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1.0 SUMMARY 

1.1 PURPOSE AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIS 

This final environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared in accor­
dance with the Minnesota Environmental Qua I ity Board (MEQB) rules 
(Minnesota Rules Part 4410.0300 through 4410.7800). As is required by the 
MEQB rules, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), as the respon­
sible governmental unit (RGU), has prepared responses to the timely, 
substantive comments on the draft EIS. 

The purposes of the final EIS are to: 

o Provide information supplementary to or revising the draft EIS. 

o Provide errata correcting the draft EIS. 

o Respond to comments on the draft EIS. 

The final EIS consists of this document, plus the draft EIS which was 
distributed on March 11, 1985. 

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

The City of Prior Lake proposes to construct a wastewater trunk sewer and 
tributary lateral sewers along the North Shore of Lower Prior Lake. In a 
related action, a trunk watermain is proposed to be constructed para! lel to 
the trunk sewer and some existing roads disturbed by construction would be 
paved and provided with curb and gutter and storm sewer. The design flow 
of the proposed trunk sewer would be approximately 0.9 MGD (mi I I ion gal Ions 
per. day). The trunk I ine would discharge to an existing Metropolitan Waste 
Control Commission (MWCC) interceptor sewer (MSB 7020) at County Highway 
21. Wastewater would ultimately be treated at the MWCC Blue Lake Treatment 
Faci I ity. 

The trunk sewer project would enable the abandonment of an existing 
wastewater lift station at the east end of Manitou Road, by rerouting the 
existing flows by gravity to the proposed trunk sewer. This alteration 
would result in decreases in operation and maintenance costs, and increase~ 
system rel iabi I ity. The project would further enable gravity wastewater 
collection capacity for future planned development, including the Sand 
Pointe 3rd and 4th Additions located on the east side of the project area. 
Capacity would also be avai I able for future developments, presently 
unplanned, within the project area. 



1.3 GOVERNMENTAL APPROVALS REQUIRED 

Ten state, regional, county, or local permits or approvals were identified 
during preparation and review of the draft EIS as required for construction 
of the North Shore Trunk Sewer. No federal approvals are necessary. These 
approvals, their current status and relevant comments are presented below. 

Permit 

State 

Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency Sewer Extension 
Permit 

Minnesota Department of 
Health Watermain Extension 
Permit 

Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources Protected 
Waters Permit 

Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources Water 
Appropriation Permit 

Local 

Prior Lake City Counci I 
Project App rova I 

Prior Lake/Spring Lake 
Watershed District 

Prior Lake City Counci I 
Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment 

Regional 

Metropolitan Waste Control 
Corrrnission Sewer Extension 
and Connection Permit 

Metropolitan Waste Control 
Conrnission Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment Approval 

Metropo I i tan Counc i I 
Comphrehensive Plan 
Amendment Approval 

Status 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Not Applied 
For 

Pending 

Not App Ii ed 
For 

Not App Ii ed 
For 
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Comments 

For construction of 
trunk sewer. 

Water supply system 
plan approval. 

For construction of 
stormwater outlets. 

For dewatering wel I 
operation during 
construction. 

Plan review. 

For alternative 
routes 1, 2, and 3, 
only. 

Coordination proce­
dure with MWCC and 
connection approval. 

For a I ternat i ve 
routes 1, 2, and 3, 
only. 

For alternative 
routes 1, 2, and 3, 
only. 



1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The environmental Issues associated with the proposed project were explored 
In detail, in Section 4 of the draft Environmental Impact Statement. This 
evaluation included a discussion of construction impacts, economic impacts, 
water quality impacts, and impacts on vegetation, wildlife, end historical 
sites. Those Impacts are sunvnarized below. Additional information and 
corrections to the draft EIS text are included in Section 2.0 of the final 
EIS. 

Economic Impacts 

A hypothetical typical lot (0.3 acres) assessment for the proposed project 
was estimated at $4,100, with a typical large parcel ( 10 acres) assessment 
estimated at $79,290. Analogous assessments for the respective alter­
natives ranged between $2,700 and $3,550 for the small lot and $51,945 an~ 
$68,775 for the large lot. The capital costs and the assessments asso­
ciated with the proposed project and Alternative 3 were higher than capital 
costs and assessments associated with Alternatives 1 and 2, which included 
the use of I ift stations to minimize depths of excavation. The increased 
costs of I ift station operation and maintenance are not reflected in capi­
tal costs or assessments. When the alternatives were compared on the basis 
of total equivalent uniform annual disbursement to reflect operations, 
maintenance, and financing costs, they were roughly comparable with the 
exception of Alternative 1, the service area of which did not include the 
Beach Street and Meadowlawn portions of the project area. Economic impacts 
of the no-bui Id alternative were not comparable to those of the bui Id 
alternatives. 

Impacts on Vegetation and Wi !di ife 

The "Big Woods" remnant located in the vicinity of Chatonka Beach was eva­
luated by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources staff and by an 
independent investigator. It was determined that the remnant has been 
degraded by grazing, harvesting, and Dutch Elm disease, and is not a "::i: 
Woods" remnant of statewide or county significance. 

Certain woodlands in the project area would be affected by any of the bui Id 
alternatives. Construction would result in open corridors in wooded areas 
and losses of trees. Trees near residential homes would also be lost as a 
result of construction. It is possible to minimize tree loss to some 
extent by using special construction techniques to reduce the width of the 
construction trench and/or by jacking the pipe through high hi I Is rather 
than creating an open trench. Also, tree loss may be mitigated by using 
n ursu ry stock to rep I ant areas where trees were removed. Impacts upon 
vegetation could be reduced by foregoing construction of the proposed road­
way combined with careful construction of the trunk sewer. Construction of 
8 watermain only, without the associated paving project, is I ikely to have 
the least impacts of any of the action alternatives. 

