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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

1.1.1 Summary of Project  

Scott County proposes to extend County State Aid Highway (CSAH) 21 as a four-lane 
expressway between CSAH 42 in Prior Lake, Minnesota and CSAH 18 at Southbridge Parkway 
in Shakopee, Minnesota, a distance of approximately three miles.  In addition, Scott County 
proposes a 500-space surface transit station (sometimes referred to as a park-and-ride) in the 
southwest quadrant of the CSAH 21/ CSAH 16 intersection. 

The proposed project is needed to respond to existing and forecast increases in travel demand on 
the existing roadway system.  Specifically, the project is needed to help complete an 
appropriately functioning roadway system in northern Scott County that efficiently moves traffic 
by providing adequate capacity for projected travel and transit demand.   

1.1.2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Public Involvement 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was prepared to meet the requirements of one 
federal act and one state legislative act that call for the objective analysis of impacts on the 
human and natural environment resulting from proposed federally-funded activities.  Federal 
legislation includes the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for NEPA documentation that require this examination 
from an environmental perspective.  The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) requires 
environmental review procedures for all governmental actions and decisions.

The DEIS was distributed to agencies and organizations on the official distribution list.  Notice 
of the DEIS availability was published in the Minnesota EQB Monitor on August 28, 2006 and 
in the Federal Register on September 1, 2006.  The DEIS was also available for viewing on the 
Scott County project website.  A public hearing was held September 21, 2006.  The comment 
period for the DEIS officially closed on November 20, 2006.   

1.2 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The DEIS is incorporated by reference herein and made part of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS). 

The FEIS has been prepared in accordance with CEQ regulation (40 CFR 1503.4(c)) which 
provides a methodology for preparing an “Abbreviated” FEIS.  This approach was selected 
because the only changes needed in the document are minor and consist of factual corrections.  
The Abbreviated FEIS consists of two parts: 

Technical Attachment 

DEIS, as published in September 2006 
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The Technical Attachment, which is contained in Chapters 2-6 and Appendix A, contains the 
following elements: 

DEIS Updates and Errata (Chapter 2) 

Preferred Alternative (Chapter 3) 

Wetland Finding (Chapter 4) 

List of Commitments for Mitigation Measures for the Preferred Alternative (Chapter 5) 

Comments on DEIS and Response (Chapter 6) 

Recurring Responses (Chapter 6) 

Public Agency Comments and Responses (Appendix A) 

Public Comments and Responses (Appendix A) 

Note that neither a Section 4(f) Finding nor a Floodplain Finding are applicable to the proposed 
project.
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2.0 DEIS UPDATES AND ERRATA 

As noted in Chapter 1, the DEIS is incorporated by reference herein and made part of the FEIS.  

The purpose of this chapter is to detail corrections and updates to the analysis documented in the 
DEIS.

2.1 UPDATES BY DEIS CHAPTER 

2.1.1 Updates to DEIS Chapter 1– Executive Summary 

Page 1-5.  Table 1-1.  Replace table with the following: 

TABLE 1-1 
COST ESTIMATES FOR CSAH 21 EXTENSION 

With 4-Lane at-grade at 
CSAH 21/ 
CSAH 18 

With 6-Lane at-grade at 
CSAH 21/ 
CSAH 18 

With 4-Lane interchange at 
CSAH 21/ 
CSAH 18 

Construction Cost 
Western/Eastern $12,715,709/$12,223,557 $14,813,603 $18,197,557

Right of Way Cost* 
Western/Eastern $3,960,000/$3,825,000 $4,050,000/$3,915,000 $4,575,000/$4,440,000 

Total Cost 
Western/Eastern $16,575,709/$16,048,557 $18,863,603/$18,728,603 $22,772,557/$22,637,557 

*Right of way estimate reflects a blended value of $150,000/acre based on recent sales. 

Page 1-8. Social and Economic Impacts. First bullet (“Social”).  Add as a new first 
paragraph:

Much of the corridor is bounded by existing development in the form of Southbridge 
Crossings East, Southbridge Crossings, Southbridge, and Riverside Fields.  Additional 
residential plats under development in this corridor include Riverside Bluffs and Ridgeview 
Estates.  Southbridge Fields is a neighborhood commercial plat under development in the 
corridor.  A new elementary school is under construction south of CSAH 16.

Page 1-9.  Fourth paragraph.  Replace with: 

Note that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has approved the SMSC application to convert 
the affected land currently owned in fee to land held in trust.  This approval was published in 
the September 27, 2007 Federal Register and, at the time of FEIS preparation, is within the 
required 30-day comment period.  If the approval is finalized, the County could not acquire 
the property through its power of eminent domain.  

Page 1-15 and 1-16.  Last paragraph, beginning on Page 1-15.  Wetlands bullet.  Replace 
with:

Wetlands

The Build Alternative would impact approximately 7.07 acres of wetlands.  There is no 
difference in wetland impacts between the two alignment options south of CSAH 16 or 
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the three intersection design options north of CSAH 16.  A sequencing process was 
completed to avoid and then minimize the potential wetland impacts.  At the conclusion 
of the sequencing process, it was determined the impacts could not be further avoided or 
minimized and as such will be mitigated for, consistent with state and federal regulations.   

Page 1-16.  Third paragraph.  Replace with:

At a 2:1 mitigation ratio, the area of impact for the project will necessitate approximately 
14.14 acres of wetland mitigation (at least three-fourths of which must be created or new 
replacement wetlands in accordance with Army Corps of Engineers policy under WCA 
which requires a minimum 1.5:1 new wetland replacement area).  If wetland regulations 
change during the course of project implementation, the required mitigation may change.   

Page 1-19.  Table 1-5.  Replace with:

TABLE 1-5 
PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

Agency Type of Permit/Approval/Concurrence 
Federal
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) DEIS Review/Approval 

FEIS Approval/Record of Decision 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) Section 404 Permit 
State
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Section 106 Concurrence 
Minnesota Department of Transportation –Cultural 
Resources Unit (Mn/DOT-CRU) 

Section 106 Review/Determination 

Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) DEIS Review/Approval 
FEIS Review/Approval 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Section 401 Water Quality Certification, if 
Section 404 Permit and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination-State Disposal System 
(NPDES-SDS) permit 

Metropolitan Council Transportation Improvement Plan 
Environmental Services Review 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Public Waters Permit, if necessary, and Water 
Appropriation Permit, if necessary 

Local
Scott County Adequacy Determination  

Plan Approval 
City of Prior Lake Municipal Review of Construction Plans 

WCA and Storm Water Permitting 
City of Shakopee Municipal Review of Construction Plans 

WCA and Storm Water Permitting 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community (SMSC) Land Acquisition 
Watershed District
Spring Lake/Prior Lake Watershed District Surface Water Plan Review 
Lower Minnesota River Watershed District Surface Water Plan Review 
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Page 1-20.  Last paragraph.  Replace with: 

The proposed project affects land owned by the Shakopee Mdewakantan Sioux Community 
(SMSC land that would need to be acquired for the project is 8.3 acres under the western 
alignment design option and 3.3 acres under the eastern alignment design option.  At the time 
that the DEIS was approved for publication, the affected land was included in an application 
by SMSC to the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to take 753 acres of land then owned in fee 
into trust.  Note that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has approved the SMSC application 
to convert the affected land currently owned in fee to land held in trust.  This approval was 
published in the September 27, 2007 Federal Register and, at the time of FEIS preparation, is 
within the required 30-day comment period.  If the approval is finalized, the County could 
not acquire the property through its power of eminent domain.  

