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EAGLE LAKE

WHERE OPPORTUNITY SOARS

September 1, 2022
EQB Monitor Distribution List and Required Parties

RE: Notice of Decision and Responses to Comments

To Whom it May Concern:
Enclosed is a notice of decision and responses to comments relative to the Fox Meadows Project.
Please submit questions to the contact person listed below:

Jennifer J. Bromeland

City Administrator

Eagle Lake City Hall

705 Parkway Avenue, PO Box 159
Eagle Lake, MN 56024

Email: jbromeland(@eaglelakemn.com
Phone: 507-257-3218

Sincerely,

Clty Admmlstl ator






FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECORD OF DECISION
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET
For Fox Meadows Development
Location: Tax Parcel Numbers R121018400013 and R391018400005

esponsible ronmet
RGU Agency: City of Eagle Lake
Contact Person: Jennifer Bromeland
Title: City Administrator
Address: 705 Parkway Avenue
City, State, ZIP: Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Phone: 507.257.3218
Email: jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com

Proposer
Company: Schrom Construction

Contact Person: Troy Schrom

Title: Owner

Address: 704 Parkway Avenue

City, State, ZIP: Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Phone: 507.257.5101

Email: troymschrom@gmail.com

Final Action: Based on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet, the “Findings of Fact and Record
of Decision,” and related documentation for the above project, the City of Eagle Lake concluded the
following on August 30, 2022:

. The Environmental Assessment Worksheet, including public comments and responses to
comments, this “Findings of Fact and Record of Decision” document, and related
documentation for the “Fox Meadows Development” (Project) were prepared in compliance
with the procedures of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act and Minn. Rules, Parts
4410.1000 to 4410.1700.

2 The Environmental Assessment Worksheet, including public comments and responses to
comments, this “Findings of Fact and Record of Decision” document, and related documentation
for the project have satisfactorily addressed all the issues for which existing information could have
been reasonably obtained.

3. The Project does not have the potential for significant environmental effects based upon the above
findings and the evaluation of the following four criteria (per Minn. Rules, Parts 4410.4300
Subp. 3):
e Type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects.

¢  Cumulative effects of related or anticipated future projects.

e  Extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing public
regulatory authority.

e  Extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as a result of other
environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or the project proposer, or of
environmental reviews previously prepared on similar projects.
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The finding by the City that the EAW is adequate and no Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)
is required provides no endorsement, approval or right to develop the project by the City and
cannot be relied upon as an indication of such approval. This finding allows the Fox Meadows
Development to formally initiate the City’s and other agencies’ processes for considering the
specific permits and approvals necessary for development and operation of the project, and for the
City in this process, informed by the record of the EAW, to identify and encourage conditions for
compatible project construction, and assure their implementation at the project site.

Consequently, the City makes a Negative Declaration and does not require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND RECORD OF DECISION

The City of Eagle Lake prepared a Mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for
the Fox Meadows Development according to the Environmental Review Rules administered by
the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) under Rule 4410.4300 Subpart 19.B
Residential Development.

The Fox Meadows Development (Project) consists of constructing 228 new residential units in
Eagle Lake, Minnesota. The development site is located in the southeast portion of Eagle Lake on
two parcels currently used as cultivated cropland along the east side of South Agency Street. The
project would include a mix of multi-family housing units, twin homes, and single family lots
with associated roads, utilities, and a stormwater management system. A park would also be
created surrounding an existing wetland in the northeast corner of the project area.

EAW NOTIFICATION AND DISTRIBUTION

1. The EAW for this proposed project was submitted for the City of Eagle Lake’s review on
July 8, 2022. The City of Eagle Lake, as RGU, certified the EAW as complete at the July 11,
2022 City Council meeting. Written RGU notification was issued on July [3, 2022.

2. Natice of the completed EAW was issued on July 18, 2022 and published in the Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board’s Monitor (volume 46-30) on July 26, 2022. The period of
time for public comment on the EAW started on July 26, 2022, and ended on August 25,
2022.

3. Written notice was also posted on the city website and in the Mankato Free Press newspaper
(published July 24, 2022). These notices provided information on where copies of the EAW
were available, notified the public of a public meeting, and invited the public to provide
written comments during the 30-day comment period. One printed copy of the EAW was
also made available for public viewing at city hall.

4.  Electronic copies of the EAW were distributed to the agencies identified on the EAW
Distribution List (updated July 14, 2022) as dictated by the Minnesota Environmental
Quality Board.

5. The City of Eagle Lake hosted two public meetings. One public informational meeting was
held on July 11,2022 and a public hearing was held during the August 1, 2022 city council
meeting, No public comments were received at either meeting.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSES TO SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS

During the public notice period 30 comments were received from the public and agencies. A
Response to Comment document was prepared. There were general comments about the
proposed project, acknowledgement of specific EAW topics, factual (substantive) comments,
opinions and recommendations. Appendix A includes a list of all the comments received.
Appendix B contains the written comments received.

The City analyzed the comment letters to identify individual comments that were substantive in
nature and required a specific response. Responses were prepared for all substantive comments in
the Comment Resolution Log document (Appendix A).

ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN THE EAW

The following factual discrepancies (substantiative) or impact issues were identified during the
EAW process, either during its development or public review. They are listed by the EAW
section number and name.

e Section 7. Climate Adaptation and Resilience: Clarification about the project life span and
stormwater management sustainability. Additional information was requested Additional
information was provided in the Comment Resolution Log and revised within Section 7.b,
and Table 7-1 of the EAW.

e Section 9. Permits and Approvals: Additional permits were identified and added to Table 9-1
of the EAW.

e Section 10. Land Use: Discrepancies in the FEMA flood zones were identified. Additional
information was provided in the Comment Resolution Log and Section 10.a.iii and iv (Land
Use) of the EAW was revised.

e Section 11. Geology, Soils, and Topography: Concern about NRCS soil classifications and
suitability for dwellings was raised. Additional information was provided in the Comment
Resolution Log.

e Section 12. Water Resources: Questions were raised about the wastewater capacities of the
Mankato Water Resources Reclamation Facility and potable water service to the project
development. Several questions and recommendations were also submitted pertaining to the
existing drainage patterns, groundwater levels, and permanent stormwater treatment system
design. Additional information was provided in the Comment Resolution Log and Section
12.b.ii (Stormwater).

e Section 13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes: Blue Earth County provided
information about a potential underground tank(s) at an old farmstead that since has been
demolished. Additional information was provided in the Comment Resolution Log and
revised within Section 13.a of the EAW.

e Section 14. Wildlife: Clarification was requested about how the proposed project would
affect protected species. Additional information was provided in the Comment Resolution
Log.

e Section 15. Historic Properties: The cultural resources survey report was requested and
provided to the State Archaeologist office. State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
provided a concurrence letter stating there are no cultural resources concerns.




Section 20. Transportation: Concerns and clarification about projected traffic volumes was
requested by two residents. Additional information was provided in the Comment Resolution
Log.

COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA

In deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental effects and whether
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is needed, the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board rules (4410,1700 Subp. 6 & 7) require the responsible governmental unit, the City in this
case, to compare the impacts that may be reasonably expected to occur from the project with
four criteria by which potential impacts must be evaluated. The following is that comparison:

1i,

Type, Extent, and Reversibility of Environmental Effects

The city finds that the analysis completed during the EAW process is adequate to determine
whether the project has the potential for significant environmental effects. The EAW
describes the type and extent of impacts anticipated to result from the proposed project. In
addition to the information in the EAW, the public/agency comments received during the
public comment period (see the Appendix A - Comment Resolution Log) were taken into
account in considering the type, extent and reversibility of project impacts. None of the
impacts considered rose to the level of significant and none of the environmental effects are
irreversible,

Cumulative Effects of Related or Anticipated Future Projects

The reasonably foreseeable future projects include a northern extension of township road T-
721 along the eastern boundary of the project area. The extension of the township road would
affect traffic and noise in the area in combination with the proposed project. While the
proposed T-721 road extension may have minor natural resource impacts for a stream
crossing, additional future projects are unlikely to contribute to cumulative impacts on
natural resources. Currently, no specific projects are known for this location and potential
effects cannot be projected at this time.

Extent to Which the Environmental Effects are Subject to Mitigation by Ongoing
Public Regulatory Authority

Fox Meadows Development will acquire any required permit and approvals that may be
required by federal, state and local agencies and implement any required conditions
necessary, including those that will reduce impacts and further protect the environment.
Table 1 lists the permits or approvals that may be required for project construction and
operation. Depending on final design, it is expected that not all these permits will be required.

Table 1: Permits and approvals

Unit of Government Type of Application Status
Blue Earth County Wetlz-mcll B(?undary & Type Pending
Determination

Wetland Permit (Exemption,

Blus Earth Comty No- Loss or Replacement Plan)

To be submitted

U.S.. Army Corps of Wetlansi JLl}'lSdlCthl‘lﬂ| To be submitted
Engineers Determination

U.S._ Army Corps of Seation 404 Cledn water Act To be obtained, if
Engineers necessary




Unit of Government

Type of Application

Status

City of Eagle Lake and
Le Ray Township

Annexation Agreement

To be determined

City of Bagle Lake

Final Plat Approval

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Property and Zoning

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Utilities (Water and
Stormwater)

To be submitted

City of Mankato

Sanitary Sewer Extension
Permit Application

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Mechanical and Heating Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Electrical Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Building Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

After hours work permit

To be determined if
necessary

Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources

Water Appropriations Permit
(Temporary Construction
Dewatering)

To be obtained, if
necessary

Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency

NPDES construction
stormwater permit

To be submitted

Minnesota Pollution Section 401 Water Quality To be obtained, if

Control Agency Certification necessary
Minnesota Pollution Sanitary Sewer Extension To be obtained, if
Control Agency Permit necessary

The Fox Meadows Development will be required to obtain multiple building permits from the
City for the construction of infrastructure and individual residential dwellings. The city would
be able to access the property during construction to determine if city codes, ordinances, and
permit conditions are being followed.

The Fox Meadows Development will also require a Construction Stormwater Permit under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program and develop a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) before starting construction. The project will
adhere to the SWPPP to prevent stormwater runoff during construction of the project
including the implementation of erosion and sediment control best management practices.

Other permits may be required once the project design is complete. These permits and
approvals necessary to construct and operate the project will require enforceable measures
and conditions that will further reduce environmental effects.

Extent to which Environmental Effects Can be Anticipated and Controlled as a Result
of other Environmental Studies Undertaken by Public Agencies or the Project
Proposer, or of Environmental Reviews Previously Prepared on Similar Projects.

Although not exhaustive, the City reviewed the following documents as part of the
environmental analysis for the Project:

Data presented in the EAW and their associated references

Permits and environmental review of similar projects

Public and agency comments received and the project proposers responses
Revised portions of the EAW

e Final EAW, dated August 26, 2022



The project is not to the final design stage and project elements would be reconsidered during
further development to minimize impacts. The environmental effects of the Project have been
assessed and the list of permits and approvals identified in Table 1 will require the Fox
Meadows Development to obtain approvals prior to construction. The Fox Meadows
Development would also be required to conform with regional and local plans. There are no
elements of the Project that pose the potential for significant environmental effects.

VL DECISION ON THE NEED FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Based on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet, the “Findings of Fact and Record of
Decision,” and related documentation for this project, the City of Eagle Lake, the responsible
governmental unit (RGU) for this environmental review, concludes the following:

1. The Environmental Assessment Worksheet, this “Findings of Fact and Record of Decision”
document, and related documentation for the Fox Meadows Development were prepared in
compliance with the procedures of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act and Minn.
Rules, Parts 4410.1000 to 4410.1700.

2. The Environmental Assessment Waorksheet, this “Findings of Fact and Record of Decision”

document, and related documentation for the project have satisfactorily addressed all the

issues for which existing information could have been reasonably obtained.

3. The project does not have the potential for significant environmental effects based upon the
above findings and the evaluation of the following four criteria (per Minn. Rules, Parts
4410.1700 Subp. 7):

e Type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects.
e Cumulative effects of related or anticipated future projects.

e Extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing public
regulatory authority.

e  Extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as a result of
other environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or the project praposer,or
of environmental reviews previously prepared on similar projects.

The finding by the City that the final EAW is adequate and no EIS is required provides no
endorsement, approval ot right to develop the project by the City and cannot be relied upon as an
indication of such approval. This finding allows the Fox Meadows Development to formally
initiate the City’s process for considering the specific permits and approvals necessary for
development and operation of the project, and for the City in this process, informed by the record
of the EAW, to identify and encourage conditions for compatible project construction, and assure
their implementation at the project site.

Consequently, the City makes a Negative Declaration and does not require the
preparation of an Environmental [mpact Statement for the project.

Attachments:

Appendix A: Comment Resolution Log

Appendix B: Public and Agency Comments Received
Appendix C: Revised EAW text

Appendix D. Final EAW



NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDERED that a Negative Declaration is hereby made, and no
Environmental Impact Statement is required.

Eagle Lake City Council
Zﬂ%” 9-/-22
Tim Kuringer Date
Mayor
ATTEST:

Ali1[22

/' Jentfer Y. Bromeland
City Administrator






Appendix A

Comment Resolution Log



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENT RESOLUTION LOG
Fox Meadows Development (August 26, 2022)

Braus Inte

tec Projact No: 32203087

A

\ffwhen the profect is completed with 228 units, this will Increase the numbar af commuters in and
aut of the propased development ares. Wil [t be fezsbie for all the increased traffic ta be routed
anly on narth and sauth Agency Street? As pas the projects tratfic analysis by the Institute of

i Report, the ITE if 1ates of 10 trips
per dayand 1 per peak hour for single family units, and 7 trips per day and 0.7 trips par pesk hour far
multi-family uits. The project would result In 1,596 trips per day and 190 trips per peak hour. This Is
3 contiderable Increase of traffic on Agency Streat. s thera any thaught of a majar narth south rosd
an the a3s side of the project that would cannect Tawnship Highway 282/211th, Swreet to Parkway

The 228 units 1 for the entire B0 acre property, with the initially developed 40

tilizing Agency Streat and nd o futare road on the east
side of the 80 3cres that wou'd raute south 1o 211" Street, thaugh not Fiely
1o Parkvway Avenue I the near 1o middle tarin

. Cralg Boshjord (121 Pegay Lane, |Avenie? Thks would give commuters 3 secord entrance point to the development area, Respanse
1 8/3/2022 | 303, b(Transpe ) _[tiot Agplicath Eag'e Lake, MH ) Substantive Hol Applicable |  Acceptable
Minnesata State Historic | SHPQ office condludes that thera afe na praperties isted In the Natlonal or State Registers of Histork| Comment noted,
Preservation Office (Sarab  |Places, and no known or suspected archaeplogical propartles In the area that will ba affected by this
z 8/8/2022 | 15 {Historic Properties) [Hot Appticable Beimers) project. Atknowledgement Hot Applicable | HotAppliabte
1 vas wandering about the extra traflic an agency Sireet with the 228 new spaces Agency Street Is designated functionally a3 a “Major Callactor,” MADOT
deteimines Major Collectars 1o carry a range of Average Dally Tralfic (ADT) of
1,000 to 8,000 ADT, |n 2021, 25 part of the Agency Strest reconstruction
design, Bluz Earth County determined the (ADT) of Agency Sirestat 2650,
| Mithough future traffic studies and Improvements could be required (1
i roadway 1y ri inLevels of Senvice,
Mark Hueb| (5005 Agency S, it does not appear that i quire immediate | ta Respanie
3 279/2012 10 a, b {Transportation) |Nat Applicable) Eagle Lake, M) Substantive |Agency Street. Not Applicable Acceptab'e
1 am in the process of reviewing the Fox Meadows EAW and wovld like ta request a copy of the phasd] Phase | Cuitural Reseurce Survay For Fox Mezdavs Residential Development
Minnesota Dy t |l culral y report referanced In section 15 of the EAW dacument. Once Tam zbleto report [in Sitw Archaestogical Cansulting, July B, 2022) and SHPO fetter
Administration - State (estevs the repart | will be ab'e to appropriately comment on the EAW, FY1: | copled Drlan Gostsch {August 8, 2027} emailed to commentor on August 18, 2022.
Archaeologist (Jeanifer 2nd Melissa Cerda fram the Minnesota indian Affars Coundil's Cultural Resource Degartment fn case
4 8M17/1022 | 15 (Histotic Properties) | Hat Appticable, Tworzyansii) they woutd Fie 5 copy of the report as well b ot Applicable | tiot Applicable
Tris Section inchudes the US Army Corps of Engineers [USACE) Wetland lurisdictional Determination The USACE Sectlon 404 permit {recessary If proposed wetling Impacts are
but does nat specifically include the USACE Section 404 permit. The MPCA Watar Quality jurisdictional) and MPCA 401 Water Quality Certitication (necessry if an
Cestification daes not appear in this section a required appraval. However, the EAW mentlons other ndividual Section 404 permit is needed) was 2dded ta Table 9-1,
aquatic habltats may be subject ta ragulations under section £04 or other state statves. Clarification
15 needed ta determine if the section 404 permit is required and if so, tien the KFCA 201
Certilication Is a0 requited. Far further information aboul the 401 Waler Quality Certification
Minnesots Fo'lution Contral  |process, Bl Witde at or Wi larmwild s, Revision
5 B/24/2022 | 8 (Parmits and Approvals) | Table9-3 Agency (Karen Kramar} Substantive Table 94 Revised]  Acceptable
It may be necessary Lo obizin  Sanitary Sewer Exteniion Permit from the MFCA prior o [MFCA Sanitary Sewer Extenyion Permil was added (o Table 5.1,
Construction, The appticatian farm 3nd additionsl Information on this process can be found at
g/ o pea. il i san'tary
Minnesotz Po'lution Contral  |sewer extansion peymil prazess should be directed to Dave S2hil a1 651-757-26-87 o Revision
6 8/24/2022 | 8 (Permits and Approvals) |Hat Appsicabe| Ageney (Karen K 0. . Table -1 Revised]  Acceptable
[Wihile thete & discusiion about the capacity af the Nirkata Water Rescurces Redamatian Faciity The Ciiy there are no sewer ¢ concems fn terms
(WRRF), which Esgle Lake |s connected to, there is no discusson about the avallzble capacity of the of avzl'able Infrastruciure and pumping capacity. Future development
existing City of Eaghe Lake co'laction system capscity and whether any improvemems may be (outde of Fox Meadows on the south and west sides of the City) may irigger
ecessary for the proposed praject. the need for an Interceptor sewer and/or (mprovements to the main lift
12611 (Water Resources - Winnezotz Polution Contral station/Torcemaln, depading on future propased land uses Respanse
7 8/24/1022 wastewater) Hat Applicable Agency (Kuren Kramar) Substantive Hot Applicable | Acceptable
121 {Water Resources - Minnesota Pollution Contral  |A map shoaing the project location, general sewer route and Mankito WRRF wauld be a nige [Comment noted. Respanse
8 /2472072 wastewatzi) Mot Apgicable Agency [Karen romar) addition ta the EAW. Recommendation Hot Applicable |  Acceprable
There is no discusson of existing drinking water supply Issues or the capacity of the existing sysiem The City canfimmed there are na water supp'y capacity concarns In teims of
or other utiity needs for the development. avallsble Infrastructure and well capacity. Future development cuts'de of a
fuly buifs Fox Mezdows development may trizaer wel| capacity cancems,
12.bil (Water Rétourees - Minnesots Pollution Contral depending on future land usas and potabls witer dsmands. Respanse
] 8/24/2022 | wuler appropriation}  [Nat Applicable Agency [€aren Kromar) Hot Applicable | Acceptable
If the site has the abTity ta discharge stormwatar 10 the unnamed creek along the eastaide of the As nated in Section 12.b,ii and Table 3-1, the project wil requira NPDES
propated ian relsted Impai additional erosian Permit Pollution
contesd best managemant practices (BAPs) wil| be required durlng the canstiuction that are not Flan [Swrep), and sediment
mentioned in the EAW. Add tional BMPs providing lemparary control best management practices during and after construetion activity,
measures on any portion of the site with eposed soils that will be unworked for 7 of mar= dys and
prviding 2 temparary sediment basin where § or mare acres dra'n 1o a camman location, Alsa, if the|
site fas the abiity to discharge to the craek and all phases of the sita will result in 50 o more acres
of distuibance, the Stormwater Pallution Presention Fian (SWPRP) will require submiteal to
the MPCA for review and approval prior 10 abtain'ng Mationsl Palutznt Discharge Ellmination
isposal System | 5) € Permit (CSW Permit] caverags.
12501 (Wiater Resources - Minnesols Polution Contrel Respanie
10 8/24/2002 starmwrater) Not Appicable] Agency (Karen Kromar) Acknowledgemant Not Applicable Acceptable
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[— . - _ Cammant LI - _
The lsrge wetland at the she will require use of redundant (double] davm gradient sediment cantrols