Direct impacts on wildlife as a result of the bui Id alternatives are 
I imited to the construction period and are of relatively short duration. 
Some minor benefits would result from the corridor openings by introducing 
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habitat diversity within the wooded areas. Some minor changes in wildlife 
species composition would occur as a result of implementing a bui Id alter­
native. Long term indirect impacts on wild I ife populations would result 
from development in the project area. Wild I ife populations presently 
characterized by woodland and agricultural land species would be replaced 
by species more tolerant of urban habitats. 

Water Qua I ity Impacts 

It was not possible to quantify positive impacts of the proposed alter­
native on water qua I ity, and those impacts appear to be relatively smal I 
from a qua I itative standpoint. The major impacts on water qua I ity of 
Lower Prior Lake were associated with non-point phosphorus inputs. 
Development associated with any of the alternatives has the potential to 
result in increased phosphorus loading to the lake from stormwater runoff. 
It appears I ikely that stormwater runoff is now and wi I I continue to be the 
most significant source of phosphorus input to Lower Prior Lake. 

Impacts on Historical and Archaeological Resources 

Impacts on archaeological resources are uni ikely. No sites were found in 
the project area during an archaeological survey of a suspected site. 

1.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW 

Measures to inform the public were conducted throughout the preparation of 
the EIS. A public meeting was held at the Prior Lake City Hal I on July 2, 
1984 to obtain input as to the scope of the EIS. A public informational 
meeting was held on December 18, 1984, at the City Hal I to advise 
interested persons of the progress made in EIS preparation, and to obtain 
any information pertaining to the EIS issues from members of the pub I ic. 

The formal public meeting on the draft EIS was held at the City Hal I on 
Apri I 2, 1985. The purpose of that meeting was the solicitation of com­
ments pertaining to the adequacy of the EIS. A number of persons indicated 
that they had not been aware of the project and had not seen a copy of the 
draft EIS. Copies of the draft EIS were provided to these persons, al I 
residents of Roi I ing Oaks Circle, the fol lowing day. An informational 
meeting was held on Apri I 9, 1985 to review the draft EIS and receive 
further comments. Comments received at both public meetings generally 
focused on opposition to the project. The public comment period ended on 
Apri I 16, 1985. Response to written and oral comments are contained in 
Section 3 of this document. 

Extensive efforts were made by the MPCA to inform the public as to the 
issues and status of the draft EIS. Notification was provided, as required 
by MEQB Rules, in the EQB Monitor, dated July 2, 1984, November 5, 1984, 
and March 25, 1985. Newspaper articles on the project were published in 
the Prior Lake American on July 5, 1984, October 17, 1984, December 17, 
1984, March 25, 1985 and Apri I 8, 1985. In the October article, the alter­
native routes to be evaluated in the EIS were described, including the 
alternate route serving Roi I ing Oaks Circle. 
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2.0 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION AND ERRATA 

During review of the draft EIS, the only area identified as requ1r1ng 
supplementary information pertained to consistency of project alternatives 
with the comprehensive plan of the City of Prior Lake. In addition some 
minor errors were noted, and corrected in the errata, Section 2.2. Section 
2.0 of this document and its subsections are intended to be integrated into 
the draft EIS. 

2.1 RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROJECT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The staff of the Metropolitan Counci I, in a memorandum dated Apri I 8, 1985 
to the Metropolitan Systems Committee of the Metropolitan Counci I, raisej 
several concerns pertaining to the consistency of the EIS alternatives wit~1 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

The Prior Lake Comprehensive Plan was approved by the Metropolitan Waste 
Control Commission (MWCC) and the Metropolitan Counci I (MC) in 1980. The 
Comprehensive Plan provided tor the sewering of two new development areas, 
one of which was the area served by the North Shore Trunk Sewer as or1g1-
nal ly proposed by the City. This project is the Original Route described 
in the EIS. 

As required by the rules of the MEQB Environmental Review Program, alter­
natives to the project proposal were identified and evaluated as to costs 
and environmental impacts. The City of Prior Lake has not indicated that 
the original proposal wil I be abandoned in favor of any of the alterna­
tives. If any of the alternatives are implemented by the City, an amend­
ment to the Comprehensive Plan and sewer pol icy plan wi I I be required. 

It is noted, by way of clarification, that Figure 1-2 of the draft EIS is a 
map of the EIS study area. The service area of the North Shore trunk sewer 
as proposed by the city is shown in Figure 4-1 of the draft EIS. It is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Public Uti I itie~ plan. A copy of 
the MC Staff memorandum to the Metropolitan Systems Committee is reproduced 
in the responses to letters of comment, Section 3.4. 
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2 .2 ERRATA 

The City of Prior Lake, in its comment letter, offered specific corrections 
of a smal I number of errors in the draft EIS. The Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources also noted a minor error. The changes are incorporated 
into the draft EIS by the fol lowing errata. Several errors on Table 5-1 of 
the draft EIS have been corrected in revised Table 5-1, which appears as 
Appendix 1 to this document. 

Page 36, Draft EIS, fifth complete paragraph, I ine 1. (Comment No. 4, 
MnDNR) 

De I ete: "endangered or protected" 
Substitute: "or endangered" 

Page 44, Draft EIS, first complete paragraph, I ines 7 and 8. (Comment 
No. 9, City of Prior Lake) 

Delete: al I after "agriculture" 
Substitute: "for a considerable period of time because Leo Vierling has, 

on several occasions, stated to City officials that he intends 
to farm his I and for many years." 