2.1.2 Updates to DEIS Chapter 2 – Purpose of and Need for Action

Page 2-5.  Section 2.4.5. Transit Need. First paragraph. Replace with:

Scott County provides dial a ride service and express connection to the MVTA transit hub at 
Burnsville.  Scott County Transit does not currently serve the Southwest transit hub in Eden 
Prairie.  Regular Route (circulator) service in Shakopee is provided by Shakopee Transit, 
which contracts with Scott County Transit to operate the service.  Shakopee Transit will, 
beginning in 2007, be providing up to four express buses to and from downtown 
Minneapolis.  Prior Lake’s Laker Lines currently operates three buses to and from downtown 
Minneapolis.

2.1.3 Updates to DEIS Chapter 3 – Alternatives 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.4 Updates to DEIS Chapter 4 – Transportation Impacts 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.5 Updates to DEIS Chapter 5 – Social and Economic Impacts 

Page 5-1. Table 5-1.  Replace with the following:  

TABLE 5-1 
POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD FORECASTS 

1990 2000 2010 2020 2030
City of Shakopee 
-population 
-household

11,739 
4,163 

20,568 
7,540 

39,500 
15,000 

48,500 
19,500 

52,000 
21,500 

City of Prior Lake* 
-population 
-household

11,482 
3,901 

15,917 
5,645 

26,500 
10,000 

33,300 
13,000 

40,000 
16,000 

Scott County 
-population 
-household

57,846 
19,367 

89,498 
30,692 

145,770 
53,820 

185,350 
71,920 

220,940 
87,250 

*Source: Metropolitan Council, except that Prior Lake Population and Households data are from the 2030 Prior Lake 
Comprehensive Plan and include future annexation areas. 
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Page 5-2 to 5-4.  Community Facilities.  Add to the facilities in the City of Prior Lake:  

Shepherd’s Path Park 

Jeffers Pond elementary school, fire station, nursing home 

Page 5-5.  Second and third paragraph.  Replace with: 

The Build Alternative–western alignment option would segment land currently owned by the 
SMSC located in the upper forested bluff of the project area, removing 8.3 acres of land from 
the total holdings of the tribe.  It is assumed that severed portions of land would be acquired 
(or appropriate damages paid) in addition to the necessary right of way.  The Build 
Alternative–eastern alignment option would not segment the SMSC, but would acquire 
3.3 acres of land.  No individuals would be displaced for either of the two alignment options.  
Impacts to the physical resources associated with this land are addressed in Chapter 6.0.

The Build Alternative south of Southbridge Parkway West will affect three agricultural 
properties, residential property, and, as noted above, land owned by SMSC.  The eastern 
alignment option would affect the land noted above as well as land owned by the YMCA and 
an additional residential property.  North of Southbridge Parkway West the four-lane at-
grade intersection option would be within the existing County right of way and would not 
impact additional properties, while the six-lane at-grade intersection option and the four-lane 
interchange option will acquire an additional 0.6 and 4.1 acres, respectively.  

Page 5-8.  Second paragraph following Table 5-3.  Replace with: 

As noted in Section 5.1.1.2, SMSC owns land in the project corridor and is platting land 
immediately west of the proposed corridor for single-family residential development with 
approximately 58 lots planned.  Native Americans are among the minority populations 
defined in Executive Order 12898.   

Page 5-9.  Impacts of the Build Alternative on Low-Income Populations or Minority 
Populations.  Third paragraph.  Replace with: 

As noted, the Build Alternative–western alignment option would acquire 8.3 acres of land 
owned by the SMSC that is located in the upper forested bluff portion of the project area, 
removing land from the total holdings of the tribe.  The Build Alternative–eastern alignment 
option would acquire 3.3 acres of SMSC land.  With either alignment option, the acquisition 
of land is not a disproportionate impact because the proposed project will also acquire land 
(approximately 20 to 28 acres) from five to seven additional private landowners who are not 
minority persons, (for both alignment options), and, for the eastern alignment option from a 
non-profit organization which serves a broad clientele.  In addition, because the affected 
SMSC land is not developed, the project results in no displacement or direct health or 
environmental impacts on members of the tribe.  The project will not impact any proposed 
residential lots.  As noted in Section 5.1.2, the proposed project results in no impacts on tribal 
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community cohesion, facilities, and services, with a limited impact related to the reported 
past SMSC use of the affected land for student educational opportunities.  Impacts on the 
physical resources associated with the affected land are discussed in Chapter 6.

Page5-10.  Third paragraph.  Replace with: 

Mitigation for the acquisition of land owned by the SMSC is described in Section 5.2.3.2. 

Page 5-14.  First paragraph.  Replace with: 

The Build Alternative involves no total acquisitions; therefore there will be no employment 
loss or relocation costs.  There will likely be some effect on property taxes payable due to the 
removal of between 25.5 and 30.5 acres of land from private ownership; however, it is 
premature to quantify the effect.  It should be noted that the 2.1 acres that would be acquired 
from the YMCA with the eastern alignment option is currently tax-exempt.  At the time that 
the DEIS was approved for publication, the 3.3 to 8.3 acres of SMSC property that would be 
acquired, depending upon the chosen alignment option south of CSAH 16, was owned in fee 
and was taxable.  Note that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has approved the SMSC 
application to convert the affected land currently owned in fee to land held in trust.  This 
approval was published in the September 27, 2007 Federal Register and, at the time of FEIS 
preparation, is within the required 30-day comment period.  If the approval is finalized, the 
land will be tax-exempt.    

It is also premature to account for the change in property value that can be attributed to 
increased access or roadway proximity.  The countervailing beneficial (improved access) and 
adverse (noise and visual) effects of a roadway on the values of affected properties are 
generally not quantifiable with any level of reliability.  However, regardless of the effect of 
the project on the value of any individual property, in comparison to the total taxes payable 
for the two affected communities and Scott County, the effect will be minimal. 