here ls mumm: buiferaround the hqu wetland. As nated jn se{uon
installed if construction must encroach the existing 50 feet of existing naturs buffer ta the wetfand, 12.b i nd Table 3-1, the profect will require NPDES Construction Stormwater
Permit coverage and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Pian (SWPPP), whith
wil define appeopriate erosian and sediment control best mansgemant
1201 (Water Resoures < Minnesola Patlution Cantrol [practices during and zfter construction acthvity. Rasponie
1 8/24/2012 stormwater) Mot Applicable’ Agency (Karen Kromar) Acknowledgement fiot Applicabile Arceptoble
The Profect owner will be d that C5W Permit [ aliphases Comment noted.
af the development. If portions of the site are sold 1a pew owners lofnmma:l»m, such as through
selling of individual lats, tha gwner will need ths thelr orwn
coverage under the permit using the MPCA Subdivislan Reghtratlon pracess and that a SWPPP
1201 [Water Resources - Minnaota | [describing for the site s provided to the naw owners. Response
12| Bj24j2023 ) ot Applicabie| Agency (Karen Kromar) Acknuwiedgement Kot Applicable |  Acceptable
The EAW identifies increasing rainfall trends and temperature in the maum but does nnudﬂren i far Tow i water resaurces s
the el mate trends in th section of the EAW ddressed. 2ddressed in Table 71, "Project Oexign® and "Land Ure” categories.
propoter s strangly toutllize I nnums #nd green
The C5W Permit requir reduction
prattices to reduce stormwater dlscharges which can ba met with these practices. Additianal trees
shautd be planted within the development to pravide thad ta redute heat lslnd affects 20d halp
absorb Increased stormwater runoff, Use of native plants In stormwater infiltration 2reas and apen
1paces provide pa'linator habitat in addition to reducing runalf, Questions regarding Construction
Stormezater Permit requirements should b directsd to Roberta Getman 2t 507-206-2629 or
7 (Climate Adaptation and ontral  |Robenta. mnus Respense
13 Bf24/2022 Resilience) Not Applicablel Agency (Karen Kramar) Acknowledgement Mot Applicabla Acceptable
Fiease note that chloride 53!t} Is 3 growing issus for lakes, streams, 2nd groundwatar around the Comment noted.
state. Ch'oride can come from bnlh de-icing salt and water nnnuma'l rm the proposed Project,
ihe MPCA for the winter
weather months m watar soering bt practces ba used year-found, Addition st resources are
22 (Other Potential trod  [available st state hlorld: Respante
14 Bf24/2002 Effects) | NotApplicabl Agency [£aren Kramai) Acdnowledgement ot Applicable Acceptable
[Page § The EAW states: “According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA] flood maps, 3| Sections 1031 and v hau been revised to clarify the floodplain and Zone A
iood hatard study has not bzen completed for the * And “Ho ] 2tean relationta th
esist within o adjacent to the project area.” It should be noted that mrgummnﬂv FEMA
foodplzin mapped in portion of developsd. This
Blue Earth County Property and  [Moodplain Isan the unnamed stream that [eads from the outlet of Eaghe Lake. FEMA's prefiminzny
Environmentsl Resaurces fioodpizin maps show that the mapped flaadplain i just nactheast ef the property thatis proposed Sections 10. il Respanse
15 | 8/24/2002 | 302 iviland Use)  |Hot Applicablel Department [Michaol Stafberger) |lo be developed. Sea Atachment A Substanthe and iv Revised Acceptable
Page 10, “Soils and topagraphry - Descriie the seils an the site, giving NACS (53] dassifications and The soil and topography on the site is comman for the area. Common
of solls.” The the construction practices Including, but not limited to: dewaterlng,
¥ nd It should be noted that over B7-percent af the solls on the site have a rating of Very |overexcavation and replacement of saft and wet sails with dean, crushed
Enviranmental Resaurces:  [Umited for Drwelings with S3ssments according ta rack, and minimizing consiruction tratfic on wet subgrades shoutd ba Respanse
16 | 8/24/2002 |11.b (Solls and Topoaraphy)|Not Appliciblel Depertment [Michael Stalberger] [the LISDA HACS. See Attachment B. Substantive evpected to faciliiste comstruction, Mot Applicsble | Acceptable
Page 12— The EAW states: “The depth ranges from 920- s Indicated by the soil barings, seasonal parched groundwater wil xely be
lmlur:pmmlay'm-lm feet below ground surhu {Berg 2016) Based on this mlpptdd:plh present indﬂws. some lemparary construction dewateding may be nqulred
15 not anticipated to b E tion for basement levels of the new in This condition
bukdings or far the instalation of utfies.” srea. An appmgmmuhmrfm dralnage system should be provided e aldw
1 shou'd be noted that it [s eat, '*-hhlv'hal 2500 It for structures wi g
tables will be for basements and thelmu’huun of utilitia for (B3I
this project. According ta USTA's HACS web sl survey, the solls within the entre project area have
3 depth ta seasonal water table of less than 3 feet. 'Sze
that previausty 10, %A ubh Is present in the project ares
perty and ¥ Iy 10 feet, This shal
123k (watér Resources - Enviconmental Resources water tab'e Is repr f the regiona] watar n the (Berg 2016).% Respamie
17 | apzbao woundwater) Hat Applicable| Department {Micha=i Stalberger) Substantive Fot Applicable | Acceptable
Page 12— The EAW states: "The Minnesota ncpmrun( of Health |M|m| Mmum Well Index was Comment nated. As A2 b, {f wells i d durfng
reviewed and there ject ares mile MOH well woutd be 3
of the project area as shawn In Figure 11.% Whi' e the County doss not know of other In-use wells In licensed well contractar.
the project area, there was in the tathe
east of § Agency St (513 5 Agency Sireet). A wellon this propesty was sealed in 1991, however there
could be anather weell or wells dihe very old v, The
y et v awell i to hatp identify iin this part
12,20 {water Resouices - Environmentol Resources [OF the property developed Dihis3 1583 3411 o i Retpanze
18| afzenon ) Nat Applicab Opin‘onfspsculative Hot Applicable | Acceptable
Page 13« The EAW stales: 'Cuuznw stormwater runcli fiows overlind acrass the sgriculiural fizlds Stormwater runoff acreages and direction of flow was sdded to Sectlon
on site and fal in the f the project 1240
area.” Itshould be noted. ITulmr!ﬁ atresof the d!n 'opment drains to other areas other then the
i h v Propesty and the northeast portion of 9.8 acres of the property currently drzlas ta the
12 boJi (Water Resources - Environmental Aiesources north and 26.6 acres draing ta the south and west towards CSAH 27 (S Agency St). See Atachment E.| Section 12007 Revision
19 | sjp4pon stormuwater) Hat Applicable| Department (Michael Stalberger) Revited Acceptable
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AW !

| AW R

B/24/2022

12.buil [Water Resourcas -
stormwater)

B24/2022

2471002

12:b w3 {Water Resolrces |
surface waters - wetlands}

132

{Contaminatlon/Harardous
Naterlals/Wastes)

Ef24/2012

Proposed Canditions Map

Hot Applicablz|

Not Applicablz|

ot Appllcable

Blue Earth County Froperty and
Environmental Resources
Department (Michael Stalberger)

Pagz 13, The EAW states: “Infitration and fitration measures arz also under cansideration for the
project’s starmwater management systam des'gn and will vary based on the gentechnical evalusiion
results,” It should be noted that 3 feet of separation fram seasanzlly saturated solsis required from
ihe battom of an Infiltzation practice. As 1 shown on the soll survey and from what was SUbmitted
with the watland defineation, it is Iikely not passible 1a have three [e<t of sepsration fram seasansily
s3turated 1oils anywhere an the propery, The Minnesota Stormwater Manual sates: There lsa
portion of the state {mare than 50 percent) where the seasanal high water table depth s
laczted (exs than 3 femt from the surfaca. Inthesa areas it may ba Impossib's ta get the 3 fest ot
separation from the bottom of an Infetration practice to the seasonat high water table depth
REQUIRED under the KPDES Construction General Permit (CGP). Non-nfiltration BMPs, such as lined
filtratian ar seitfing practices, shauld he considered inareas with shaliow groundwater.”

Acknowtedgement

Cummenl nma The peimanant stormuster mansgemerl design il ke
in

2 "

lot Apalicable

Blue Earth County Fropeity and
Environmental Resources
Department [Michael Stalberger)

Fage 14 Wetlinds - Tha EAW states: “Five small, farmed wetlands would be filled for construction of|
the praposed praject area. The large wetland In the narheast corner of the slte will be avolded
(Figure 55.° 1t should be noted that 3 Blue Earth County decision on the Wetland Boundary & Type
Determinations has nol bean made as Is d 7 lan
appiisation has also not been ubﬂ\m:d to Biue Earth County, When this application [s submitted, it
will b2 Chapter 8420, tp y the sequencing
anslysls. Asthe EAW mantians, the large wetland Is belng svolded. The application for the
replacement plan will hn reviewed 1o determine whether any of the smaller wetlands can also be
avoided of th ki ta Rules Chapter 8420,

ace

Acknowtedgement

Comment noted.

llot Appficatle

Blua Earth County Propery and
Env'ronmental Resources
Department (Michael Stalberger)

Fage 15- 13 Contamy The EAVJ stares: “Based an the resuits of

{eclewtrs the MPCA WRMH Uatabste and Wstorkcs] use a croplnd, o contaminated emronmenlat

media (107, groundwater et | of envronmental hatards sre espected to be present within the

prsject area.” The northwest portion of the property included partions of 3 farmstesd, barms and
tiy-as the mid-1990's. The buddings have been removed but it is

[possible that there is a buried tank of tanks on the northwest portion of the profect area. The
County's well seali from 1591 fed fuel tank and a gas
pumg, The well way wedled 31513 § Agenacy Street, but the Tarmstead extended well into this project
area, See Attachment E.

Substantive

f the farmstead will
Sectlon 13,3 was revised 1o Include this Mﬁnmullm\

Section 138
Revited

Figure &

8huz Earth County Property and
Environmental Resaurces
Department (Michas! Stzlborger]

White the map In the EAW s a concept, It should be noted that there Likely will be more

surlacssin the pmant a5 the currently propased conceqt plan doss not
conform with the Fagte Lakes Subdivision ru'es which state: " The marimum length of blacks shallba
twielve hundred (1,200) feet, Blocks aver six hundred (600) feet fong may require pedestrian ways at
fleast ten {10} fust wide at thelr spproviamte centers.” The eattern block Is currently proposed at
ovsr 1,350 feet on the southern saction and over 1 426 et on the narth.

Acknawledgement

Comment nated. Future ahases of he propased development vl canform 1o
current Gty p!amﬂng and roning requirements at the tima of submittal.

Hot App'icable

B/25/1001

12 b {Water Resources -
stormwater)

Hot Appllcabls|

Minnesata Department of Natural
Resources (foanne Baettcher}

The EAW nates that thiee stormwalter ponds will be installed, snd that “the propated stormwater
basin design wou'd redute stormwater Nlow rates and pallutant lozds |aving the site®, Howeuer, o
madeling ot (s provided. Please pr i an:

* the proposed starmwater pands’ capacity and maintenance

+ details on the stormuwater reuse system

+ how the pond will ke devigned to treat water qualty

+ the runofvolues for 3 Fange of $torm events and the change In unaff valume and peat flow due
to ths development

+ where the starmwater ponds draln Lo and Impscts 10 any receiving waters

« the presence of any agriculiural drainage ti'e, what will be dona with t, and how it Interacts with
the stormwater system. how the pand and its outiet wil be detigned to atsura it does not suppart
and/ar propagate easive fish (e g, goldfish, carp, etc.), We recommend that development projects
hydrologically mitlgate changes Ia the runoff velume 3ndl pek Nlow rates by adding sulficient
storage, water use {evapatranspiration), 2nd infltration capacity within the development, We alsa
mwm:ndml water quality practices the project. These prevent

more po! from heing d to the Le Susur River watershed. Lot of

'd ba sddressad by densa, nathe landscapng and add ng dispersed
raln gardens as discusted below. Permeabls pavement and other design features could alsa bie
implemented.

Substantive

[Fermanent stanmurater mamagement des'gn [ in progress, and the fesibiity
of the design is bated on geatechnical study and final plal approval (as stated
n Secitan 12.0.1). Agriculturs| draln tie if encountered during comtruction)
Wil be disabled and/or remaved during contruction. The final stormwater
manzgament plam will meet NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit
requirements and City of Eagle Labe Stormuwiater Management Plan standards |

Not Applicalile

Pagsdols

Response
Acceptatie

Responie
Acceptatie

Resporise
Acceprable

Response
ceptab)



1207 (Water Resources -

Minnesota Department of Naturzl

. _ - miment B b _ o=
Goldish [Carassius auratus) znd kol are regulated Invasive species In Minnesata, which means itls
legal to possess, sell, buy, and transport, but it is lilzga! 1o refease them Into the environment.
Goldfish In urban starmwater ponds have became a frequent bssua for clties. Presumably, the

idfith Goldfish ta natural and become
prabtem. elther the pond design and/or education be develapec|

16 prevent this problem. Ponds ean be designed b Py fish v
poteatisl as well as pr for res’ children

Piease contact DNA Cralg Saup'r for or assistance on

management, or education on this toplc.

Comment noted. Permanent stormualer mansgement devgn Wil consider
features to prevent or reduce goldfish prassnce.

Retponie

25 |epspon rmuater) [ Mot Applicabile] Resources Uoanne Boeitcher] Hot Appicable
The EAW daes at the project area is withi 1une of the Ruity [While the project area s locted within 3 low-potential zone for the Rusty
Burmbletice. Fleate identify what measures will be taken ta s.oid disturbance of the species. The Patched Bumble Bee, as discussed In Section 14.b, sultable habitat for
project should consult USFWS IPAC. As noted in the EAW, the Monarch butterfly is 3 cand/date. polinators (including the bee) Is not aresent, Landeover at the site is
species for federal liting, as such, no special requirements may be necessary, However, we do went doainantly cultivated cropland, which does not typcally include floral
tanote that [t any wild grass type areas are disturbed during the growing season, this disturbance resnurces for paliinatars and prosides poor foraging habitat as a result,
1 ity result In bocal Impas Monarch | aralaidan - ded land, areas of hrubs or le=f litter are
and the caterpillars can only consume - milkweed, Common milkwesd and othsr milkweed species present wilhin the project area, and therefore suitable neiling or
e fourid throughaut this region, induding n small patches of grasses such s road ditches, filed overwinering habitat for the Rusty Patched Bumble Bee Is slsa nat present.
Minneseta Department of Natural {borders, ete. that wildilte friandiy il and invasive des best practices| As result, It is exteemely unlbely the ' ithin the pe
26 | spspon 14.b, ¢ [WildTife) Hot Applicable]  Resources (foanne Boetteher] srea. ThePaC report was provided Apnmdim. tiot Applicble |Nat Applicable
e change analysis uies 3 30-year lilespan, Plzase exp'sin why the profect s crly anl The Mintesata Climate Explorer is sccepled 31 4 reasonabe prediction model
talsst 30 years of update the analysls. A 50 to 100-year ifespan would provide s more reallstic or d a5 the resid mast
conservative (cautions) analysis. Section 7bof the EAW form ashs that the project “descibe how the easanate time frame projection bated an the current data svallable; Tabfe 7
project’s praposed acthities and how the project's design will Interact with thase elimate trends. 1wias revised to Include Water Resource and Wildlife considerations and
Describe proposed adaptations to address the profect effects Ientified.” Then Tahle 71 refers
readers to hem 12 (water resources) and 14 {wildlife 2nd rare festures). Howsver, wa d'd not find
any 4pedific discussion addressing this 1oplc In these sections. Please provide specific anilyls of this
topic. OF particular concern are the potential impact to water resources {refer ta comments in the
7.3 (Climate Adaptation and Minnesota of Natural [Water R d apply ions to 50-100 year e spanj, Revislon
27 | 8f2sjann Resifience) ot Applicable|  Resources (foanne Bosttcher] Dpinan/Spzeulative fable 71 Revised|  Acceptable
Rs currenily progased, the project may not contain any green Infrastructute (Table £-1], with the Comment noted. Bullding Albe h
fessibii uulanmummhummw evalusted. There is al 10 usa mote davign, if fearible and yvishie, 3t the tima af
3 Better add and appravals.
cfimzte change. In order for any detrl ofurban sprawd and
10 yand hydro'ogy, by Isdesigned in
with d e the
yreen bullding of homes 2nd business, such 35 through 3 LEED certified structures. The project shoulc|
cons'der adding raoftop selar, which is becoming one of the most affardable energy sources and
does not rely on fossil fuels.,
Sustainsble Building Minnasota Department of Natural
8 | 825012 vincples tiot Applicable| Resources (laanne Basttcher) Hot Applicable |Not Applcabis
The AW [deqtifies that 8 treer Table 8-3) will be planted, and there Wil be 14 acres of grasses and [Additianal trees will be Incorparated into the landzcaping plani of private
rush [Table B-1). The profect shou!d consider adding a substaniial number of trees, Tall, native trees individuz! lots and blocks, s stated In Table 83, As shawn on Figure 6and
could he planted threughaut the project afes, In paticular, adjacent parking areas and the South and Table 81, ly 14 acres will be grass/brushiand specles, which Iy
Weat sidos of siructures o offer shade and d shrub ot defined 35 man'cured per mn;uldme for land caver. The restaration of
[plantings wauld affer birds food 2nd the 14 seres of d this zres ) seed It pot known af
brush will be plaated to and if any additional davelopment of thess 14 acres Is plenned for the ihis time.
oroject lifexpan, We 2gsTn recommend that the area is planted to native specles, Turf grass does not
offer ecolagical or water quality be used in r turf
Table§-1, | Minnesota Departmant of Natural [typa uses (e g. play and plenic areas). Dense, native plant fandscaping and small, plant=d water basind
29 | 825202 | tandscapingfand Cover | Tables3 fesources (lonne Bostrcher) |could alfer substantial ecological and water quality end quantity benefits and help mitigate impacts | Recommendation Hot Applicable |Hot Applicable
linstead uld)\wﬂmg 2l stormwater to theee basing, diverting water first 1o small, shal'ow, dispersed deslgn 1t In pr and
J1d add e eapadity, nd water of the desizn s based on geatechn'cal study and finsl p!:x =ppmv:t[usu|ed
quality treatment within the development. The pllnliwﬂmn mmin;amemmd Inuem settling| lin Seciton 12.b,ii), Agricultural drain tile {if uction)
ime and provide biotogical treatments, s i hing ¢ Wil be disab'ed andfor The finst
waters. The cain gardens should be planted with native phmnox bloom spring through fa'l, which plan will meet HPDES C Peimit
habitat Inchiding monarch butterfly, Wi d City of E2gle Lal A Plan standards.
the project to developa detalied conservation and lsndscaping plan that integrates dense, native
nlantings princip!
12bJ1{Water Rexources - Minnatota Departmant of Natural
30 Bf25/2002 Hot Applicable| Boeticher) Recammend: Hot Applicable |Not Applicable
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Public and Agency Comments Received



Fristed, Travis

From: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2022 1:47 PM

To: Fristed, Travis; troymschream@gmail.com

Subject: FW: Fox Meadows Development

Good Afternoon,

I’'m not sure if this is an official comment for the EAW but to err on the side of caution, wanted to forward to be
included.

Thank you.

Jennifer J. Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake

705 Parkway Avenue
PO Box 159

Eagle Lake, MN 56024
P: (507) 257-3218

C: (507) 399-1030

CITY OF

EAGLE LAK

WHERE OPPORTUNITY SOARS

From: Craig Rosfjord <craigrosfjord@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 10:13 AM

To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>
Subject: Fox Meadows Development

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments ar clicking
links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello Jennifer,

Thank you for publishing the 228-unit Fox Meadows Development proposal. \What a great project and

addition to Eagle Lake!
COMMENT #1

Ifiwhen the project is completed with 228 units, this will increase the number of commuters in and out
of the proposed development area. Will it be feasible for all the increased traffic to be routed only on
north and south Agency Street? As per the projects traffic analysis by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Report, the ITE identified commuting rates of 10 trips per day and 1

1



COMMENT #1

per peak hour for single family units, and 7 trips per day and 0.7 trips per peak hour for multi-family
units. The project would result in 1,896 trips per day and 190 trips per peak hour. This is a
considerable increase of traffic on Agency Street. Is there any thought of a major north south road on
the east side of the project that would connect Township Highway 282/211th. Street to Parkway
Avenue? This would give commuters a second entrance point to the development area.

Thank you for your time.

D. Craig Rosfjord

121 Peggy Lane

Eagle Lake, MN. 56024-9620
(607) 257-3244




mﬁ DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATION
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

August 8, 2022 COMMENT #2

Craig Picka

In Situ Archaeological Consulting
7630 Executive Drive

Eden Prairie, MN 55344

RE: Fox Meadows — Proposed Residential Development
T108 R25 518, Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County
SHPO Number: 2022-1446

Dear Craig Picka:

Thank you for continuing consultation on the above-referenced project. We have reviewed the cultural
resources survey report: Phase | Cultural Resource Investigation for the Fox Meadows Residential Development
Project, Blue Earth County, Minnesota, SHPO Number: 2022-1446 (July 6, 2022, In Situ Archaeological
Consulting). Based on the results of the survey, we conclude that there are no properties listed in the National
or State Registers of Historic Places, and no known or suspected archaeological properties in the area that will
be affected by this project.

Please note that this comment letter does not address the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and 36 CFR § 800. If this project is considered for federal financial assistance, or
requires a federal permit or license, then review and consultation with our office will need to be initiated by the
lead federal agency. Be advised that comments and recommendations provided by our office for this state-level
review may differ from findings and determinations made by the federal agency as part of review and
consultation under Section 106.

If you have any questions regarding our review of this project, please contact Kelly Gragg-Johnson,

Environmental Review Program Specialist, at kelly.graggjohnson@state.mn.us.

Sincerely,

Sz - BOWMU A
Sarah J. Beimers
Environmental Review Program Manager

MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
50 Sherburne Avenue w Administration Building 203 m Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 m 651-201-3287 mn.gov/admin/shpo m
mnshpo@state.mn.us
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND SERVICE PROVIDER



COMMENT #3
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COMMENT #4
Fristed, Travis

From: Fristed, Travis

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2022 9:49 AM

To: Jennifer.Tworzyanski@state.mn.us

Cc: Dylan.Goetsch@state.mn.us; melissa.cerda@state.mn.us; Jennifer Bromeland;
troymschrom@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Fox Meadows Development EAW Cultural Resource Report Request

Attachments: MN SHPO_20220808.pdf; Fox Meadows_SHPO Cover Letter_20220707.pdf; Braun_Fox

Meadows_Cultural Report_07072022.pdf

Hello Jennifer,
As requested, attached please find the report and SHPO letter for this project.

Thanks,

Travis Fristed, PWS

Group Manager, Principal Scientist

Braun Intertec

11001 Hampshire Avenue S | Minneapolis, MN 55438
952,995.2027 direct | 952.500.1180 mobhile

From: lennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 1:52 PM

To: Fristed, Travis <TFristed@braunintertec.com>; troymschrom@gmail.com
Subject: FW: Fox Meadows Development EAW Cultural Resource Report Request
Importance: High

Good Afternoon,
Please see below a request for phase | cultural resource survey report.

Thank you.

Jennifer J. Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake

705 Parkway Avenue
PO Box 159

Eagle Lake, MN 56024
P: (507) 257-3218

C: (507) 399-1030



From: Tworzyanski, Jennifer (ADM) <Jennifer.Tworzyanski@state.mn.us>

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2022 1:51 PM

To: Jennifer Bromeland <jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com>

Cc: Goetsch, Dylan (MIAC) <Dylan.Goetsch@state.mn.us>; Cerda, Melissa (MIAC) <melissa.cerda@state.mn.us>
Subject: Fox Meadows Development EAW Cultural Resource Report Request

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking
links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello Jennifer,

| am in the process of reviewing the Fox Meadows EAW and would like to request a copy of the phase | cultural resource
survey report referenced in section 15 of the EAW document. Once | am able to review the report | will be able to
appropriately comment on the EAW. FYI: | copied Dylan Goetsch and Melissa Cerda from the Minnesota Indian Affairs
Council’s Cultural Resource Department incase they would like a copy of the report as well.

Thank you,
-lennifer

Jennifer Tworzyanski (she/her/hers)
Assistant to the State Archaeologist
Office of the State Archaeologist
328 West Kellogg Blvd

St Paul, MN 55102

651.201.2265

m- % DEPARTMENT OF

ADMINISTRATION
STATE ARCHAEOQLOGIST



m MINNESOTA POLLUTION
CONTROL AGENCY

520 Lafayette Road North | St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 | 651-296-6300

800-657-3864 | Use your preferred relay service | info.pca@statemn.us | Equal Opportunity Employer

August 24, 2022

Jennifer Bromeland
City Administrator
City of Eagle Lake

705 Parkway Avenue
PO Box 159

Eagle Lake, MN 56024

Re: Fox Meadows Development Environmental Assessment Worksheet

Dear Jennifer Bromeland:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) for the Fox Meadows Development project (Project) located in Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County,
Minnesota. The Project consists of a new residential development. Regarding matters for which the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory responsibility and other interests, the MPCA
staff has the following comments for your consideration.

