " ■ tudy area" i• advar■aly aff•cted by aotor ••bicl•• 
located within the atudy area, it do•• not •••• 
unreasonable to conclude that the air quality at the 
propoaed new aiport site would be ■ i•ilarly affected by 
increa ■ed motor vehicle traffic near (but not technically 
within) the new airport ■ ite. The AED should therefore 
elaborate upon the ba ■ i• for the dechion to exclude 
(from the AED) any analyei ■ of air pollution reaulting 
from increa••d off-airport traffic. 

• ••• (carbon inonoxide) concentratione ... around the (nev) 
airport in the year 2020 can be eetimated ... by adjusting 
for areawide increaaee in traffic volume■ and appropriate 
changes in vehicle emie•ions.• 

G. 

th••• projecti.on•, and when? What were the a••u■ption■ 

The AED ■hould include ■ore inforaiation about the I H. 
projected traffic volW1e1 in the year 2020, Who aade 

upon which th• projections were based? Do•• the phr••• • 
•changes in vehicle emia ■ ione" refer to the increaaed 
traffic volwne, or to projected i■provement■ in engine 
efficiency/exbau ■ t •y•tema, or to both, or to other or 
additional factor■ ? 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

• (Chiinney Rock h) .. . one of ·a emall nulllher of (rock) 
formation■ (of long-atanding aignificance) - and one of 
the beat pre ■erved - it ahould be considered eligible for 
the National Regiater.• 

••• 
• .•• it can be convincingly argued that the larger viaual 
context of Chi•ney Rock already ha■ lost it• integrity, 
effectively aaking it redundant to any aueuD1ent of 
National Regi ■ ter eligibility and adver•• i111pact caused 
by the propo■ed undertaking.• 

Thia la another exaaple of ••••ingly inconai■tent I 
conclu ■ iona that tbe final ••r■ ion of tba AED ■ hould ■-k• 
a greater effor~ to reconcile, ' 

I. 

D. Air quality has been added. 

E. For the differential analysis of the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan, an identical off-site roadway 
access system has been assumed for both the traffic 
impact and air quality analysis. Therefore, no 
differential off-site emissions would occur. The EIS 
will address predicted absolute levels of emissions 
and concentrations and make a comparison of the 
alternatives. 

F. The New Airport site selection study did include an 
off-site traffic and air quality analysis, although for 
the airport study area only. However, no new traffic 
volumes were projected • for the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan since the traffic volumes would 
be identical for all of the comprehensive pla.n 
alternatives. Although only differential impacts were 
considered, on-airport emissions were included in 
the EDMS model for completeness . In the EIS a 
more detailed air quality analysis for each airport 
alternative will be performed. 

G. See Response F. 

H. Region-wide traffic projections for 2020 will be 
made in the EIS. The Metropolitan Council 
estimated in 1993 that the average annual VMT 
increase in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 
between 1990 and 2020 will be 1. 15%. This was 
based upon projected land use and em.P.loyment 
figures for each traffic assignment zone. Changes 
in vehicle emissions" refer to fleetwide reductions in 
new vehicle emissions within Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area. This does not relate to traffic 
volume changes which are addressed separately. 

I. See Minnesota Historical Society Response B. 
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BIOTIC COHMURITIES 

• ... there l• eome question as to whether it (a breeding 
location for the loggerhead shrike, a bird that i• on 
Minnesota'• list of •threatened• •peciee) will remain 
viable since it would lie between two active runway••••• 

So11e queation, indeed, • There ia ·•oa• q·u•ation aa to 
whether thi• •tate■ent h•• been phrased in a aanner 
designed to avoid a •irtually ineacapabl• concluaion. 
The final ••r•ion of th• AED could allay tbi• •uepicioa 
by demon•trating a greater willingn••• to openly 
acknowledge •o•• of the more obviou• of the ■any adverse 
impact• of a new airport. 

*Hiti~11tion for (the destruction of loggerhead ehrik• 
breedJ.ng location a) 111ay be available in the form of 
acquieition of nesting territoriea which lie on nearby 
lands.• 

J. 

I 
Th• AED ahould explain in greater detail how the I K. 
deat.ruction of breading location• would be aitigated by 
the acqui•it.ion (by wbOlll?) of other neeting aitea that 
already exl•l• The AED •hould aleo addr••• the 
po,siblilty that •nearby land•" would be •o "nearby• the 
new airport that they, too, would be adveraely affected . . 
by the airport•• noi•• and activity. 

•The •cientific literature on bald eagles does not 
provide any firm, reaearch-based distance threehhold•, 
which, if transgressed by aircraft, would necessarily 
result in adverse ... impacte to .•. eaglee,• 

••• 
•Thu~, none of the (new airport) alternative• have (sic) 
aig11i C icant potential for causing adverse noise and 
disturbance impact• to bald eagles.• 

Thia i• yet another example of contrary or inconei1tent 
conclueione. SOAR request• that clarification be 
provided in the final ••raion of the AED. 

Tb• AED ahould make a greater effort to tranelate it• 
•tatiatica into 111ore relevant or underetandabl• 
conclullions. For example, by adding together figure• 
that appear in several different •entencea in thi• 
••ct.ion, one could deter111ine that •• 111any a• 7880 111onthly 
approach•• would occur on the three flight track• that 
p••• cloaest to the nearest bald eagle neat• and night 
roo•t•. Thi• would be about once every 5 1/2 ainutea, 
preswnably all y•ar long. An approach of thi• type would 
aak• it eaeier for intereeted citizens to draw their own 
conclueion• regarding the reasonablen••• or •alidity of 
the opinion• expr••••d in th• AED. 

BIRD-AIRCRAFT HAZARDS 

•oue to the relative inaccessibility of thi• area (Shiely 
Gravel Hine pits on Grey Cloud le land), field 
observations (of bird concentrations) were not obtained 
during 1994. • 

Given lhe fact that thi• area~. parl of a "■ajor Canada 
Gooee wintering area", and in light of the fact lbat we 
are now in the 1dddle of winter, perhapa the AED' • 
con1ultant• could conduct •o~• field ob1ervationa froa 
the air, or travel to the area by boat or by snowmobile, 
in order to obtain (and include in the final AED) .aor• 
or better data regarding the extent of the aircraft 
hazard that thi• area repreaenta. 

•wetland 340W ... was not identified as a major bird 
attractor during earlier phases of the New Airport Sit• 
Selection prrw:::-~~s.• 

••• 
•.,. field obaerv11tions during 1994 inrficate that thh 
wetland ( 34 OW J receive■ considerable waterfowl use during 
~igration periods,• 

In •o•• part• of the AED, concluaion• are baaed (at leaat 
in part) upon atudi•• that were conducted aa part of the 
Site Selection process, In other part• of the AED (auch 
a, in the quotation that appear• ianediately above), 
infonnation that i• referred to and relied upon 1• 
radically different than infonaation that. wa• generated 
during the Site Selection proc•••• Thia disparity raiaea 
queationa about the credibility of the entire proc••• -
- queat.lon• that abould be addr••••d in th• final AED. 

I L. 

I M. 

N. 

J. It is not a foregone conclusion that loggerhead 
shrikes will not nest in the vicinity ol airport 
runways if suitable habitat is present. Many wildlife 
species will tolerate and become habituated to 
substantial noise and disturbance levels. It is 
certainly possible that the shrike breeding territory 
referred to by the commenter may be abandoned if 
one or more runways are constructed in close 
proximity; however, as stated in the AED, it is 
currently unknown whether this will occur. 

K. The potential mitigation measure referred to in the 
AED would involve the Metropolitan Airports 
Commission acquiring either easements or fee title 
to lands encompassing existing territories. This was 
suggested as a potential mitigation measure by the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Any 
sites considered for easements or acquisition would 
first be reviewed to determine whether any potential 
for indirect impacts might exist. Potential shrike 
mitigation measures will be discussed in more detail 
in the EIS. 

L. See Carpenter St. Croix Valley Nature Center . 
Response F. 

M. Agreed. This is being done durin_g the winter of 
1995 and will be discussed in the EIS. 

N. Throughout the environmental review process, 
additional data has been collected and analyzed. 
The purpose of carrying out ~ site selection and 
screening process al"ld for preparing a series of 
scoping oocuments and AED·s is to: (1 l reduce the 
number of unresolved issues, (21 incorporate new 
and better data, (3) provide an increasingly detailed 
and thorough impact analysis and (4) generally 
improve the quality of the information upon which 
decisions will ultimately be based. We would be 
remiss in our analysis if we did not correct or 
improve upon information developed early in the 
process when better information arises during later 
stages. 

'-
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P• III-23 

P• III-25 

P· III-25 

•The Pine Bend Landfill waa not identified•• a ma1or 
bird concentration area by any of the agenc ee 
contacted.• 

••• 
•rield investigation• during ... 1994 .•• confirlfted that Pino 
Bend Landfill attract• large nulllbere of ring-billed 
9ulla ... over 1000 vere observed at the landfill. • • the 
gulls have eetabliehed a habitual flight path between 
their feeding area at the landfill and their 
ataging/reeting area on Spring Lake.• 

'1'h• AED ehould identify the •agenci•• contacted• aad I Q 
briefly addr••• the ••rr different conclueione that were • 
reached, in order to help the public deterain• vhicb 
expert.a to believe. 