2.1.6 Updates to DEIS Chapter 6 – Physical and Natural Environmental 
Impacts

Page 6-13 and 6-14.  Tables 6-6 and 6-7.  Replace rows for R11with: 
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TABLE 6-6 
NOISE MONITORING AND MODELING RESULTS DAYTIME 

Receptor* 

Monitored (2003) Existing (2004) 2030 No Build 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 No Build 
2030 Build Four-
Lane At-Grade 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 Build Four-
Lane At-Grade 

2030 Build Six-
Lane At-Grade 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 Build Six-
Lane At-Grade 

2030 Build Four-
Lane Interchange 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 Build Four-
Lane Interchange 

L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50
R11 (10) (1) 39 38 43 42 4 4 54 52 15 14 54 52 15 14 54 52 15 14
R11 (10) (2) 39 38 43 42 4 4 53 51 14 13 53 51 14 13 54 52 15 14
State Standards 65 60 65 60 65 60 65 60 65 60 65 60
Federal Criteria 70 - 70 - 70 - 70 - 70 - 70 -

Bold numbers are above state standards. 
* Number in () in this column is the number of residences represented by receptor; number in [] in this column is the distance from proposed CSAH 21 right of way in feet. 
(1) West alignment option. 
(2) East alignment option. 

TABLE 6-7 
NOISE MONITORING AND MODELING RESULTS, NIGHTTIME  

Receptor* 

Monitored (2003) Existing (2004) 2030 No Build 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 No Build 
2030 Build Four-
Lane At-Grade 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 Build Four-
Lane At-Grade 

2030 Build Six-
Lane At-Grade 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 
2030 Build Six-Lane 

At-Grade 
2030 Build Four-
Lane Interchange 

Difference Between 
Existing (2004) and 

2030 Build Four-Lane 
Interchange

L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50 L10 L50
R11 (10) (1) 38 35 41 40 3 5 53 50 15 15 53 50 15 15 53 50 15 15
R11 (10) (2) 38 35 41 40 3 5 53 51 15 16 51 49 13 14 53 50 15 15
State Standards 55 50 55 50 55 50 55 50 55 50 55 50

Bold numbers are above state standards. 
* Number in () in this column is the number of residences represented by receptor; number in [] in this column is the distance from proposed CSAH 21 right of way in feet. 
(1) West alignment option. 
(2) East alignment option. 



Page 6-15.  Third set of bullets (Build (2030)).  Replace with the following to correct for 
changes to R11: 

Build (2030) 

Receptors exceeding state daytime standards:  eight 

Receptors exceeding state nighttime standards:  thirteen 

Receptors exceeding federal standards:  two 

Receptors approaching federal standards:  one 

Page 6-16.  First paragraph. Replace with the following to reflect changes to R11: 

The Build Alternative for the proposed project includes two alignment options for a distance 
of one-half mile in the vicinity of property boundary between land owned by the SMSC and 
land owned by the YMCA and used as a camp.  Receptor R11 is located west of the project 
corridor in the SMSC East Village Development; R11A is located along the east side of the 
project corridor.  At Receptor R11, traffic noise levels were between one dBA to two dBA 
greater under the west alignment option compared to the east alignment option (daytime L10).
At Receptor R11A, traffic noise levels were between one dBA to three dBA lower under the 
west alignment option compared to the east alignment option (daytime L10).  The proposed 
park-and-ride will generate minimal amounts of traffic noise due to the low traffic speeds 
within the facility and the lack of heavy trucks traveling within the facility.  The closest 
residence to the proposed park-and-ride is approximately 1,200 feet away.  Traffic nose from 
CSAH 21 and CSAH 16 would be a more dominant and constant noise source. 

Page 6-18. Fourth and fifth paragraph.  Replace with the following to reflect changes to R11: 

Receptor R11

Receptor R11 is located in an area that is currently undeveloped, but planned for residential 
land uses.  This receptor represents ten planned residences west of the proposed 
CSAH 21 roadway.  For the west alignment option, Receptor R11 is predicted to experience 
a five-decibel decrease in noise with a 20-foot-high and 3500-foot-long barrier placed 
between the residences and CSAH 21.  The cost-effectiveness of the barrier is $105,000 per 
decibel per residence; this is well above Mn/DOT’s criterion of $3,250.  Therefore a barrier 
in this area would not be reasonable and is not proposed.

Page 6-19. Tables 6-8 and 6-9.  Replace with the following to reflect changes to R11: 
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TABLE 6-8 
NOISE BARRIER STUDY RESULTS (DAYTIME L10)

Receptor* 
Build 2030 

(No Barrier) 

Build 2030 
(with 20 ft. 

Barrier)
Reduction 
(in dBA)** 

R2 (3) 68 66 2
R4 (5) 70 66 4
R5 (3) 69 66 4
R6 (8) 63 57 6
R7 (22) 60 56 4
R8 (10) 67 60 7
R9 (6) 64 58 6
R10 (6) 71 61 10
R11 (10) 53 48 5
R11A (1) 58 55 3
R13  (10) 68 62 6

*Number in () in this column is the number of residences represented by receptor. 

TABLE 6-9 
NOISE BARRIER COST-EFFECTIVENESS STUDY RESULTS (DAYTIME L10)

Receptor* 

Build 2030 
(No 

Barrier)

Build 2030 
(with 20 ft. 

Barrier)
Reduction 
(in dBA)** 

Length of 
noise

barrier (ft) 
Total cost of 
noise barrier 

Cost per dBA 
per residence** 

R6 (8) 63 57 6 550  $       165,000  $      3,750  
R8 (10) 67 60 7 650  $       195,000  $      2,671  
R9 (6) 64 58 6 1000  $       300,000  $      8,929  
R10 (6) 71 61 10   400  $       120,000  $      1,942  
R11 (10) 53 48 5 3500  $    1,050,000 $  105,000  
R13  (10) 68 62 6 500  $       150,000 $      2,727  

*Number in () in this column is the number of residences represented by receptor. 
**Numbers in bold meet acoustic or cost effectiveness criteria.  

Page 6-20.  Section 6.2.4. Third paragraph. Replace with:  

Using Mn/DOT’s cost effectiveness analysis methodology, noise barriers have been found to 
be cost effective at three receptors (R8, R10, and R13).  Based on these results, the County 
proposes noise mitigation in those areas where it has been found to be reasonable.  In 
addition to cost effectiveness (economic reasonableness) other factors may influence the 
noise mitigation plan.  These other factors include feasibility of constructing barriers.  
Feasibility relates to physical and engineering constraints such as access to right of way, the 
presence of utilities, and soil conditions. Additionally, the effectiveness of reducing noise 
impacts and reducing the view of traffic will be evaluated against the potentially negative 
visual impacts of these barriers on the neighborhood.  Consultation with residents and 
municipalities will occur before any decisions are made regarding noise barriers and will 
occur during final design.  The County will install noise barriers as determined through 
consultation but the cost will be borne by the developer according to the development 
agreements detailed in plat approvals.  The County is coordinating with the City regarding 
mechanism for addressing this cost.  Mitigation for impacts on SMSC property is addressed 
in the Intergovernmental Agreement among SMSC, Scott County, Mn/DOT and FHWA 
(Appendix B).
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Page 6-24. Section 6.5.1.1. Following first paragraph. Add as a new paragraph:

According to the Natural Resources Inventory of Northern Scott County (2002), the proposed 
CSAH 21 extension passes through maple-basswood forest, cropland, oak forest, saturated 
non-native dominated graminoid vegetation, and short grasses with sparse tree cover on 
upland soils. According to the corridor priority rankings (good, better, best) in the Natural 
Resource Corridor Map (2005) the proposed CSAH 21 extension passes through a “better” 
corridor north of CSAH 16 and east of Dean Lake.