Permits and Approvals (Item 9)

Comment#5e  This section includes the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetland Jurisdictional Determination
but does not specifically include the USACE Section 404 permit. The MPCA 401 Water Quality
Certification does not appear in this section a required approval. However, the EAW mentions other
aquatic habitats may be subject to regulations under Section 404 or other state statues. Clarification
is needed to determine if the Section 404 permit is required and if so, then the MPCA 401
Certification is also required. For further information about the 401 Water Quality Certification
process, please contact Bill Wilde at 651-757-2825 or william.wilde @state.mn.us.

Comment #6 e |t may be necessary to obtain a Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit from the MPCA prior to
construction. The application form and additional information on this process can be found at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/permits/index.html#sanitarysewer. Questions on the sanitary
sewer extension permit process should be directed to Dave Sahli at 651-757-2687 or
David.Sahli@state.mn.us.

Water Resources (ltem 12)
Wastewater
Comment #7 e«  While there is discussion about the capacity of the Mankato Water Resource Reclamation Facility
(WRRF), which Eagle Lake is connected to, there is no discussion about the available capacity of the
existing City of Eagle Lake collection system capacity and whether any improvements may be
necessary for the proposed Project.
Comment #8 e A map showing the project location, general sewer route and Mankato WRRF would be a nice
addition to the EAW.
Comment #9 ¢  There is no discussion of existing drinking water supply issues or the capacity of the existing system
or other utility needs for the development.




lennifer Bromeland
Page 2
August 24, 2022

Stormwater

Comment
#10

Comment
#11

Comment
12

Comment
#13

Comment

If the site has the ability to discharge stormwater to the unnamed creek along the east side of the
proposed development that has construction related impairments, additional erosion and sediment
control best management practices (BMPs) will be required during the construction that are not
mentioned in the EAW. Additional BMPs include immediately providing temporary soil stabilization
measures on any portion of the site with exposed soils that will be unworked for 7 or more days and
providing a temporary sediment basin where 5 or more acres drain to a common location. Also, if
the site has the ability to discharge to the creek and all phases of the site will result in 50 or more
acres of disturbance, the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will require submittal to
the MPCA for review and approval prior to obtaining National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System/State Disposal System (NPDES/SDS) Construction Stormwater Permit (CSW Permit)
coverage.

The large wetland at the site will require used of redundant (double) down gradient sediment
controls installed if construction must encroach the existing 50 feet of existing natural buffer to the
wetland.

The Project owner will be required to ensure that CSW Permit coverage is maintained for all phases
of the development. If portions of the site are sold to new owners for construction, such as through
selling of individual lots, the owner will need to ensure that the new owners obtain their own
coverage under the permit using the MPCA Subdivision Registration process and that a SWPPP
describing remaining BMPs for the site is provided to the new owners.

The EAW identifies increasing rainfall trends and temperature in the location but does not address
the climate trends in the stormwater section of the EAW and how they will be addressed. The
Project proposer is strongly encouraged to utilize Low Impact Development strategies and green
infrastructure for more sustainable development. The CSW Permit requires volume reduction
practices to reduce stormwater discharges which can be met with these practices. Additional trees
should be planted within the development to provide shade to reduce heat island affects and help
absorb increased stormwater runoff. Use of native plants in stormwater infiltration areas and open
spaces provide pollinator habitat in addition to reducing runoff. Questions regarding Construction
Stormwater Permit requirements should be directed to Roberta Getman at 507-206-2629 or
Roberta.Getman@state.mn.us.

#14 Other Potential Environmental Effects (Iltem 22)

Please note that chloride (salt) is a growing issue for lakes, streams, and groundwater around the state.
Chloride can come from both de-icing salt and water softener salt. For the proposed Project, the MPCA
recommends smart salting practices for de-icing streets and driveways during the winter weather
months and water softening best practices be used year-round. Additional resources are available at
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/statewide-chloride-resources.




Jennifer Bromeland
Page 3
August 24, 2022

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please provide your specific responses to our
comments and notice of decision on the need for an Environmental Impact Statement. Please be aware
that this letter does not constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the
purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the
Project proposer to secure any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit conditions. If
you have any questions concerning our review of this EAW, please contact me by email at
Karen.kromar@state.mn.us or by telephone at 651-757-2508.

Sincerely,

K&me K’w mat

This document has been electronically signed.

Karen Kromar

Planner Principal

Environmental Review Unit

Resource Management and Assistance Division

KK:rs

cc: Dan Card, MPCA, St. Paul
Bill Wilde, MPCA, St. Paul
Dave Sahli, MPCA, St. Paul
Roberta Getman, MPCA, Rochester
Wayne Cords, MPCA, Mankato



BLUE EARTH COUNTY

Effectively and Efficiently
Delivering Essential Services

iy

T www.blueearthcountymn.gov

August 24, 2022

Jennifer Bromeland

City Administrator - City of Eagle Lake
PO Box 159

Eagle Lake MN 56024

COMMISSIONERS

District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5

Juliann Wiersma
Vance Stuchrenberg
Mark Piepho

Kevin Paap

Kip Bruender

RE: Environmental Assessment Worksheet for Fox Meadows Development in Eagle Lake

Dear Jennifer,

The purpose of this letter is to provide written comments from the Property and Environmental
Resources Department on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the Fox Meadows

Development in Eagle Lake.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed project and have attached written comments.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss any of these matters further.

Respectfully,

/{%&/

Michael Stalberger
Director, Property and Environmental Resources
507-304-4257

michael.stalberger@blueearthcountymn.gov

Enclosure

Blue Earth County is an affirmative action, equal opportunity employer.
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Courthouse
204 S, Fifth St.

PO Box 168
Mankato, MN 56002

Administration
TEL: 507-304-4150
FAX: 507-304-4344

Human Resources
TEL: 507-304-4150
FAX: 507-304-4344

Extension
TEL: 507-304-4325
FAX: 507-304-4059

Facilities Management
TEL: 507-304-4249

Government Center
4105, Fifth St.
Mankato, MN 56001

Human Services

PO Box 3526
TEL: 507-304-4319
FAX: 507-304-4379

Property and
Environmental
Resources
PO Box 3566
TEL: 507-304-4251
FAX: 507-304-4431

License Center

PO Box 3524
TEL: 507-304-4340
FAX: 507-304-4396

Veterans Services
PO Box 168
TEL: 507-304-4246
FAX: 507-304-4225

Finance

PO Box 3524
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Fox Meadows Development
Environmental Assessment Worksheet
City of Eagle Lake
Blue Earth County Property and Environmental Resources Review

COMMENT Page 8 The EAW states: “According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps, a
#15 flood hazard study has not been completed for the project area.” And “No floodplain is known to exist
within or adjacent to the project area.”

It should be noted that there is currently FEMA floodplain mapped in the northeast portion of the
property that is proposed to be developed. This floodplain is on the unnamed stream that leads from
the outlet of Eagle Lake. FEMA’s preliminary floodplain maps show that the mapped floodplain is just
northeast of the property that is proposed to be developed. See Attachment A.

COMMENT Page 10. “Soils and topography - Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and
#16 descriptions, including limitations of soils.”

The EAW describes a Geotechnical Evaluation of the project area. It should be noted that over 87-
percent of the soils on the site have a rating of Very Limited for Dwellings with Basements according to
the USDA NRCS. See Attachment B.

COMMENT Page 12 — The EAW states: “The depth to ground water ranges from 920-940 feet above mean sea level

#7 or approximately 70-100 feet below ground surface (Berg 2016) Based on this mapped depth,
groundwater is not anticipated to be encountered during excavation for basement levels of the new
residential buildings or for the installation of utilities.”

It should be noted that it is extremely likely that seasonally saturated soils with very shallow water
tables will be encountered during the excavations for basements and the installation of utilities for this
project. According to USDA’s NRCS web soil survey, the soils within the entire project area have a depth
to seasonal water table of less than 3 feet. See attachment C

It should additionally be noted that the EAW previously states on page 10: “A shallow water table is
present in the project area within wetlands and ranges from the ground surface to depths of
approximately 10 feet. This shallow water table is representative of the regional water table aquifer
within the project area (Berg 2016).”

COMMENT Page 12 — The EAW states: “The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) Minnesota Well Index was
na reviewed and there are no wells mapped within the project area boundaries or within a quarter mile of
the project area as shown in Figure 11.”

While the County does not know of other in-use wells in the project area, there was a large farmstead in
the northwest portion of the property just to the east of S Agency St (513 S Agency Street). A well on
this property was sealed in 1991, however there could be another well or wells that previously served
the very old farmstead on this property. The County recommends a well search with a magnetometer
to help identify unsealed wells in this part of the property before it is developed. Attachment D shows a
1983 aerial photo of the building site.



COMMENT Page 13- The EAW states: “Currently, stormwater runoff flows overland across the agricultural fields on

#19

site and follows topography draining into the large wetland in the northeast portion of the project area.”

It should be noted that over 36 acres of the development drains to other areas other than the wetland
in the northeast portion of the property. 9.9 acres of the property currently drains to the north and 26.6
acres drains to the south and west towards CSAH 27 (S Agency St). See Attachment E.

COMMENT Page 13. The EAW states: “Infiltration and filtration measures are also under consideration for the

#20

project’s stormwater management system design and will vary based on the geotechnical evaluation
results.”

It should be noted that 3 feet of separation from seasonally saturated soils is required from the bottom
of an infiltration practice. As is shown on the soil survey and from what was submitted with the wetland
delineation, it is likely not possible to have three feet of separation from seasonally saturated soils
anywhere on the property. The Minnesota Stormwater Manual states: There is a large portion of the
state (more than 50 percent) where the seasonal high water table depth is located less than 3 feet from
the surface. In these areas it may be impossible to get the 3 feet of separation from the bottom of an
infiltration practice to the seasonal high water table depth REQUIRED under the NPDES Construction
General Permit (CGP). Non-infiltration BMPs, such as lined filtration or settling practices, should be
considered in areas with shallow groundwater.”

COMMENT Page 14 Wetlands - The EAW states: “Five small, farmed wetlands would be filled for construction of

#21

the proposed project area. The large wetland in the northeast corner of the site will be avoided (Figure
5).”

It should be noted that a Blue Earth County decision on the Wetland Boundary & Type Determinations
has not been made as is indicated on page 7. The wetland replacement plan application has also not
been submitted to Blue Earth County. When this application is submitted, it will be reviewed for
compliance with Minnesota Rules Chapter 8420, specifically the sequencing analysis. As the EAW
mentians, the large wetland is being avoided. The application for the replacement plan will be reviewed
to determine whether any of the smaller wetlands can also be avoided or disturbance minimized in
accordance with Minnesota Rules Chapter 8420.

COMMENT Page 15 - 13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes - The EAW states: “Based on the results of

#22

reviewing the MPCA WIMN database and historical use as cropland, no contaminated environmental
media (soil, groundwater etc.) or environmental hazards are expected to be present within the project
area.”

The northwest portion of the property included portions of a farmstead, barns and agricultural buildings
as recently as the mid-1990’s. The buildings have been removed but it is possible that there is a buried
tank or tanks on the northwest portion of the project area. The County’s well sealing records for the
farmstead from 1991 describe a buried fuel tank and a gas pump. The well was sealed at 513 S Agency
Street, but the farmstead extended well into this project area. See Attachment E.

COMMENT Figure 6 — Proposed Conditions Map - While the map in the EAW is a concept, it should be noted that

#23

there likely will be more roads/impervious surfaces in the development as the currently proposed
concept plan does not conform with the Eagle Lakes Subdivision rules which state: "The maximum
length of blocks shall be twelve hundred (1,200) feet. Blocks over six hundred (600) feet long may
require pedestrian ways at least ten (10) feet wide at their approximate centers." The eastern block is
currently proposed at over 1,350 feet on the southern section and over 1,426 feet on the north.



Attachment A

Floodplain Maps
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Attachment B

Limitations for Dwellings With Basements
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Dwellings With Basements—Blue Earth County, Minnesola

MAP LEGEND

Area of Interest (AOI} Background
\_I Area of Interest (AOI) - Aerial Photagraphy
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MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys thal comprise your AGI were mapped at
1:12,000.

Warning: Soil Map may nol be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the delail of mapping and accuracy of sail
line placement. The maps do nol show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a mere delailed
scale.

Please rely an Ihe bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservalion Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinale System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
prajection, which praserves direclion and shape bul distarls
dislance and area. A projeclion thal preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used If more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS cerlified dala as
of the version dale(s) listed below,

Sail Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Blue Earth County, Minnesola
Version 19, Sep 10, 2021

Soll map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial inages were photographed: Sep 5, 2013—Sep
19, 2017

The erthophoto or other base map on which Ihe sail lines were
complled and digitized probably differs fram Ihe background
imagery displayed on these maps, As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soll Survey
Nalional Coaperative Soil Survey

712812022
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Dwellings With Basements—Blue Earth County, Minnesota

Dwellings With Basements

Map unit Map unit name Rating Component Rating reasons | Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
symbol name (percent) (numeric
values)
211 Lura silty clay, 0 | Very limited Lura (85%) Ponding (1.00) 5.9 7.7%
to 1 percent ]
slopes Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)
Shrink-swell
(1.00)
Knoke (10%) Ponding (1.00)
Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)
Shrink-swell
(0.41)
Waldorf (5%) Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)
Shrink-swell
(1.00)
238B Kilkenny clay Somewhat Kilkenny (90%) | Shrink-swell 0.8 1.0%
loam, 2t0 6 limited (0.98)
rcent slopes
Ll Depth to
saturated zone
(0.96)
238C Kilkenny clay Somewhat Kilkenny, Shrink-swell 8.8 11.5%
loam, 6 to 10 limited moderately (0.98)
percent eroded (90%)
slopes, Depth to
moderately saturated zone
eroded (0.96)
286 Shaorewood silty | Very limited Shorewood Depth to 50.8 66.8%
clay loam, 1 to (90%) saturated zone
6 percent (1.00)
|
apes Shrink-swell
(1.00)
287 Minnetonka silty |Very limited Minnetonka Depth to 8.9 11.7%
clay loam (90%) saturated zone
(1.00)
Shrink-swell
(1.00)
539 Klossner muck, |Very limited Klossner, Ponding (1.00) 0.9 1.2%
lake plain, drained (85%) -
depressional, Subsidence
0to 1 percent (1.00)
slopes

USDA

Natural Resources

Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

712812022
Page 3 of 6



Dwellings With Basements—Blue Earth County, Minnesota

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
(numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)

Lura (10%)

Ponding (1.00)

Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)

Shrink-swell
(1.00)

Brownton (5%)

Depth to
saturated zane
(1.00)

Shrink-swell
(0.83)

Totals for Area of Interest

76.1

100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

66.5

87.4%

Somewhat limited

9.6

12.6%

Totals for Area of Interest

76.1

100.0%

USDA
Lo

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Sail Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

712812022
Page 4 of 6



Dwellings With Basements—Blue Earth County, Minnesota

Description

Dwellings are single-family houses of three stories or less. For dwellings with
basements, the foundation is assumed to consist of spread footings of reinforced
concrete built on undisturbed soil at a depth of about 7 feet.

The ratings for dwellings are based on the soil propetties that affect the capacity
of the soil to support a load without movement and on the properties that affect
excavation and construction costs. The properties that affect the load-supporting
capacity include depth to a water table, ponding, flooding, subsidence, linear
extensibility (shrink-swell potential), and compressibility. Compressibility is
inferred from the Unified classification of the soil. The properties that affect the
ease and amount of excavation include depth to a water table, ponding, flooding,
slope, depth to bedrock or a cemented pan, hardness of bedrock or a cemented
pan, and the amount and size of rock fragments.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good perfarmance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Somewhat limited" indicates that the soil has features that are
moderately favorable for the specified use. The limitations can be overcome or
minimized by special planning, design, or installation. Fair performance and
moderate maintenance can be expected. "Very limited" indicates that the soil has
one or more features that are unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations
generally cannot be overcome without major soil reclamation, special design, or
expensive installation procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can
be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen. An aggregated
rating class is shown for each map unit. The components listed for each map unit
are only those that have the same rating class as listed for the map unit. The
percent composition of each component in a particular map unit is presented to
help the user better understand the percentage of each map unit that has the
rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all companents, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the equivalent report from the Soil Reports tab in Web Sail
Survey or from the Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to
validate these interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given
site,

UsDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 7/28/2022
== Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 5 of 6



Dwellings With Basements—Blue Earth County, Minnesota

Rating Options

Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition
Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

usDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 712812022
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 6 of 6



Attachment C
Soils Depth to Water Table



Deplh lo Water Table—Blue Earth County, Minnesota
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Depth ta Water Table—Blue Earth Counly, Minnesola

Area of Intel
L]

Solls

MAP LEGEND

rest (AOJ)
Area of Interest (AQI)

Soil Rating Pelygons

OROO000M

0-25
25-50
50- 100
100 - 150
150 - 200
> 200

Not rated or not available

Soll Rating Lines

» *»
b L

»
»

R

-

Soll Ratin

EEODOOR

0-25

25- 50

50- 100

100 - 150

150 - 200

> 200

Not rated or not available

g Points
0-25

25-50
50- 100
100- 150
150 - 200
> 200

(] Mol rated or nal available

Water Fealures
Streams and Canals

Transportation

et Ralls
—— Intersiate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background

Aerial Photography

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys thal comprise your AQ| were mapped at
1:12,000,

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyand the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soll
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting solls thal could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely an the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements,

Saurce of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Sail Survey URL:
Coardinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps fram the Web Sail Survey are based on the Web Mercator
prajection, which preserves direction and shape bul distoris
distance and area. A projection thal preserves area, such as lhe
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate caleulations of distance or area are required.

This praduct is generated frem the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Sall Survey Area: Blue Earth Counly, Minnesola
Survey Area Data: Version 19, Sep 10, 2021

Sail map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:60,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial inages were photographed: Sep 5, 2013—Sep
18, 2017

The arthophota or other base map on which lhe soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, same minar
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

USDA
==

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soail Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

7/28/2022
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Depth to Water Table—Blue Earth County, Minnesota

Depth to Water Table
Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating (centimeters) Acres in AOI| Percent of AOI
21 Lura silty clay, 0 ta 1 0 5.9 7.7%

percent slopes

238B Kilkenny clay loam, 2to |90 0.8 1.0%
6 percent slopes

238C Kilkenny clay loam, 6 to |90 8.8 11.5%
10 percent slopes,
moderately eroded

286 Shorewood silty clay 45 50.8 66.8%
loam, 1 to 6 percent
| slopes
287 Minnetonka silty clay 15 8.9 11.7%
‘ loam
! 539 Klossner muck, lake 0 0.9 1.2%

plain, depressional, 0
to 1 percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 76.1 100.0%

Description

"Water table" refers to a saturated zone in the sail. It occurs during specified
months. Estimates of the upper limit are based mainly on observations of the
water table at selected sites and on evidence of a saturated zone, namely
grayish colors {redoximorphic features) in the soil. A saturated zone that lasts for
less than a menth is not considered a water table.

This attribute is actually recorded as three separate values in the database. A
low value and a high value indicate the range of this attribute for the sail
compenent. A "representative” value indicates the expected value of this attribute
for the component. For this soil property, only the representative value is used.

Rating Options

Units of Measure: centimeters

Aggregation Method: Dominant Component
Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Lower

Interpret Nulls as Zero: No

Beginning Month: January

Ending Manth: December

USDA  Natural Resources Web Sail Survey 7128/2022
== (Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 3



Attachment D
1983 Aerial Photo






Attachment E

Sub-Watersheds
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m DEPARTMENT OF

NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Ecological & Water Resources
Region 4 (Southern Region)

21371 Highway 15 South
New Ulm, MN 56073

August 25, 2022

Jennifer Bromeland
Eagle Lake City Administrator
jbromeland@eaglelakemn.com

Subject: DNR Comments on Fox Meadows Development Project EAW
Dear Jennifer,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the Fox Meadows
Residential Development Project. Development projects alter the landscape, ecology, and hydrology for the
foreseeable future. As climate change and environmental degradations have come to the forefront of global and
local concerns, we encourage careful planning to mitigate impacts and leveraging the project as an opportunity
to add ecological benefits and climate-change resiliency. Relatively low-cost measures like planting bareroot
native trees and shrubs, planning for multiple rain gardens and native plantings, and integrating green building
principles like solar panels could help offset impacts to hydrology and climate change while improving the
overall ecological value and creating added value for this neighborhood.

Water Resources

The proposed development would create 25.4 acres of new impervious surface area and up to 31.5 acres of
lawn/turf. Impervious surfaces (and turf grass to a lesser degree) create high levels of runoff that are high in
pollutant concentrations. The Le Sueur River watershed is already highly stressed by altered hydrologic
conditions and is impaired by a number of pollutants and stressors. As such, the project has the potential to
exasperate degraded conditions in the Le Sueur River watershed.

COMMENT #24
The EAW notes that three stormwater ponds will be installed, and that “the proposed stormwater basin design

would reduce stormwater flow rates and pollutant loads leaving the site”. However, no modeling or design
information is provided. Please provide more information on:

o the proposed stormwater ponds’ capacity and maintenance

e details on the stormwater reuse system

e how the pond will be designed to treat water quality

e the runoff volumes for a range of storm events and the change in runoff volume and peak flow due to
the development

e where the stormwater ponds drain to and impacts to any receiving waters

o the presence of any agricultural drainage tile, what will be done with it, and how it interacts with the

stormwater system




DNR Comments on Fox Meadows Residential Development EAW 2

COMMENT #24

o how the pond and its outlet will be designed to assure it does not support and/or propagate invasive
fish (e.g., goldfish, carp, etc.)

We recommend that development projects hydrologically mitigate changes in the runoff volume and peak flow
rates by adding sufficient storage, water use (evapotranspiration), and infiltration capacity within the
development. We also recommend that water quality practices are integrated into the project. These factors
would prevent additional and more polluted water from being contributed to the Le Sueur River watershed.
Most of these concerns could be addressed by incorporating dense, native landscaping and adding dispersed
rain gardens as discussed below. Permeable pavement and other design features could also be implemented.

COMMENT #25
Goldfish in Stormwater Ponds

Goldfish (Carassius auratus) and koi are regulated invasive species in Minnesota, which means it is legal to

possess, sell, buy, and transport, but it is illegal to release them into the environment. Goldfish in urban
stormwater ponds have become a frequent issue for cities. Presumably, the goldfish are being placed by
residents. Goldfish are destructive to natural environments, and become a management problem. We
recommend that either the pond design and/or education be developed to prevent this problem. Ponds can be
designed to accommodate predator fish to manage any potential goldfish releases as well as provide angling
opportunities for residents, particularly children. Please contact DNR Fisheries staff Craig Soupir for mare
information or assistance on pond design, management, or education on this topic.