• .•. aitigation aeaauree ... are beet developed after a nev 
airport i• co•pleted .•. • 

•The potential for further reducing bird-aircraft 
hazards .•• could be better explored after new airport 
facilitie• are in place ... • 

If thi• philoeophy had been adopted with reepect to th• I 
other environmental fact.ore addr••••d in the AED, it 
would have been a aborter but eignificantly lee• ueeful P. 
document. Th• fact that mitigation option• might be 
clearer in th• future doee not eliminate or ainimiz• th• 
need to explore theM in the preeent. 

E. FARMLAND 

P• III-26 

P• III-27 

P• III-28 

P• III-27 

• ... the Far111land Protection Policy Act ( require• the 
usonJ ... to identify prime farmland and farmland of 
etatewide importance (that would beJ ... permanently taken 
out of protection by (a new airport] ... • 

Th• •ery exietence of thie Act underecorea th• federal 
government•• deeir• to pr•••~• pri111e and important 
farmland -- a worthwhile goal that would be clearly 
undermined by the conetruction of a new airport. on tb• 
agricultural ■ it• that i• currently under coneideratloa. 
Tb• AED ehould therefore devote 111ore attention to tbie 
important leghlation by including 111ore infonnation about 
the Act•• object.iv••• and th• way• (if any) in which the 
Act•• direct.iv•• can b• reconciled with deetruction of 
pri~e farmland that would be caueed by a new airport. 
In addition, the AED ehould elaborate upon the 
·protection•" (if any) that would be provided to fana 
owner• and operators, and to the owner• and employ••• of 
the 111any local farming - related bu ■ in•••••• by th• 
Farmland t_r_Q_t~_t_ion Policy Act. 

•The development of a new airport ... would eliminate 
farming operations within the airport boundary.• 

V■ , 

• ... aome fRrmland within the airport boundary could be 
leaeed for continued farming operation■." 

Again, th• o••rall •alu• of the llD would b• enhanced by 
reducing th• auab•r of iaconahteat or contrary 
concluaione (euch •• th•••>• 

'the phra•• •within th• airport boundary• appear• at leaet 
five ti••• on thi• page. Tb• A.ED fail• to give 
eufficient coneideration to the impact that a new airport 
would have on farmland out.aide of (but near) the airport 
boundary. The AED do•• admit that •a large fana mar be 
bisected ( eevered) by a roadway leading to th• new 
airport•, but Table 13 on page III-28 indicate• that 8.2 
farm• or acreage would be aevered under any of the tbr•• 
alternative• under conaid•rationl A new airport would 
require at leaet "eight lane• at freeway deeign atandarde 
between th• airport and Trunk Highway 55" and •otber 
highway upgrade ■ and iaprovemente" (••• page iii of tb• 
~ED), and all of thi• new road conetruction would alaoat 
certainly r•eult in aubetantially mor• loet, ieolated, 
triangulated and eevered farmland than th• A.ED 
acknowledgee. The llD ahould be revieed to take th••• 
iuuea into coneideration, baeed upon th• projection■ 
that have already b••n ••d• regarding tbe location and 
extent of th• neceaaary .roadway isproveaenta. 

a. 

R. 

1 s. 

0. See Response N. Gull numbers and movements 
described for Spring Lake and Pine Bend Landfill are 
based on new 1994 field data. 

P. See Phyllis Goldin Response A. 

Q. The purpose of the AED is to analyze the differential 
impacts of the three alternatives for a new 
comprehensive plan. The EIS will analyze the 
provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act in 
comparing the development of a new airport in 
Dakota County versus expansion of MSP. 

R. Development of any large-scale capital project would 
displace existing land uses; thus, the statement that 
development of a new airport would. eliminate 
farming operations within the airport boundary. It is 
possibfe, however, that not all land within the airport 
boundary will be needed for airport operations and, 
to the extent that future land use policies for State 
Safety Zones would not be violated, could be leased 
out for farming operations. 

S. The purpose of the AED is to analyze the differential 
impacts of the three alternatives for a new airport 
comprehensive plan. Consequently, the number of 
acres of farmland which would be within the airport 
boundary and the number of farm properties with a 
portion lying outside the airport boundary (isolated 
and triangulated farmlands) were included in the 
AEO. The impacts of developing a new airport, in 
comparison to the impacts of expanding MSP, will 
be the focus of the-EIS, including the adverse 
impacts on farming operations in the area near the 
new airport. 

It is possible that farmlands will be severed - i.e., 
portions of a farm ownership separated from each 
other - by the development of new roads to the 
airport. However, the exact alignment of these 
roadways has yet to be determined and, 
consequently, it is not possible at this time to 
arialyze impacts caused by the construction of these 
roadways. The alignment will be determined prior to 
the preparation of the EIS, so that a comparison of 
MSP expansion and new airport development, and 
the impacts of each, can be made in the EIS. 
Specific impacts of roadway construction will be the 
subject of a subsequent EIS, if it is decided to 
develop a new airport. 

I 

( I 

I 
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r 
r, 1P• 111-28 •oevelop~ent compatible with a new airport ..• would have 

to be epecified for certain eitee if the essential 
agricultural nature of central and ■outhern Dakota County 
ie to be retained.• n 

r 
J\ Ip. 111-28 

Given the enonaou■ amount of prim• fannland that would 
be lost to the new airport eite iteelf, and in light of 
the additional farmland that would be loet (immediatelt 
or eventually) to new roadway■, collateral airport 
faciltiee, ••pin-off" buein••••• and other airport·­
related u1ee, isn't it it an exercise in futility to e••n 
con1ider any effort to retain the .. e■ eential ·agricultural 
nature" of the area in queetion? 

•There are no ■easuree to aitigate the pennanent lo•• of 
farmland in the area, .. • 

This portion of the AED should at lea ■ t acknowledge tb• 
aocioeeono•ic consequence• of depriving farm operator• 
of their ehoeen Tocation, and thi• ieeue should be 
addreeeed at greater length in Part J ("Socioeconoaic•, 
page• 111-49 to 111-53) of the AED. The AED do•• admit 
(on page III-53) that •~ .. it i• unlikely that there will 
be ■ iaailar farmland available in the near •icini ty, • but 
no aention is ■ade of the need for vocational retraining 
or rehabilitation, place••nt aaeistance, job coun ■ elin9, 
or the various other aervicee that ehould be provided to 
enable displaced farmer• to pureue new career• or obtain 
gainful employment. 
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FLOODPLAINS 

The AED indicate• that environmental impact ■ in 14 area■ 
were examined, and that • ... where neceeaary and poeeible, 
potential •itigation aeaeuree are diecuaaed.• 

Why doea the AED' • eection on Floodplain• omit any 
!pecific reference to aitigation? I• it becauee 
diecuaeing mitigation Measures ia not •necceesary•, or 
becauae it i• not "pouible"? Or i• it eiDlply an 
overeight that can be corrected in the final ••reion of 
the AED? 

p. III-28 •rill would be placed in the affected areas of the 
floodplains, to raiae the airport facilities above the 
floodplain elevation.• 

Table 14 on page III-29 euggeete that fill would have to 
be placecl in 160 to 320 acre•, depending upon the 
alternative chosen. Th• AED should include eati~atea 
regarding the ~ or volum.~ of fill that would be 
required, and the coat of this procedure. 

p. III-29 • ... there is adequate space within each alternative for 
re-creation of the floodplain storage that would be lost 
due to airport facilities.• 

The AED iDlpliea, but do•• not clearly state, that this 
i• intended to be the sole or primary mitigation 
technique. How doe• one replace a nalural floodplain? 
The AED should provide more epecific information 
regarding the procedure for (and projected c01t of) "re­
creating" 160 to 320 acre• of loet floodplain etorage. 

O. BISTORIC/ARCBJTECTURAL RESOURCES 

lJ, . p. 111-32 •such mitigation for the farm buildings •ight include 
noise reduction measures, auch •• window replacement and 
insul tation, if these S1eaeurea could be accompliehed 
without dllmaging the historic integrity of the 
propertiea.• 

I i, ...1' 

L 
J I 

l 

In our view, epecific reeo111111endation• and a budget for 
aitigation auet be known before it i• poseible to expr••• 
an opinion about tbi• ieaue •• it pertain• to selection 
of a development alternative. With the nuinber of 
airport• in operation worldwide, a aignificant body of 
re1earch auet exiet about the actual effect• of "noi ■ e, 
vibration, pollution or other factor•• on natural and 
aanmede structures located in ai■ilar proximity to the 
atrueture• of concern here. 

T. 

I 
u. 

Iv. 

I w. 

x. 

I 
Y. 

T. Induced development, as well as the appropriate 
locations for it, will be analyzed in the EIS. It is a 
policy of the Metropolitan Council that airport-related 
development will be located at the intersection of 
Trunk Hi_ghway 55 and the new roadway into the 
airport. That, and the comprehensive plans for the 
area, with virtually all land designated for agricultural 
use, it is possible that farming operations could be 
retained in those areas of the townships outside the 
airport boundary. 

U. The purpose of the AEO is to analyze the differential 
impacts of the three alternatives for a new airport 
comprehensive plan. The EIS will analyze the 
economic impacts of lost farmlands and farming 
operations. Impacts such as vocational rehabilitation 
and job counseling will be included in that analysis. 

V. Mitigation of floodplain impacts is both necessary 
and possible. Impacts resulting from fill placed into 
the floodplains will be mitigated as required by 
Dakota County and the Minnesota ONR. 

w. The estimated amount of fill required to fill 
floodplains prior to constructing airport facilities 
across them is approximately the same for all of the 
alternatives. It therefore has no bearing on selection 
of an alternative. If this information is necessary it 
can be determined during the EIS process. 