Page 6-27.  Section 6.5.3. Third paragraph.  Replace with:  

Where impacts to vegetation and wildlife are unavoidable, the effect of the impacts will be 
minimized through design features.  Trees removed as part of the project will be replaced in 
accordance with applicable Prior Lake and Shakopee City ordinances.  Disturbed areas 
would be re-vegetated with native plants and land in the right of way would be managed to 
have diverse grassy vegetation with trees and shrubs outside the required roadway clear zone.

Two grade-separated crossings would be incorporated into this project:  a large one along the 
northern edge of the maple-basswood forest, and a smaller one along the base of the northern 
oak forest that borders the wetland corridor southeast of Dean Lake.  These locations were 
chosen as crossing points because they are in corridors of likely wildlife movement, i.e., at 
the base of bluffs along the forest edge where wildlife can easily travel and be near cover. 

The grade-separated crossing adjacent to the maple-basswood forest is appropriately defined 
as a “wildlife crossing,” designed according to the standards described in the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service’s Wildlife Crossing Toolkit, in particular 
the recommended ratio of length to width of opening.  In addition, during final design, the 
County will consult with Minnesota DNR staff regarding the effectiveness and feasibility of 
constructing a fence along the right of way in the upper bluff area in order to further 
minimize wildlife/vehicular conflicts.  The grade-separated crossing located southeast of 
Dean Lake is not expressly characterized as a “wildlife crossing” as it would be impractical 
in this location to conform exactly to the recommended ratio of length to width of opening.  
While the length of underpass (with less than recommended width) may discourage larger 
wildlife such as deer from crossing, it would still be an important safe crossing for smaller 
wildlife.   

Page 6-33:  Section 6.9.1. Following the first paragraph.  Add as a new paragraph (Note the 
addition of Figure 6-4 since the DEIS): 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service, highly erodible land (HEL) and 
potential highly erodible land (PHEL) are areas of land that have a high potential for erosion 
when disturbed through activities such as development.  The PHEL map units need to be 
field verified to confirm whether characteristics meet the HEL designation requirements.  
Particular attention should be paid to HEL areas as they can present unstable soil conditions 
that can result in erosion if not properly managed during construction activities.  As 
proposed, CSAH 21 crosses two main areas of PHEL/HEL (Figure 6-4). The first section is 
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comprised of HEL and is a narrow band that extends east to west and is located just north of 
CSAH 16.  The second area of concern is a stretch approximately 0.85 miles long starting at 
CSAH 42 and heading north and is comprised of HEL and PHEL areas.  Potential for soil 
erosion during construction is high in this area. 

Page 6-34.  Section 6.9.2. Following the first paragraph.  Add as a new paragraph: 

The proposed road profiles have been designed to minimize disturbances to steep bluffs.  As 
the design of a Preferred Alternative is carried forward, it will be further refined to avoid and 
minimize impacts to areas of HEL. 

Page 6-35.  Section 6.9.3. Second paragraph.  Replace with: 

During construction, BMPs will be used to minimize the impacts of erosion and 
sedimentation resulting from grading of the project area.  BMPS such as erosion control 
blankets, fast growing cover crops, and silt fencing (similar to those outlined in the MPCA’s 
manual “protecting water quality in urban areas”) would be implemented in accordance with 
the national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES) permit which is required for 
this project.  After construction is complete, disturbed areas would be re-vegetated to control 
erosion on a permanent basis.   

Chapter 6 Figures.  Figure 6-1.  Replace with revised Figure 6-1 (attached to this chapter). 

Chapter 6 Figures.  After Figure 6-3.  Add Figure 6-4 (attached to this chapter). 

2.1.7 Updates to DEIS Chapter 7 – Water Resources 

Page 7-3.  Table 7-1. Replace with: 

TABLE 7-1 
WATER RESOURCES REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR CSAH 21 

CRITERIA SOURCE 
Water Quality

Wet detention basins:

1. Sediment basins must be used on all drainage areas over 5 acres. 1. Shakopee 
2. Dead storage > runoff from the 2.5-inch storm event 2. Prior Lake and PLSLWD 
3. 60-percent total phosphorus removal 3. Prior Lake and PLSLWD 

Outlet Structures:

1. Skim up to the 5-year storm event.  Skimming velocities < 0.5 fps. 1. Shakopee, LMRWD and PLSLWD 
2. Outlet velocities < 4 fps. 2. LMRWD 
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TABLE 7-1 continued 
WATER RESOURCES REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR CSAH 21 

CRITERIA SOURCE 
Water Quantity 

Runoff rates:
1. Match existing rates for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm 

events. 
1. SWMO, Prior Lake and PLSLWD 

2. Storage facilities should accommodate the 100-year storm event. 2. Shakopee and LMRWD 
3. New developments within the Blue Lake Drainage System have a 

maximum allowable peak discharge of 0.10 CFS per acre in the 
100-year storm and should attempt to limit the 10-year peak 
discharge to 0.05 CFS per acre. 

Performance standard requirement for volume control, in additional to 
requiring BMPs, required that the first ½ inch of runoff from newly 
created impervious areas be controlled either through volume reduction 
credits or through constructed practices such as infiltration basins. 

3. Shakopee 

PLSLWD 

Volume reduction is a goal and will be used to the extent practical and 
feasible.   

SWMO 

Analyze the impact to the downstream systems due to the proposed 
runoff rates and volumes. 

SWMO 

Storm sewer

Full-flow capacity = 10-year peak discharge SWMO and Shakopee 
Erosion and sediment control 

Erosion control plans shall comply with the MPCA’s NPDES-SDS 
Phase II general permit. 

LMRWD 

Proposed land disturbing or development activity shall not cause: 
Accelerated channel erosion. 
Erosion, sedimentation or damage to water and soil resources on 
and off site 

SWMO 

Erosion and sediment control plans must be signed by a registered 
professional engineer. 

SWMO 

NPDES-SDS Phase II Permit and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) are required for any construction activity disturbing one 
acre or more of land. Construction activity includes clearing, grading 
and excavation. 

NPDES-SDS 

Additional BMPs and enhanced runoff controls are required for 
discharges to special waters.  The BMPs identified for each special 
water are required for those areas of the project draining to a discharge 
point on the project that is within 2000 feet of a special water and 
flows to that special water.  There are NO special waters within 2000 
feet of this project.   
Erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be consistent with 
BMPs and shall be sufficient to retain sediment on-site. 