COMMENT #26
Wildlife

The EAW does not identify that the project area is within a low potential zone of the Rusty Patch Bumblebee.
Please identify what measures will be taken to avoid disturbance of the species. The project should consult
USFWS IPAC.

As noted in the EAW, the Monarch butterfly is a candidate species for federal listing, as such, no special
requirements may be necessary. However, we do want to note that if any wild grass type areas are disturbed
during the growing seasan, this disturbance would likely result in local impacts to monarch larvae. Monarch
larvae (caterpillar) eggs are laid on - and the caterpillars can only consume - milkweed. Common milkweed and
other milkweed species are found throughout this region, including in small patches of grasses such as road
ditches, filed borders, etc.

We recommend that wildlife friendly erosion control and invasive species best practices (see attachment) are
used during construction. Products containing plastics and especially plastic mesh, which tangles and kills
wildlife for decades, should not be used.

COMMENT #27

Climate Change Analysis

The climate change analysis uses a 30-year lifespan. Please explain why the project is only anticipated to last 30
lyears or update the analysis. A 50 to 100-year lifespan would provide a more realistic or conservative (cautious)
analysis.

Section 7b of the EAW form asks that the project “describe how the project’s proposed activities and how the
project’s design will interact with those climate trends. Describe proposed adaptations to address the project
effects identified.” Then Table 7-1 refers readers to item 12 (water resources) and 14 (wildlife and rare




DNR Comments on Fox Meadows Residential Development EAW 3

COMMENT #27

features). However, we did not find any specific discussion addressing this topic in these sections. Please provide
specific analysis of this topic. Of particular concern are the potential impact to water resources (refer to
comments in the Water Resources section above and apply these considerations to 50-100 year lifespan).

COMMENT #28
Sustainable Building Principles

As currently proposed, the project may not contain any green infrastructure (Table 8-2), with the feasibility of
infiltration basins being evaluated. There is also no commitment to use more sustainable building practices. We
encourage development planning that better address greenhouse gases and climate change. In order for any
proposed development to avoid the detriments of urban sprawl and negative impacts to ecology and hydrology,
we recommend the development is designed in accordance with Low Impact Development and Green
Infrastructure standards. We recommend the green building of homes and business, such as through a LEED

certified structures. The project should consider adding rooftop solar, which is becoming one of the most
affordable energy sources and does not rely on fossil fuels.
COMMENT #29

Landscaping for Ecology, Wildlife, and Water Resources

The EAW identifies that 8 trees (Table 8-3) will be planted, and there will be 14 acres of grasses and brush (Table
8-1). The project should consider adding a substantial number of trees. Tall, native trees could be planted
throughout the project area, in particular, adjacent parking areas and the South and West sides of structures to
offer shade and reduce temperatures. Dense native tree and shrub plantings would offer birds food and nesting
habitat. Please identify what the 14 acres of grasses and brush will be planted to and if any additional
development of these 14 acres is planned for the project lifespan. We again recommend that the area is planted
to native species.

Turf grass does not offer ecological or water quality benefits and therefore should only be used in areas
designed for turf-type uses (e.g. play and picnic areas). Dense, native plant landscaping and small, planted water
basins could offer substantial ecological and water quality and quantity benefits and help mitigate impacts from
this project. Prairies or pollinator plantings could be used instead of turf where open views are desired and
attract birds and butterflies. In addition to ecological and water quality benefits, nature is proven to improve the
mental and physical health of human residents.

COMMENT #30

Instead of diverting all stormwater to three basins, diverting water first to small, shallow, dispersed planted
basins or rain gardens would add more storage capacity, evapotranspiration, and water quality treatment within
the development. The plants within the rain gardens would increase settling time and provide biological
treatments, therefore reducing pollutants from reaching downstream waters. The rain gardens should be
planted with native plants that bloom spring through fall, which would offer habitat to native pollinators,
including the imperiled monarch butterfly.

We encourage the project to develop a detailed conservation and landscaping plan that integrates dense, native

plantings and enhanced stormwater treatment incorporating the principles discussed above.




DNR Comments on Fox Meadows Residential Development EAW

Sincerely,
9&% Boattefan

Joanne Boettcher, PE
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist

cc:

Craig Soupir, DNR Area Fisheries

Dan Giralomo, DNR Area Hydrologist

Tim Gieseke, Korey Woodley, Scott Roemhildt, DNR Regional Management
Troy Schrom, Schrom Construction, Project Proposer
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Environmental Assessment Worksheet

September 2021 version

1. Project Title
Fox Meadows Development

2, Proposer
Company: Schrom Construction
Contact Person: Troy Schrom
Title: Owner
Address: 704 Parkway Avenue
City, State, ZIP; Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Phone: 507,257.5101
Fax: N/A
Email: troymschrom@gmail.com

4. Reason for EAW Preparation:
Check one:
Required:
[IEIS Scoping
K Mandatory EAW

3. RGU

RGU Agency: City of Eagle Lake
Contact person: Jennifer Bromeland
Title: City Administrator

Address: 705 Parkway Avenue

City, State, ZIP: Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Phone: 507.257.3218

Fax: N/A

Email: jboromeland@eaglelakemn.com

Discretionary:

[ Citizen petition
[1 RGU discretion

O Proposer initiated

If EAW or EIS is mandatory give EQB rule category subpart number(s) and name(s);

Residential Development 4410.4300, subpart 19.B.

5. Project Location:
Caounty: Blue Earth

City/Township: City of Eagle Lake and Le Ray Township

PLS Lacation (1/4, 1/4, Section, Township, Range): N 1/2, SE 1/4, Section 18, T 108N, R 25W
Watershed (81 major watershed scale): Le Sueur River (32)
GPS Coordinates: 44.157607 latitude, -93.873738 longitude
Tax Parcel Numbers: R121018400013 and R391018400005

6. Project Description:

a. Provide the brief project summary to he published in the EQB Monitor, (approximately

50 words).

The Fox Meadows Development (project) consists of constructing 228 new residential units in
Eagle Lake, Minnesota. The development site is located in the southeast portion of Eagle Lake
on two parcels currently used as cultivated cropland along the east side of South Agency Street.
The project would include a mix of multi-family housing units, twin homes, and single family lots
with associated roads, utilities, and a stormwater management system. A park would also be
created surrounding an existing wetland in the northeast corner of the project area,

K { Deleted: July8



h. Give a complete description of the proposed project and related new construction, including
infrastructure needs. If the project is an expansion include a description of the existing facility.
Emphasize: 1) construction, operation methods and features that will cause physical
manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes, 2) modifications to existing
equipment or industrial processes, 3) significant demolition, removal or remodeling of existing
structures, and 4) timing and duration of construction activities.

The project consists of a new residential development in Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County,
Minnesota (Figures 1 and 2). The praject area is currently cultivated cropland with a portion of a
large wetland in the northeast corner. Small, farmed wetlands are also present along the
southern parcel boundary, southeast corner, and northwest corner of the site (Figure 3).

The project would include constructing approximately 228 housing units with associated roads
(public and private) and utilities. A stormwater management system with four basins and park
land (Figure 4) would also be located in the project area. A playground would be included within
a portian of the park land. The housing units would be a mix including approximately 104 multi-
family units with 8-plexes, 24 twin homes and 100 single family units (approximately 17
community, 83 detached).

The project is proposed to be built in a minimum of three stages:

1. Stage 1 would include construction of three accesses from South Agency Street, three
stormwater basins and 82 housing units divided between three twin homes, eight 8-plexes
and 11 community single family homes. One lot would also be prepared for future single
family home construction.

2, Stage 2 would include continued construction of roads, a corner lot park and 63 units
divided between five 8-plexes, five twin homes and seven community single family homes.
Additionally, seven lots would be prepared for single family homes to be built as driven by
market demand.

3. Stage 3 would include completion of roads, a fourth stormwater basin, and 8 units within
four twin homes. Thirty Six single family lots for future market demand home building would
also be prepared during stage 3.

Physical manipulation of the environment would be necessary for construction of the new
housing units, associated utilities, streets, and stormwater management system. Construction
techniques would include soil excavation & grading, installation of sub-surface utility lines
followed by vertical construction.

The project would not involve demolition/removal or remodeling of existing structures and does
not involve new or expanded permanent equipment or industrial processes.

Project construction is anticipated to begin in fall 2022 and stage 2 is expected to be completed
by 2025. Stage 3 and a potential stage 4 would be completed by 2028 and 2031, respectively
(depending on market conditions).

. -{ Deleted: July 8
’
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C.

Project magnitude:

Table 6-1 Project Magnitude

Total Project Acreage

60.15 acres of the 78.70 acre Project Site

Linear project length

Not applicable

Number and type of residential units

104 multifamily units (8-plexes), 24 twin
hame units (12 homes), 17 single family
community and 83 single family detached
lots

Residential building area (in square feet)

259,780 total square feet*

Commercial building area (in square feet)

Not applicable

Industrial building area (in square feet)

Not applicable

Institutional building area (in square feet)

Naot applicable

Other uses — (in square feet) Not applicable
Structure height(s) Approximately 25 feet.

*This is based on the combined square footage of each building type (8-plex, twin home & single family) for the
buildings shown on the conceptual plan, Values used were provided square foatages for each bullding type and are
subject to change, based on local planning & zoning requirements.

d. Explain the project purpose; if the praject will be carried out by a governmental unit, explain
the need for the project and identify its beneficiaries.

The project would consist of constructing approximately 228 mixed housing units in Eagle Lake,
Minnesota. Eagle Lake has experienced significant growth over the last two decades including a
36% population increase from 2000 to 2010. Housing stock both within the city and in the
greater Mankato area has not kept up with demand and the project would add needed housing
units to the community. In addition, construction of new housing units would occur next to a
residential area of Eagle Lake and complement the existing neighborhoods while developing a
section of underutilized cropland within the city limits.

e. Are future stages of this development including development on any other property planned
or likely to happen? OYes KNo

If yes, briefly describe future stages, relationship to present project, timeline and plans for
environmental review,

Not applicable.
f. Is this project a subsequent stage of an earlier project? OYes No
If yes, briefly describe the past development, timeline and any past environmental review.

Not applicable.

. LDeleted: luly8
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Climate Adaptation and Resilience:

a. Describe the climate trends in the general location of the project (see guidance: Climate
Adaptation and Resilience) and how climate change is anticipated to affect that location
during the life of the project.

The proposed project area is located within the Le Sueur River watershed. The Minnesota Climate
Explorer (c) was used to evaluate the climate trends based on this watershed. The 1895 to 2021
profile shows a wide variability of temperature and precipitation data from year to year. The overall
trends are described below:

= Average daily mean temperature of 44.52 °F and an increase of 0.13 °F per decade.

= Average daily maximum temperature of 54.89°F and an increase of 0.02 °F per decade.
= Average daily minimum temperature of 34.15 °F and an increase of 0.25 °F per decade.
= Average annual precipitation of 29.87 inches and an increase 0.51 inches per decade,

The future projected data from the Minnesota Climate Explorer was also used to evaluate the
anticipated climate conditions within the Le Sueur River watershed during the life of the project.
Thus, the mid-century (2040-2058) projections were used in this evaluation, as summarized below.
This range of years is assumed at a representative concentration pathway (RCP) of 4.5 which is an
intermediate scenario where emissions decline after peaking around year 2040. The values
presented below are the model mean, with the upper and lower ranges from the eight general
circulation global climate models obtained from CMIPS (Coupled Model Intercomparison Project,

Phase 5 (https://pemdi.linl.gov/mips/cmip5/):

= Average daily mean temperature of 48.59 °F with an upper range of 52,42 °F and a lower
range of 45.21 °F.

= Average daily maximum temperature of 55.36 °F with an upper range of 58.97 *Fand a
lower range of 52.40 °F.

= Average daily minimum temperature of 42,05 °F with an upper range of 46.30 °Fand a
lower range of 37.74 °F.

= Average annual precipitation of 32.07 inches with an upper range of 64,93 inches and a
lower range of 16.02 inches.

If future climate conditions follow the projected values, the average daily mean, maximum, and
minimum temperatures are each expected to rise over the life of the project. The climate models
also project an increase in the average annual precipitation of approximately 2.2 inches (roughly a
7% increase) over the life of the project,

Paged .
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b. For each Resource Category in the table below: Describe how the project’s proposed activities
and how the project’s design will interact with those climate trends. Describe proposed
adaptations to address the project effects identified.

Table 7-1 Climate Considerations by Resource Category

Resource
Category

Climate Considerations

Project Information

Adaptations

Project Design

The proposed residential
units would include energy
efficient building materials
and new appliances that
would comply with all local
codes and ordinances.

Climate change risks

and vulnerabilities

identified include:

®  Increased
greenhouse
gas emissions

Minnesota state building
code will define future
materials used in
iconstruction, which may
include the owner's
choice of sustainably
produced products and
lenergy efficient systems
lavailable at the time of

A

Project would convert
land from agricultural to

Climate change risks
and vulnerabilities
identified include:

®  [ncreased

[Stormwater management
system will include a
\water reuse system used
ifor irrigation and

e {Furmatted Table

abave the current

regulatory stormwater
management requirements.

runoff from climate
related increases in

laccommodate increased

lconstraints) to

lvolumes and rates from

recipitation increase.

Contamination/
Hazardous
Materials/Wastes

Projected climate
change is not expected
to affect the
anticipated minimal
volume of hazardous
waste generated at the
project area,

It is expected
minimal amounts of
typical household
hazardous wastes
would be generated
from the project
once construction is
completed and the
units are occupied.

Not applicable, Climate
change is not expected to
affect how hazardous
fwaste is
managed/disposed of by
ffuture residents of the
project area.

the projected- -~ - - - - B

Land Use residential with stormwater increased capacity ta
increased impervious runoff from manage anticipated
surface area. climate related ladditional runoff from the
increase in projected precipitation
precipitation. increase.
Permanent stormwater | _ [Dereted: Addressed in item 12
" ’ management systems will
Projected climate change Llimate change risks be oversized (where -[Eleted' Addressed in item 12
will mcreasg,grecigitation_ I Mhiliﬂ»  [feasible with i
yolumes and frequency identified include: — - - consideration tosite | - _[ mlel
Water Resources - increased-stormwater -~~~ —— . —— - - [ Deleted: d

h [ Deleted: and

'[ Deleted: Addressed in item 12

| R, W, W W, W

Fish, wildlife, plant
communities, and
sensitive ecological
resources (rare
features)

Projected climate

change may change

current fish, wildlife,

plant communities, and
sensitive ecological
TESUUfCE§ 7777777777

Jhere is very little
suitable and viabl

and plant

community
resources on site.

Thereare-no fishor - -

Fox Meadows Development

change land uses from
agricultural uses to

naturally vegetated cover
in portions of the site
therefore increasing,

iThe pronosed project will | _

- { Deleted: Addressed in item 14.

= ‘[Deieted: Addressed in item 14.

= ‘[ Deleted: these

- -{Deleted: se

= { Deleted: Addressed in item 14.
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sensitive ecological
resources current

on site.

\wildlife and plant
lcommunities.
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8, Cover Types:
Estimate the acreage of the site with each of the following cover types before and after development:

Table 8-1 Cover Types

Before After
Cover types (Acres) (Acres)
Wetlands and shallow lakes (<2 meters deep) 4.87 4.65
Deep lakes (>2 meters deep) 0 0
Rivers/streams 0 0
Wooded/forest 0 0
Brush/Grassland 0 13.97
Cropland 73.83 0
Lawn/landscaping 0 31.47
Green infrastructure (from table 8-2 below) 0 0
Impervious surface 0 25.39*
Stormwater Ponds 0 3.22
Other {describe) 4] 0
TOTAL 78,7 78.7

*Includes ossumed square footages of single homes up to 3,000 square feet each.

Table 8-2 Green Infrastructure

Before After
Green Infrastructure (Acres) (Acres)
Constructed infiltration systems (infiltration basins,
infiltration trenches, rainwater gardens, bioretention areas 0 3.22*
without underdrains, swales with impermeable check dams)
Constructed tree trenches and tree boxes

Constructed wetlands

Caonstructed green roofs

Constructed permeable pavements

Solar panels

o|lo|c|lo|c|o
mlole|e|o|e

TOTAL (add to table 8-1 above)
*Feasibility of stormwater basin design to be determined.

Table 8-3 Trees

Trees Percent Number
Percent tree canopy remaved or number of mature trees
removed during development

Number of new trees planted 800 g*
*Assumed to meel any City of Eagle Lake landscaping requirements. Additional tree plantings may be required at
the time of plan approval per phase.

0 0

9. Permits and Approvals Required:
List all known local, state and federal permits, approvals, certifications and financial assistance for
the project. Include modifications of any existing permits, governmental review of plans and all
direct and indirect forms of public financial assistance including bond guarantees, Tax Increment
Financing and infrastructure. All of these final decisions are prohibited until all appropriate
environmental review has been completed. See Minnesota Rules, Chapter 4410.3100.

_{ peleted: 1uiys
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Tahle 9-1 Permits and Approvals

Unit of Government

Type of Application

Status

Blue Earth County

Wetland Boundary & Type
Determination

Pending

Blue Earth County

Wetland Permit (Exemption, No-
Loss or Replacement Plan)

To be submitted

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Wetland Jurisdictional
Determination

To be submitted

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Section 404 Clean water Act

To be obtained, if necessary,

= { Deleted: 4 ]
o [ Deleted: To be determined if (neccessarynecessary if delineated }

City of Eagle Lake and Le Ray

Annexation Agreement To be determined

Township tlands are jurisdictional)
City of Eagle Lake Final Plat Approval To be submitted
City of Eagle Lake Property and Zoning To be submitted
City of Eagle Lake Utilities (Water and Stormwater) To be submitted
City of Mankato Senttary Sewer-Extansion Ferut To be submitted
Application
City of Eagle Lake Mechanical and Heating Permit To be submitted
City of Eagle Lake Electrical Permit To be submitted
City of Eagle Lake Building Permit To be submitted
City of Eagle Lake After hours work permit To be determined if necessary

Water Appropriations Permit
(Temporary Construction
Dewatering)

NPDES construction stormwater

Minnesota Department of Natural

To be obtained, if necessary
Resources

Minnesota Pollution Control To be submitted

Agency permit
i i Section 401 Water Qualit;
Minnesota Pollution Control = bl To be obtained, if necessary, | _ - -| Deleted: To be determined {necessary If lindividual Section 404
Agency Certification Clean Water Act permit is required)
Minnesots Pollution Cortrol Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit To be obtained, if necessary
Agency

Table 9-2. Financial Assistance
Funding Source
Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

Status
Pending

Structure
TBD

10. Land Use:
a. Describe:
i. Existing land use of the site as well as areas adjacent to and near the site, including parks
and open space, cemeteties, trails, prime or unique farmlands.

The existing site consists of cultivated cropland with a large wetland in the northeast portion
of the site. Land use in the surrounding area Is primarily agricultural, residential, and
undeveloped with wetlands. Single family homes are present to the west across South
Agency Street and multi-family housing is located directly south of the project area.

The remainder of the surrounding area consists of cropland with wetlands present to the
north beyond a small crop field. An unnamed stream is located east of the site beyond the
immediately adjacent crop field, Trees at the site are primarily located along the northern
and southern boundaries with a few individuals scattered near the northeast wetland.

’»[ Deleted: july 8 ]
/
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No parks, trails or recreation areas are located in the project area. Parks, trails, and apen
spaces within 1 mile of the site include Eagle Lake Park approximately 0.40 miles west of the
project area. Additional public lands, trails and parks in the greater surrounding area include
the Sakatah Singing Hills state trail (1.85 miles north), the Gilfillan Lake Wildlife
Management Area (2.35 miles northeast), Wildwood County Park (2.25 miles south), Bray
Park and Campground {3.90 miles northeast) and state forest land on the island in Eagle
Lake (2.70 miles northwest).

According to Eagle Lake's December 2019 Zoning Map (most recent), the western parcel of
the project area (within the city limits) is zoned for agricultural use, The eastern parcel of
the project area is currently located within LeRay Township and is also zoned for agricultural
use according to the most recent township zoning map. Annexation of the eastern parcel
into the City of Eagle Lake is planned for the near future.

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) web sail survey, the majarity of the site is classified as prime farmland.

Plans, Describe planned land use as identified in comprehensive plan (if available) and any
other applicable plan for land use, water, or resources management by a local, regional,
state, or federal agency.

The proposed project is not specifically discussed in the current Blue Earth County Land Use
Plan (adopted December 2018) since cities within the county, including Eagle Lake were
designated to create their own land use or comprehensive plans.

Eagle Lake’s comprehensive plan is dated November 1991 and primarily discusses
development related to the relocation of US Highway 14 through the city, which has since
been completed, leaving the plan out of date. Additionally, land use for the project area is
not identified in the 1991 comprehensive plan.

A 2006 Land Use Plan for Eagle Lake identified the project’s parcels as an area for “Limited
High Density Residential Development”, defined as buildings with no more than eight units.

i. Zoning, including special districts or overlays such as shoreland, floadplain, wild and scenic

rivers, critical area, agricultural preserves, etc.

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps, the current
floodplain is mapped in a small portion of the northeast carner of the project area. The

Deleted: a

Deleted: completed

Deleted: plain

The project area is not located within a shoreland, wild and scenic river, critical area,
agricultural preserve, or special district.

Deleted: located

Deleted: northeast
Deleted:

Deleted: No construction is propased in the northeast corner
of the project area.
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iv. If any critical facilities (i.e. facilities necessary for public health and safety, those storing
hazardous materials, or those with housing occupants who may be insufficiently mobile)
are proposed in floodplain areas and other areas identified as at risk for localized flooding,
describe the risk potential considering changing precipitation and event intensity.

No critical facilities are proposed in floodplain areas., e Deleted: floodplain is known to exist within or adjacent to lhﬂ
___________________ project area....

b. Discuss the project's compatibility with nearby land uses, zoning, and plans listed in Item 9a
L above, concentrating on implications for environmental effects.

Both parcels within the project area designated for agricultural use under current City of Eagle
Lake and Le Ray township zoning. However, the project is compatible with the surrounding
residential areas and rezoning the parcels would allow for the construction of needed additional
housing units within Eagle Lake. Rezoning of the project area’s parcels is consistent with bath
the City's goal to provide additional housing units and the 2018 Blue Earth County land use plan
directive to balance development and the preservation of cropland within existing
municipalities.