X. Re-creation of floodplain is intended as the primary 
source of floodplain mitigation. It is expected that 
re-creation of floodplains ·will be accomplished by 
excavating in areas between parallel runways, and 
other areas that need to be kept clear of structures 
for airspace purposes. Areas will be excavated such 
that they will provide the same amount of water 
storage during the 100 year flood, as was originally 
provided by the floodplains that had to be filled for 
airport facilities. Most of the material excavated to 
create the new floodplain will probably be used to 
provide fill in the floodplains that need to be filled for 
airport facilities . Therefore most of the cost of re­
creating the floodplains will be incidental to the cost 
of constructing facilities across the existing 
floodplains. 

Y, Specific mitigation measures for historic properties 
adversely affected by an undertaking are outlined in 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the State 
Historic Preservation Office, and other interested 
parties. The Advisory Council cannot begin to 
negotiate a MOA until an undertaking is initiated. 
Therefore, no srecific mitigation measures can be 
established unti a decision is made to develop the 
new airport. 



J. SOCIOECONOMIC 

P• III-49 

P• III-51 

P• III-52 

P• nI-53 

P• III-53 

'l'b• AJ!D sbould include a table listing th• aaaes and 
addr••••• of all fuu.li•• and buain••••• targeted for 
relocation under FAA aandate•. A footnote abould clearly 
reiterate that additional reaidenta and buain••••• will 
be diaplaced for roadway, utilities, and powerlin• 
construction, and •tat• when tho•• parcel• will be 
identified. A note in the Executive Suaaary can draw 
render• to thia table, which will b• of great intereat. 

Finally, unl••• th••• afore .. ntioned hoaeOWDera and 
buain••• ownera bave a legitimate rea•on to worry about 
the negative effects of landbanking option•, th• UD 
ahould b• amended to expreaaly exclude thia developaent 
tool fro■ th• public diacuaaion. 

TAX CAPACITY IMPACTS 

In earlier official document■, th• Metropolitan Council 
aentioned that commercial and induatrial growth 
aaaociated witb a new airport would be ■bared regionallJ 
through th• UH of existing fiacal diaparitiH law. SOAR 
baa repeatedly requested clarification of how fi•cal 
diapariti•• would be employed, aa well aa th• 
conaequenc•• to communiti•• contiguoua to the airport 
aite. 'l'hia aection auat aantion that fiacal diapariti•• 
i• intended for u•• in conjunction with a relocated 
airport. A detailed diacuaaion auat be included in the 
Final Report to the Legialature, with sufficient ti.me for 
public comment. 

JJ. JJ. A listing of businesses, including farming 
operations, which would be displaced by the 
development of a new airport will be included the 
technical report that will be an appendix to the EIS. 
An analysis of impacts of site preservation, 
including landbanking, will be included in the EIS. 

KK. I KK. Existing property tax laws, including provisions 
regarding fiscal disparities to the extent that they 
are applicable, would apply to properties 
surrounding the airport, as well as to the affected 
jurisdictions. A discussion of this issue will be 

. included in the report to the Legislature. 

the audden losa of nearly a third of revenue• will be L 
off Ht for the continued viability of the township•, L • 

'l'abl•• 30/31: Regarding th• loat tax capacity iaau• for I 
the townahipa, the central challenge i• to project bow 

LL. The comment is noted. A discussion of lost tax 
capacity will be included in the report to the 
legislature. 

achoola, and county. Regarding th• uae of th••• data for 
••l•ction of a development alternative, it i• clear that. , 
any of the three will have a devaatating iapact. on tax 
cap11city. 

It ia unacceptable to merely •increase either assessed 
valuations of remaining properties with the township• and 
the school district, or increase the tax rate so as to 
assure the aatne level of public services to thoae 
remaining.• A more equitable re■edy muat b• addr••••d 
in concept within this document. and developed to the 
satisfaction of th• government units in the Final Report. 
Bigber taxe1 or a■ ae11ed valuation• will be insult to the 
injury of living next to an airport that waa developed 
with an •aaaumption that. reaidential development will be 
diacouraged.• 

For tho■• individuals who directly lo•• their 
livelibooda, a• well aa the buain••• owner• who are 
deatroyed through a ripple- effect clearly underatood 
through prior economic studi•• of far111ing communitiea, 
there must be an open and boneat discuaaion about bow tbe 
Metropolitan region would value their sacrifice for this 
project. 'l'hat diacuuion ahould begin in the A.ED, 
acknowledging that fair compenaation muat. be determined, 
and abould continue in the Final Report. 

MM J MM. Under existing property tax laws, the options 
include either increasing assessed valuations or 
increasing tax rates. The issue of tax capacity and 
lost tax revenues will be addressed in the report to 
the Legislature. 

N N. I NN. Economic studies of the impacts of an airport 
expansion, regardless of its location will be 
included in the draft EIS. However, this document 
only addressed information that differed between 
the on-site layouts. 

K. TRAHSPORTA'l'IOH ACCESS 

P• III-54 This section auat. be rewritten to clearly atate what i• 
intended. Tb• reader i• left wondering what a •tie• ia, 
and what relevance thia baa to development alternative 
aelection. MSP International Airport'• •ti••• to weat•rn 
Khconain, preauaably for air traveller•, would obvioualy 
be tranaferred to the New Airport. However, thi• 
statement contribute• nothing to the debate: it is of far • 
greater conaequence to conaider bow the veatern Hhconain 
travellers would ace••• a new airport aero•• the 
inadequate Hwy 61 bridge. Economic iapact. auat be the 
focua of th.i.• entire aection, inclu•i•• of two other 
illlpacta: 

• A concise prediction of bow the u•• of bonding 
authority will impact other ata-tewid• transportation 
projecta. 

• Analy•i• regarding bow the average daily traffic 
forecast. will change a• information technology 
permanently alter■ coamuting habit• and buain••• travel. 
•ortbweat Airline•• own data on buain••• travel trend• 
abould be .. ntioned iD this ••ct.ion <••• tHt.i&ony to 
Covernor'• Taak Force on Airport Planning 1993). 

00 .I 00. The. reference to "'ties" is in the context of the 
affected environment, which is to be a description 
of the existing conditions of the study area. The 
consideration of ground access will receive further 
study in the draft EIS as indicated on page 111-54. 
Economic impacts wnl be addressed in the draft 
EIS in a separate section. The impact of the 
financing of the airport and related costs will be a 
portion of the draft EIS or the Decision Document. 
Data on airline business travel is relevant to airport 
enplanement forecasts which were recently 
reviewed ad updated. The evaluation of ground 
transportation access will consider what data is 
available on telecommuting and other assumptions 
in forecasting travel demand. 
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WATER llESOURCES 

• ••• it appears que•tionable whether ator111Water discharge• 
to the Vermillion River, even after the application of 
structural beat aanageaient practices (BMPs), vould be 
permitable. Although further pollutant load reduction 
could be achieved through the use of ... (operation• ~nd 
1Mnagement practices) and/or the uae of con•t~cted 
wetland•, the u•e of such ~eaaurea still may not result 
in full attainment of water quality standard•. 
Con•eguently, it i• po ■ sible ■ tormwoter di1eharg1• 
usociated with the proposed airport P!AY have to b• 
diverted to the Mississippi river in order to meet water 
quality 1tandard1 in the Vermillion River, 

•However, diverting euch atormwater directly to the 
Hi••i••ippi River may constitute an •interbasin• water 
transfer requiring approval from the (Hinne•ota 
Department of Natural Resources). It ia unknown at thi ■ 
time under what condition•, if at all, the HDNR vould 
allow au·ch a transfer. The same types of issues that 
affect the potential for additional atormwater discharge• 
also apply to potential discharges fro111 a wastewater 
treatment facility. Even with high levels of treatment 

• (greater than eecondary), it may not be poseible to ~eet 
water quality standard• and discharge to the Vermillion 
River.• 

The paragraph• quoted above are remarkable in their 
clarity and candor. It is clear that water quality 
standard• are threatened by thie project. SOAR 
respectfully request• that the first and last sentences 
of thi• eection ("Impact• on Surface Water Quality•) be 
reprinted in the Executive Summary, and further that the 
MAC staff epecifically inform th• commissioner• of th••• 
is•u•• prior to their Tote to authorize one of th••• 
development alternatives. 

•To the extent some runoff can be diverted to a discharge 
point bel0W Hastings, additional flood control benefits 
~ay be achieved.• 

SOAR requeata that thie diYeraion point be identified for 
the purposes of understanding th• implications for 
resident• below Baeting• and determining whether any 
differences exiat among the three alternatiYea. 

•Because it appear• that dir~t diacharges of atormwater 
and treated wastewater to the Ver111illion River may not 
be pennitted ... further mitigation IIIAY be required . . Such 
lllitigation for atormwater discharge• could potentially 
be achieved by eliminating • such discharges from the 
Vermillion River watershed -and diverting them to the 
Hissiesippi River.• 

Regardl••• of which alternative i• selected, this issue 
is of gre~t concern to SOAR. A Metropolitan Disposal 
Syetem is ■entioned, although the location is not 
deteniin•d in this document. Clearly it is unacceptable 
to further burden th• Hiaaiaaippi River and jeopardize 
thi• reaource for the aany state ■ dOWDriver, •• well a• 
our own. SOAR aupports the Minneaota-Wiaconin Boundary 
Comiaaion in it• request for thorough exploration of 
water protection aeaaur•• in the EIS. 