NPDES-SDS 

PLSLWD 

Page 7-6. Section 7.3.1. Following the first paragraph.  Add the following as a new 
paragraph:

Pike Lake and Dean Lake are listed on the state’s list of impaired waters due to excess 
nutrients.  The completion of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies and an approved 
implementation plan for these lakes could affect treatment requirements for stormwater 
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runoff to the lakes.  The estimated start date for the creation of the Pike Lake TMDL plan is 
2007, with an estimated completion date of 2010.  The dates, respectively, for the Dean Lake 
TMDL plan are 2017 and 2020.  The County will work with the local agencies to meet 
allocations mandated by an approved implementation plan for receiving waters affected by 
the project.   

Page 7-14.  Table 7-3.  Replace with:

TABLE 7-3 
WETLAND SIZE AND TYPE

Wetland ID 
Area

(acres) 
Type

(Circ. 39) 
Type

(Cowardin) 
Functional

Level

Proposed
Impact
(acres) 

WA 0.38 Type 3 PEMC Low to High 0.0
WB 0.23 Type 2 PEMB Low to High .23

WC (DNR 
#248W) 2.59 Type 3 PEMF Low to High 0.0

WD 1.12 Type 3 PEMC Low to High 0.0
WE 0.30 Type 6 PSSA Low to Moderate 0.0

W-4* (WJ) .69 Type 2 PEMB Not completed 0.48
W-5* (part of WF) .8 Type 2 PEMB Not completed 0.0

W-6* (WF) >50 Type 3 PEMCd Low to High 6.21
WG 0.52 Type 3 PEMCd Low to High 0.0
WH 0.41 Type 3 PEMC Low to High .06
WI 3.06 Type 6 PESSA Low to High 0.0
WK 0.09 Type 1 PEMA Low to High 0.0
WL 1.91 Type 1 PEMA Low to High  0.9 
WM 0.09 Type 1 PEMA Low to High 0.0

Total Wetland 
Impacts: 7.07 acres

*Delineation of wetlands on former Shutrop property accepted by TEP.  W-6 and WF are the same wetland area, delineated 
under both reports. 

Page 7-14.  First paragraph (below table). Replace with: 

As shown in Table 7-3, the Build Alternative would impact approximately 7.07 acres of 
wetlands.  Wetlands WB, W-4, W-6 (WF), WH, and WL would all be impacted with the 
Build Alternative.   

Page 7-17.  First paragraph. Replace with: 

At a 2:1 mitigation ratio, the area of impact for the project will necessitate approximately
14.14 acres of wetland mitigation (at least three-fourths of which must be created or new 
replacement wetlands in accordance with COE requirements, as discussed below).  If wetland 
regulations change during the course of project implementation, the required mitigation may 
change.
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2.1.8 Updates to DEIS Chapter 8 – Cultural Resources 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.9 Updates to DEIS Chapter 9 – Construction Impacts 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.10 Updates to DEIS Chapter 10 – Cumulative Impacts 

Page 10-8. After Section 10.2.5. Add as a new section: 

10.2.6 Water Resources 

Existing Conditions

As discussed in Chapter 7 the stormwater runoff from the southern three-fourths of the proposed 
project will drain towards Dean Lake while the northern fourth of the project will drain toward 
Eagle Creek.  All of the project runoff ultimately enters the Minnesota River.  A Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) wetland (#70-248W) and Dean Lake (#70-74) are 
located along the project corridor.  In addition, there are two bluff areas that will be impacted by 
the construction of the proposed project. 

The southernmost third of the proposed CSAH 21 corridor falls within an area of low 
susceptibility of groundwater resources to contamination.  However, immediately adjacent to 
that, Pike Lake sits in a region of moderate susceptibility and the northern two-thirds of the 
corridor is within an area of high groundwater susceptibility.  Existing threats to groundwater 
quality along the project corridor consist primarily of agriculture-related contaminants and 
development north and south of CSAH 16.   

The water quality of Dean Lake has been monitored regularly since 2002 by volunteers 
participating in a program operated by the Metropolitan Council.  According to the Metropolitan 
Council long term trends in water quality of the lake cannot be identified until additional years of 
data are available.

Residential development is occurring on what was once agricultural land near the proposed 
CSAH 21 alignment.  According to City of Shakopee staff, impacts to water quality that would 
be expected to occur with this change in land use are occurring in the area.  Local, state, and 
federal standards relating to stormwater ponding requirements are enforced for new development 
to mitigate for these impacts.   

Impacts from the Proposed Action

The project, including the transit station, will create new impervious surfaces south of 
CSAH 18 thereby decreasing infiltration and increasing the quantity of stormwater runoff.  The 
proposed project will exhibit an urban design utilizing curb, gutter and storm sewer to convey 
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runoff from the roadway.  The proposed project has the potential to impact water quality because 
it will produce the pollutants commonly found in roadway runoff.  The majority of these 
pollutants can be removed, to a certain extent, by the use of a passive treatment involving a 
settling process.  Therefore, the extent to which these pollutants would affect water quality 
within the proposed alternative is dependent upon the level of treatment provided for surface 
water runoff from roadways prior to discharge to a receiving water body.  Traffic volumes on 
CSAH 21 and at the proposed transit station would continue to generate increasing pollutant 
levels in the future.  

In regards to the bluff impacts, the urban design will reduce erosion potential due to elimination 
of the steep slope roadside ditches.  The ditch outlet for the CSAH 21/CSAH 16 regional pond 
would require energy dissipation measures such as check dams and cascading ditches.   

Grading for construction may intersect the water table during excavation at the northerly bluff 
and minor dewatering may be necessary near the wetlands north of CSAH 16 and the DNR 
wetland at the southern project limits.  Potential project-related sources of groundwater 
contaminants include spills during construction and traffic-related spills and runoff from post-
construction sources.  The proposed construction would not likely have any regional effect on 
groundwater recharge due to the relatively narrow area of impact in the overall watershed.

Potential Cumulative Impacts

The majority of stormwater runoff from the proposed project will drain towards Dean Lake.  
Future development upstream of the lake and on adjacent SMSC lands will also increase flow 
rates into Dean Lake. The primary inflow to Dean Lake originates from the Prior Lake outlet 
channel.  Under the proposed urban section design, stormwater runoff will flow into a storm 
sewer network prior to discharge, rather than into ditches as with a rural design.  Infiltration 
areas are being proposed in strategic locations to enhance stormwater treatment along the 
corridor.  In addition, the site plan for the proposed transit station may allow for the opportunity 
to integrate stormwater treatment via rain gardens or a stormwater pond.  Finally, Scott County is 
interested in considering opportunities for building a regional pond as part of the project.