Page 80, Draft EIS, paragraph A, in denominator of formula. (Comment 
No. 10, City of Prior Lake) 

Delete: "28 D.U./yr" 
Substitute: "49 D.U./yr" 

Page 82, Draft EIS, first complete paragraph, I ine 4 parenthetical. 
(Comment No. 11, City of Prior Lake) 

Delete: "40 acre minimum lot size" 
Substitute: "1 acre minimum lot size, 4 lots per 40 maximum" 

Table 5-1, Subsequent to the distribution of the draft EIS, some errors in 
Table 5-1 were found by the EIS consultant. The table is revised and pre­
sented as Appendix 1. 
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3.0 RESPONSES TO COM'-1ENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

3.1 SUt+1ARY OF PUBLIC MEETING (APRIL 2, 1985) COt+1EtHS AND RESPONSES 

The Apri I 2 public meeting, ln the Prior Lake City Counci I chambers, was 
preceded by a two-hour "open house" during which attendees were offered an 
opportunity to examine and discuss the Draft Env i ronmenta I Impact Study 
(EIS) with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff and the 
staff of Bennett-Ringrose-Wolsfeld-Jarvls-Gardner, Inc., the EIS 
consultant. The public meeting commenced at 7:00 PM. A transcript of trie 
meeting was made, and is avai I able for inspection at the offices of the 
MPCA. Copies of the transcript are not being incorporated into the Final 
EIS. Substantive comments relating to the adequacy of the EIS are 
paraphrased from the transcript and appear below, with the response. 

The majority of persons attending the pub! ic meeting voiced opposition to 
the project in general and indicated that they had no desire to be provided 
with either sewer, water or street improvements. The bulk of the 
discussion during the public meeting was in fact relate:l to the issue of 
the need for and desirabi I ity of the project. Relatively few comments were 
made which pertained to the EIS itself. 

Several residents of the Roi I ing Oaks Circle area also complained of inade­
quate public notice pertaining to the project. It is noted that the 
measures taken to advise the public about the project comp I ied in every way 
with the rules of the Environmental Review program. Nevertheless, copies 
of the Draft EIS were hand-de! ivered to residents on Roi I ing Oaks Circle on 
the afternoon of Apri I 3, 1985. A discussion meeting was held on Apri I 9, 
1985, at the Prior Lake Public Library. Comments and questions received at 
the discussion meeting are noted, and responses made, in this document (See 
Section 3.2). 

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Corrrnent No. 1: Meeting Transcript Page 15 

Mr. Cushing: Mr. Cushing asked whether the EIS included analysis of an 
alternative addressing the environmental and economic impacts of a water 
system only. 

Response: 

The water-only alternative was addressed but not presented as a specific 
alternative. The costs of watermain construction are given on page 87 of 
the DEIS and broken out in detai I in Appendix D, page D-13. These costs 
would be the same for the original route as wel I as for the three proposed 
elternatives. The watermain fol lows the alignment shown in Figure 3-9, 
pege 75 in the DEIS. 

The economic impacts for a typical .3 acre lot for water service only are 
shown in Table 4-5 on page 98 in the DEIS and also in Table 5-1 as revised 
in the Errata Section of the FEIS. 
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The environmental impacts would be less than for any of the sewer alter­
natives and would be I imited to a construction corridor 40 feet or less in 
width. It is noted that the impacts associated with roadway construction 
along the project alignment are frequently far greater than the impacts 
associated with uti I ity construction. 

Cormient No. 2: Meeting Transcript Page 21 

Mr. Doud: Mr. Doud asked about the location of the proposed stormwater 
ponding area and which properties would be affected by the holding ponds. 

Response: 

The project cal Is for the construction of one stormwater holding pond to be 
located at the east end of Beach Street. The easement location for this 
pond is shown as a gray square area at the east end of Beach street in 
Figures 3-2c, 3-6b and 3-Bb in the DEIS. The pond would occupy parts of 
three separate lots as shown in the figures. Acquisition of the land in 
question by the City would be necessary. 

Cormient No. 3: Meeting Transcript Page 22 

Mr. Doud: Mr. Doud asked whether the easements to be acquired by the City 
for the construction of the sewer I ine included the area required for the 
operation of construction equipment and equipment access. 

Response: 

The construction easements to be acquired by the City of Prior Lake wi I I 
include the area needed for the operation of construction equipment, access 
to the trench and for the movement of construction equipment. The width of 
the trench at the point of its maximum depth of 60 feet is expected to be 
approximately 100 feet. 

Comment No. 4: Meeting Transcript Page 23 

Mr. Doud: Mr. Doud asked about the width of Chatonka Beach Trai I at the 
intersection with Beach Street. 

Response: 

As a part of the Original Route Alignment, it was proposed to widen Beach 
street to 26 feet including curb and gutter. Chatonka Beach Trai I would 
also be widened to a width of 26 feet for a distance of 100 feet north of 
the intersection with Beach Street. No other improvements or reconstruc­
tion of Chatonka Beach Trai I are proposed as part of the Original Route 
proposal. 
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3.2 SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION MEETING (APRIL 9, 1985) COt+1ENTS AND RESPOt~SES 

COt+1ENTS RECEIVED 

Corrrnent No. 1: 

C.C. Berger: Mr. Berger asked about the basis for drawing inferences about 
wildlife populations in the project area by using data from Ohio and 
Wisconsin. 

Response: 

The DEIS referenced a study by Bailey (1978), in which the U.S. was dividej 
into ecoregions. Ecoregions are broad geographic areas having similarities 
in climate, vegetation and landform. These same elements influence 
wildlife habitat and the types of wildlife expected to inhabit those 
regions. The regional classification of vegetation into ecoregions or 
biotic communities is not a new concept and Bailey (1978) references 
numerous similar studies and the basis for such classification approaches. 

The Prior Lake Study Area is in the ecoregion cal led the Eastern Deciduous 
Forest Province and in the Maple-Basswood Forest Section. This section 
includes the southern half of Wisconsin. Ohio is in a closely related sec­
tion cal led the Beech-Maple Section. In the breeding birds studies 
published by American Birds, census data are reported by plots within cer­
tain habitat types. We reviewed the breeding bird data and other published 
reports to locate study plots in similar habitat as close to Minnesota as 
possible. The best avai I able data for the same census plots with more than 
one year of data were only avai I able from Wisconsin and Ohio. 

Corrrnent No. 2 

Wi I I accessibi I ity to residences be maintained during the construction 
period? 

Response: 

Vehicular access to residences must be provided during the construction 
period in order to al low emergency vehicles to reach homes. Residents wi I I 

be able to continue to reach their individual homes by car however, streets 
and roads wil I be in a disturbed condition during the construction period. 
Active construction in the vicinity of any one group of homes is expected 
to last 2-3 weeks with street resurfacing occurring shortly after that 
period. 