PP. 

loo. 

RR. 

PP. 

QQ, 

Since these issues are essentially the same for 
each alternative, they do not provide a basis for 
distinguishing one alternative from another . This 
information is available to all commissioners and 
other decision makers, 

Additional information will be developed·for the EIS 
addressing the nature and quantities of discharge 
from potential airport stormwater facilities and 
where they may be discharged. This will be 
addressed in more detail in the EIS Scoping 
document. 

RR. Stormwater ant!! wastewater management concepts 
have been identified in this AED and will be 
developed further in the EIS within the constraints 
which exist for preparation of such information. 



IV. 

P• IV-1 

P• IV-1 

IJ>VERSE IMPACTS \ofRICB CAJOfQT BE AVOIDED 

•Irreversible and Irretrievable Comzaitments of Reaourcas• 

SOAR raquaats that tba Final Report specify exact aaounts 
of ra ■ ourc•• irretrievably lost. Particularly, the Final 
Report should state th• e■ tiaated year that the world 
supply of fossil fua la i• e xpecte d to ba deple t ed. 

•Any construction project will alao require a ■ubatantial 
one-time expenditure of local, aetropolitan, atata and 
federal funds, which would not be retrievable,• 

SOAR raqua ■ ta that thia docuaeat include a com.prahanai•• 
budget to date from both th• Metropolitan Council aad 
Metropolitan Airport■ Commi ■■ ion, inclusive of: 
• An a ■ timate of ia-kind agency support for aalaria■ , 

office ■ pace, technical ■upport, aateriala. 
Con ■ ultiag contracts, including the fina and a brief 
de ■ cription of ra ■pon■ ibiliti••• 

• 
• 

• 

Aetiviti•• of each of th• following groups1 Th• 
Contingency Planning Committee, the Task Force OD 
Airport Planning Sa arch Area De ■ ignatioa; the Policy 
and Technical Ta■ k Force ■ on Airport Siting; tba 
State Advisory Council on Airport Planning 
(including out of ■ tate travel); Reu ■ e Ta■k Fore• 
Committee; and the current MAC Task Fore•• on 
Airport Planning. . 
A line item clearly stating the remaining fund• 
allocatad for th• proc••• through the final 
conclu■ ion . 

SOAR request■ that th• report either eliminate or furt!ler 
illuminate th• laat two ••ntences on p, IV-1: 

•commitment of irretrievable resource ■ is based on the 
concept that residents of the metropolitan area and the 
atate will benefit by the improvement• made in major air 
travel facilities in the Twin Cities. These improveinenta 
would enhance safety and reduce air travel delay for the 
airport user.• Comenta: 

1, Federal law require ■ that aajor airport con■truction 
ahow demonstrable benefit to an entire region, not 
just the atata. U.S. Senators from Wisconsin and 
North and South Dakota have already expressed, and 
expect, regional cooperation in analyzing thia 
project and it• alleged benefits. 

2. Th• firat sentence •tatea a concept without citin9 
a source. It appears b•r• •• a atatament of fact 
wban in fact thia belief i• rejected br aany elected 
official• and citizen• alike, 

S$, 

TT 

SS. Some of this information is not available at this 
time. The costs of the Dual Track process are the 
same for each alternative. 

TT. The premise of the Dual Track Airport Planning 
Process is to investigate ways to meet the region's 
future air transportation needs. Forecasts of 
activity have been developed to identify needs 
through the year 2020, and airport facility 
requirements have been developed. The various 
environmental, social and economic issues related 
to meeting, or not meeting, these needs (including 
expanding MSP, building a new airport, and •no 
action•). are currently being studied. The EIS will 
clearly articulate the purpose and need of the 
project, incorporating local and regional needs, as 
required by state and federal law, and will provide1 

the technical analysis needed to address all of the 
issues arising from meeting (or not meeting) these 
needs. 
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Th• firat ••ntenc• quoted above alao r•f•r• to 
•.uaprove■ent.• in aajor air travel• benefit.ting tb• 
■et.ro area and t.h• at.ate, implying that iaprove■ent.• 
are n•e••••ry, when in fact t.h• FAA'• own capacity 
atudy ahowa that HSP i• adequate far into t.h• next 
century with aodeat inveatment. Further, Norttsw.at. 
Airline• ha• atated repeatedly that there i• DO 
demonstrated need for facilitie• other than the on•• 
currently aaintained at HSP. 

Th• ••cond ••ntence quoted above perpetuate• arth• 
that were proven fal•• by the Legialat.iv• Auditor 
in 1993' ■ investigation of the Dual Track Planning 
Proc••• r there i• no docuaented ■afety i••u• at MSPJ 
nor are delays a eignificant iasuo for airport u••r• 
at KSP. Northwest Airline• continue• to deliver 
excellence in on-time ••rYiee. Moreover, t.b• 
Auditors noted that the Metropolitan Council wildly 
exaggerated delays in it.a forecast., differing by aa 
aueh •• to ainutea froa the Metropolitan Airport• 
C01111Uaaion• • ••tiaates. 

Public confidence in the Dual Track Planning Proc••• 
1• t.enuoua at beat. Reckl••• atatementa auch aa 
th••• should not appear in docuaent• at t.hia mature 
at.age of the proc•••, nor reappear in the P'i11al 
Report to th• Legialat.ur• without tangible, credible 
docu~•ntation to aupport th••• 

Finally, SOM request• that the following t.abl•• be 
prepared for incluaion in th• docuaentt 

1, A Hat of t.be adverae impact• that iii aor• 
uaeful and complete than the table that appear• 
on page v of th• Executive Summary. 

2. A list of the nam•• of the fal'111er■ who would 
be permanently diaplaced by tbe .proc•••• along 
with their annual production output (coded if 
n•c••••ry to protect their identitiea). 

UU, 1 UU. This paragraph has been deleted. 

vv. 

The question being addressed in the Dual Track 
Process is not whether MSP can be expanded to 
meet future needs, but, •what is the best way to 
meet the region's future aviation needs (e.g ., MSP or 
a new airport)?" The FAA's MSP Capacity 
Enhancement Plan, like MAC's own work, identified 
ways for MSP to meet future needs. Both studies 
showed that there are feasible ways to do so. The 
Dual Track Process will compare the impacts of MSP 
development versus the impacts of building a new 
airport . 

W. The list of criteria is considered useful in determining 
the major difference in impacts of the three 
alternatives. 

A list of each permanently displaced farmer or farm 
will be made available for the Draft EIS, upon further 
refinement of the selected alternative. 

I 
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January 22, 1995 

Mr . Nigel D. Finney 
Deputy Director 
Metropolitan Airports Commission 
6040 28th Ave. South 
Minneapolis MN 55450-2799 

RECEIVED 
JAN 2 7 1995 

DEPUTY EXEC. DIR. 

Re: New Airport Comprehensive Plan - Draft AEO 

Dear Mr. Finney: 

Enclosed is a copy of the statement I made at the public hearing on 
January 18, 1994 at Hastings, Minnesota. Please enclose this 
statement with the written comments on the Draft AEO. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

\..l... ti • 
0

t t. \ ~ _· 
Alice Clausing A 
State Senator \.~ 
10th District 
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\. STATEMENT 

TO METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS COMMISSION 
ON NEW AIRPORT COMPREHENSIVE Pl.AN 

DRAFT ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 
JANUARY 18, 1994 P!JBLIC HEARING 

HASTINGS MINNESOTA 

Good Evening. My name i• Alice Clausing and I am from Menomonie, 
Wisconsin. A• a Wisconsin State Senator or the 10th Sena·te 
District,. four out of fiv'! counties I represent border Minnesota on 
the Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers. I am also the Wieconain 
Representative to the Metropolitan Airport Comnission Dual Track 
Pol!cy Oversight Committee, a member of the Minnesota/Wisconsin 
Boundary Area Commission and the Mississippi River Parkway 
COTIT.lission. 

During the past 18 months, I have been working with constituent• 
from my Senate District concerning the possible relocation of the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul Airport to Hastings Minnesota. I have also 
worked with legislators from Minnesota and Wisconsin and personnel 
from Wisconsin and Minnesota Departments of Transportation and 
Natural Resources . Wisconsin's goal is to get the State of 
Min~esota and the Federal Aviation Administration (FM) to 
recognize and quantify the regional impacts, including those to 
Wisconsin, so an informed decision will be made at the end of this 
1tudy process to determine if the Minneapolis/St. Paul Regional 
Airport is relocated. When we first began to work together, the 
area east of the Mississippi River, on the maps provided by the 
Metropolitan Airport Corrmission (M1'Cl, was blank. Our progress 
thus far has been to get Wisconsin on the map. Yes, there is life 
east of the Mississippi and St . Croix Rivers! 

Placing a major international hub airport in a rural area will have 
env!ronmental, social and economic impacts to the region . What 
these impacts will be, must be adequately studied and determined in 
order for local and state government to plan appropriately for 
growth, development and infrastructure . 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the New Airport 
Comprehensive Plan, Draft Alternative Environmental Document (AED). 
There are several items of concern in this plan. 

Evaluating the AED has been difficult because the Wisconsin impact■ 
outside th~ airport will come later - we cannot discuss total 
impacts. It is possible, however, that impacts on the outside may 
be greater than inside. 