Along the entire project corridor, the primary goal of the water quality treatment system is to 
ensure that stormwater treatment in the proposed condition maintains or improves the existing 
condition.  Various BMPs will be implemented to maintain the existing stormwater runoff 
quality along the project corridor.  During final design, infiltration measures will be developed in 
consideration of the concerns about high groundwater sensitivity and carefully sited and 
designed to protect groundwater resources.

There are federal, state, regional, and local surface and groundwater management regulations in 
place that require mitigation in conjunction with proposed development.  Given the design 
standards and management controls available for protecting the quality of surface waters, it is 
likely that potential impacts of the project, along with other foreseeable actions, will be 
minimized or mitigated to a substantial degree, and adverse cumulative impacts on water quality 
and quantity are not anticipated.
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2.1.11 Updates to DEIS Chapter 11 – Relationship of Short-Term Use of the 
Environment Versus Long-Term Productivity and Irreversible and 
Irretrievable Impacts 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.12 Updates to DEIS Chapter 12 – Comments and Coordination 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.13 Updates to DEIS Chapter 13 – List of Preparers 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.14 Updates to DEIS Chapter 14 – List of Agencies, Organizations, and 
Persons to Whom Copies of the Statement are Sent 

No updates or revisions.

2.1.15 Updates to DEIS Appendices 

The DEIS Appendix A (Agency Coordination) has been updated to include the attached 
supplemental information on the maple-basswood forest provided by the Minnesota DNR 
(letter attached to this chapter).   

No updates or revisions to Appendix B (List of Acronyms), Appendix C (Project-Related 
Special Studies), or Appendix D (Data Sources and References). 

H:\Projects\4915\EP\Reports\FEIS\Signature\2 - DEIS Updates and Errata.doc 
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3.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE/ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION PROCESS  

The Preferred Alternative for the extension of CSAH 21 is a four-lane expressway between 
CSAH 42 in Prior Lake and CSAH 18 in Shakopee, Minnesota, a distance of three miles; 
incorporating the eastern alignment option and four-lane intersection design option discussed in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). See Figures 3-1 through 3-3.  The Preferred 
Alternative for the construction of a 500-space transit station is the Build Alternative in the 
southwest quadrant of CSAH 21/CSAH 16 as described in the DEIS.  The process used to 
develop and evaluate alternatives and findings regarding the Preferred Alternative for each of 
these project components are discussed below.  

3.1 CSAH 21 EXTENSION 

3.1.1  Process 

The process used to develop and evaluate alternatives for the CSAH 21 extension included: 

Scoping of alternatives, through three studies:

Scott County Transportation Study: County Road 18 Corridor Alternatives (1990 Study) 
that evaluated three general Build Alternatives to meet the need for an additional north-
south facility in the study area, and recommended one alternative as a long-range 
planning goal (with initial construction to include a TH 169/CR 18 interchange), and 
another alternative as a short-term solution (this short-term solution was constructed in 
1992 and subsequently became the No-Build Alternative).   

Scott County CSAH 18 and CSAH 21 Feasibility Study (1992 Study) that evaluated two 
Build alternatives and recommended Alternative B as the Preferred Alternative for the 
following reasons: 

Alternative B, although more circuitous, avoided most of the access and right of way 
impacts associated with Alternative A,  

the future transportation network would be more efficient to develop and would better 
meet standards with Alternative B because the intersection would be more at right 
angles than with the diagonal route of Alternative A, 

the two alignments had wetland impacts of a similar order of magnitude, and  

neither alternative would adversely affect air or water quality.

Alternative B was located to take advantage of a natural ravine in the bluff line north of 
the YMCA property, to minimize wetland impacts in the southern portion of the project 
area, and to maximize the distance between the proposed roadway and two homes located 
near the bluff.

Scoping Document/Draft Scoping Decision Document (SD/DSDD), initiated in 2002, that 
documented the previous studies, updated relevant traffic and environmental issues, and 
identified alternatives and social, economic, and environmental (SEE) impacts to be 
addressed in the DEIS.  Following comment on the SD/DSDD, the Scoping Decision was 
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adopted by the Scott County Board of Commissioners (July 2003).  This decision was 
published in the Scoping Decision Document (SDD), which identified the 2003 Build 
Alternative to be studied in the DEIS.   

Each of these three scoping studies included public participation and public meetings.  The 
preparation of the Scoping Document was done under the guidance of a technical advisory 
committee (TAC).  There was a public scoping meeting and input through comments 
received on the Scoping Document during the public/agency comment period.

Refinement of the 2003 Build Alternative identified in the SDD, which involved generating 
and evaluating several Build alignment/design iterations, resulting in the following Build 
Alternative with options, to be evaluated in the DEIS: 

South of CSAH 16:  An urban section with a reduced design speed and alignment to 
avoid impacts to a Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) wetland, avoid 
property impacts south of CSAH 42, avoid the need to reconstruct the entire 
CSAH 21/CSAH 42 intersection, and further protect wetlands and vegetation while 
minimizing property and grading impacts.  South of CSAH 16 alignment options 
included a western alignment and an eastern alignment, which diverged from one another 
approximately 1,000 feet north of CSAH 42 and approximately 1,600 feet south of 
CSAH 16, a distance of approximately one-half mile.  The maximum distance (centerline 
to centerline) between the two alignment options was 325 feet. 

North of CSAH 16:  An urban section with the alignment shifted to the south within the 
existing County right of way in order to avoid tree impacts and to maximize the buffer 
between the Southbridge residential development and the proposed roadway.  
CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection design options included (1) a four-lane at-grade 
intersection; (2) six-lane at-grade intersection; and (3) four-lane interchange.  Both of the 
at-grade intersection design options would be signalized. 

Detailed analysis of the Build Alternative, including the two alignment options (western and 
eastern) and the three design options (two at-grade intersections and one grade-separated 
interchange) for the CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection in the DEIS conducted 2005-2006.  The 
DEIS document was released for public/agency comment in August 2006.  The DEIS studies 
included data collection, environmental and transportation analyses, design development, 
input from local governments and agencies in TAC meetings, and public input at open 
houses and the DEIS public hearing.

In addition to the TAC, input from other project stakeholders and the public was received 
during preparation of the DEIS, during the DEIS comment period and/or during post-DEIS 
meetings with key stakeholders to review the Preferred Alternative evaluation/selection 
process.  This included input from the SMSC, wetland regulatory agencies, and local 
governments.   

3.1.2  Findings 

The No Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project and therefore is 
not selected as the preferred alternative.   

The Build Alternative meets the stated purpose and need for the project.
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The selection/definition of the preferred alternative is based on an evaluation of the factors 
that distinguish (a) the two alignment options south of CSAH 16 and (b) the three design 
options at the CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection, as described below: 

Alignment options south of CSAH 16:  The differences between the two alignment 
options south of CSAH 16 relate to impacts to the social environment (Shakopee 
Mdewakanton Sioux Community [SMSC] land, YMCA land), right of way, 
maple-basswood forest, and farmland, as shown in Table 3-1.