Conment No. 3 

Ed Petsch: What wi I I the sewer depths be through Roi I ing Oaks Circle? 
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Response: 

Average trench depths of the sewer along Roi I Ing Oaks Circle wi I I be 15 
feet with a maximum depth of 17 feet. Average trench width wi I I be 30 feet 
with a maximum top width of 34 feet. 

Comment No. 4 

What are the lateral costs at Roi I ing Oaks Circle? 

Response: 

One lateral I ine would be required to provide service to five lots at the 
east end of Roi I ing Oaks Circle. The remaining lots along Roi I ing Oaks 
Circle could have service I ines connected directly to the trunk sewer. 
Estimated cost of the lateral I ine to serve the extreme end of Roi I ing Oaks 
Circle is $11,200. Given the error inherent in the estimation of costs (+ 
5%), this additional cost is not expected to impact the accuracy of the 
total estimate. 

Comment No. 5 

Richard Zierhut: Mr. Zierhut indicated that he has hunted extensively in 
the Chatonka Woods area in the past, and that the qua I ity of the woodlands 
impacted by the alternatives is better than the qua I ity of Chatonka Woods. 

Response: 

This comment is noted. The field evaluation of the Chatonka Woods area 
showed that Chatonka woods was a Maple-Basswood remnant, but not one of 
statewide or even county significance due to its degraded condition. 

Comment No. 6 

Lane Hawkinson: Mr. Hawkinson expressed concern that construction runoff 
from the construction of the alternatives could impact a wetland just north 
of Roi I ing Oaks Circle. 

Response: 

If a sewer expansion permit is issued for the project, conditions of the 
permit wil I include requirements for erosion and sedimentation control. 
Control measures include the use of fabric si It barriers, straw bales, 
sedimentation sett I ing areas, and prompt revegetation of distrubed areas. 
Excavation in the wetland wil I be prohibited. 
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3.3 COMMENT LETTERS NOT REQUIRING RESPONSES 

Written comments were received from the Minnesota Historical Society, the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. These letters did not require responses. They are reproducec 
here in ful I. 

1 , 



REPLY TO 
ATTENllON OF: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMV 
ST PAUL DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1136 U 8 POST OFFICE I, CUSTOM HOUSE 

ST PAUL. MINNE SOT A 6!>101 

Construction-Operations 
Regulatory Functions 

Re City of ITior LM.e, lkal'1;h a:aor. b:1ua 
&war and Mat.ez, Project 110. 1.2--J 

Ill'• J--• P • lier ton P .E. 
20 2 l £aa t He.atM,p.t.D A 11Uit.le 
kite 2lS 
~La, MN lS4J 3 

l.o.lar h-ior i..:.e, a.ca• J .. , ~£ ._3r, • J J &:::1.· 
ill AY • -· ~. ;az;JC•I 

a.22.,., SGDtt Co\lnty, N,. 

We have reviewed the information provided us about your project. 
The work you propose at the location stated above is authorized by a:--. 
existing nationwide Department of the Army permit, provided the ~er~ is 
done in compliance with the conditions and management practices listec 
in the enclosure. 

This determination covers only the project referenced above. 
If the design, location, or purpose of the work is changed, you 
should contact us to make sure the work would not result in a viola­
tion of Federal law. Our telephone number is 612-725-7557. This 
authorization expires 22 July 1987. 

It is your responsibility to insure that the work complies with 
the terms of this letter and the enclosures. PLEASE NOTE TH.AT THIS 
CONFIRMATION LETTER DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR STATE, LOCAL, OR 
OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS. 

If you have any questions, please call Karl' IIWl.rx 725-77l,2. 

Enclosure(s) 

Determination:IJO.l(a)JJ) 

Map Number: 
JSO D 

Sincerely, 

-1P' 
Dennis E. Cin 
Chief, Regulatory Functions Branch 
Construction-Operations Division 

.,. MJ.zu,eeot,a. ltollut.J.oa CODtrol Agemcv 
Mr. 1r 1c lil.Nrv 
J9JS WMt Oo\&Dt;)' lload ►2 
ao..nue, • 1su 1 

f/o k.r- -0---~ 1 .d,_ #f ~ I _s , 

12 

..... 



MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

20 March 1985 

Mr. Eric Kilberg 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
Office of Planning and Review 
1935 West County Road B2 
Roseville, Minnesota 55113 

Dear Mr. Kilberg: 

r,; ... -

RE: Prior Lake North Shore Trunk Sewer 

MRS Referral File Number: S-641 
(PLEASE REFER TO THIS NUMBER IN 
ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft E.I.S. on the above­
referenced project. It accurately describes the fact that reported 
archaeological properties will not be affected by this project. 

If you have any questions on our review, please contact Ted Lofstrom, 
Environmental Assessment Officer, Minnesota Historical Society, Fort 
Snelling History Center, St. Paul, Minnesota 55111. 

Thank you for your continued close attention to historic values in your 
planning process. 

Sincerely, 

I, 0-~ . A ~__,7\,, 
''f'-. Russell W. Fridley 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

cc: Larry Anderson 
City of Prior Lake 
4629 Dakota Street Southeast 
Prior Lake, MN 55372 

BRW, Inc. 
Attn: Franklin J. Svoboda 
Thresher Square 
700 Third Street South 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Transportation Building, 

April 16, 1985 

Eric Kilberq 
Office of PlannirJg and Review 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
1935 ~est County Ro&d B2 
Roseville, Minnesota 55113 

St. Paul, MN 55155 

Re: Prior Lake North Shore Trunk Sewer (D~IS) 
Draft Environmental Impact Statenent 
District 5 (Prior Lake-Scott Cou~ty) 

Dear Mr. KL: .. berg: 

( 6 1 2 ) 2 9 G - 1 r :-. 2 
Phont:- _ _ ..; ~ 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft E~viro~­
me~tal Impact Statement on Prior Lake North Shore Tru~k 
Sewer. The Minnesota Department of Transportation (~~/DOT) 
anticipates that the proposed project will cause little 
adverse impact to our transportation Facilities. 