!\1~~ C """"'· r () 14,,. 71111~ . M:a1, ...... . Wt ~)~n, .1111: 
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Page 2 
January 22, 199S 
AED Ccmnents 

1. Land Use -III-32. 

Diacuasion i• a mix of on-aite, in and around adjacent land to the 
airport. The AED aaya it addressee impacts on land use and 
comprehenaive plane of affected municipalitiea. However, it only 
diacusses impacts to Hastings, Minnesota. It doe• not mention 
Prescott, Wisconsin which is directly across the Mississippi River 
from Hastings and within four miles of the end of one of the 
runways. Prescott is currently one of the fastest growing 
comnunitie_s in Wisconsin. Impacts to land use in Prescott must be 
included as well•• regional impacts. 

It will be necessary to do more than number crunching on jobs, 
aquare feet of office 1pace, hotel and motel rooms. A model must 
be developed to predict growth changes in Wisconsin to include 
population as well as service demands, land use patterns, 
infrastructure, etc. 

2. Transportation Access -III-S3 

The AED only addresses transportation as it relates to the 
three alterative sites. New access roads and changes in existing 
road• and bridges will be addressed in the final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). With the final rep~rt to the Minnesota 
Legislature due July, 1996, I do not believe there will be time to 
adequately study the transportation impacts. 

3. Wastewater Treatment 

One of the conments in the New Airport Site Selection Study 
Final AED C-2 15) state1, •a new wastewater treatment plant should 
be constructed to accomnodate a new airport.• The response stated, 
"This issue will be addressed in the comprehensive Plan AED for the 
1elected site.• The AED discusses a wastewater collection plan but 
does not address a wastewater treatment plant. 

The impacts on both surface and ground water quality need to be 
considered. The AEO indicates stormwater may have to be diverted 
to the Mississippi River to meet water quality standards in the 
Vermillion River - III-S7. Since this diversion •may require 
approval of the MDNR• a discussion of MDNR requirements and details 
of plans to meet these requirements should be included. There is 
no information in the AEO regarding the impacts on ground water. 
This should be included. 

My final comnent refers to noise. Noise is a form of pollution and 
an environmental hazard. We all know noise is what the Dual Track 
Process is really all about. The legislators in Minnesota are 
responding to their constituents who live near the present airport 
and are bothered by the noise. 

In the 1ection on Noise-Sensitive Uses A-7, the recomnendation that 
schools be considered compatible in the ONL 65-70 noise %one is 
rather interesting. The graph on A-6 indicates 65 to sot ~f the 
people in that noise level range are annoyed. The assumption ii 
the interior Noise Level Reduction (N'RL) be at least 30 dBA. As a 
former teacher, I am aware some school activities occur outside the 
■chool. Elementary &chool1 have playgrounds and secondary school ■ 
have football and track and other sports outside. Outside 
activities should be considered in this study. What about cattle? 

Thank you very much for considering these recomnendations. 

A. 

B. 

IC. 

I 
D. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

The current document was to evaluate the 
differences between three alternative site layouts, 
so little work was performed to evaluate 
development impacts on Wisconsin. Impacts of the 
airport and its induced development on Wisconsin 
and its communities will be evaluated in the next 
phase. Study design of the analysis will be a part of 
the scoping for the draft EIS. 

Please refer to pages 111·56 through 111-58, and 111-67 
and 111·68 of the Draft AED for the description of the 
sizing and treatment issues associated with the 
wastewater treatment facility evaluated for the 
proposed airport site. 

As part of the EIS preparation process, an effort will 
be made to document any specific requirements the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources may 
have governing interbasin water transfers. This will 
include an effort to determine if such requirements 
also govern the transfer of water among the sub­
watersheds of a river basin. As an alternative to 
discharging to the Mississippi River, it may be 
possible for storm water from the proposed airport 
site to be discharged to the Vermillion River 
downstream of Hastings. 

The focus of the AED was to identify, to the extent 
possible, the differential impacts of each of three 
airport development plans on the slime site. 
Preliminary evaluations of the geolo9y under each 
site were done prior to undertakin~ this AED, as part 
of the Site Selection process. Additional information 
on subsurface conditions will be provided in the EIS; 
however, it is no_t anticipated that the analysis will 
encompass contaminant transport modeling. 

Figure A-2 shows various degrees of annoyance for 
residences, not schools. The activities associated 
with each land use are different, with sleep 
disturbance a primary contributor to annoyance 
within residences. The land use compatibility 
analysis on pages A-7 and A-8, which is based on 
FAA criteria, recommends that in order to make 
existing schools a compatible land use within the 
DNL 65-70, sound insulation measures should be 
applied to J)roduce an interior noise-level-reduction 
of at least 30 dBA. ,,. 

_Aciivities occurring outside the school on 
playgrounds and sports fields are considered similar 
to those occurring at other recreational land uses, 
and are therefore considered compatible up to DNL 
70. This is also based on nationally recognized FAA 
criteria. 

Studies of dairy cattle, pigs, chickens and mink I 
show that domesticated farm animals are generally 
not affected by even high-intensity aircraft noise in 
terms of physic~I health, behavior, weight, and 
production (ref. FAA, "Aviation Noise Effects," pp. 
66-67). 
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A. A. MAC is investigating several other options to meet 

the region's 2020 aviation needs. Among these is 
relocation of cargo, military and/or other operations 
to other airports, such as Rochester, and linking that 
airport to MSP via hig'1-speed rail. 
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12/13/lffl 11:•2 'f152'23'75J IAC).tWO(f~ WI 

WANDA aROWN 
#MU f ,»J IT/t£FT 

,,.,,corr. w, N02t 

RE: 0f1h Alternative Enwonment1I Document 

hbNery 3, 1995 

Dee, Metrol)Ofit■n Airpott1 Commisaion: 

NGE 11 

Of tht ,nIny QuHtiona I raised when testifying before you It the Hutings meeting, the one 
to which I wOUld like I written response is: Exactly how much money hu ti.en spent to date 
ttucfying the propoMd Hastings eirc,ort site? Speeific1lly, regarding the ·ust of Pre~er•• 
which 1ppe1r1 on pages V•1 & 2, what,,, their contreeu, how much have they and others 
MIii peid 10 fer, Ind whit is tl,e on~oing budget . PlHH print thi1 f°' the record. end updete 
1he money question In aubsequent document,. If it's public money you are apending, make 
It public. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Wanda •own 

I A. A. The cost of studying the new airport is the same for 
each alternative, and therefore not relevant to the 
selection of the best alternative. If you want a 
response to this question; please call Nigel Finney at 
726-81 89 and clarify exactly what cost information 
is desired. 
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JW Bcrkt • 246 Carlson Lant· Rl•er Falls. WI .54022 • TeVFAX 715/425-1289 

Date: Januuy 18, 1995 

TO: Nigel D. Finney, Deputy Executive Director• Planning & Environment 
Metropolitan Airport Commission Memben 

FR: Jill Berlc~4MAC Citizen Member 
St. Crq{x County, Wisconsin _ 

\ . 
Thank you roAhe opportunity to address you this evening regarding the Dr1.ft 
Alternative. Environmentll Document. It attempts to address the complex impacts on 
the environment of the th-ce different development plans as part of the Dual Tracie 
Airport Planning Process and the New Airport Comprehensive Plan. 

I offer the following remarks and suggestions for your consideration as you progress to 
the final AED, EIS and other phases of your plannin& process. 

Land Use AITectine the Environment 
Page m-34 
Sec. H.3 Mitigation Measures (Land Use) 

The matter of land use is addressed, and more specifically the document refers 10 this 
as the •oirpon dtvtlopmtN arta. • Although I am happy to see reference to your 
neighbor to the east, there is, at best, minimal attention given to the state of Wisconsin 
as impacted within the defined development area. 

Reference is made also to natural resource protection wherein the document states •1ht 
oirpon dtvtlopmnrr arta may txttndfivt miles in arry dirtctionfrom tht airport site if 
tltt Mttrnp<>litan C.011ndl dtttrmints the erttruion is necessary to prottct na1ural 
nsourcts of tht mttropc.'itan art a. • 

I. Please comment on your efforts to date, and in the future, regarding possible 
land use impacts in the affected areas of Wisconsin (largely Pierce & St. Croix 
Counties, with some attention to Pepin County), in the case of each alternative. 

2. What efforts are taking place and/or propose.d, to evaluate natural resource 
protection in those paru of northwestern Wisconsin, including the St. Croix 
Riverway in St. Croix County and Pierce County, southerly along the Mississippi 
corridor to Lake Pepin, u well as smaller river ways (Willow River, J<jnniclcinnic 
River, Rush River. etc.) that now directly or indirectly into the St. Croix and 
Mississippi along that route7 

Transportation Access 
Page III-54 
Sec K.2 Impacts of Transportation Access 

Thank you for considering the impacts of all three alternatives with respect to new 
access roads and changes Unfortunately, there is very little depth to your evaluation 
of the transporation impacts regarding induced development in the affected Wisconsin 
communities. 

1. Reference is made to the ElS and its intent to look more closely at the transportation 
access issue. 

Will the so-called airport development area include Wisconsin communities, i.e. 
those municipalities in St. Croix County along the 1-94 corridor, 1-35 exchange, 
and those bordering the St. Croix Riverway southward through Pierce and Pepin 
Counties? How comprehensive is your proposed study of the tnnsportation impacts 
to Wisconsin? 

Thank you for your consideration of these critical issues. As a citizen member of 
Wisconsinite.s Interested in Studying Metropolitan Airport Changes (WlSMAC), I urge 
you 10 continue developing collaborative relationships with public officials, municipal 
plannen, administrators, WlSMAC citizens, and other key opinion leaden in 
Wisconsin. 