TABLE 3-1 
IMPACTS OF WESTERN AND EASTERN ALIGNMENT OPTIONS 

Western Alignment Eastern Alignment 
Social 8.3 acres SMSC (severs) 

0 acres YMCA 
3.3 acres SMSC  
2.1 acres YMCA 

Right of way 26.4 acres 
6 properties 

25.5 acres 
8 properties 

Maple-basswood forest 23.6 acres forest 
0.8 acres forest core 

22.8 acres forest 
2.3 acres forest core 

Farmland 8.6 acres  8.4 acres 

Design options at CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection:  The differences between the three 
design options at the CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection relate to impacts to traffic 
operations, safety, cost, pavement, right of way, noise and visual impacts, as shown 
below:

TABLE 3-2 
IMPACTS OF THREE INTERSECTION DESIGN OPTIONS 

4-lane 
at-grade 

intersection 

6-lane 
at-grade 

intersection 
4-lane 

interchange
2030 Traffic Operations a.m. p.m. a.m. p.m. a.m. p.m. 
CSAH 21/CSAH 18 delay (1) D/E D D D B/B C/C
CSAH 21 vehicle stops 2020 2475 1925 2475 0 0
CSAH 18 vehicle stops 1550 1925 1550 1825 2175 3700 
VHT 180 215 175 205 160 215 
Safety 11 crashes per year 11 crashes per year 5 crashes per year 
Cost
Construction cost(2) $12.2M $14.8M $18.1M 
Right of way cost $3.8M $3.9M $4.4M 
Total Cost $16.0M $18.7M $22.6M 
Pavement 13.6 lane miles 14.9 lane miles 17.4 lane miles 
Right of way 25.5 acres 26.1 acres 29.6 acres 
Noise and visual  Noise and visual 

impacts extend 
further than at-grade 
options 

1 Measured in Level of Service (LOS).  LOS D or better is considered an acceptable delay; LOS E and F are 
unacceptable.  

2 With eastern alignment option 
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Based on the evaluation of the distinguishing characteristics of the alignment and design 
options noted above, FHWA and Scott County have concluded the following:  

South of CSAH 16, the eastern alignment option provides a more equitable distribution of 
property impacts to property owners, balances impacts to the YMCA (a community 
facility), with impacts to the land holdings of the SMSC.  Differences between the two 
alignment options with regard to other impacts are minor.  

The four-lane at-grade intersection design option at the CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection 
provides adequate capacity during the design period, minimizes pavement and right of 
way requirements, and has lower costs than the other two design options.  While the 
interchange design option provides better system benefits, it increases vehicle stops on 
CSAH 18/Southbridge Parkway approaches, extends noise and visual impacts further into 
the neighborhood, and has more pavement to maintain, greater right of way impacts, and 
a higher construction cost.  The six-lane at-grade intersection design option also has more 
pavement, greater right of way impacts and a higher cost, and provides limited additional 
transportation benefit.  

The comments submitted during the DEIS public comment period did not demonstrate a 
clear broad consensus in public support for any one alignment option or intersection design 
option over the others. 

The City of Prior Lake provided a comment in favor of the eastern alignment option, while 
the Metropolitan Council favored the western alignment option. The City of Shakopee 
provided a comment in favor of the four-lane at-grade intersection.  Other regulatory agency 
comments focused more on general technical issues, impacts, and mitigation strategies to be 
discussed in the FEIS, and did not focus on stating positions opposing or supporting specific 
alternatives. 

Since the conclusion of the DEIS comment period, the SMSC, Scott County, Mn/DOT, and 
FHWA have entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement to address SMSC issues with the 
project (Appendix B).

On January 30, 2007, based on the above findings, the Scott County Board of Commissioners 
approved the Build Alternative that incorporates the eastern alignment option and the four-
lane at-grade intersection design option as the Preferred Alternative for the 
CSAH 21 extension.

3.2 PARK AND RIDE TRANSIT STATION 

3.2.1 Process 

The process used to develop and evaluate alternatives for the park and ride transit station 
included:

Development of the Scott County Unified Transit Management Plan (UTMP) completed 
July 2005, which integrates and combines the findings of several transportation studies 
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completed in the region.  The principal goal of the study is to provide a blueprint for Scott 
County and its communities to follow in bringing about public transit improvements over the 
next 20 years.  The study envisions the establishment of transit facilities in the vicinity of 
proposed CSAH 21 due to its accessibility to TH 169.

A number of sites for an additional location were under consideration during the DEIS 
preparation.  Analysis was conducted to assess the effect of transit facilities (at five 
locations) on intersection operations in the study area, as well as the effect of location on 
peak hour bus travel time and peak hour vehicle hours of travel.  The five transit station 
locations evaluated included the following: 

Location No. 1: Southwest quadrant CSAH 18/TH 169 

Location No. 2: Southeast quadrant CSAH 18/TH 169 

Location No. 3: Pike Lake Road south of CSAH 21 

Location No. 4: Southwest quadrant CSAH 21/CSAH 16 

Location No. 5: Southeast quadrant CSAH 21/CSAH 16 

3.2.2 Findings 

The No Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project and therefore is 
not selected as the preferred alternative.   

Evaluation of the five potential transit station locations indicated that the intersection LOS, 
transit operations travel time and transit user travel times vary depending on the station 
location, CSAH 21/CSAH 18 intersection design option and bus direction/time of day.  No 
one proposed transit stop location or CSAH 21 alternative appeared preferable based on the 
traffic operations analysis, except that Station Location 1 would cause unacceptable LOS at 
an intersection.  Station Location No. 2 is being implemented under a separate project.  Of 
the remaining locations studied, Location No. 4 was determined to be the best choice as a site 
and is the Build Alternative identified in the DEIS.    

The Build Alternative meets the stated purpose and need for the project.

There were no agency or public comments recommending that any of the four other location 
options be selected for the proposed station.

The SMSC has made no comment on the proposed transit station.

Based on the above findings, the proposed transit station at Location No. 4, the southwest 
quadrant of CSAH 12/CSAH 16, is selected as the Preferred Alternative for this FEIS.  
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3.3 COMMENTS AND AGENCY REVIEW 

All comments that have been received related to the proposed project are available on file at the 
Scott County Public Works offices and are included in Appendix A of this FEIS.

A TAC meeting was held following the close of the DEIS comment period to review the 
document and the comment period findings about the relative impacts and benefits of each 
alternative, as well as the Scott County Board’s decision that the Build Alternative incorporate 
the eastern alignment option and the four-lane at-grade intersection option as the Preferred 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative decision was favorably received by TAC members in 
attendance.

In addition, representatives from wetland regulatory agencies (e.g., the Army Corps of 
Engineers, Minnesota Board of Soil and Water Resources, among others) met with County 
project staff following the DEIS comment period on April 18, 2007, and agreed that the process 
used to identify the Preferred Alternative, with identified options,  was valid with respect to 
wetland regulations.