If you require additional information from Mn/DOT, please 
contact Carl Hoffstedt, Transportation Planning E~si~eer 
at our District Office in Golden Valley, phone nu~ber (612) 
545-3761. 

Sincerely, 

(? /~./.L;u 
Cheryl Heide, Planner 
Office of Environmental Services 

C 
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3.4 CO~HH LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMv1ENTS 

Comment letters requiring responses were received from the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, the Metropolitan Counci I, the Metropolitan 
Waste Control Commission, the City of Prior Lake, and Verne and Kay 
Dahlgren. These letters are reproduced in reduced form, with each substan­
tive comment identified in the margin by a number which corresponds to the 
fol lowing response. 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Metropolitan Council 
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission 
City of Prior Lake 
Verne and Kay Dahlgren 

15 

pg 16 - 18 
pg 19 - 24 
pg 25 
pg 26 - 27 
pg 28 



D...,: ,..., t ~...,.,., 

,c. ; 

1 

2 

Mr. Eric J. ~ilberc 
Office of Plann,no-and Review 
Minnesota Pollutior, Control Agency 
193~ West Count\ Road 82 
Roseville. ~,nn,sot~ 55113 

RE: Prior Lakf North Shore Trun~ Sewpr 
Draft Environmental Jmpact Statement (DEIS) 

The Departmen~ of Natura 1 Resources (ONr' has revit>Wed the above-referenced 
document anr we offer the follow,nc conments for your consideration. 

Frorr the informatior provided in 1able 3-! we have concludec' that the impacts of 
seconciar1 developmel"~ or the naturc 1 resource< of the pro.,ect area win be 
oreater thar the mosth· temporarv impacts o" constructinc the trunl sewer, 
Ltr,fortunatf'_I. the D£15 touches orl.1 bnefly or the impact~ o• this secondar1• 
developmert. The tabies on pages 10~-1]? provide a gooc de5criptior o• 
vegetative anc' habitat losses resultin~ directly frorr constructior C' 4 the sewer. 
We would like to see a s,~ilar attempt at Qual"tificatior 0• secondar1 
development effects based or estimated numbers of dwelling un,ts fro~ Table?-: 
anc ar est,matior of areas most likel) tr be developec, whic~ are referred tc ,n 
the first paragraph or page 1O~. 

Jr additior tc this anclvs;s, we fee1 that it wo1.;lc' be appropriate to exa,.,ine 
ar alternative tha~ woul~ involve upgradin~ o' existinc on-site wastewater 
svstems tha~ ~re de•icient. Such an alterna~ive would have le~s stimulus or 
s~condarv developmer~ thar anv o• the buil~ alternative, describer ir the DE'.S 
anc coul~ prevent water qualiiv deter1orat1or ir the lake. Even if sue~ ar 
a1ternative proves to be infea~ible, it appears to be worthy of examinatiol" in 
tht: EIS. 

The descriptior of existinc hat:-itat 11nc' wildlife species composition in the 
project area are generally-adeouate. An 11doition to the evaluatior of sensitivr 

3 wi1dlife species on paoe 3f is the Blanding's turtle. A large male of this 
State Threatener species was recently observed in the Ni Sec. 2, 1.114~, R.22~. 
Tne preferrer habitat for the Elandin~•s turtle includes cal~ shallow water, 
ric~ acuatic vegetation, anr sandy uplanc areas for nesting. we expec~ tha\ 
suitable habita~ exists in the project area. A minor c0"11lent is that the wore 

I 
"protect-ed'' sno1.;ld be dropped from thr- fi-fth paragraph on pace 3£. There are 

4 many wildlife species ir, the prc.iect are that are protected, including deer, 
pheasants, miQratory birds, songbirds, etc. 

RESPONSES: 

Each of the "bui Id" alternatives provides for construction of an interceptor 
sewer designed to serve a large service area, and in each case, a complement 
area. Complete service of the alternate service area and its complement may 
require the eventual construction of lateral sewers. It is assumed that the 
entire erea wil I be developed eventually, and except for the no-bui Id 
elternative, densities wil I be equivalent. In al I cases, including the no-bui Id 
condition, development is I lkely to occur and this I ikel ihood is reflected in 
the City's comprehensive plan. Specific determinations regarding the precise 
sequence of development and the changes In land-use of specific parcels or por­
tions thereof wil I be made by individual property owners, subject to marketplace 
forces and local zoning decisions. It was not intended that the EIS evaluate in 
detai I the ecological impacts of this development. 
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,..r, Frie J. Kilberq 
Paoe 2 -
Ap~il 15, 19e5 

lole feel that the build alternatives will cause impacts on wildlifp populations 
hevond those identifie~ or pages 114-}lR of the DEIS. This section cont~ins 
in.formation on specie~ composition impacts that is basically valid. However, 
other impacts affecting species diversity, wildlife population levels, anr 
disrurtion or creation of wildlife travel corridors are not analyzed. We feel 
that some of these other impacts, particularly those resulting frorr secondarv 
development, ~l'ill be si9nificant when considered on a projec~ ~rea scale. lole 
would like tr see this section include an evaluation of specific impacts on the 
pileated woodpecker, identified as an ~mp~rtant indica~or ~p~cies on paoe_36'. 
This evaluation should include a description of the su1tab1l1ty of the ex1stin9 
habitat for these birds and an estimate of habitat suitability after 
construction of the sewer line and development of the area. 

Jn the list of requirec 9overnmental approvals on paoe 3, no mention i~ made of 
the need for a temporary water appropriation permit for trenc~ dewater1n9. We 
expect that dewatering volumes during construction will exceed the 10,000 
gallons per day or l million per year thresholds. 