Additionally, the project meets the goals of “Limited High Density Residential Development” as
defined (no more than 8 units per building, provides adequate low, medium, and high density
affordable housing for all income levels/age groups and would enhance the surrounding similar
density residential developmenit} in the 2006 Land Use Plan for Eagle Lake.

c. Identify measures incorporated into the proposed project to mitigate any potential
incompatibility as discussed in Item 10b above and any risk potential,

| When construction permits for Stage 1 of the project are issued, the project areas’ western

: parcel (within the City of Eagle Lake), would be rezoned from agricultural to residential under

| the appropriate classification (multi vs single family). It is anticipated the project area’s eastern
parcel {currently within Le Ray Township) would be rezoned for residential during future
annexation of the parcel into the City of Eagle Lake. The timing for annexation of the eastern

| parcel is currently unknown and would be dependent on market demand for single family home

‘ construction on the parcel. Rezoning of the two parcels would ensure the proposed project is
compatible with city zoning and land use goals.

| 11. Geology, Soils, and Topography/Land Forms:

a. Geology - Describe the geology underlying the project area and identify and map any
susceptible geologic features such as sinkholes, shallow limestone formations,
unconfined/shallow aquifers, or karst conditions. Discuss any limitations of these features for
the project and any effects the project could have on these features. Identify any project
designs or mitigation measures to address effects to geologic features.

The unconsolidated sediments within the project area vicinity are diamicton, a group of
Pleistocene age glacial sediments, which consist of loam to clay loam with clasts of gravel,
scattered cobbles, and rare boulders. Diamicton deposits may also contain till, and varying

| amounts of gray siliceous shale fragments. These sediments are associated with melting of
stagnant ice from glaciers and may be sorted from resedimentation by moving or still waters
(Jennings et. al, 2012). The surficial geology is shown on Figure 7A.

[ Deleted: July 8 J
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The depth to bedrock within the Site is estimated to be between 200-300 feet below ground
surface (Steenberg et. al, 2012). The uppermost bedrock units within the vicinity of the Project
Area are the Lower Ordovician, Shakopee Formation and Oneota Dolomite. The Shakopee
Formation is described as a yellow-gray to grayish-erange thin to thickly bedded, sandy oolitic
dolostone with two facies: the Willow River Member is a light brown to grayish-orange, thin to
medium bedded, sandy oalitic, intraclastic dolostone and the New Richmond Member is a
yellow-gray, fine to coarse grained quartz sandstone and sandy dolostone. The Oneta Dolomite
is described mostly as a very thick to thick bedded light brown to grayish-orange finely
crystalline, microbial dolostone that is divided into several formal and informal members
(Steenberg et. al, 2012).

No sinkholes or karst conditions are known to be present within the Project area. A shallow
water table is present in the project area within wetlands and ranges from the ground surface to
depths of approximately 10 feet. This shallow water table is representative of the regional water
table aquifer within the project area, which is not a significant source of groundwater within
Blue Earth County (Berg 2016).

Since the proposed project involves new construction on parcels historically disturbed from crop
cultivation, construction of the new buildings and associated infrastructure is not anticipated to
adversely affect the geologic conditions within the project area.

Soils and topography - Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and
descriptions, including limitations of soils. Describe topography, any special site conditions
relating to erosion potential, soil stability or other soils limitations, such as steep slopes,
highly permeable soils. Provide estimated volume and acreage of soil excavation and/or
grading. Discuss impacts from project activities (distinguish between construction and
operational activities) related to soils and tapography. Identify measures during and after
praject construction to address soil limitations including stabilization, soil corrections or other
measures. Erosion/sedimentation control related to stormwater runoff should be addressed
in response to Item 12.b.ii.

According to the USDA-NRCS Web Soil Survey, the soils within the proposed project area consist
of the following classifications:

Tahle 11-1 USDS-NRCS Soil Types

% of Farmland
Map Unit Symbol | Map Unit Name Project Area Drainage Classification
Shorewood silty
286 clay loam, 1-6 % 66.91% Moderately well | p e farmiand
drained
slopes
Kilkenny clay
2388 loam, 2-6 % 1.00 Mexlsrately well Prime farmland
drained
slopes
Kilkenny clay
loam, 6-10 % Moderateliwall Farmland of
238C slopes, 11.56 ) v statewide
drained ;
moderately importance
eroded
Lura silty clay, 0-1 Very poorly Prime farmland if
20 % slopes = drained drained
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% of Farmland
Map Unit Symbol | Map Unit Name Project Area Drainage Classification
287 Minnetonka silty 11.78 Pooriydrained Prime farmland if
clay loam drained
KIOI::(I;erI;T:Ck' Very poorl Fantitand of
539 2 119 Iy statewide
depressional, 0-1 drained E
importance
% slapes

A map of the soil unit locations is provided as Figure 8. As indicated in Table 11-1 above, sails in
the project area consist primarily of moderately well drained, clay loams. Areas of poorly
drained silty clay/silty clay loam soils are mapped in the northwest, southeast and southwest
portions of the project area in addition to the wetland in the northeast portion of the project
area. Very poorly drained muck is also mapped within the wetland.

Braun Intertec is currently in the process of completing a Geotechnical Evaluation of the project
area. If any soils within the project area are of limited use for construction purposes,
implementation of additional engineering practices may be necessary to achieve the proposed
project’s goals. Any soils deemed to be unsuitable for the proposed project’s construction,
would be excavated and replaced with suitable imported fill material. The earthwork contractor
would be respansible for the reuse or export of any excess soil generated during construction.

The topography of the project area is relatively level with the exception of the northeast corner,
where steep slopes drop into the wetland present. Elevations range from approximately 990 to
1,020 feet above mean sea level, as illustrated on Figure 9.

12, Water Resaurces:

a.

Describe surface water and groundwater features on ar near the site in a.i. and a.ii. below.

. Surface water - lakes, streams, wetlands, intermittent channels, and county/judicial
ditches. Include any special designations such as public waters, shoreland classification
and floodway/flood fringe location, trout stream/lake, wildlife lakes, migratory waterfow!
feeding/resting lake, and outstanding resource value water. Include the presence of
aquatic invasive species and the water quality impairments or special designations listed
on the current MPCA 303d Impaired Waters List that are within 1 mile of the project.
Include DNR Public Waters Inventory number(s), if any.

The preliminary wetland delineation report identifies six wetlands that are present within
the project area. The largest wetland is located in the northeast portion of the project area
and is part of a larger wetland complex that extends north off-site of the project area. The
remaining five wetlands are farmed isolated wetlands. No other surface waters or aquatic
resources are present within the project area, The wetland delineation report is pending
review by the Local Government Unit, with an anticipated approval in July-August 2022,

The nearest surface waters are an unnamed intermittent stream located approximate 0.10
miles east of the project area and Eagle Lake, located approximately 0.80 miles to the narth.
Eagle Lake is identified as a Minnesota Department of Natural Resources {(MnDNR) Public
Water- inventory number 07006002, One large wetland located approximately 285 feet
offsite and north of the project area is also identified as a MnDNR Public Water- inventory

Page 12

. { Deleted: July8
,




number 07003700. Numerous other wetlands and a few unnamed streams are present
within 1-mile of the project area as shown on Figure 10,

The intermittent stream closest to the project area (to the east) is also identified as an
Impaired Water for aquatic life according to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)
2022 Impaired Waters list (07020011-606). A second unnamed stream located
approximately 0.75 miles south of the project area Is also on the MPCA 2022 Impaired
Waters list {07020011-5:10) for aquatic life (Figure 10). No impacts from the proposed
project are anticipated to either of these impaired streams.

Eagle Lake (0.80 miles north of the Site) is also classified as a lake of Moderate Biological
Significance by the MnDNR.

il. Groundwater — aquifers, springs, seeps. Include: 1) depth to groundwater; 2) if project is
within a MDH wellhead protection area; 3) identification of any onsite and/or nearby
wells, including unique numbers and well logs if available. If there are no wells known on
site or nearby, explain the methodology used to determine this.

The depth to ground water ranges from 920-940 feet above mean sea level or
approximately 70-100 feet below ground surface (Berg 2016). Based on this mapped depth,
groundwater is not anticipated to be encountered during excavation for basement levels of
the new residential buildings or for the installation of utilities. The Minnesota Department
of Health (MDH) Minnesota Well Index was reviewed and there are no wells mapped within
the project area houndaries or within a quarter mile of the project area as shown in Figure
11. The western edge of the site is located within the MDH Eagle Lake wellhead protection
area.

b. Describe effects from project activities on water resources and measures to minimize or
mitigate the effects in Item b.i. through Item h.iv, below,

i. Wastewater - For each of the following, describe the sources, quantities and composition
of all sanitary, municipal/domestic and industrial wastewater produced or treated at
the site.

1) If the wastewater discharge is to a publicly owned treatment facility, identify any
pretreatment measures and the ability of the facility to handle the added water and
waste loadings, including any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal
wastewater infrastructure,

The full build out of the project is estimated to generate approximately 62,500 gallons
per day of domestic strength wastewater, There is no industrial process wastewater
generated at the site and pretreatment would not be required.

Eagle Lake is served by the City of Mankato wastewater collection system. The collection
system discharges to Mankato’s Water Resource Reclamation Facility (WRRF) in
Mankato, Minnesota. According to the WRRF, 3 percent (or 0,34 million gallens per day
(MGD)) of their average wet weather flows are from the City of Eagle Lake. The WRRF
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would not need additions or improvements to treat the estimated increased discharge
anticipated from the proposed project.

2) If the wastewater discharge is to a subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS),
describe the system used, the design flow, and suitability of site conditions for such a
system. If septic systems are part of the project, describe the availability of septage
disposal options within the region to handle the ongoing amounts generated as a
result of the project. Consider the effects of current Minnesota climate trends and
anticipated changes in rainfall frequency, intensity and amount with this discussion.

Not applicable.

3) If the wastewater discharge is to surface water, identify the wastewater treatment
methods and identify discharge points and proposed effluent limitations to mitigate
impacts. Discuss any effects to surface or groundwater from wastewater discharges,
taking into consideration how current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated
climate change in the general location of the project may influence the effects.

No wastewater from the proposed project would be discharged to surface water.

ii. Stormwater — Describe changes in surface hydrology resulting from change of land cover.
Describe the routes and receiving water baodies for runoff from the site (major
downstream water badies as well as the immediate receiving waters). Discuss
environmental effects from stormwater discharges on receiving waters post construction
including how the project will affect runoff volume, discharge rate and change in
pollutants, Consider the effects of current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated
changes in rainfall frequency, intensity and amount with this discussion. For projects
requiring NPDES/SDS Construction Stormwater permit coverage, state the total number of
acres that will be disturbed by the project and describe the stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) including specific best management practices (BMPs) to address
erosion and sedimentation during and after project construction, Discuss permanent
stormwater management plans, including methods of achieving volume reduction to
restare or maintain the natural hydrology of the site using green infrastructure practices
or other stormwater management practices. ldentify any receiving waters that have
construction-related water impairments or are classified as special as defined in the
Construction Stormwater permit. Describe additional requirements for special and/or
impaired waters,

Currently, stormwater runoff flows overland across the agricultural fields on site and follows
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would be directed into three stormwater retention basins/ponds and one additional basin
located throughout the development. The proposed stormwater basin design would reduce
stormwater flow rates and pollutant loads leaving the site. Infiltration and filtration
measures are also under consideration for the project’s stormwater management system
design and will vary based on the geotechnical evaluation results. The final stormwater
management plan will meet NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit requirements and City

of Eagle Lake Stormwater management plan standards.
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Temporary erosion and sediment control best management practices (BMPs) would initially
be installed {per the Project's SWPPP), maintained/repaired, and amended throughout the
construction phases as required to remain compliant with the NPDES construction
stormwater permit. Temporary BMPs may include (but are not limited to) silt fence, bio-
rolls/filter logs, rock construction entrances, mulch/hydro mulch, temporary seeding, and
permanent seeding (native and turf, where appropriate) or sod for final vegetation
establishment.

iii. Water appropriation - Describe if the project proposes to appropriate surface or
groundwater (including dewatering). Describe the source, quantity, duration, use and
purpose of the water use and if a DNR water appropriation permit is required. Describe
any well abandoenment. If connecting to an existing municipal water supply, identify the
wells to be used as a water source and any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal
water infrastructure. Discuss environmental effects from water appropriation, including
an assessment of the water resources available for appropriation, Discuss how the
proposed water use is resilient in the event of changes in total precipitation, large
precipitation events, drought, increased temperatures, variable surface water flows and
elevations, and longer growing seasons. Identify any measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate environmental effects from the water appropriation. Describe contingency plans
should the appropriation volume increase beyond infrastructure capacity or water supply
for the project diminish in quantity or quality, such as reuse of water, connections with
another water source, or emergency connections.

Temporary short-term construction dewatering of groundwater may be required at the time
of construction (depending on current field conditions) to facilitate construction activities of
phased grading, placement of structural footings, and utility trenches/pits. If dewatering is
anticipated to exceed 10,000 gallons per day or 1,000,000 gallons per year, the contractor
performing the applicable work would be required to obtain a Temporary Construction
Dewatering Water Appropriations Permit from the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) prior to initiating dewatering activities. Measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate the environmental effects from canstruction related to dewatering are unknown at
this time, and therefore would be determined when developing the dewatering plan as
required by a future Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) amendment of the
NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit.

There are no identified wells within the project boundary that would require sealing (Figure
11). if wells are discovered during construction, appropriate MDH well sealing measures
would be followed by a licensed well contractor,
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iv. Surface Waters

a) Wetlands - Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to wetland features
such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging and vegetative removal.
Discuss direct and indirect environmental effects from physical modification of
wetlands, including the anticipated effects that any proposed wetland alterations may
have to the host watershed. Identify measures to avoid (e.g., available alternatives
that were considered), minimize, or mitigate environmental effects to wetlands.
Discuss whether any required compensatory wetland mitigation for unavoidable
wetland impacts will occur in the same minor or major watershed, and identify those
probable locations.

Five small, farmed wetlands would be filled for construction of the proposed project
area. The large wetland in the northeast corner of the site will be avoided (Figure 5). To
offset for impacts to these wetlands, a compensatory mitigation plan would be provided
that proposes the purchase of wetland mitigation credits within Bank Service Area 9. No
other impacts to surface waters or wetlands are anticipated from the proposed project
(Figure 10).

b) Other surface waters- Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to
surface water features (lakes, streams, ponds, intermittent channels, county/judicial
ditches) such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging, diking, stream
diversion, impoundment, aquatic plant removal and riparian alteration.

Discuss direct and indirect environmental effects from physical modification of water
features, Identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental effects to
surface water features, including in-water Best Management Practices that are
proposed to avoid or minimize turbidity/sedimentation while physically altering the
water features. Discuss how the project will change the number or type of watercraft
on any water body, including current and projected watercraft usage.

No physical alterations or indirect effects to existing surface waters are anticipated from
the proposed project. The project would not change the type or number of watercrafts
used on any nearby surface waters.

13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes:

a. Pre-project site conditions - Describe existing contamination or potential environmental
hazards on or in close proximity to the project site such as soil or ground water
contamination, abandoned dumps, closed landfills, existing or abandoned storage tanks, and
hazardous liquid or gas pipelines. Discuss any potential environmental effects from pre-
project site conditions that would be caused or exacerbated by project construction and
operation. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from existing
contamination or potential environmental hazards. Include development of a Contingency
Plan or Response Action Plan.

The Minnesota Pollution Contrel Agency (MPCA) “What's in My Neighborhood” (WIMN) online
database was reviewed to determine if any existing contamination or potential environmental
hazards exist on or near the project area. No facilities or sites enrolled within MPCA programs

were identified by the database within the project area. Several sites with construction
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stormwater permit for Eagle Lake Public Works Maintenance and one hazardous waste
generator permit for Bauer’'s Special Qutbhoard Motor Repair were identified within a half mile of
the praoject area. All stormwater permits identified within a half mile are listed as active and the
hazardous waste generator permit for Bauer's Special Outboard Motor Repair is listed as
inactive according to the WIMN database.

Based on the results of reviewing the MPCA WIMN database and historical use as cropland, no
contaminated environmental media (soil, groundwater etc.) or environmental hazards are

an old farmstead area, located in the northwest corner of the project area (based on 1991 Blue T ~[ Deleted: abandoned and

Earth County well sealing recards). If contamination or any envircnmental hazards are
encountered during proposed project construction, the contaminated media weould be managed
and disposed of by the project contractor(s) in accordance with local and state regulations.

b. Project related generation/storage of solid wastes - Describe solid wastes generated/stored
during construction and/or operation of the project. Indicate method of disposal. Discuss
potential environmental effects from solid waste handling, storage and disposal. Identify
measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from the generation/storage of solid
waste including source reduction and recycling.

Typical construction wastes from the project, such as concrete, bituminous, drywall, wood,
metal, and plastic sheeting, etc. would result from construction of the buildings and assaciated
facilities. The construction contractor would minimize, store, and dispose of all solid waste in
accordance with local and state regulations and in compliance with the NPDES construction
stormwater permit. Waste produced during construction would be disposed of by a licensed
waste hauler at an appropriate facility.

Mixed municipal waste and recyclable waste would be generated by the proposed project once
construction is complete. The waste would be managed by an appropriately licensed waste
hauler and would be disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. It is anticipated that
the mixed municipal waste would be hauled to the landfill in Mankato operated by LIP Waste
Solutions who provides salid waste management services to the City of Eagle Lake.

c. Projectrelated use/storage of hazardous materials - Describe chemicals/hazardous materials
used/stored during construction and/or aperation of the project including method of storage.
Indicate the number, location and size of any new above or below ground tanks to store
petraleum or other materials. Indicate the number, location, size and age of existing tanks on
the property that will be utilized in the project. Discuss potential environmental effects from
accidental spill or release of hazardous materials. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or
mitigate adverse effects from the use/storage of chemicals/hazardous materials including
source reduction and recycling. Include development of a spill prevention plan,

Hazardous materials are not currently generated within the project area. Hazardous materials
would not be present at the construction site, except for fuel and lubricants as necessary for the
construction. Cleaning solutions and synthetic oils/lubricants may be used during project
construction and as part of operations and would be stored in marked containers in accordance
with applicable regulations. Required spill kits and containment materials would be present
during work activities and easily accessible if needed. Any hazardous materials generated by the
cantractar during construction would be disposed of by the contractor at facilities licensed to
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dispose of such wastes. If a spill were to occur during construction, the Minnesota Duty Officer
would be contacted and appropriate action to remediate would be taken immediately in
accordance with MPCA guidelines and regulations in place at the time of project construction.

Following construction, the use of chemicals/hazardous materials is expected to be limited.
Types, quantities, and compaosition of chemicals/hazardous materials would be typical of
residential activities. In multi-family buildings, these chemicals and materials would be labeled,
stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.

No above or below ground fuel storage tanks would be present once the project is complete.

d. Project related generation/storage of hazardous wastes - Describe hazardous wastes
generated/stored during construction and/or operation of the project. Indicate method of
disposal. Discuss potential environmental effects from hazardous waste handling, storage, and
disposal. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from the
generation/storage of hazardous waste including source reduction and recycling.

Hazardous waste is not currently generated in the project area. Any hazardous materials
generated by the contractor during construction would be disposed of by the contractor at
facilities licensed to dispose of such wastes. Following construction, the proposed project is not
anticipated to generate hazardous wastes but may generate minimal quantities of universal
wastes such as spent fluorescent lamps and bulbs. Residents would be expected to store and
disposed of any universal wastes in accordance with applicable regulations.

14, Fish, Wildlife, Plant communities, and Sensitive Ecological Resources (rare features):
a. Describe fish and wildlife resources as well as habitats and vegetation on or in near the site.

The project area is located in the southeast portion of Eagle Lake and extends east outside the
city limits into LeRay Township. The majority of the project area consists of cultivated cropland
except for a wetland in the northeast portion of the site. Minimal natural vegetation cover exists
within the project area and tree cover is limited to wind breaks planted along the northern and
southern boundaries. The surrounding area is primarily a mix of cultivated cropland and
residential nelghborhoods with wetlands and streams also present. Given the majority of the
surrounding area has been disturbed for agricultural use or residential development, limited
habitat is present to support fish and wildlife.

b. Describe rare features such as state-listed (endangered, threatened or special concern)
species, native plant communities, Minnesota County Biological Survey Sites of Biodiversity
Significance, and other sensitive ecological resources on or within close proximity to the site.
Provide the license agreement number (LA-997) and/or correspondence number (ERDB

) from which the data were obtained and attach the Natural Heritage letter
from the DNR. Indicate if any additional habitat or species survey work has been conducted
within the site and describe the results.

Braun Intertec holds a license agreement from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
{MnDNR) for a local copy of the Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) geodatabase
(License #997). A query of the database was made for Element Occurrences (EQ) within 1 mile of
the project area. No Element Occurrences were found in the NHIS database within 1 mile of the
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An online query was submitted to the US Fish & Wildlife (USFWS) database Information for
Planning and Conservation (IPaC; https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/). The IPaC results (Appendix B)
indicated that the project area is within the range of two federally listed species: the threatened
Narthern Long-eared Bat and the candidate Monarch Butterfly. The IPaC results do not indicate
ohservations of these species near or within the project area, IPaC results identified species that
may occur within the project area based on the broad geographic ranges of the species (such as
occurrence within the county). In contrast, the NHIS results report actual chservations within a
set distance (one mile was used for this report).

Table 14-1: State and Federal Species Status within 1 mile of the Project Area

Scientific Name Common Name State Status Federal Status Type
Myotis Northern Long- .
L Special Concern Threatened Bat
septentrionalis eared Bat
Danaus plexippus | Monarch Butterfly N/A Candidate Insect

With limited tree cover and wooded or forested areas greater than 1,000 feet from the project
area, suitable habitat for the Northern Long-eared bat is not present. Additionally, due to the
lack of floral resources for pollinators within the project area, suitable habitat for the Monarch
Butterfly is also not present. As a result, neither species is anticipated to be present within the
project area.

The project area does not occur in or near designated Critical Habitat and no portion of the
project area is located within or adjacent to a Minnesota Biological Survey site.

The IPaC results also noted that no bald eagles or migratory birds of concern have been
documented within the vicinity of the project area. Since eagles and migratory birds are
protected by federal statutes administered by the US Fish & Wildlife Service, if migratory birds
or bald eagles are found occupying the project area during construction, any potential impacts
would be permitted in accordance with all applicable state and federal laws.

Discuss how the identified fish, wildlife, plant communities, rare features and ecosystems may
be affected by the project. Include a discussion on introduction and spread of invasive species
from the project construction and operation. Separately discuss effects to known threatened
and endangered species.

Since the project area is primarily cultivated cropland, it provides little value as habitat for fish
and wildlife, native ecosystems, or plant communities. Development of the project area is not
anticipated to adversely affect any rare and/or protected species identified in federal and state
databases. The treatment of stormwater within the project area and implementation of a
SWPPP during construction would eliminate any indirect impacts from sedimentation to aquatic
species in the surrounding water bodies.

The project area is not within a township containing known hibernacula or roosting sites of
Narthern long-eared bats, and suitable habitat is absent from the project area. As a result, no
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16.

adverse effects to the Northern Long-eared bat are anticipated to occur from the proposed
project.

The Monarch butterfly is listed as candidate species by USFWS and is not currently protected
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Voluntary conservation measures for the Monarch
butterfly are encouraged for development projects that occur within its range. Conservation
measures would include planting native flowering vegetation species in landscaping that bloom
spring through fall and remove/control invasive plant species present.