A. 

I 

I 
B. 

I 
C. 

A. The current document was to evaluate the 
differences between three alternative site layouts, 
so little work was performed to evaluate 
development impacts on Wisconsin. Meetings have 
been held with the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation and further meetings will be held 
with them and local jurisdiction in the next phase. 
Future study issues will be identified and presented 
in the scoping for the draft EIS. 

B. The purpose of the AED is to analyze the differential 
impacts of the three alternatives for the new airport 
comprehensive plan. In comparing the three 
alternatives, there were .no adverse impacts on 
these areas. If there are adverse impacts on these 
areas, in comparing expansion of MSP and 
development of a new airport in Dakota County, 
they will be analyzed in the EIS. 

C. The airport development area defined by Minnesota 
Statute will only affect Minnesota jurisdictions . The 
transportation study will be further defined in the 
scoping for the draft EIS . It is anticipated that it will 
include, at a minimum, those issues identified in 
previous AEDs. 



January 21, 1995 

~

,._....-,.,Gold{,. . 
"'. 6464 ,,"_ ,SI ,.,__, WI. 14061 

0.1r Metropolitan Airports Commission, 

This letter Is to amplify end edd to the testimony I gave et the January 18, 1995, public 
mHting you held in Hastings, MN. concerning the Draft Alternative Environmental Document 
(hereafter called the Document). 

There ire times when the Document takes a cavalier tone. An example is the idea on page 
111·25 ID.31 that bird•eircreft accidents are better mitigated after a new airport is built. It ia 
frightening to think about the inadequacies of the Document's predictive indicators if this 11 
the case . Birds are infinitely more predictable in their flight patterns than ere humans. How 
can there be reasonable oroiections indicating the need for a new airoort into the next century, 
given the fickle nature of human beings. coupled with the newly emerging Information 
Highway? Further. why wouldn't every effort be made in advance to determine es carefully 
H possible every likely outcome for the birds and other species? Doesn't responsible 
stewardship depend on this effort et a minimum? I wonder, too, how many other mitigation 
measures will be put off until the airport is built? Will an attitude of letting the chips fall where 
they may prevail? 

With regard to shifting the locus of noise to Dakota county, it is abundantly clear that, at this 
point In the history of MSP, most Twin Cities' residents protesting the noise were ewer• of 
the problem when they bought their homes. Perhaps some struck favorable deals because 
of it, or have had some mitigation extended. Those of us living in eastern Minnesota or 
western Wisconsin have not been efforded these options. Many of us chose this life for its 
quietness and proximity to Nature. I speak for outdoor people for whom addressing indoor 
noise levels doesn't make sense. In addition, since decibel levels are open to interpretation 
depending on whether they are externally or internally imposed, the chert on page A◄ mikes 
some deceptive comparisons in the decibel range we ere told to expect( i.e. conversation, 
vacwm, air conditioner. etc.I. I know firsthand how disturbed the Blue Heron and other river 
creatures get when I quietly peddle my canoe quite far from them. 

With regard to the discouragement of residential growth around a new airport, the idea of 
shifting the tax burden for essential services to those who remain is sadistic. Rather than look 
et farmers, citizens and businesses in the impact zone as dispensable, it would be helpful to 
view them as endangered species requiring the fullest measure of protection. It can never be 
forgotten that development has enormous potential to devastate lives. It saddens me that this 
hes happened over many years to folks in south Minneapolis. It makes no sense, however, 
to relocate the damage. 

I agree with the idea of the highest usage of land and underscore the danger of sacrificing 
prime farmland to en inferior end detrimental purpose. It is fantasy to believe that th1 rurel, 
egriculturel end historic river city charm of Hastings end environs will endure if • new eirport 
is built (se1 suggestion to contrary page 111·28, E.3). It takes little imagination to envision 
these bucolic areas replaced by urban sprawl, 1 generic 1irport city. 

A. A. As indicated in the AED, the construction of a major 
new airport is likely to result in unforeseeable 
changes in bird movements in the surrounding area. 
It is impossible to predict with precision all of the 
future behavioral variations birds may exhibit in 
response to the landscape changes and aircraft 
activity associated with a major new airport. We 
disagree that birds are more predictable in their 
flight patterns than humans. Throughout the site 
screening and selection processes, the potential for 
bird aircraft hazards has been evaluated and 
minimized by scoping out alternatives posing the 
most potential for conflicts with existing bird 
concentration areas and flight patterns. By 
screening out alternatives with higher bird aircraft 
hazard potential, a considerable amount of 
mitigation has already been accomplished 
throughout the environmental review process. 
Operational mitigation measures have also been 
identified for the various alternatives that have 
continued to remain under consideration. 

The point has been reached where further 
reductions in bird aircraft hazard potential will 
require specific operational adjustments that can 
only be developed when actual conflicts have 
arisen. The statement in the AED regarding post• 
construction mitigation measures is only intended to 
point out that, should a new airport be built, actual 
post-construction bird movements should be 
examined to determine if unforeseen conflicts are 
arising and to tailor operational mitigation measures 
accordingly. 
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Much la made in the Document of the negligible ucrifict of wetlands with ell aitt atltctiona 
In Dakota county. However. the need to rai11 any of the sites above the Varmilllon River 
floodplain defies the wetland adv11nt1ge. It seems purt folly after the graphic misery wt 
witntsstd in the flood of 1993. That the Army Corps of Engineers permitted the many human 
challenges to Nature that boomeranged with such horrendous con11quences • all along th•· 
Mississippi River and its tributaries • speaks plainly to faulty bureaucratic process. 

Which brings me to the essence of my concern about the duel track process Itself. Will It 
answer the -question of the· real need for a new airport, or function, instead, to htlp crtatt that 
need by virtue of the upenst end mom.entum of the study? Will it edvance the economic 
end/or political interests of a destructively powerful few? Will this be a deplorable repetition 
cf dettruetion of eminer.t!y functional or histt1ric sites (fer exsmpie, the Twin Cities 
Streetcars, the Metropolitan Building, etc.) end wanton development (the Target Center,• 
Canterbury Cowns, the Hudson Cog Track, etc.) which punctuate the history of this aru? 

Lastly, shouldn't the highly controversial question of the need for a new airport be addressed 
in utmost detail? As I see it, choosing between tht three sites in the Document and the ,mall 
decisions along the way entrap us further in I mentality that may render a new airport a 11lf• 
fulfilling prophesy. 

Please provide me with comprehensive information to support the projections of need for 1 
new airport . Specifically, please include Northwest Airline's 1993 study• and add it to your 
next report. Also. please verify that any new site could be rendered flood proof. Are there any 
unexpected hazards associated with flooding nearby a new airport? Finally, what exactly hes 
been spent so far for the dual track process, to whom has the money been i,aid • and what 
are your budget projections? 

Please enter this letter into the record. Thank you in advance for your reply. 

Sincerely, 

.] . ~-
- I /(' - / • t • 

✓--:,(: ~ ~-<·ct-. ..... 

Phyllis Goldin, M.O. 
N6464 1323 Street 
Prescott, WI 54021 

cc: WI State Senator Alice Clausing 
WI Governor Tommy Thompson 
MN Governor Arnie Carlson 
US Senator Paul Wellstone 
US Senator Rod Grams 

B. B. The •need" for a new airport has not been 
established. See Section I.C, page 1-1. 
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ij1&,iJi~1A!e~biigl~ 554so-2199 

Dear S1ra 

llll 295th St. t11t 
c,~s~,~•ii~•1,~f1••ot1 55009 921 

I aa Hey oppo'l-;r. \•d ·-; ~ Xlrport coaing into Duota County. why do yo11 thinlt 

"'' aov1d to• rural .,r,11 Becau11 "'' want pe1c1 and quiet. not noiae, air pol111t.1on, 

•~• tr•~t~c, talc;n~ :0~
1
9ood ,.f~~}•nd,(God will not a&lt• any •on) , aoc.ioec:onoaic, 

~ ;11,lity, &9.r:icult~~ dfected • ·or eliainated, aore dut people due to the noiu. 

uchaeol.oCJical aite,, flood pla1na d11troye4. 

For the aon1y they an apenting at our preunt air port, ltEtl' IT TKEREl 

for people vho live in the Ketro Ar••• they knew the Airport vaa there kfore tt 
aoved or bcou9ht • place there. 

Loe.le at the••••• they have at the nev a11ppo1ed airport 1n Denver. What ia it 
coating those people? 

fl.U.SE Wt DO WANT A NEW AIRPORT IN l>>J<OTA COUNTY• 

Sincerily, 

°(.b--- -'171c. ~ 
tLEAHOR HC COY 

If 11 • .:l ,rtl.- 11 ~ 
~ a.-- - If ~ '?l,h-

s s ~ •,. ,:J,, 



Metropolitan Airport Coeaiaaion 
6040 21th Ave. s. 
Miueapolia, MN 5545~ 

Metropolitan Airport Commiaaion, 

.Jan. 2 5 , 199 5 

I u • concerned citizen writing to pled with you to atop the planning 
of the new a irport s ite , I live in the r ura l coamunity outaide of Cannon 
Falla. Hy life ia peaceful •nd I .. bleaaed to live in such• wonderful 
place. I fear urban expansion and the crime, crowds, and pollution that 
it ultiaately brings with it. The idea of• new airport scar•• ae to deathl 
If I hAd wanted to live by the ooiae and confusion I .would have aoved there, 
but ioatead I have choaen to live outside th~ metro area. Nov ■y lifestyle 
and ho■e are hanging by a thread. You have the ultimate control over aany 
livea. 