Thank .vou for the opportunity to provide you with our cOlllllents on this pro,1ect. 

p,ie 38C 
c: Kathleen Wallace 

Earl Huber 
Ron Harnack 
Gregg Downing - E0r 
Larry Anderson - City of Prior Lake 

RESPONSES: 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ IS>~ 
Thomas W. Bal corr· 
Environmental Review Coordinator 

Development in the various service areas and their complements, as stated in the 
EIS, wi I I exert a dramatic impact on the types and numbers of species present. 
The detailed quantification of these impacts was not identified in the Scoping 
Decision Document as part of the intended scope of the EIS. 

The secondary impacts on vegetation related to the bui Id alternatives are 
evaluated on page 107 of the DEIS to the extent consistent with the analysis 
described in the scoping decision. The effects of secondary impacts on wildlife 
are described on pages 116 and 117 in the DEIS. In particular a study was cited 
describing the effects of urbanization on wildlife populations in the 
Washington, D.C. area. Even though the study area is geographically distant 
from Minnesota, the information is usef u I in understanding some of the changes 
which might occur as a result of the development. 

2 The no-bui Id alternative as described on page 79 of the DEIS is the alternative 
that considers the continued use of on-site systems both currently existing as 
wel I as for any future development. 

The impacts of the no-bui Id alternative on vegetation are described on page 107 
of the DEIS and on wild I ife are described on page 115 in paragraphs 3 and 4. 

3 The observation of this species in the project area is noted. 

4 See Errata Section 
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RESPONSES: 

5 As indicated in the response to the first paragraph in this letter, it was 
beyond the scope of this document to provide a detailed examination of the 
secondary impacts of the project. The project as proposed is consistent with 
the comprehensive plan developed by the City of Prior Lake and the purpose of 
the EIS was not to evaluate the impacts of development per se but rather the 
direct impacts related to the construction of the trunk sewer. The EIS did 
eccomplish this purpose. 

The habitat existing in the area presently is wel I-suited for woodpeckers in 
general because of the abundance of dead and dying trees (particularly elms). 
There is a high mortality of elms as a result of Dutch elm disease. It is 
worthwhile to point out that any long-term projections about the effect of de­
velopment on woodpecker species would be speculative. Populations of these spe­
cies are I ikely quite high now because of the abundance of dead and dying elm 
trees and the favorable habitat and food resources that these trees are now pr~­
viding for the woodpeckers. Once the Dutch elm disease cycle has peaked and 
most of the mature elms have died and been removed, this favorable habitat cor­
dition wi I I no longer exist. Consequently, woodpecker populations wi I I decline 
as the amount of habitat declines. This will occur independently of suburban 
development. 

Pi leated woodpeckers require fairly extensive blocks of woodland in order to 
satisfy their habitat requirements. Intensive development in the project area 
would I ikely reduce the desireabi I ity and suitabi I ity of the habitat for 
pileated woodpeckers. 

6 Temporary dewatering is expected to be required during construction. The 
construction contractor wi I I be responsible for obtaining a temporary dewatering 
permit from the Department of Natural Resources. 
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April 8, 1985 

Eric Ki lberq 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
1935 West County Road B-2 
Roseville, MN 55113 

Metropolltar• Counc11 
300 Metro 5,ouare f:lu11d1nQ 
Seventh and Rober' Streel'. 

SI Poul. Minnesota 5510~ 

RE: Prior Lake North Shore Trunk Sewer Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement 
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 12045-2 

Dear Mr. Kilberg: 

Enclosed is a copy of the staff report. It is scheduled to be 
considered by the Council and its c0111T1ittees according to the 
following schedule. 

April 15 
April 25 

Metropolitan Systems C0111T1ittee 
Metropolitan Council 

lf you have any questions regarding the staff report or review 
schedule, please contact me at 291-6404. 

Sincerely, 

Kar 1 Burandt 
Environmental Planner 

KB: sje 

Enclosure 

An Eouo, Oppor1un1ty Erno1ove• 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FRO~: 

ME 1ROPO~liA~ CO~N::~ 
Suite 300 Metro S0uare Build'n~. St. Paul, Minnesota 5510; 

6:2-29::53~~ 

Apri1 8, 1985 

Metropolitan Systems C01TJT1ittee 

Parks and Environmental Planning Department (Kar 1 Burandt) r(8 

SUBJEr.: COITl'llents or Draft Environmenta 1 Impact Statement (ElS) 
for the Prior Lake Northshore :run~ Sewer 
Metropolitan Council Referra' No. l204S-2 
Metropo,itan Council District Ne. 1~ 

Tht Minnesot~ P0 1 1utior Contro1 Agency (M°CA\ has submitted a draft E!S for a 
trunk sanitary sewer locater alone the northwest shoreline o• Prior LaKe. ihe 
trunk sewer ;i a city facilitv tn;t w'1 1 serve existino and proposed deve~c~­
me..,t aric 1o'1' discha~ge into the Prior LaKe Interceptor ownec by the Me;.rc;.,: ._ 
;,tar ltiaste Contro' Cormiss1or. (M·..:::). Wastewater frorr this tac:nity is treatec 
a: the B1ue ~ake Wastewater ireatment Plant which discharges to the Minnesc:c 
Rive'". ine cra•t E!S is sub~ittec to the Counci~ for colffllent anc the corrrnent 
Oea::''ne is Aprj' 16, 198~. 

Tne Counc'' as the reoiona' planninc aoenc\ is provided an opportunity bv the 
MPCk tc conrnent or thE Prior LaKe 1runK Sewer dra•t E!S. Th1s process 0~ 
COf!Y'i"e..,tin~ or dra•t [IS for various projects is to dete.-,,,ine ~• the oroject is 
cons·ster: ~'th or in con•lict w•t~ the Counc 11 ·s Water Resource Manaoemer: 
Develoc,1'1\e"'t Gc'de (W?"l:G' p:ar. The Counc'l"s COffl'llerts w; • be cons1oere: bv 
trie: "'· ~~ tcce:i-ie,. w·tr ether come"tS at the time tne ora~t E!S is cons,oere:: 
for a:ceota,:,ce:. 