There is minor risk for the introduction and spread of invasive species from the proposed
project, Project plans are for construction of buildings, impervious surfaces, and landscaped
areas.

d) Identify measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to fish,
wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources.

During construction all disturbed soils would be temporarily protected by sediment and erosion
control measures that would be installed and maintained for the duration of the proposed
project.

Historic Properties:

Describe any historic structures, archeological sites, and/or traditional cultural praoperties on or in
close proximity to the site. Include: 1) historic designations, 2) known artifact areas, and 3)
architectural features. Attach letter received from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
Discuss any anticipated effects to historic properties during project construction and operation.
Identify measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic
properties.

Arequest was made to the Minnesota SHPO regarding historic structures, archeological sites
and/or traditional cultural properties that may exist on or near the project site. The SHPO
response indicated that due to the nature and location of the proposed project, completion of a
Phase | archaeological survey is recommended (Appendix B). The Phase | Cultural Resource
Investigation was conducted, and report provided on July 6, 2022. Preliminary results found no
cultural resources of significance on the project site. The report is pending review by the
Minnesota SHPO office.

No properties within Eagle Lake or LeRay Township (including the project area) are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Visual:

Describe any scenic views or vistas on or near the project site. Describe any project related visual
effects such as vapor plumes or glare from intense lights. Discuss the potential visual effects from
the project. Identify any measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate visual effects.

There would be an increase in visual imprint within the project area since the proposed project
would construct approximately 125 new residential buildings once all three stages are complete.
However, there are no scenic views or vistas on or near the project area. The new residential
structures would be of comparable size to existing residential buildings in the surrounding area
and no taller than the surrounding buildings. There would be no unusual plumes, lighting, or
glares from the proposed project. All exterior lighting would be provided in pedestrian walking
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paths and vehicle access points for safety and security purposes in a manner consistent with
other residential structures in the area.

17. Air:

a. Stationary source emissions - Describe the type, sources, quantities and compaositions of any
emissions from stationary sources such as boilers or exhaust stacks. Include any hazardous air
pollutants, criteria pollutants, and any greenhouse gases. Discuss effects to air quality
including any sensitive receptors, human health or applicable regulatory criteria. Include a
discussion of any methods used assess the project’s effect on air quality and the results of that
assessment. ldentify pollution control equipment and other measures that will be taken to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects from stationary source emissions.

The residential buildings in the project area will use natural gas for building heating. The twin
homes and single-family hames are expected to use natural gas for water heating and the 8-plex
buildings are expected to use electric water heating systems. Natural gas may be used to
provide heat for other appliances such as clothes dryers. The space heating and water heating
systems for the buildings are currently under design but are not anticipated to significantly
impact air quality.

h. Vehicle emissions - Describe the effect of the project’s traffic generation on air emissions.
Discuss the project’s vehicle-related emissions effect an air quality. Identify measures (e.g.,
traffic operational improvements, diesel idling minimization plan) that will be taken to
minimize or mitigate vehicle-related emissions.

As described further under item 20, there would be some increase in traffic as a result of the
project which would result in an increase in the type of air pollution generated by vehicle
exhaust. These air pollutants include carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic
compounds, particulate matter, greenhouse gases, and air toxics; however, the project would
not substantially worsen traffic conditions and therefore a significant decrease in air quality is
not expected.

c. Dustand odors - Describe sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of dust
and odors generated during project construction and operation, (Fugitive dust may be
discussed under item 16a). Discuss the effect of dust and odors in the vicinity of the project
including nearby sensitive receptors and quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken to
minimize or mitigate the effects of dust and odors.

Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary dust and odors during
canstruction. Construction equipment would have gasoline and diesel engine emissions and
would create temporary fugitive dust emissions, especially in the areas where soil would be
excavated, transported, and placed. The fugitive dust emissions would be controlled by
watering, sprinkling, and/or application of calcium products as necessary and appropriate.

Odors may be generated from aperation of construction equipment engines and construction
truck traffic. Odor mitigation measures would include minimizing equipment used on-site,
minimizing idling, maintaining engines in good repair, and minimizing idling truck traffic through
scheduling.
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After the proposed development site buildings and roadways are constructed, the project is not
anticipated to produce any ongoing substantial odors or dust.
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18. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions/Carbon footprint
a. GHG Quantification: For all proposed projects, provide quantification and discussion of project
GHG emissions. Include additional rows in the tables as necessary to provide project-specific
emissian sources, Describe the methods used to quantify emissions, If calculation methods
are not readily available to quantify GHG emissions for a source, describe the process used to
come to that conclusion and any GHG emission sources not included in the total calculation.

Table 18-1 includes a summary of the potential GHG emissions for this project. The supporting
calculations are included in Appendix D. Emission calculations are based on conservative
assumptions, and therefore likely overestimates of actual emissions that may be generated from
the proposed project.

The primary greenhouse gases emitted from the buildings include carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N,0) from the combustion of fossil fuels. A common way to
report emissions of these gases is to multiply the emissions of each gas (in tons) by its global
warming potential (6WP) and to report the total GHG emissions as total carbon diaxide
equivalents (COse).

The following assumptions were made in estimating the greenhouse gas emissions from the
project site buildings:

#  Natural gas will be used for building heating in all buildings, as well as for water heating
in twin homes and single-family homes. The estimated annual natural gas usage for all
residential buildings at the proposed project site is approximately 7.8 million cubic feet
{mmcf) per year.

= Electricity will be used for water heating in 8-plex buildings. Other electricity uses at all
buildings will include air conditioning, refrigeration, and other uses.

The GHG emissions from the residential buildings are estimated to be approximately 466 tons
per year (tpy) of CO:e.

Other direct sources of emissions added under Scope 1 include:
= Land Use Change
®  Mobile Sources (vehicle tailpipe emissions) from for onsite operations

= Mobile Sources for construction

Mohile source emissions associated with onsite building operations (deliveries, building
maintenance, etc.) are expected to be minimal and infrequent, and have not been quantified.

With emissions from these sources included, the total Scope 1 GHG emissions are approximately
555 tpy of COze.
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Indirect Emissions include Scope 2 emissions from offsite electricity generation for electricity
consumed at the residential buildings (approximately 478 tons per year of CO,e) and Scope 3
emissions from offsite waste management (approximately 145 tons per year of COze). Actual
electricity consumption would be dependent on the efficiency of the water heating systems,
electrical fixtures, and appliances installed in the buildings. Actual types and quantities of wastes
generated at the residential buildings would depend on the types of wastes generated and
waste diversion programs implemented by the municipality (e.g., diversion of compostable
organic materials and/or diversion of recyclable materials).

Table 18-1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Direct Emissions (Scope 1)

COze
Emission Source TPY
Residential Building Natural Gas Use 466
Total Residential Building GHG Emissions 466
Other Scope 1 Mobile Sources (Onsite Operations) ! -
Emission Maobile Sources (Construction) 87.5
Sources Land-Use {Construction) 2.4
- _S:upe = Total Direct Emissions 555
Emissions

! Following the completion of the construction phase, mobile source emissions associated with onsite
operations (deliveries, maintenance, etc.) are expected to be minimal and infrequent, and have not been
quantified.

Indirect Emissions (Scope 2 and 3)

CO,e
Scope Emission Source TPY
Scope 2 Off-Site Electricity Production 478
Scope 3 Off-Site Waste Management 145
Atmospheric Removal of GHGs
COze
Scope Emission Source TPY
Other Land-Use {Sinks) 2 -
*Proposed land-use changes are not expected to produce greenhouse gas reductions (sinks).
Total Emissions including Sinks = Direct Emissions + Indirect Emissions + Sinks
COze
Scope Emission Source TPY
Scope 1, 2,and 3 | Total 1,179
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b. GHG Assessment
i. Describe any mitigation considered to reduce the project’s GHG emissions

The greenhouse gas emissions mitigation strategies considered for this project include the
construction of medium-density housing units, installation of high-efficiency appliances, and
installation of LED lighting fixtures.

ii. Describe and quantify reductions from selected mitigation, if proposed to reduce the
project’s GHG emissions. Explain why the selected mitigation was preferred.

In a white paper prepared by Jonathan Rose Companies titled “Location Efficiency and
Housing Type - Boiling it Down to BTUs,” March 2011
(https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/documents/location efficiency btu.pdf),
Jonathan Rose Companies presents data from the Energy Information Administration’s 2005
Household Residential Energy Cansumption Survey (RECS) that demonstrates that single-
family attached housing units consume an average of 18% less energy annually than similarly
sized single-family detached housing units. The author of this white paper attributes this
difference primarily “due to the inherent efficiencies from more compact size and shared
walls among units.” Whether building heating utilizes point-of-use natural gas combustion or
electricity generated at a fossil-fuel powered power plant, this increase in energy efficiency
per housing unit as compared to single-family detached housing units results in direct
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions.

The installation of high-efficiency appliances and LED lighting fixtures are currently under
consideration.

iii. Quantify the proposed project’s predicted new lifetime GHG emissions (total tons/# of
years) and how those predicted emissions may affect achievement of the Minnesota Next
Generation Energy Act goals and/or other more stringent state or local GHG reduction
goals.

It is conservatively assumed that the project lifetime is 30 years. Over this 30-year period,
the estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with this project are approximately
35,400 tons of CO,e. As discussed earlier, this estimate includes emissions from onsite
natural gas combustion, construction-phase mobile source emissions, and electricity usage.,
This estimate does not include mobile source emissions associated with vehicle trips to and
from the site.

The estimated electricity usage from the project structure is included in the overall
greenhouse gas emissions from offsite energy generation provided in Table 18-1 above. As
Minnesata’s power generation portfolio shifts toward using more renewable power
generation sources such as wind and solar, the greenhouse gas emissions from offsite power
generation would continue to be reduced over the lifetime of the project.

J [ Deleted: July8
Jugust 26, 2022 FINAL Fox Meadows Development Page 25 ,°



19. Noise:
Describe sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of noise generated during
project construction and operation. Discuss the effect of noise in the vicinity of the project
including 1) existing noise levels/sources in the area, 2) nearby sensitive receptors, 3)
caonformance to state noise standards, and 4) quality of life. |[dentify measures that will be taken
to minimize or mitigate the effects of noise.

During Construction

There would be temporary noise impacts as a result of construction of the new residential units,
park space and associated infrastructure. Construction would include the use of heavy equipment
consisting of but not limited to cranes, lifts, scrapers, dump trucks, backhoes, bulldozers, and rollers.
Construction noise is expected to occur only during typical daytime working hours. Use of loud
equipment is expected to occur in short durations. The nearby residences are the closest receptors
but are separated from the project site by South Agency Street or a line of trees and should not be
affected by the temporary increase in noise during construction.

Operations

The proposed project is not expected to generate significant noise. Noise generated from the
project area after construction would be negligible compared to the noise from surrounding
roadways including Highway 14. Additional traffic volume on South Agency Street due to the project
is not expected to greatly increase roadway noise experienced at the site. Therefore, the proposed
project is not expected to contribute to excessive noise or nonconformance with the noise
standards on or off-site.

20. Transportation:

a. Describe traffic-related aspects of project construction and operation. Include: 1) existing and
proposed additional parking spaces, 2) estimated total average daily traffic generated, 3)
estimated maximum peak hour traffic generated and time of occurrence, 4) indicate source of
trip generation rates used in the estimates, and 5) availability of transit and/or other
alternative transportation modes.

The proposed project would increase passenger vehicle traffic in the surrounding vicinity and
provide parking for vehicles with each housing unit. However, an a regional scale the increase in
vehicle traffic is expected to be minimal and based on projections by Jlones, Haugh & Smith, Inc.
traffic from the proposed project would not exceed the mandatory traffic study thresholds of
peak hour traffic exceeding 250 vehicles or 2,500 daily trips.

Based the project’s 228 total units (100 single family and 128 multi-family), and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Report 10th Edition rates of 10 trips per day and
1 per peak hour for single family units, and 7 trips per day and 0.7 trips per peak hour for multi-
family units, the project would result in 1,896 trips per day and 190 trips per peak hour. Peak
hours for residential areas are usually defined as 7-9 am and 4-6 pm.

Public transportation within Eagle Lake is currently provided by the City of Mankato through a
pilot program called Kato Fiex, with bus service to Mankato. Participants currently register and
are picked up at their home address with drop off available anywhere bus service is provided
within Mankato. Bus service is available through Kato Flex Monday through Friday from 6 am to
6 pm. The use of public transportation would not be disrupted by the construction of the

project,
/( Deleted: July 8
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Discuss the effect on traffic congestion on affected roads and describe any traffic
improvements necessary, The analysis must discuss the project’s impact on the regional
transportation system,

Since the proposed project is residential and would generate a minimal increase in vehicle
traffic, no major disruptions to existing traffic conditions or regional transportation operations
are anticipated from the project. The proposed project would not impact the safety or level of
service of local roads.

Identify measures that will be taken to minimize or mitigate project related transportation
effects.

The project would provide three new entrances/exits from the development onto South Agency
Street. Each entrance would be from the three proposed extensions of public roads within the
new development: Blace Avenue, Connie Lane, and Thomas Drive. The entrance/exit from each
street would also be aligned with the existing portions of the streets to the west and provide
connections to the adjacent residential neighborhoods. The road extensions and new
entrances/exits would direct traffic from the development and provide safe connections to
South Agency Street. No other measures are anticipated to be necessary for management of
traffic generated from the project.

21. Cumulative Potential Effects:

Describe the geographic scales and timeframes of the project related environmental effects
that could combine with other environmental effects resulting in cumulative potential effects.

The geographic area of the proposed project is 78,70 acres primarily within the city limits of
Eagle Lake where the land use is primarily cropland or existing residential development, The
timeframe for this project review focuses on present and future projects since effects from past
projects are reflected in the description of the existing conditions and resources of the project
area and surrounding vicinity.

Describe any reasonably foreseeable future projects (for which a basis of expectation has
been laid) that may interact with environmental effects of the proposed project within the
geographic scales and timeframes identified above.

The City of Eagle Lake is currently experiencing rapid growth and new residential development
has recently been proposed for the west and southwest portions of the city. Additionally, the
townhomes and mabile home park adjacent to the south of the site were completed in 2015
and 2017 to provide needed additional housing units within the city.

The reasonably foreseeable future projects include a northern extension of township road T-721
along the eastern boundary of the project area. The extension of the township road would
affect traffic and noise in the area in combination with the proposed project. While the
preposed T-721 road extension may have minor natural resource impacts for a stream crossing,
additional future projects are unlikely to contribute to cumulative impacts on natural resources.
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c. Discuss the nature of the cumulative potential effects and summarize any other available
information relevant to determining whether there is potential for significant environmental
effects due to these cumulative effects.

Given the identified future projects, cumulative effects when combined with anticipated project
effects are not expected for the following resources: geology, soils, topography, water
resources, contamination, hazardous and solid waste, fish, wildlife, plant communities, sensitive
ecological resources and historic properties.

Development of the project area would alter land use from agricultural to residential, increase
traffic in the immediate vicinity and increase demands for water supply and wastewater
treatment. However, the existing water distribution and wastewater treatment collection
systems already have capacity for to accommodate the new development. No potential
cumulative effects are anticipated from the proposed Fox Meadows Development.

The future extension of township road T-721 east of the project area, could result in additional
residential development on current agricultural land south of the project area. Currently, no
specific projects are known for this location and potential effects cannot be projected at this
time. However, the plans for additional residential development within the City of Eagle Lake
would balance farmland preservation with the need for additional housing units and maintain
natural resources while minimizing impacts from new development.

22, Other Potential Environmental Effects:
If the project may cause any additional environmental effects not addressed by items 1 to 19,
describe the effects here, discuss the how the environment will be affected, and identify
measures that will be taken to minimize and mitigate these effects.

No additional impacts from this project other than those discussed above are anticipated.

RGU CERTIFICATION. (The Environmental Quality Board will only accept SIGNED Environmental
Assessment Worksheets for public netice in the EQB Monitor.)

| hereby certify that:

®  The information contained in this document is accurate and complete to the hest of my
knowledge.

= The EAW describes the complete project; there are no other projects, stages or components
other than those described in this document, which are related to the project as connected
actions or phased actions, as defined at Minnesota Rules, parts 4410.0200, subparts 9¢ and
60, respectively.

= Copies of this EAW are being sent to the entire EQB distribution list.

Signature Date

Title
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Environmental Assessment Worksheet

September 2021 version

1. Project Title
Fox Meadows Development

2. Proposer 3. RGU
Company: Schrom Construction RGU Agency: City of Eagle Lake
Contact Person: Troy Schrom Contact person: Jennifer Bromeland
Title: Owner Title: City Administrator
Address: 704 Parkway Avenue Address: 705 Parkway Avenue
City, State, ZIP: Eagle Lake, MN 56024 City, State, ZIP: Eagle Lake, MN 56024
Phone: 507,257.5101 Phone: 507.257.3218
Fax: N/A Fax: N/A
Email: troymschrom@gmail.com Email: joromeland @eaglelakemn.com

4. Reason for EAW Preparation:

Check one: .

Required: Discretionary:
CIEIS Scoping [ Citizen petition
XMandatory EAW [0 RGU discretion

Ll Propaoser initiated

If EAW or EIS is mandatory give EQB rule category subpart number(s) and name(s):
Residential Development 4410.4300, subpart 19.B.

5. Project Location:
County: Blue Earth
City/Township: City of Eagle Lake and Le Ray Township
PLS Location (1/4, 1/4, Section, Township, Range): N 1/2, SE 1/4, Section 18, T 108N, R 25W
Watershed (81 major watershed scale): Le Sueur River (32)
GPS Coordinates: 44.157607 latitude, -93.873738 longitude
Tax Parcel Numbers: R121018400013 and R391018400005

6. Project Description:
a. Provide the brief project summary to be published in the EQB Meonitor, (approximately
50 words).

The Fox Meadows Development (project) consists of constructing 228 hew residential units in
Eagle Lake, Minnesota. The development site is located in the southeast portion of Eagle Lake
on two parcels currently used as cultivated cropland along the east side of South Agency Street.
The project would include a mix of multi-family housing units, twin homes, and single family lots
with associated roads, utilities, and a stormwater management system. A park would also be
created surrounding an existing wetland in the northeast corner of the project area.
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b. Give a complete description of the proposed project and related new construction, including
infrastructure needs. If the project is an expansion include a description of the existing facility.
Emphasize: 1) construction, operation methads and features that will cause physical
manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes, 2) modifications to existing
equipment or industrial processes, 3) significant demolition, removal or remodeling of existing
structures, and 4) timing and duration of construction activities.

The project consists of a new residential development in Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County,
Minnesota (Figures 1 and 2). The project area is currently cultivated cropland with a portion of a
large wetland in the northeast corner. Small, farmed wetlands are also present along the
southern parcel boundary, southeast corner, and northwest corner of the site (Figure 3).

The project would include constructing approximately 228 housing units with associated roads
{public and private) and utilities. A stormwater management system with four basins and park
land (Figure 4) would also be located in the project area. A playground would be included within
a portion of the park land. The housing units would be a mix including approximately 104 multi-
family units with 8-plexes, 24 twin homes and 100 single family units (approximately 17
community, 83 detached).

The project is proposed to be built in a minimum of three stages:

1. Stage 1 would include caonstruction of three accesses from South Agency Street, three
stormwater basins and 82 housing units divided between three twin homes, eight 8-plexes
and 11 community single family homes. One lot would also be prepared for future single
family home construction.

2. Stage 2 would include continued construction of roads, a corner lot park and 63 units
divided between five 8-plexes, five twin homes and seven community single family homes.
Additionally, seven lots would be prepared for single family homes ta he built as driven by
market demand.

3. Stage 3 would include completion of roads, a fourth stormwater basin, and 8 units within
four twin homes. Thirty Six single family lots for future market demand home building would
also be prepared during stage 3.

Physical manipulation of the environment would be necessary for construction of the new
housing units, associated utilities, streets, and stormwater management system. Construction
techniques would include soil excavation & grading, installation of sub-surface utility lines
followed by vertical construction.

The project would not involve demolition/removal or remodeling of existing structures and does
not involve new or expanded permanent equipment or industrial processes.

Project construction is anticipated to begin in fall 2022 and stage 2 is expected to be completed

by 2025. Stage 3 and a potential stage 4 would be completed by 2028 and 2031, respectively
(depending on market conditions).
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C.

Project magnitude:

Table 6-1 Project Magnitude

Total Project Acreage

60.15 acres of the 78.70 acre Project Site

Linear project length

Not applicable

Number and type of residential units

104 multifamily units (8-plexes), 24 twin
home units (12 homes), 17 single family
community and 83 single family detached
lots

Residential building area (in square feet)

259,780 total square feet*

Commercial building area (in square feet)

Not applicable

Industrial building area (in square feet)

Not applicable

Institutional building area (in square feet)

Not applicable

Other uses — (in square feet) Not applicable
Structure height(s) Approximately 25 feet.

*This is based on the combined square footage of each building type (8-plex, twin home & single family) for the
buildings shown on the conceptual plan. Values used were provided square footages for each building type and are
subject to change, based on local planning & zoning requirements.

d. Explain the project purpose; if the project will be carried out by a governmental unit, explain
the need for the project and identify its beneficiaries.

The project would consist of canstructing approximately 228 mixed housing units in Eagle Lake,
Minnesota. Eagle Lake has experienced significant growth over the last two decades including a
36% population increase from 2000 to 2010. Housing stock both within the city and in the
greater Mankato area has not kept up with demand and the project would add needed housing
units to the community. In addition, construction of new housing units would occur next to a
residential area of Eagle Lake and complement the existing neighborhoods while developing a
section of underutilized cropland within the city limits.

e. Are future stages of this development including development on any other property planned
or likely to happen? [lYes XINo

If yes, briefly describe future stages, relationship to present project, timeline and plans for
environmental review,

Not applicable.
f. Isthis project a subsequent stage of an earlier project? [JYes XINo
If yes, briefly describe the past development, timeline and any past environmental review.

Not applicable.
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7. Climate Adaptation and Resilience:
a. Describe the climate trends in the general location of the project (see guidance: Climate
Adaptation and Resilience) and how climate change is anticipated to affect that location
during the life of the project.

The proposed project area is located within the Le Sueur River watershed. The Minnesota Climate
Explorer (c) was used to evaluate the climate trends based on this watershed. The 1895 to 2021
profile shows a wide variability of temperature and precipitation data from year to year. The overall
trends are described below:

= Average daily mean temperature of 44.52 °F and an increase of 0.13 °F per decade.

= Average daily maximum temperature of 54.89°F and an increase of 0.02 °F per decade.
= Average daily minimum temperature of 34.15 °F and an increase of 0.25 °F per decade.
= Average annual precipitation of 29.87 inches and an increase 0.51 inches per decade.