I have read the environmental report prepared for the MAC listing the 
following cortcerna and problems: lJ archaeological aitea 2) biotic co11111unitiea 
l) lird-aircraft haxarda 4) farmland 5) floodplain 6) noiae 7) aocioeconomic 
I) transportation 9) water reaoureea. 1 bop• you are very aware of all of 
th••• concerns and their great impact. The coat alone (5 billion dollara) . 
should have stopped this project. I hope that the situation in Denver atays 
foreaoat in peoples' ainda. Bow are we to fund thia enoraoua project in thia 
tiM of cutbacks and deficits? Th• noiae ia another iaaue that I ui very 
concerned vith. Th• eatia&ted number of arrival• leaa then 2,000 feet in 
the cannon Palla to Vasa area ia 127 per day, and heavy on the Vaaa end 
(vbere I live) becauae of propoaed flight plana. And theae are only tvo of~ 
the nine concerns that I have aentioned. 

I attended• public hearing &t the Bastinga Sr~ Sigh on Jan, 18. We 
vere repreaented by such people as DeMia Ozment, Mike Osakopp, Steve Murphy, 
Jerry Dempaey, Cil Cutknecht and other elected officiala who all spoke 
against the nev airport relocation. 
in oppoaition to the remote runways, 

Even Northwest Airlines aent • letter 
Of all the people who apo~e that 

night, even thoae fr0111 Minneapolis and St. Paul, . .!!.2.t...2!l! waa in favor of 
the new airport aiteJ So vay ia this still being pursued? 

I urge you to liaten to the people of this atate. Your decision vill 
weigh heavily on millions of people and I truly feel there i1 much more 
to be lost with a nev airport site than what could be gained. lliill 
YOU MUST STOP THXS NOW! 

Co~;~~j~d~i:;}fn, 

t~"~ox5!fx• 
Cannon F~lls, MN 55009 
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Metropolitan Airport Coaai11ion 
6040 21th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, KN 55450 

Metropoiitan Airport Coaaiaaion, 

Jan. 25, 1995 

I aa a concerned citiaen writin9 to pled with you to atop the plannin9 
oft.he new airport site. I live in the rural c011111unity outside of Cannon 
Falla, Hy life ia peaceful and I u bl••••d to live in ■ uch a wonderful 
place. I fear urban expan■ ion and the crime, crowd ■,· and pollution that 
it ultiutely brin91 with it. The idea of a new airport acarea ae to death! 
If l bad wanted to live by the noise and confusion I would have moved there, 
but instead I have cho1en to live outside the aetro area, Now my lifestyle 
and boae are hanging by a thread, You have the ultimate control over aany 
lives. 

I have read the environmental report prepared for the MAC listing the 
following concern■ and problems: l) archaeological 1ite1 2) biotic co111111unitie1 
l) Bird-aircraft haxarda 4) farmland 5) floodplain 61 noi ■• 7) 1ocioeconoa1ic 
I) transportation 9) water reaoureea. I hope you are very aware of all of 
th••• concern■ and their 9reat impact. The coat alone (5 billion dollar■) 
should have •topped thia project. I hope that the aituation in Denver ataya 
foreaoat in people ■' ainda. Bow are we to fund this enonaoua project in thi• 
ti•• of cutback■ and deficits? The noise ia another iaaue that I &m very 
concerned with. Th• eatiaated number of arrival■ le11 then 2,000 feet in 
the Cannon Falla to Vasa area ia 127 per day, and heavy on the Vasa end 
(where I live) because of proposed fli9ht plan■. And these are only tvo oe 
the nine concern• that I have mentioned, 

I attended• public hearing at the Ha1tin9s Sr. Bi9h on Jan, 18. We 
were represented by such people•• Denni ■ Ozment, Hike 011kopp, Steve Murphy, 
Jerry Dempsey, Gil Gutknecht and other elected officials vho all spoke 
a9ain1t the new airport relocation. Even North..-eat Airlines aent a letter 
in opposition to the remote run~aya. Of all the people who ■poRe that 
night, even those from Hinneapolia and St. Paul,~ vaa in favor of 
the nev airport aitel So vay i ■ thi ■ atill being pur ■ ued? 

I urge you to listen to the people of thia ■ tate. Your decision vil~ 
weigh heavily on ailliona of people and l truly feel there i ■ much more 
to be lost with a new airport aite than what could be gained. illill 
YOU HOST STOP THIS NOW! Concerned)Citizen, 

.dJ .4~A' 
Jt:, 2 BOX ~U 
Cannon Falla, ~M 55009 



February 1, 1995 

Metropolitan Airport co-i•aion 
6040 28th Avenue South 
Ninneapolia, KN 55450-2799 

a., ll•w Dakou county Airport 

Gentla■en: 

I aa •trongly opposed to the construction of a new airport in 
the Dakota County area. The destruction of excellent faraland, 
co-unities, lifestyles, etc., do not warrant this type of 
project. 

The airport coat of $5. Billion dollar• do not include the 
needed improveaenta of highway•, rerouting and widening, nor the 
raplaceaent of th• Haatinga two-lane Highway 61 bridge. 

Hoaa property valu•• will drop in the Cannon Falla-Vasa-Red Wing 
corridor. Agriculture will be aeverely affected or eliminated. 
Finally, urban sprawl vill destroy our rural and aaall-town life. 

I did not aove to beautiful Red Wing in order to be under an 
airport corridor nor to become a bedroom community nor a 
resident of the fast food atructure. If aaazea ae that thi• 
project is going tor-ward in face of the extreme amount of 
oppoaition, including oppoaition fro■ the Chambers of Comaerce 
representing the current airport district who do not vant the 
airport to aove. 

Leave the current airport where it is and upgrade it aa 
necessary. As a taxpayer and as a resident of one of the aoat 
beautiful, tranquil couunitie• in Minnesota, I do not want to 
finance a "white elephant" that will destroy •Y •our" quality of 
lite. 
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Pe»rua.ry 1, 1tt5 

Metropolitan Airport co-iaaion 
6040 21th Avenue South 
Ninneapolia, MN 55450-2799 

Re: llev Dakota County Airport 

Gentleaen: 

I aa atrongly oppoaed to th• conatruction of a nev airport in 
th• Da.kota County area. The deatruct·ion of excellent tar.land, 
co-u.niti••• lifeatylea, etc., do not warrant thi• type ot 
project. 

Th• airport coat ot $5. Billion dollar• do not include th• 
needed laproveaenta of highvaya, rerouting and widening, nor the 
replace■ent ot the Hasting• two-lane Highway 61 bridge. 

Ho•• property values will drop in the Cannon Falla-Vasa-Red Wing 
corridor. Agriculture vill be aeverely affected or eliminated. 
Finally, urban sprawl will destroy our rural and aaall-town lite. 

I did not aove to beautiful Red Wing in order to be under an 
airport corridor nor to beco■e a bedroo■ co1U1unity nor a 
resident ot the fast food structure. It aaazes ■e that thi• 
project is going forward in face of the extreme uount ot 
oppo■ ition, including opposition fro■ th• Chaab•r• ot co-ere• 
r~preaenting the current airport district vho do not want the 
airport to ■ova. 

Leave the current airport where it i• and upgrade it as 
n•c•••ary. A• a taxpayer and aa a resident of one of the ■oat 
beautiful, tranquil communities in Minnesota, I do not want to 
finance a •white elephant• that will deatroy ay •our• quality of 
lite. 

Sine~" 

on ~chie■ann ~#~---

1709 Woodland Drive 
Red Wing, MN 55066 
(612) 388-9723 
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Januar)' _2?, 1995 

Metropolitan Airport Commiasion 
6040 28th Av. So. 
Minneapolis, MN 55450-2799 

Gentlemen, 

A■ residents or Vasa Twp. (between Cannon Palla and Red 
Wlng)we object vehemently to even the thought or puttinc 
an airport in Southeastern Dakota County. The noise polu­
tion would be unbearable, the air pollution would be 
1ickening and the cost would be exorbitant. It would take 
up thousands or acres ot good, productive farmland. It 
would disrupt wildlife in the area, including many flight• 
ot geese in the paths or on-coming aircraft. 

The cost tor this airport has been put at $S billion. That 
ia not the bottom line when you consider having to improve 
highways and the possible replacement or the Highway 61 
brid8e in Hastings. Thie, of course, would be the reapon­
aibility of Minnesota ta.xpayera. 

There really is no need tor a new airport anywhere. We 
went through this a tew years ago when eomeone got the idea 
one ahould be built north ot the cities around the Carlos 
Avery Game Refuge. 