!r 198:, the Counc:i' aporove~ the Prior Lake Comprehensive P1ar includ'nc the 
Sewe'" Po'icv 0 iar .. ,.he Comprehensive Sewer P1an was approvec b_y the Ml'l'CC. The 
comorehensi~e p'.ar of Prior Lake plans sanitary sewer service for the northwest 
shore'ine o& Prior Lake. The city now wishes tc procee~ wit~ the insta71atior 
o• a sewer for tnis area. The MPC~ is reouirec tc develop ar E!S because o& a 
pet~ t, or. b_y some property owners ir. the area who are concerned about the e~fect 
tMis sewer trunk wi', have or the area and lake. The dra•t E!S is intenoec to 
pro·.ioe Dackgrounc info'"!Tlatior anc c;arify issues as to the eHect o• tr's 
trunk sewer or the affectec areas. 
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ISSUES ANr CONCERNS 

The Prior ~ake Comprehensive Plan apRrovec' by the Counci 1 in 1980 prQvideC for 
a Metropolitan Urban Service Area (~.JSA'. anc' a rural service area. ,he p,ar, 
review adopted by the Council states the fo:lowing: 

Prior Lake is a freestanding growth center with a 1990 urban service area 
consistino of its existino sewer service area and Prioritv One anc Two ne~ 
development areas as illustrated on the Public Uti''t1es ~lan (Page 37) o~ 
the Comprehensive Plan. The remainder of the city is the rural service 
area. 

See attachec' Comprehensive Plan Public Utilities plan (Exhibit I) which shows 
the existino utility area and Priority One and Two areas. Also attachec is the 
draft EIS t~unk sewer service area map which shows that the two service areas 
do not agree (Exhibit II). 

The draft EIS is incomplete reoarding the relation of this proiect to the 
city's comprehensive plan. Figure 1-2, show,ng the proposec sewer's service 
erea

1 
anc Section 2.1.3, Planned Land Use, make no mention of the fact that the 

city s comprehensive plan includes a timing and staging element. Looking at 
the draft EIS alone would lead one to believe that once the sewer is con­
structed, al: of the service area will be available for development. ln fact, 
onlv a portion of the service area would be available for development as 
deo1cted on the attached map from the city's comprehensive plan. Any deviation 
fro~ the timino-stagino identified in the comprehensive plan approved by the 
Counc' 1 would first require that a plan amendment be submitted for Council 
review and found acceptable. 

Similar:~ 1 Section 4.2.3 of the draft EIS does not reflect how assessment prac­
tices w'. • be linked to the timing and staging of the service area. The dra~t 
E!S needs to address how assessments will be applied to the land areas elioi~:e 
for sewer service prior to 1990 versus those that would be eligible after l99C. 
There needs to be recognition that assessment practices must be coordinated 
with the timing and staging of sewer availability as shown in the comprehen­
sive plan to insure the orderly implementation of the plan. How the tyPes of 
assessments w;l: be used tc coincide with service area timing and staging also 
neecs to be addressee. 

The dra~t EIS should clearly identify the fact that provision of sewer service 
is governed by the city's timing and staging in the aoprovec comprehensive p:ar 
anc sewer plan, tha: the service area o~ th's proposed trunk sewer wi17 neec tc 
be expanded in a sequential, contiguous manner over time through comprehensive 
plar amendments, and that sewer assessments will need to be coordinated with 
the availa~i:ity o~ sewer service. 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIO~ 

The Prior lake Trunk Sanitary Sewer draft EIS area of service is not consistent 
w·th the citv comprehensive plan sewer service area as delineated in the loca' 
COl"'.;,,..ehens i ve pl ar and sewer po 1 icy p 1 an approved by the Counc ,._ 

The draft EIS does not indicate if there will be timing differences for service 
to par: of the service area. 

The draft EIS does not state if there will be staoino of assessments to coin­
cide with construction facilities and orderly impiementation o'f the local 
comorehensive plan. 
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Any departurf frorr the sewer service area or th' timing and staging ident1f1ec 
in the Loca' Comprehensive Plan anc Sewer Po'it) Plan approved by the Counc'' 
wi11 reouire a plan amendment, which 15 to be reviewed by the Counc1:, 

l. That the Metropo'itan Council transmit the following conrnents to Minnesota 
Pollution Centro~ Agency: 

e. That the dra~t environmenta1 impact stat~nt be clarified to show what 
areas will be served with sewer service before and after 199~. 

b. That a c1arification of financino be made 1n the draft env1ronmenta' 
impact statement as to which areas will be assessed for sewer service 
inc wher those areas w111 have sewer service made available to them. 

2. That the Metropolitan Council transmit the following comnent to Prior 
lake: 

The citv should amend its comprehensive plan and 1ts comprehensive 
sewer otar anc subrrit these plans for the Metropolitan Council anc 
Metropo'1ur ~aste Controi Corrr,ssior approva' before proceeding with 
tlif- prc~e:· .. 

J~:572-Pl-iEN\'2 
Ot.. OE. E: 

RESPONSES: 

7 It is emphasized that the only proposal made to date by the City of Prior Lake, 
is identified as the "Original Route" in the draft EIS. The alternatives deve­
loped in the draft EIS were developed as provided in Minnesota Rules, Parts 
4410.2100 Subpart 6E (formerly 6MCAR 3.029A and 3.030E) and as determined during 
the scoping process. The City has not indicated that any of the alternatives 
wi I I be implemented in place of the original proposal. Should the City decide 
in favor of an alternate route, the appropriate changes wi I I be made in the 
Comprehensive Plan, and appropriate reviews solicited from the MWCC and 
Metropolitan Counci I. Supplemental discussion has been included in Section 2.1 
of the Final EIS. 
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March 14, 1985 

Mr. E ri c J . K i1 berg 
EIS Proiect Manaoer 
Office of Planninq and Review 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
1935 West County Road B2 
Roseville, Mt-. 55113-2785 

Dear Mr. Kil berq: 

The Metropolitan Waste Control Corm,ission has reviewed the Draft 
Environmenta1 Impact Statement for the Prior Lake Northshore 
Trunk Sewer located in Prior Lake. 