The future projected data from the Minnesota Climate Explorer was also used to evaluate the
anticipated climate conditions within the Le Sueur River watershed during the life of the project.
Thus, the mid-century (2040-2059) projections were used in this evaluation, as summarized below.
This range of years is assumed at a representative concentration pathway (RCP) of 4.5 which is an
intermediate scenario where emissions decline after peaking around year 2040, The values
presented below are the model mean, with the upper and lower ranges from the eight general
circulation global climate models obtained from CMIP5 (Coupled Model Intercomparison Praoject,
Phase 5 (https://pcmdi.llnl.gov/mips/cmip5/):

= Average daily mean temperature of 48.59 °F with an upper range of 52.42 °F and a lower
range of 45.21 °F.

= Average daily maximum temperature of 55.36 °F with an upper range of 58.97 °F and a
lower range of 52.40 °F.

= Average daily minimum temperature of 42.05 °F with an upper range of 46.30 °F and a
lower range of 37.74 °F.

= Average annual precipitation of 32.07 inches with an upper range of 64.93 inches and a
lower range of 16.02 inches.

If future climate conditions follow the projected values, the average daily mean, maximum, and
minimum temperatures are each expected to rise over the life of the project. The climate models
also project an increase in the average annual precipitation of approximately 2.2 inches (roughly a
7% increase) over the life of the project.
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b. For each Resource Category in the table below: Describe how the project’s proposed activities
and how the project’s design will interact with those climate trends. Describe proposed
adaptations to address the project effects identified.

Table 7-1 Climate Considerations by Resource Category

Resource
Category

Climate
Considerations

Project Information

Adaptations

Project Design

The proposed residential
units would include
energy efficient building
materials and new
appliances that would
comply with all local
codes and ordinances.

Climate change risksand

vulnerabilities identified

include:

= |ncreased
greenhouse gas
emissions

Minnesota state building
code will define future
materials used in
construction, which may
include the owner’s
choice of sustainably
produced products and
energy efficient systems
available at the time of
design.

Land Use

Project would convert
land from agricultural
to residential with
increased impervious
surface area.

Climate change risksand

vulnerabilities identified

include:

= |ncreased
stormwater runoff
from climate
related increase in
precipitation,

Stormwater management
system will include a
water reuse system used
for irrigation and
increased capacity to
manage anticipated
additional runoff from the
nrojected precipitation
increase.

Water Resources

Projected climate
change will increase
precipitation volumes
and frequency above the
current regulatory
stormwater
management
requirements.

Climate change risksand
vulnerabilities identified
include:

Increased stormwater runoff

from climate related
increases in precipitation.

Permanent stormwater
management systems will
he oversized (where
feasible with
consideration to site
constraints) to
accommodate increased
volumes and rates from
the projected
precipitation increase.

Contamination/
Hazardous
Materials/Wastes

Projected climate
change is not
expected to affect
the anticipated
minimal volume of
hazardous waste
generated at the
project area.

It is expected minimal
amounts of typical
household hazardous
wastes would be
generated from the
project once
construction is
completed and the units
are occupied.

Not applicable. Climate
change is not expected to
affect how hazardous
waste is
managed/disposed of by
future residents of the
nroject area.

Fish, wildlife,
plant
communities, and
sensitive
ecological
resources (rare
features)

Projected climate
change may change
current fish, wildlife,
plant communities,
and sensitive
ecological resources

There is little suitable
habitat for wildlife and
plant community
resources on site. There
are no fish or sensitive
ecological resources
current on site.

Land use will change from
agricultural to vegetated
cover in portions of the
site, therefore increasing
suitable habitat for
wildlife and plant

communities.
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8. Cover Types:
Estimate the acreage of the site with each of the following cover types before and after development:

Table 8-1 Cover Types

Before After
Cover types (Acres) (Acres)
Wetlands and shallow lakes (<2 meters deep) 4.87 4.65
Deep lakes (>2 meters deep) 0 0
Rivers/streams 0 0
Wooded/forest 0 0
Brush/Grassland 0 13.97
Cropland 73.83 0
Lawn/landscaping 0 31.47
Green infrastructure (from table 8-2 below) 0 0
Impervious surface 0 25.39%
Stormwater Ponds 0 3,22
Other (describe) 0 0
TOTAL 78.7 78.7

*Includes assumed square footages of single homes up to 3,000 square feet each.

Table 8-2 Green Infrastructure

Before After
Green Infrastructure ‘ (Acres) (Acres)
Constructed infiltration systems (infiltration basins,
infiltration trenches, rainwater gardens, hioretention areas 0 3.22%
without underdrains, swales with impermeable check dams)
Constructed tree trenches and tree boxes

Constructed wetlands

Constructed green roofs

Constructed permeable pavements

Solar panels

oclolclo|lo|o
Sl=1{=1{=1=2]=]

TOTAL (add to table 8-1 above)
*Feasibility of stormwater basin design to be determined.

Table 8-3 Trees

Trees Percent Number
Percent tree canopy removed or number of mature trees
removed during development

Number of new trees planted 800 g*

*Assumed to meet any City of Eagle Lake landscaping requirements. Additional tree plantings may be required at
the time of plan approval per phase.

0 0

9. Permits and Approvals Required:
List all known local, state and federal permits, approvals, certifications and financial assistance for
the project. Include modifications of any existing permits, governmental review of plans and all
direct and indirect forms of public financial assistance including bond guarantees, Tax Increment
Financing and infrastructure. All of these final decisions are prohibited until all appropriate
environmental review has been completed. See Minnesota Rules, Chapter 4410.3100,
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Table 9-1 Permits and Approvals

Unit of Government

Type of Application

Status

Blue Earth County

Wetland Boundary & Type
Determination

Pending

Blue Earth County

Wetland Permit (Exemption, No-
Loss or Replacement Plan)

To be submitted

U.S. Army Carps of Engineers

Wetland Jurisdictional
Determination

To be submitted

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Section 404 Clean water Act

To be obtained, if necessary

City of Eagle Lake and Le Ray
Township

Annexation Agreement

To be determined

City of Eagle Lake

Final Plat Approval

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Property and Zoning

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Utilities (Water and Stormwater)

To be submitted

City of Mankato

Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit
Application

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Mechanical and Heating Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Electrical Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

Building Permit

To be submitted

City of Eagle Lake

After hours work permit

To be determined if necessary

Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources

Water Appropriations Permit
(Temporary Construction
Dewatering)

To be obtained, if necessary

Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency

NPDES construction stormwater
permit

To be submitted

Minnesota Pollution Control

Section 401 Water Quality

To be obtained, if necessary

Agency Certification
M|nnesotaAch;I:]th;on Sl Sanitary Sewer Extension Permit To be obtained, if necessary

Table 9-2. Financial Assistance

Funding Source

Structure

Status

Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

TBD

Pending

10. Land Use:

a.

Describe:

i. Existing land use of the site as well as areas adjacent to and near the site, including parks
and open space, cemeteries, trails, prime or unique farmlands.

The existing site consists of cultivated cropland with a large wetland in the northeast portion
of the site. Land use in the surrounding area is primarily agricultural, residential, and
undeveloped with wetlands. Single family hames are present to the west across South
Agency Street and multi-family housing is located directly south of the project area.

The remainder of the surrounding area consists of cropland with wetlands present to the
north beyond a small crop field. An unnamed stream is located east of the site beyond the
immediately adjacent crop field. Trees at the site are primarily located along the northern
and southern boundaries with a few individuals scattered near the northeast wetland.
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No parks, trails or recreation areas are located in the project area. Parks, trails, and open
spaces within 1 mile of the site include Eagle Lake Park approximately 0.40 miles west of the
project area. Additional public lands, trails and parks in the greater surrounding area include
the Sakatah Singing Hills state trail (1.85 miles north), the Gilfillan Lake Wildlife
Management Area (2.35 miles northeast), Wildwood County Park (2.25 miles south), Bray
Park and Campground (3.90 miles northeast) and state forest land on the island in Eagle
Lake (2.70 miles northwest).

According to Eagle Lake’s December 2019 Zoning Map (most recent), the western parcel of
the project area {within the city limits) is zoned for agricultural use. The eastern parcel of
the project area is currently located within LeRay Township and is also zoned for agricultural
use according to the most recent township zoning map. Annexation of the eastern parcel
into the City of Eagle Lake is planned for the near future.

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) web soil survey, the majority of the site is classified as prime farmland.

ii. Plans. Describe planned land use as identified in comprehensive plan (if available) and any
other applicable plan for land use, water, or resources management by a local, regional,
state, or federal agency.

The proposed project is nat specifically discussed in the current Blue Earth County Land Use
Plan (adopted December 2018) since cities within the county, including Eagle Lake were
designated to create their own land use or comprehensive plans.

Eagle Lake’s comprehensive plan is dated November 1991 and primarily discusses
development related to the relocation of US Highway 14 through the city, which has since
been completed, leaving the plan out of date. Additionally, land use for the project area is
not identified in the 1991 comprehensive plan.

A 2006 Land Use Plan for Eagle Lake identified the project’s parcels as an area for “Limited
High Density Residential Development”, defined as buildings with no more than eight units.

iii. Zoning, including special districts or overlays such as shoreland, floodplain, wild and scenic
rivers, critical area, agricultural preserves, etc.

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood maps, the current
floodplain is mapped in a small portion of the northeast corner of the project area. The
flood hazard study has not been finalized for the project area, however the Zone A
preliminary flood hazard area is mapped off-site (northeast) of the project area.

The project area is not located within a shoreland, wild and scenic river, critical area,
agricultural preserve, or special district.
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iv. If any critical facilities (i.e. facilities necessary for public health and safety, those storing
hazardous materials, or those with housing occupants who may be insufficiently mobile)
are proposed in floodplain areas and other areas identified as at risk for localized flooding,
describe the risk potential considering changing precipitation and event intensity.

No critical facilities are proposed in floodplain areas.

b. Discuss the project’s compatibility with nearby land uses, zoning, and plans listed in Item 9a
above, concentrating on implications for environmental effects.

Both parcels within the project area designated for agricultural use under current City of Eagle
Lake and Le Ray township zoning. However, the project is compatible with the surrounding
residential areas and rezoning the parcels would allow for the construction of needed additional
housing units within Eagle Lake. Rezoning of the project area’s parcels is consistent with both
the City's goal to provide additional housing units and the 2018 Blue Earth County land use plan
directive to balance development and the preservation of cropland within existing
municipalities.

Additionally, the project meets the goals of “Limited High Density Residential Development” as
defined (no more than 8 units per building, provides adequate low, medium, and high density
affordable housing for all income levels/age groups and would enhance the surrounding similar
density residential development) in the 2006 Land Use Plan for Eagle Lake.

c. ldentify measures incorporated into the proposed project to mitigate any potential
incompatibility as discussed in Item 10b above and any risk potential.

When construction permits for Stage 1 of the project are issued, the project areas’ western
parcel (within the City of Eagle Lake), would be rezoned from agricultural to residential under
the appropriate classification (multi vs single family). It is anticipated the project area’s eastern
parcel (currently within Le Ray Township) would be rezoned for residential during future
annexation of the parcel into the City of Eagle Lake. The timing for annexation of the eastern
parcel is currently unknown and would be dependent on market demand for single family home
construction on the parcel. Rezoning of the two parcels would ensure the proposed project is
compatible with city zoning and land use goals.

11. Geology, Soils, and Topography/Land Forms:

a. Geology - Describe the geology underlying the project area and identify and map any
susceptible geologic features such as sinkholes, shallow limestone formations,
unconfined/shallow aquifers, or karst conditions. Discuss any limitations of these features for
the project and any effects the project could have on these features. Identify any project
designs or mitigation measures to address effects to geologic features.

The unconsolidated sediments within the project area vicinity are diamicton, a group of
Pleistocene age glacial sediments, which consist of loam to clay loam with clasts of gravel,
scattered cobbles, and rare boulders. Diamicton deposits may also contain till, and varying
amounts of gray siliceous shale fragments. These sediments are associated with melting of
stagnant ice from glaciers and may be sorted from resedimentation by moving or still waters
(Jennings et. al, 2012). The surficial geology is shown on Figure 7A.
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The depth to bedrock within the Site is estimated to be between 200-300 feet below ground
surface (Steenberg et. al, 2012). The uppermost bedrock units within the vicinity of the Project
Area are the Lower Ordovician, Shakopee Formation and Oneota Dolomite. The Shakopee
Formation is described as a yellow-gray to grayish-orange thin to thickly bedded, sandy oolitic
dolostone with two facies: the Willow River Member is a light brown to grayish-orange, thin to
medium bedded, sandy oolitic, intraclastic dolostone and the New Richmond Member is a
yellow-gray, fine to coarse grained quartz sandstone and sandy dolostone. The Oneta Dolomite
is described mostly as a very thick to thick bedded light hrown to grayish-orange finely
crystalline, microbial dolostone that is divided into several formal and informal members
(Steenberg et. al, 2012).

No sinkholes or karst conditions are known to be present within the Project area. A shallow
water table is present in the project area within wetlands and ranges from the ground surface to
depths of approximately 10 feet. This shallow water table is representative of the regional water
table aquifer within the project area, which is not a significant source of groundwater within
Blue Earth County (Berg 2016),

Since the proposed project involves new construction on parcels historically disturbed from crop
cultivation, construction of the new buildings and associated infrastructure is not anticipated to
adversely affect the geologic conditions within the project area.

b. Soils and topography - Describe the sails on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and
descriptions, including limitations of soils. Describe topography, any special site conditions
relating to erosion potential, soil stability or other soils limitations, such as steep slopes,
highly permeable soils. Provide estimated volume and acreage of soil excavation and/or
grading. Discuss impacts from project activities (distinguish between construction and
operational activities) related to soils and topography. ldentify measures during and after
project construction to address soil limitations including stabilization, soil corrections or other
measures. Erosion/sedimentation control related to stormwater runoff should be addressed
in response to Item 12.b.ii.

According to the USDA-NRCS Weh Soil Survey, the soils within the proposed project area consist
of the following classifications:

Table 11-1 USDS-NRCS Saoil Types

% of Farmland
Map Unit Symbol | Map Unit Name Project Area Drainage Classification
Shorewood silty
derat
286 clay loam, 1-6 % 66.91% e era. aly Well Prime farmland
drained
slopes
Kilkenny clay
2388 loam, 2-6 % 1.00 Moderately well |5 16 farmland
drained
slopes
Kilkenny clay
loam, 6-10 % nsderaral weli Farmland of
238C slopes, 11.56 il statewide
drained )
moderately impaortance
eroded
Lura silty clay, 0-1 Very poorly Prime farmland if
211 v
% slopes 7,58 drained drained
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% of Farmland
Map Unit Symbol | Map Unit Name Project Area Drainage Classification
287 Minnetonka silty 11.78 peotly drained Prime fa.rmland if
clay loam drained
Kl?:lizerls-ilrl:(:k’ Very poorl Farmiand of
539 plaim, 1.19 y poorly statewide
depressional, 0-1 drained :
importance
% slopes

A map of the soil unit locations is provided as Figure 8. As indicated in Table 11-1 above, soils in
the project area consist primarily of moderately well drained, clay loams. Areas of poorly
drained silty clay/silty clay loam soils are mapped in the northwest, southeast and southwest
portions of the project area in addition to the wetland in the northeast portion of the project
area. Very poorly drained muck is also mapped within the wetland.

Braun Intertec is currently in the process of completing a Geotechnical Evaluation of the project
area. If any soils within the project area are of limited use for construction purpases,
implementation of additional engineering practices may be necessary to achieve the proposed
project’s goals. Any soils deemed to be unsuitable for the proposed project’s construction,
would be excavated and replaced with suitable imported fill material. The earthwork contractor
would be responsible for the reuse or export of any excess soil generated during construction.

The topography of the project area is relatively level with the exception of the northeast corner,
where steep slopes drop into the wetland present. Elevations range from approximately 990 to
1,020 feet above mean sea level, as illustrated on Figure 9.

12. Water Resources:
a. Describe surface water and groundwater features on or near the site in a.i. and a.ii. below.

i. Surface water - lakes, streams, wetlands, intermittent channels, and county/judicial
ditches. Include any special designations such as public waters, shoreland classification
and floodway/flood fringe location, trout stream/lake, wildlife lakes, migratory waterfowl
feeding/resting lake, and outstanding resource value water. Include the presence of
aquatic invasive species and the water quality impairments or special designhations listed
on the current MPCA 303d Impaired Waters List that are within 1 mile of the project.
Include DNR Public Waters Inventory number(s), if any.

The preliminary wetland delineation report identifies six wetlands that are present within
the project area. The largest wetland is located in the northeast portion of the project area
and is part of a larger wetland complex that extends north off-site of the project area. The
remaining five wetlands are farmed isolated wetlands. No other surface waters or aquatic
resources are present within the project area. The wetland delineation report is pending
review by the Local Government Unit, with an anticipated approval in July-August 2022.

The nearest surface waters are an unnamed intermittent stream located approximate 0.10
miles east of the project area and Eagle Lake, located approximately 0.80 miles to the north.
Eagle Lake is identified as a Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) Public
Water- inventory number 07006002. One large wetland located approximately 285 feet
offsite and north of the project area is also identified as a MnDNR Public Water- inventory
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number 07003700. Numerous other wetlands and a few unnamed streams are present
within 1-mile of the project area as shown on Figure 10.

The intermittent stream closest to the project area (to the east) is also identified as an
Impaired Water for aquatic life according to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)
2022 Impaired Waters list (07020011-606). A second unnamed stream located
approximately 0.75 miles south of the project area is also on the MPCA 2022 Impaired
Waters list (07020011-510) for aquatic life (Figure 10). No impacts from the proposed
project are anticipated to either of these impaired streams.

Eagle Lake (0.80 miles north of the Site) is also classified as a lake of Moderate Biological
Significance by the MnDNR.

ii. Groundwater — aquifers, springs, seeps. Include: 1) depth to groundwater; 2) if project is
within a MDH wellhead protection area; 3) identification of any onsite and/or nearby
wells, including unique numbers and well logs if available. If there are no wells known on
site or nearby, explain the methodology used to determine this.

The depth to ground water ranges from 920-940 feet above mean sea level or
approximately 70-100 feet below ground surface (Berg 2016). Based on this mapped depth,
groundwater is not anticipated to be encountered during excavation for basement levels of
the new residential buildings or for the installation of utilities. The Minnesota Department
of Health (MDH) Minnesota Well Index was reviewed and there are no wells mapped within
the project area boundaries or within a quarter mile of the project area as shown in Figure
11, The western edge of the site is located within the MDH Eagle Lake wellhead protection
area.

b. Describe effects from project activities on water resources and measures to minimize or
mitigate the effects in Item b.i. through Item h.iv. below.

i. Wastewater - For each of the following, describe the sources, quantities and composition
of all sanitary, municipal/domestic and industrial wastewater produced or treated at
the site.

1) If the wastewater discharge is to a publicly owned treatment facility, identify any
pretreatment measures and the ability of the facility to handle the added water and
waste loadings, including any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal
wastewater infrastructure.

The full build out of the project is estimated to generate approximately 62,500 gallons
per day of domestic strength wastewater. There is no industrial process wastewater
generated at the site and pretreatment would not be required.

Eagle Lake is served by the City of Mankato wastewater collection system. The collection
system discharges to Mankato’s Water Resource Reclamation Facility (WRRF) in
Mankato, Minnesota. According to the WRRF, 3 percent (or 0.34 million gallons per day
{MGD)) of their average wet weather flows are from the City of Eagle Lake. The WRRF
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would not need additions or improvements to treat the estimated increased discharge
anticipated from the proposed project.

2) If the wastewater discharge is to a subsurface sewage treatment systems (SSTS),
describe the system used, the design flow, and suitability of site conditions for such a
system. If septic systems are part of the project, describe the availability of septage
disposal options within the region to handle the ongoing amounts generated as a
result of the project. Consider the effects of current Minnesota climate trends and
anticipated changes in rainfall frequency, intensity and amount with this discussion.

Not applicable.

3) If the wastewater discharge is to surface water, identify the wastewater treatment
methods and identify discharge points and proposed effluent limitations to mitigate
impacts. Discuss any effects to surface or groundwater from wastewater discharges,
taking into consideration how current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated
climate change in the general location of the project may influence the effects.

No wastewater from the proposed project would be discharged to surface water.

ii. Stormwater — Describe changes in surface hydrology resulting from change of land cover.
Describe the routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the site (major
downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters). Discuss
environmental effects from stormwater discharges on receiving waters post construction
including how the project will affect runoff volume, discharge rate and change in
pollutants. Consider the effects of current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated
changes in rainfall frequency, intensity and amount with this discussion. For projects
requiring NPDES/SDS Construction Stormwater permit coverage, state the total number of
acres that will be disturbed by the project and describe the stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) including specific best management practices (BMPs) to address
erosion and sedimentation during and after project construction. Discuss permanent
stormwater management plans, including methods of achieving volume reduction to
restore or maintain the natural hydrology of the site using green infrastructure practices
or other stormwater management practices. |dentify any receiving waters that have
construction-related water impairments or are classified as special as defined in the
Construction Stormwater permit. Describe additional requirements for special and/or
impaired waters.

Currently, stormwater runoff flows overland across the agricultural fields on site and follows
topographic breaks. Approximately 9.9 acres drain to the north/northwest, 26.6 acres drain
to the south, and the remaining 42.2 acres draining into the large wetland in the northeast
portion of the project area. After construction, stormwater runoff from the project area
would be directed into three stormwater retention basins/ponds and one additional basin
located throughout the development. The proposed stormwater basin design would reduce
stormwater flow rates and pollutant loads leaving the site. Infiltration and filtration
measures are also under consideration for the project’s stormwater management system
desigh and will vary based on the geotechnical evaluation results. The final stormwater
management plan will meet NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit requirements and City
of Eagle Lake Stormwater management plan standards.
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Temporary erosion and sediment control best management practices (BMPs) would initially
be installed (per the Project’s SWPPP), maintained/repaired, and amended throughout the
construction phases as required to remain compliant with the NPDES construction
stormwater permit. Temporary BMPs may include (but are not limited to) silt fence, bio-
rolls/filter logs, rock construction entrances, mulch/hydro mulch, temporary seeding, and
permanent seeding (native and turf, where appropriate) or sod for final vegetation
establishment,

iii. Water appropriation - Describe if the project proposes to appropriate surface or
groundwater (including dewatering). Describe the source, quantity, duration, use and
purpose of the water use and if a DNR water appropriation permit is required. Describe
any well abandonment. If connecting to an existing municipal water supply, identify the
wells to be used as a water source and any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal
water infrastructure. Discuss environmental effects from water appropriation, including
an assessment of the water resources available for appropriation. Discuss how the
proposed water use is resilient in the event of changes in total precipitation, large
precipitation events, drought, increased temperatures, variable surface water flows and
elevations, and longer growing seasons. ldentify any measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate environmental effects from the water appropriation. Describe contingency plans
should the appropriation volume increase beyond infrastructure capacity or water supply
for the project diminish in quantity or quality, such as reuse of water, connections with
another water source, or emergency connections.