Plea1e listen to th• general public and reject this plan.• 

Sincerely, . . __/ . 

~~~j·j.L,.~a,~ 
and' ~tinar~ 

1254 Wild Turkey Rd, 
Welch, MN 55089-4437 
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Mctropoliwi Airpon Commission 
6040 • 28Th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minneso<a 55450-2799 

Dim mcmbcn or lhc MAC; 

Where is your logic!? 

January 27, 1995 
Hamp10n, Minnesoia 

If there is a justified need 10 construct a new airpon in MiMcsota, it appcan 10 be completely 
unknown 10 the citizens and leaders who have addressed this issue. I have heard nothing posidvc 
about Lhc possibility of conscrucrin& a nc:w airpon in Minncso1.1, which would be primarily for 
commen:i:u, Airline lr.l.ffic. All I hc:ir :ire the: bad points. From this limited information, i1 is my 
opinion th:u the: desire 10 constn1c1 a new airpon is highly illogiC:tl! 

U Lhcre is a need, and it is valid, then cer lht word out 10 the public! 

Please: consider the altcmativcs to the "need to expand" Minneso1.1's airline capacity: 
(1) M&k.e use of the room at the present MSP airport. (Look at the MSP layout plan.) 
(2) Coruider the fact that as technology advances, the "noisy jets" simply will not be as noisy. 
(3) The .pu.rcha.se of the land in the "impact area" (of the noise) could be purchued at a far lower 

overall cost than would be involved by constnJcting a new auport. 
(4) Consider the impact of a relocated airport on lhc small industries now dependent on the bu.sincu 

acncratcd by lhc present airpon. 
(5) Consider the impact of a rclocaled airpon on the large industries (NW A, ctc.) presently II MSP. 
(6) Consider the impact on the proposed~•: The descrucrion of the "rural setting", the duauction 
of the prime fann land. the impact of a new airport on the water table, wildlife, etc., c1c ...... 

To recap, I (and all 100 many othcn) do noc see the logic in the constnJction of a new airpon 
in Dakota County. Plcue do noc continue wasting our (Wtpaycr's) money and your cffons on this 
mancrl 

I am sorry 10 have 10 vent my anger on this matter, but until I am informed of a positive 
ah.cnwivc viewpoint, my only logical ah.cmative is 10 allow my viewpoint to remain as i1 is. 

Sincerely, 

·~ 

~ chwcndeman 
250Th Scrcet East 

pl.On, Minnesota 55031 

(507) 263-3801 (Voice) 
(507) 263-4104 (FAX) 
mik.cau3@aol.com (lntcme1) 
Mike 11S3 (America On Linc) 
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Com~ e V'\ + 4"t:> i' I e..as-e. i V'\ c.\~cl-e. i. V\ -tV\ e... 
r tc.ov--cl ; 
Dor !di tor: 

Ignorance le not bliss! Do you kn01,1 of the plans by the 
Nttropolltan Airport Cormileslon to build a laroe new airport In 
eouthtastern Dakota County? n,, NAC viii Mkt a deelalon In April 
reoardlno their reccmnendatlon to the le;lslature In July of 1996. 

Do you want to have a say In this? You can coament by letter to 
the NAC at 6040 28th AVES: Nlnneapolls NN; SS◄SO-2799. Your letter 
D.l ■ t rtaeh them by Feb. 3. Beyond that date, wt"lte to your legl ■ latorl 

A public heartno was held at -Hastings Sr. Hl;n School on 
Wednesday, January 18. Ve were well represented by 8\ICh people as 
Denni• Ozment, Nike Oeskopp, Steve Nurphy, Jerry Dempsey, GIi 
Gutknecht, and elected r1preeent1tlves of western Vteconsln l.lho all 
sp~• emphatically aoalnst the Idea or eent a representative to speak 
for them. Even Northwest Airlines ■ent a letter ln opposition to an 
Idea called remote runways. About 20 people apoke, and not -one vas In 
favor. not even the ones from St. Paul and Nlnneapoll•! 

Why should ve cart? The er.vlroNMntal report prepared for tht NAC 
llated th••· concerns/prObletllSl'IIIIP&CtSI 

l, 1rcheol09lcal eltes 
2. biotic c01m1Unltlee 
3. bird-aircraft ha%ards 
◄• fannl and 
$. f I OOdp 1 a In 
6. noise • 
7, socioeconomic 
e. transportation 
9. water resources 

I would add air quality. Ccmplete copies of their atudy are avallable 
for vl~lng at the Red Vino P\ibllc Library and aeveral place• In Dakota 
Co\inty. 

Why eh0\Jld we care? Our t&x d~I lars are btlno s;,ent on this l.lhole 
process! The linpact on the Cannon Fal Is to Yaea area V01Jld be gt"eat1 
In ~Y opinion mostly In the areas of eocloeconcmlc, noise, and air 
qual lty. 

First, socioeconomic. Thie airport viii cost •s billion <their 
flQUre>, and we all knO\J It viii be 1n0re. Highways 1111Jst be Improved, 
rerouted, and widened. This floure does not Include replacement of the 
H1stln99 2 lane Hwy. 61 bridge, l.lhlch was not mentioned In the report. 
Minnesota ta~payers viii foot the bill! Property values for homes ln 
the Cannon Falls to Vasa corridor viii drop . Who would buy a heme or 
build one In or near a maJor airport runway approach? Aorlculture In 
eouthern Dakota County viii be severely affected or eliminated. 
Ccmnerclal development would be a sure thin; In the ·Cannon Fall• area. 
Urban ei,rawl viii destroy our rural and nail tCl\ln way of life. 

Second, noise. The estimated number of arrivals lees than 2,000 
feet In th• Cannon Falls to Vasa area le 127 per day, heavy on the Vasa 
end because of the proc,osed fll;ht paths. Dally departures would be 64 
of lees than 5,000 feet. There would be 55 departures over the Welch 
area. Arr i"va 1 s over the Yasa area vou Id a I so a ff eet nearby Ve I ch. 
cannon Falls and Vasa are 9 miles from the end of the runway. The 
northeast corner of Welch Township Is three miles from the end of the 
n.,nvay. tstlmates of noise levels at Cannon Falls High School are 40 
DHL <vacuum cleaner noise> on the average with 87 SEL <peak eound 
exposure level>. That'• 1110torcycle noise, nearly 200 times a day! A 
level of 75 was found annoylno. hl;hly annoying, or seriously annoying 
by 90\ of those S\Jrveyed In an FAA ■ tudy. Noise I• not oood for hwnan• 
and other I I vino things such as wlldllfe and f&MII animals. 

Third, air quallty. This was not given a lot of attention In the 
etuc,v, bvt there viii certainly be =nell frcrn the airplanes themselves 
as veil as car exhaust from Increased traffic to the area. 

All 9 of the concerns are explained In great detail In the etudy, 
bl.It In the Interest of brevity I only comnent on the &bOve 3 In thl• 
letter. Let me Just eay that If you read the l.lhole report. you vould 
be shocked! 

Let'• not b• apathetic &bout thlsl A• lono a• the process 
<•teamroller> continues. It's costing us money, and Is a nN airport 
really needed? The legislature could halt th• proJect at any time. 

Sc,eak up! If this proJeet becomes reality, there'• no turnln; 
b&c~. If w remain el lent, someone else will eake the decision for us, 
and we'll de•erve l.lhat we get. 

Sln~erelv. 

~31-~. 
Roslyn HJermstad 
Resident, Cannon Falls Area 

3o 8 30 Wood ~ven Trll.:. \ 
Co.V\V\Ov\ t=a..lls MN 5SD09- lf/12-

~h. (o\1- ~'5i .. 4S-2.G:i 
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January 29, 1995 

B11rb■ ra Glidden 
N6440 1323 Street 

Prncott, WI 54021 

Metropolitan Airport Commission 
6040 281h Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55450•2799 

Dear MAC, 

I recently auended the hearing in Hastings on January 18 and was again in 
tandem wi1h all the views expressed by those who testified so eloquently. 
The lint speaker summed up our feelings so well - we are being held 
hostage patiently wailing for this process to come to an end. Your 
commission is indeed focu,cd on the microinspection of endless details 
without addressing what should be the most important issue: Js there 
any aced ror a new airport? This should take precedence over any 
other question yet it still appean lo be unanswered. 

My though1s to you were best summed up by the elderly woman wearing 
bib overalls: 

We don't want it. We don't need IL And we can't arrord It. 

urge you all to remember the elderly farmer who 11ressed the value of 
our prime rarmland - • mourcc you witl never be able to replace o~ 
you've destroyed it 

·Sincerely, 

-~)-~~L4V 

Barbara Glidden 

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

WI State Sena1or, Alice Clausing 
P.O. Box 7882, Madison, WI 53707-7882 
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APPENDIX C -- FIGURES 1 - 32 

Figure 
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Title 

Project Location 
Alternatives Under Consideration - Alternative 1 
Alternatives Und_er Consideration - Alternative 2 
Alternatives Under Consideration - Alternative 3 
Alternative Eliminated - Runway Layout Concepts 

Alternative Eliminated - Alternative 4 
Air Quality Receptor and Monitoring Sites 
Archaeological Properties 
Historic/Architectural Resources 
Biotic Communities 

Potential Bird-Aircraft Hfzard Areas 
Prime Farmland 
Agricultural Preserves 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 
Floodway and Flooding Fringe 
Land Use 

Ambient DNL Noise Levels 
2005 Flight Tracks - Alternative 1 
2005 Flight Tracks - Alternative 2 
2005 Flight Tracks - Alternative 3 
2005 DNL Contours and Noise-Sensitive Land Uses - Alternative 1 

2005 DNL Contours and Noise-Sensitive Land Uses - Alternative 2 
2005 DNL Contours and Noise Sensitive Land Uses - Alternative 3 
2005 L10 65 Contours and Runway Use - Alternative 1 
2005 L10 65 Contours and Runway Use - Alternative 2 
2005 L10 65 Contours and Runway Use - Alternative 3 

Noise Sensitive Points 
1992 Daily Roadway Traffic 
2020 Daily Roadway Traffic - No Action 
Vermillion River Watershed Management Sectors 
Stormwater Management Facilities 
Wetlands 

Final AED - New Airport Comprehensive Plan 
C-1 
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