Our review indicates that the original North Shore alignment is 
consistent with the approvec Comprehensive Sewer Plan for the 
city. The Corrmission, therefore, has no ~bjection to_this develop-

8 ment. However, if any one of the three Pike Lake Trail alternatives 
is used an area outside of the 1990 Metropolitan Urban Service 
Area bo~ndary would be made available for sewer service. Jt would 
then be necessary for the city to arrend its Comprehensive Plan.I 
Comorehensive Sewer Plan if sewer service is intended for the area. 

Si nee rely, 

- ~ , , _f ,_ . ?.£.-.:.. 
Ra vmon r ll.. Odde 
Manager of Conrnunity Services 

cc: City of Prior Lake 
~tropolitan Council 

RAO: RWJ: CLL 

RESPONSES: 

8 The MWCC comment is noted. Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS has been amended, by 
the EIS errata, to include review of the amended comprehensive plan and sewer 
policy plan. The City of Prior Lake has been provided with a copy of the MWCC 
conrnent letter. Should the City decide to implement any of the alternatives to 
the route, the required amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Sewer Pol icy 
Plan wil I be made prior to implementation. It is noted that the City of Prior 
Lake has not indicated that it would pursue any of the alternative routes. 
Supplemental discussion of this issue has been included in Section 2.1 of the 
Final EIS. 
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1935 West Count; Road B2 
Roseville, M1nnesota 5511: 

Dear Mr. Kilberg: 

Re: Draft En\'lronmental Impact 
Statement, Prior Lake North 
Shore Trunk Sewer 

On beha:f of the City of Pr1or Lake, we- have the f0llowinc 
comments reoard1n:_: the Draft En\'lronmentaJ Impact Statement for 
the Pr1or Lake- North Shore Trunk Sewer: 

9 

l. On paae 44, the last sentence of the fnst comi:lete­
paragraph on that page 1s incorrectly stated. City planning 
stat! ha~ 1nd1catec that the Lee Ver!1n~ property as it relates 
tc the proposed prcJect area wou!d probatly rema1n agr1cu!tura: 
for a cons1oera~le- per1oc of t1me because Lee Ver!1no has, on 
severa: occas1ons, stated to City off1c1als that he intends tc 
farn h1s lane for many years. 

10 

9 

10 

2. Paraorap~ A. on page 8~ has an incorrect numner 1n the 
fom~:..a 1nd1catec on that page. The formula should rea= as 
fc:..lo\o/s: 

Capac-it\' Tota: 96: 
Pace -+ 19.6 years 

Tne formula denominator indicates 28 D.U./yr. 

RESPONSES: 

Change has been noted and made to the draft EIS. See Errata Section. 

Change has been noted and made to the draft EIS. See Errata Section. 
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12 

1 1 

Mr. Eric- Kiloerg -2- April l!:>, 198::, 

3. There is l!ln error in the parenthetical in the first 
complete paragraph on page 82. The parenthetical should read "(1 
acre m1n1mum lot size)" versus "(40 acre min1mum lot size)" as 
set forth on the draft. 

4. On pages 86 and 87, "Table 4-1. Total Cost of 
Construction Options" is erroneous in that the aerv1ce area and 
complement areas for the four options !!Ire not the same. Since 
they are not the same, the comparisons are meaningless. 
Alternate l has excluded the Chatonka Beach area from either the 
service area or the complement and therefore the costs 
associated with that excluded area are not included 1n the 
table. 

Should you have any questions regardin9 these comments, please 
feel free to contact Larry Anderson, Mike McGuire or myself. 

Very truly yours, 

LOMME~, NELSON, SULLIVA~ & COLE, P.A. 

GRK:sjf 

cc: Mr. Larrv Anderson 
Mr. M1ch~el McGuire 

RESPONSES: 

Glenn R. Kessel 

Change has been noted and made to the draft EIS. See Errata Section. 

12 The City observes, correctly, that Alternative 1 does not include the Chatonka 
Beach area~ This is so stated in the last sentence in Paragraph 2 of Section 
4.2, and is the reason why the construction cost of Alternative 1 (trunk sewer) 
is lower than that for the other alternatives. Alternative 1 was not intended 
to serve as extensive a service ·area as the original route or Alternatives 2 or 
3. 
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RESPONSES: 

13 A portion of Meadowlawn adjacent to Prior Lake is platted, the rest is not. The 
152 lot number pertains to the number of platted lots within the draft EIS stujy 
area. 

14 To our knowledge, there is no grandfather clause al lowing on-site sewe~ and 
water. Most cities in Minnesota enact some form of ordinance requ1ring conne:­
tion to a sewer system within a set time of its avai labi I ity. 

15 The alternative alignment between the end of Carriage Hi I I Road and CSAH 21 was 
specifically excluded from the EIS scope during the scoping process. Since this 
alternative would have crossed the natural drainage divide at a very acute 
angle, it would have resulted in greater distances of extremely deep excavations 
( greater than 60 feet), and substant i a I I y higher costs. Latera I I i nes serving 
this alignment would have been similarly impacted by high costs. Selection of 
this alternative would have resulted in greater environmental impacts beyond 
loss of vegetation (wider trench, distrubance of open field habitats, greater 
potential for erosion). 
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Appendix 1 

Table 5-1(Revised). Typical Assessments for Alternative Assessment Policies.* 

100% Acreage­
Based 

100% Linea I -
Footage Based 

City's Present 
Policy 

50% Costs shared 
by City with 
Remaining Costs 
based on present 
City Po I icy 

.3 acre 

$1,919 

$4,408 

$4,077 

$1,873 

Sewer 
lot 10 acre lot 

$47,970 

$87,290 

$79,213 

$35,570 

*These numbers do not include road improvements. 

Water 
. 3 acre lot 10 acre lot 

$ 448 $11,206 

$1,030 $20,392 

$ 764 $13,622 

$ 550** $ 9,375** 

**No Front Footage Charges would be assessed since trunk charges and connect 
charges would more than cover half the cost of the entire project. 
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