Temporary short-term construction dewatering of groundwater may be required at the time
of construction (depending on current field conditions) to facilitate construction activities of
phased grading, placement of structural footings, and utility trenches/pits. If dewatering is
anticipated to exceed 10,000 gallons per day or 1,000,000 gallons per year, the contractor
performing the applicable work would be required to obtain a Temporary Construction
Dewatering Water Appropriations Permit from the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR) prior to initiating dewatering activities. Measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate the environmental effects from construction related to dewatering are unknown at
this time, and therefore would be determined when developing the dewatering plan as
required by a future Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) amendment of the
NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit.

There are no identified wells within the project boundary that would require sealing (Figure
11). If wells are discovered during construction, appropriate MDH well sealing measures
would be followed by a licensed well contractar.,
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iv. Surface Waters

a) Wetlands - Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to wetland features
such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging and vegetative removal.
Discuss direct and indirect environmental effects from physical modification of
wetlands, including the anticipated effects that any proposed wetland alterations may
have to the host watershed. Identify measures to avoid (e.g., available alternatives
that were considered), minimize, or mitigate environmental effects to wetlands.
Discuss whether any required compensatory wetland mitigation for unavoidable
wetland impacts will occur in the same minor or major watershed, and identify those
probable locations.

Five small, farmed wetlands would be filled for construction of the proposed project
area. The large wetland in the northeast corner of the site will be avoided (Figure 5). To
offset for impacts to these wetlands, a compensatory mitigation plan would be provided
that proposes the purchase of wetland mitigation credits within Bank Service Area 9. No
other impacts to surface waters or wetlands are anticipated from the proposed project
(Figure 10).

b) Other surface waters- Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to
surface water features (lakes, streams, ponds, intermittent channels, county/judicial
ditches) such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging, diking, stream
diversion, impoundment, aquatic plant removal and riparian alteration.

Discuss direct and indirect environmental effects from physical modification of water
features. ldentify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental effects to
surface water features, including in-water Best Management Practices that are
proposed to avoid or minimize turbidity/sedimentation while physically altering the
water features. Discuss how the project will change the number or type of watercraft
on any water body, including current and projected watercraft usage.

No physical alterations or indirect effects to existing surface waters are anticipated from
the proposed project. The project would not change the type or number of watercrafts
used on any nearby surface waters.

13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes:

a. Pre-project site conditions - Describe existing contamination or potential environmental
hazards on or in close proximity to the project site such as soil or ground water
contamination, abandoned dumps, closed landfills, existing or abandoned storage tanks, and
hazardous liquid or gas pipelines. Discuss any potential environmental effects from pre-
project site conditions that would be caused or exacerhated by project construction and
operation. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from existing
contamination or potential environmental hazards. Include development of a Contingency
Plan or Response Action Plan.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) “What's in My Neighborhood” (WIMN) online
database was reviewed to determine if any existing contamination or potential environmental
hazards exist on or near the project area. No facilities or sites enrolled within MPCA programs
were identified by the database within the project area. Several sites with construction
stormwater permits were identified in the WIMN database, in addition to one industrial
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stormwater permit for Eagle Lake Public Works Maintenance and one hazardous waste
generator permit for Bauer's Special Outboard Motor Repair were identified within a half mile of
the project area. All stormwater permits identified within a half mile are listed as active and the
hazardous waste generator permit for Bauer’s Special Outboard Motor Repair is listed as
inactive according to the WIMN database.

Based on the results of reviewing the MPCA WIMN database and historical use as cropland, no
contaminated environmental media (soil, groundwater etc.) or environmental hazards are
anticipated to be present within the project area. Potential buried tank(s) may be present within
an old farmstead area, located in the northwest corner of the project area (bhased on 1991 Blue
Earth County well sealing records). If contamination or any environmental hazards are
encountered during proposed project construction, the contaminated media would be managed
and disposed of by the project contractor(s) in accordance with local and state regulations.

b. Projectrelated generation/storage of solid wastes - Describe solid wastes generated/stored
during construction and/or operation of the project. Indicate method of disposal. Discuss
potential environmental effects from solid waste handling, storage and disposal. Identify
measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from the generation/storage of solid
waste including source reduction and recycling.

Typical construction wastes from the project, such as concrete, bituminous, drywall, wood,
metal, and plastic sheeting, etc. would result from construction of the buildings and associated
facilities. The construction contractor would minimize, store, and dispose of all solid waste in
accordance with local and state regulations and in compliance with the NPDES construction
stormwater permit. Waste produced during construction would be disposed of by a licensed
waste hauler at an appropriate facility.

Mixed municipal waste and recyclable waste would be generated hy the proposed project once
construction is complete. The waste would be managed by an appropriately licensed waste
hauler and would be disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. It is anticipated that
the mixed municipal waste would be hauled to the landfill in Mankato operated by LIP Waste
Solutions who provides solid waste management services to the City of Eagle Lake,

c. Project related use/storage of hazardous materials - Describe chemicals/hazardous materials
used/stored during construction and/or operation of the project including method of storage.
Indicate the number, location and size of any new above or below ground tanks to store
petroleum or other materials. Indicate the number, location, size and age of existing tanks on
the property that will be utilized in the project. Discuss potential environmental effects from
accidental spill or release of hazardous materials. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or
mitigate adverse effects from the use/storage of chemicals/hazardous materials including
source reduction and recycling. Include development of a spill prevention plan.

Hazardous materials are not currently generated within the project area. Hazardous materials
would not be present at the construction site, except for fuel and lubricants as necessary for the
construction. Cleaning solutions and synthetic oils/lubricants may be used during project
construction and as part of operations and would be stored in marked containers in accordance
with applicable regulations. Required spill kits and containment materials would be present
during work activities and easily accessible if needed. Any hazardous materials generated by the
contractor during construction would be disposed of by the contractor at facilities licensed ta
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dispose of such wastes. If a spill were to occur during construction, the Minnesota Duty Officer
would be contacted and appropriate action to remediate would be taken immediately in
accordance with MPCA guidelines and regulations in place at the time of project construction.

Following construction, the use of chemicals/hazardous materials is expected to be limited.
Types, quantities, and composition of chemicals/hazardous materials would be typical of
residential activities. In multi-family buildings, these chemicals and materials would be labeled,
stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.

No above or below ground fuel storage tanks would be present once the project is complete.

Project related generation/storage of hazardous wastes - Describe hazardous wastes
generated/stored during construction and/or operation of the project. Indicate method of
disposal. Discuss potential environmental effects from hazardous waste handling, storage, and
disposal. Identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects from the
generation/storage of hazardous waste including source reduction and recycling.

Hazardous waste is not currently generated in the project area. Any hazardous materials
generated by the contractor during construction would be disposed of by the contractor at
facilities licensed to dispose of such wastes. Following construction, the proposed project is not
anticipated to generate hazardous wastes but may generate minimal quantities of universal
wastes such as spent fluorescent lamps and bulbs. Residents would be expected to store and
disposed of any universal wastes in accordance with applicable regulations.

14. Fish, Wildlife, Plant communities, and Sensitive Ecological Resources (rare features):

a.

Describe fish and wildlife resources as well as hahitats and vegetation on or in near the site.

The project area is located in the southeast portion of Eagle Lake and extends east outside the
city limits into LeRay Township. The majority of the project area consists of cultivated cropland
except for a wetland in the northeast portion of the site. Minimal natural vegetation cover exists
within the project area and tree cover is limited to wind breaks planted along the northern and
southern boundaries. The surrounding area is primarily a mix of cultivated cropland and
residential neighborhoods with wetlands and streams also present. Given the majority of the
surrounding area has been disturbed for agricultural use or residential development, limited
hahitat is present to support fish and wildlife.

Describe rare features such as state-listed (endangered, threatened or special concern)
species, native plant communities, Minnesota County Biological Survey Sites of Biodiversity
Significance, and other sensitive ecological resources on or within close proximity to the site.
Provide the license agreement number (LA-997) and/or correspondence number (ERDB

) from which the data were obtained and attach the Natural Heritage letter
from the DNR. Indicate if any additional habitat or species survey work has been conducted
within the site and describe the results.

Braun Intertec holds a license agreement from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
(MnDNR) for a local copy of the Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) geodatabase
(License #997). A query of the database was made for Element Occurrences (EO) within 1 mile of
the project area. No Element Occurrences were found in the NHIS database within 1 mile of the
project area.
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An online query was submitted to the US Fish & Wildlife (USFWS) database Information for
Planning and Conservation (IPaC; https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/). The IPaC results (Appendix B)
indicated that the project area is within the range of two federally listed species: the threatened
Northern Long-eared Bat and the candidate Monarch Butterfly. The [PaC results do not indicate
observations of these species near or within the project area. IPaC results identified species that
may occur within the project area based on the broad geographic ranges of the species (such as
occurrence within the county). In contrast, the NHIS results report actual observations within a
set distance (one mile was used for this report).

Table 14-1: State and Federal Species Status within 1 mile of the Project Area

Scientific Name Common Name State Status Federal Status Type
Myotis Northern Long- )
o Special Concern Threatened Bat
septentrionalis eared Bat
Danaus plexippus | Monarch Butterfly N/A Candidate Insect

With limited tree cover and wooded or forested areas greater than 1,000 feet from the project
area, suitable habitat for the Northern Long-eared bat is not present. Additionally, due to the
lack of floral resources for pollinatars within the project area, suitable habitat for the Monarch
Butterfly is also not present. As a result, neither species is anticipated to be present within the
project area.

The project area does not occur in or near designated Critical Habitat and no portion of the
project area is located within or adjacent to a Minnesota Biological Survey site.

The IPaC results also noted that no bald eagles or migratory birds of concern have been
documented within the vicinity of the project area. Since eagles and migratory birds are
protected by federal statutes administered by the US Fish & Wildlife Service, if migratory birds
or bald eagles are found occupying the project area during construction, any potential impacts
would be permitted in accardance with all applicable state and federal laws.

c¢) Discuss how the identified fish, wildlife, plant communities, rare features and ecosystems may
be affected by the project. Include a discussion on introduction and spread of invasive species
from the project construction and operation. Separately discuss effects to known threatened
and endangered species.

Since the project area is primarily cultivated cropland, it provides little value as habitat for fish
and wildlife, native ecosystems, or plant communities. Development of the project area is not
anticipated to adversely affect any rare and/or protected species identified in federal and state
databases. The treatment of stormwater within the project area and implementation of a
SWPPP during construction would eliminate any indirect impacts from sedimentation to aquatic
species in the surrounding water bodies.

The project area is not within a township containing known hibernacula or roosting sites of
Northern long-eared bats, and suitable habitat is absent from the project area. As a result, no
adverse effects to the Northern Long-eared bat are anticipated to occur from the proposed
project.
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The Monarch butterfly is listed as candidate species by USFWS and is not currently protected
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Voluntary conservation measures for the Monarch
butterfly are encouraged for development projects that occur within its range. Conservation
measures would include planting native flowering vegetation species in landscaping that bloom
spring through fall and remove/control invasive plant species present.

There is minor risk for the introduction and spread of invasive species from the proposed
project. Project plans are for construction of buildings, impervious surfaces, and landscaped
areas.

d) Identify measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to fish,
wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources.

During construction all disturbed soils would be temporarily protected by sediment and erosion
control measures that would be installed and maintained for the duration of the proposed
project.

15. Historic Properties:
Describe any historic structures, archeological sites, and/or traditional cultural properties on or in
close proximity to the site. Include: 1) historic designations, 2) known artifact areas, and 3)
architectural features. Attach letter received from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
Discuss any anticipated effects to historic properties during project construction and operation.
Identify measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic
properties.

A request was made to the Minnesota SHPO regarding historic structures, archeological sites
and/or traditional cultural properties that may exist on or near the project site. The SHPO
response indicated that due to the nature and location of the proposed project, completion of a
Phase | archaeological survey is recommended (Appendix B). The Phase | Cultural Resource
Investigation was conducted, and report provided on July 6, 2022. Preliminary results found no
cultural resources of significance on the project site. The report is pending review by the
Minnesota SHPO office.

No properties within Eagle Lake or LeRay Township (including the project area) are listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.

16. Visual:
Describe any scenic views or vistas on or near the project site. Describe any project related visual
effects such as vapor plumes or glare from intense lights. Discuss the potential visual effects from
the project. ldentify any measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate visual effects.

There would be an increase in visual imprint within the project area since the proposed project
would construct approximately 125 new residential buildings once all three stages are complete.
However, there are no scenic views or vistas on or near the project area. The new residential
structures would be of comparable size to existing residential buildings in the surrounding area
and no taller than the surrounding buildings. There would be no unusual plumes, lighting, or
glares from the proposed project. All exterior lighting would be provided in pedestrian walking
paths and vehicle access points for safety and security purposes in a manner consistent with
other residential structures in the area.
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17. Air:

Stationary source emissions - Describe the type, sources, quantities and compositions of any
emissions from stationary sources such as boilers or exhaust stacks. Include any hazardous air
pollutants, criteria pollutants, and any greenhouse gases. Discuss effects to air quality
including any sensitive receptors, human health or applicable regulatory criteria. Include a
discussion of any methods used assess the project’s effect on air quality and the results of that
assessment. ldentify pollution control equipment and other measures that will be taken to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects from stationary source emissions.

The residential buildings in the project area will use natural gas for building heating. The twin
homes and single-family homes are expected to use natural gas for water heating and the 8-plex
buildings are expected to use electric water heating systems. Natural gas may be used to
provide heat for other appliances such as clothes dryers. The space heating and water heating
systems for the buildings are currently under design but are not anticipated to significantly
impact air quality.

Vehicle emissions - Describe the effect of the project’s traffic generation on air emissions.
Discuss the project’s vehicle-related emissions effect on air quality. Identify measures (e.g.,
traffic operational improvements, diesel idling minimization plan) that will be taken to
minimize or mitigate vehicle-related emissions.

As described further under item 20, there would be some increase in traffic as a result of the
project which would result in an increase in the type of air pollution generated by vehicle
exhaust, These air pollutants include carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic
compounds, particulate matter, greenhouse gases, and air toxics; however, the project would
not substantially worsen traffic conditions and therefore a significant decrease in air quality is
not expected.

Dust and odors - Describe sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of dust
and odors generated during project construction and operation. (Fugitive dust may be
discussed under item 16a). Discuss the effect of dust and odors in the vicinity of the project
including nearby sensitive receptors and quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken to
minimize or mitigate the effects of dust and odors.

Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary dust and odors during
construction. Construction equipment would have gasoline and diesel engine emissions and
would create temporary fugitive dust emissions, especially in the areas where soil would be
excavated, transported, and placed. The fugitive dust emissions would be controlled by
watering, sprinkling, and/or application of calcium products as necessary and appropriate.

Odors may be generated from operation of construction equipment engines and construction
truck traffic. Odor mitigation measures would include minimizing equipment used on-site,
minimizing idling, maintaining engines in good repair, and minimizing idling truck traffic through
scheduling.

After the proposed development site buildings and roadways are constructed, the project is not
anticipated to produce any ongoing substantial odors or dust.
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18. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions/Carbon footprint
a. GHG Quantification: For all proposed projects, provide quantification and discussion of project
GHG emissions. Include additional rows in the tables as necessary to provide project-specific
emission sources. Describe the methods used to quantify emissions. If calculation methods
are not readily available to quantify GHG emissions for a source, describe the process used to
come to that conclusion and any GHG emission sources not included in the total calculation.

Table 18-1 includes a summary of the potential GHG emissions for this project. The supporting
calculations are included in Appendix D. Emission calculations are based on conservative
assumptions, and therefore likely overestimates of actual emissions that may be generated from
the proposed project.

The primary greenhouse gases emitted from the buildings include carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CHa), and nitrous oxide (N20O) from the combustion of fossil fuels. A common way to
report emissions of these gases is to multiply the emissions of each gas (in tons) by its global
warming potential (GWP) and to report the total GHG emissions as total carbon dioxide
equivalents (COze).

The following assumptions were made in estimating the greenhouse gas emissions from the
project site buildings:

= Natural gas will be used for building heating in all buildings, as well as for water heating
in twin homes and single-family homes. The estimated annual natural gas usage for all
residential buildings at the proposed project site is approximately 7.8 million cubic feet
(mmcf) per year.

= Electricity will be used for water heating in 8-plex buildings. Other electricity uses at all
buildings will include air conditioning, refrigeration, and other uses.

The GHG emissions from the residential buildings are estimated to be approximately 466 tons
per year (tpy) of COse.

Other direct sources of emissions added under Scope 1 include:
= Land Use Change
= Mobile Sources (vehicle tailpipe emissions) from for onsite operations

=  Mobile Sources for construction

Mobile source emissions associated with onsite building operations (deliveries, building
maintenance, etc.) are expected to be minimal and infrequent, and have not been quantified.

With emissions from these sources included, the total Scope 1 GHG emissions are approximately
555 tpy of COze.
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Indirect Emissions include Scape 2 emissions from offsite electricity generation for electricity
consumed at the residential buildings (approximately 478 tons per year of COze) and Scope 3
emissions from offsite waste management (approximately 145 tons per year of COze). Actual
electricity consumption would be dependent on the efficiency of the water heating systems,
electrical fixtures, and appliances installed in the buildings. Actual types and quantities of wastes
generated at the residential buildings would depend on the types of wastes generated and
waste diversion programs implemented by the municipality (e.g., diversion of compostable
organic materials and/or diversion of recyclable materials).

Table 18-1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Direct Emissions (Scope 1)

COZE
Emission Source TPY
Residential Building Natural Gas Use 466
Total Residential Building GHG Emissions 466
Other Scope 1 Mobile Sources (Onsite Operations) * B
Emission Mobile Sources (Construction) 87.5
Sources Land-Use (Construction) 2.4
All Scope 1 . P

P Total Direct Emissions 555

Emissions

! Following the completion of the construction phase, mobile source emissions associated with onsite
operations (deliveries, maintenance, etc.) are expected to be minimal and infrequent, and have not been
quantified.

Indirect Emissions (Scope 2 and 3)

CO,e
Scope Emission Source TPY
Scope 2 Off-Site Electricity Production 478
Scope 3 Off-Site Waste Management 145
Atmospheric Removal of GHGs
COze
Scope Emission Source TPY
Other Land-Use (Sinks) 2 5
2 Proposed land-use changes are not expected to produce greenhouse gas reductions (sinks).
Total Emissions including Sinks = Direct Emissions + Indirect Emissions + Sinks
CO;e
Scope Emission Source TPY
Scope 1, 2,and 3 | Total 1,179
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b. GHG Assessment
i. Describe any mitigation considered to reduce the project’s GHG emissions

The greenhouse gas emissions mitigation strategies considered for this project include the
construction of medium-density housing units, installation of high-efficiency appliances, and
installation of LED lighting fixtures.

ii. Describe and quantify reductions from selected mitigation, if proposed to reduce the
project’s GHG emissions. Explain why the selected mitigation was preferred.

In a white paper prepared by Jonathan Rose Companies titled “Location Efficiency and
Housing Type - Boiling it Down to BTUs,” March 2011
(https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/documents/location efficiency btu.pdf),
Jonathan Rose Companies presents data from the Energy Information Administration’s 2005
Household Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) that demonstrates that single-
family attached housing units consume an average of 18% less energy annually than similarly
sized single-family detached housing units. The author of this white paper attributes this
difference primarily “due to the inherent efficiencies from more compact size and shared
walls among units.” Whether building heating utilizes point-of-use natural gas combustion or
electricity generated at a fossil-fuel powered power plant, this increase in energy efficiency
per housing unit as compared to single-family detached housing units results in direct
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions.

The installation of high-efficiency appliances and LED lighting fixtures are currently under
consideration.

iii. Quantify the proposed project’s predicted new lifetime GHG emissions (total tons/# of
years) and how those predicted emissions may affect achievement of the Minnesota Next
Generation Energy Act goals and/or other mare stringent state or local GHG reduction
goals.

It is conservatively assumed that the project lifetime is 30 years. Over this 30-year period,
the estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with this project are approximately
35,400 tons of COze. As discussed earlier, this estimate includes emissions from onsite
natural gas combustion, construction-phase maobile source emissions, and electricity usage.
This estimate does not include mobile source emissions associated with vehicle trips to and
from the site.

The estimated electricity usage from the project structure is included in the overall
greenhouse gas emissions from offsite energy generation provided in Table 18-1 above. As
Minnhesota’s power generation portfolio shifts toward using more renewable power
generation sources such as wind and solar, the greenhouse gas emissions from offsite power
generation would continue to be reduced over the lifetime of the project.
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19. Noise:
Describe sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of noise generated during
project construction and operation. Discuss the effect of noise in the vicinity of the project
including 1) existing noise levels/sources in the area, 2) nearby sensitive receptors, 3)
conformance to state noise standards, and 4) quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken
to minimize or mitigate the effects of noise.

During Construction

There would be temporary noise impacts as a result of construction of the new residential units,
park space and associated infrastructure. Construction would include the use of heavy equipment
consisting of but not limited to cranes, lifts, scrapers, dump trucks, backhoes, bulldozers, and rollers.
Construction noise is expected to occur only during typical daytime working hours. Use of loud
equipment is expected to occur in short durations. The nearby residences are the closest receptors
but are separated from the project site by South Agency Street or a line of trees and should not be
affected by the temporary increase in noise during construction.

Operations

The proposed project is hot expected to generate significant noise. Noise generated from the
project area after construction would be negligible compared to the noise from surrounding
roadways including Highway 14. Additional traffic volume on South Agency Street due to the project
is not expected to greatly increase roadway noise experienced at the site. Therefore, the proposed
project is not expected to contribute to excessive noise or nonconformance with the noise
standards on or off-site.

20. Transportation:

a. Describe traffic-related aspects of project construction and operation. Include: 1) existing and
proposed additional parking spaces, 2) estimated total average daily traffic generated, 3)
estimated maximum peak hour traffic generated and time of occurrence, 4) indicate source of
trip generation rates used in the estimates, and 5) availability of transit and/or other
alternative transportation modes.

The proposed project would increase passenger vehicle traffic in the surrounding vicinity and
provide parking for vehicles with each housing unit. However, on a regional scale the increase in
vehicle traffic is expected to be minimal and based on projections by lones, Haugh & Smith, Inc.
traffic from the proposed project would not exceed the mandatory traffic study thresholds of
peak hour traffic exceeding 250 vehicles or 2,500 daily trips.

Based the project’s 228 total units (100 single family and 128 multi-family), and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Report 10th Edition rates of 10 trips per day and
1 per peak hour for single family units, and 7 trips per day and 0.7 trips per peak hour for multi-
family units, the project would result in 1,896 trips per day and 190 trips per peak hour. Peak
hours for residential areas are usually defined as 7-9 am and 4-6 pm.

Public transportation within Eagle Lake is currently provided by the City of Mankato through a
pilot program called Kato Flex, with bus service to Mankato. Participants currently register and
are picked up at their home address with drop off available anywhere bus service is provided
within Mankato. Bus service is available through Kato Flex Monday through Friday from 6 am to
6 pm. The use of public transportation would not be disrupted by the construction of the
project.
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