H:\Projects\4915\EP\Reports\FEIS\Signature\3 - Preferred Alternative.doc 









4.0 WETLAND FINDING 

4.1  INTRODUCTION 

As described in Chapter 1, CEQ regulations provide for the option of an Abbreviated Version of 
a Final EIS, which includes among other requirements, provision of a Wetland Finding.  This 
chapter provides all relevant information contained in the DEIS, as well as updates since the 
publication of the DEIS.  The most pertinent updates provided herein involve the mitigation 
efforts for the proposed impacts related to the Preferred Alternative.   

Wetlands are protected at the federal level by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and at the state 
level by the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and Executive Orders that mandate 
the “no net loss” of wetland functions and values.  These laws further require that projects seek 
to avoid, then minimize, and finally mitigate any unavoidable impacts (referred to as 
sequencing).  In order to comply with federal and state laws, all potentially affected wetlands in 
the project corridor have been identified and classified, and the project design has been 
developed in an attempt to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  
Unavoidable impacts are proposed to be mitigated.  

In September 2002, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) was invited by the FHWA to be a 
“cooperating agency” for the project.  The COE is included as a cooperating agency because it 
issues permits for wetland impacts under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Under the WCA, 
a Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) is made up of a knowledgeable representative each from the 
Local Governmental Unit (LGU), the County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) and 
the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR).  In December 2003, following 
completion of the SD/DSDD in August 2003, members of the TEP began meeting with staff of 
Scott County, the Prior Lake-Spring Lake Watershed District (PLSLWD), the Lower Minnesota 
River Watershed District (LMRWD), the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
the COE and the County’s consultant, in an expanded TEP to review alternatives development 
and other issues relating to wetland review and agency concerns.  Members of the expanded TEP 
met three additional times during the development of the DEIS. 

Through 2005 and 2006, the expanded TEP remained involved with coordinated mitigation 
efforts involving the Swamp Lake Wetland Mitigation Site.  This site was developed 
cooperatively between the City of Shakopee and Scott County to mitigate the City’s Pike Lake 
Road project and the County’s CSAH 21 project.  Construction of this site was completed in 
fall 2006.  The 2007 growing season experienced below normal precipitation, resulting in lower 
than expected water levels within the mitigation area.  Therefore, the TEP is expected to provide 
final sign-off on the success of the site during the 2008 growing season.  Refer to Section 4.5 for 
details about this site. 

4.2 WETLAND IDENTIFICATION 

The process of identifying wetlands in the project area involved reviewing USGS quadrangle 
maps, USFWS National Wetland Inventory maps, DNR Protected Waters and Wetlands maps, 
aerial photos and finally, an on-site visit to delineate wetland boundaries using methodologies set 
forth in the US Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual 1987.  Field conditions 
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and results were documented in a wetland delineation report (December 2003 – alphabetical 
labels).  Following submission of this delineation, it was determined that a separate delineation 
of the Hanson property (located in the northern portion of the project area) had been submitted to 
and approved by the TEP.  Avoidance alternatives were based upon a combination of these 
delineations and discussed with TEP agencies in the winter and spring of 2004.

An additional delineation was also completed by the developer of the former Shutrop property 
in 2004 (numerical labels).  The TEP approved the County’s Fall 2003 delineation for all the 
wetlands except for the wetlands on the former Shutrop property, and approved the developer’s 
delineation for the wetlands on the former Shutrop property (W-4, W-5, W-6).  Impact analysis 
has been based on the TEP-approved delineations.   

Fourteen wetlands (Wetlands A – M, W-4 and W-5) were identified in the project corridor.  A 
summary of wetland types and areas is presented on Table 4-1.  Identified wetlands are classified 
according to methodologies set forth in Wetland Plants and Plant Communities of Minnesota & 
Wisconsin - Second Edition (USCOE Publication; Eggers and Reed. 1997), Wetlands and 
Deepwater Habitats of the United States (USFWS/OBS Publication 79/31; Cowardin et al. 1979) 
and Wetlands of the United States (USFWS Circular 39, Shaw and Fredine, 1971).  
Figures 4-1 through 4-3 show wetland boundaries accepted by the TEP and used for project 
design.

Wetland functions were analyzed using the Minnesota Routine Assessment Method 
Version 3.0 (MnRAM 3.0).  This method requires the user to provide up to 72 data points for 
each wetland.  The MnRAM 3.0 computer program then calculates functional levels as high, 
medium or low for 14 wetland functions.  A detailed analysis of wetland functions is presented 
in the December 2003 wetland delineation report completed for this project.  A range of 
functional levels calculated by MnRAM 3.0 is presented in Table 4-1 for each wetland.   

In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and agency guidance, the COE has 
completed the jurisdictional determination regarding the affected wetlands in the project area.  
Results are indicated in Table 4-1. 

4.3 IMPACTS OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Chapter 2 of this FEIS describes the Preferred Alternative, including the alternative identification 
and evaluation process.  Impacts of the Preferred Alternative are shown on Table 4-1.  During 
the evaluation for the DEIS, impacts to Wetland WL were shown as a range from 0.05 to 
0.09 acres, depending upon the alternative.  However, this information was incorrect, as all 
alternatives equally impacted Wetland WL with 0.09 acres of impact.  The smaller amount of 
impact (0.05 ac) was calculated only to the extent of the right of way; however, it was 
determined that the impact would extend slightly beyond the right of way, resulting in 0.09 acres 
of impact to Wetland WL regardless of alternative chosen. Therefore, the total proposed impact 
to wetlands for all alternatives evaluated in the DEIS would be 7.07 acres.
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TABLE 4-1 
WETLAND SUMMARY AND PROPOSED IMPACT  

Wetland ID 
Area

(acres) 

Type
Eggers and Reed 

(Circ. 39/Cowardin) 
Functional

Level

Proposed
Impact
(acres) 

WA 0.38 Shallow Marsh 
(Type 3/PEMC) Low to High 0.0

WB 0.23 Wet Meadow 
(Type 2/PEMB) Low to High .23

WC (DNR 
#248W) 2.59 Shallow Marsh 

(Type 3/PEMF) Low to High 0.0

WD 1.12 Shallow Marsh 
(Type 3/PEMC) Low to High 0.0

WE 0.30 Shrub Swamp 
(Type 6/PSSA) Low to Moderate 0.0

W-4 .69 Wet Meadow 
(Type 2/PEMB) Not completed 0.48

W-5* (part of WF) .8 Wet Meadow 
(Type 2/PEMB) Not completed 0.0

W-6* (WF) >50 Shallow Marsh 
(Type 3/PEMCd) Low to High 6.21

WG 0.52 Shallow Marsh 
(Type 3/PEMCd) Low to High 0.0

WH 0.41 Shallow Marsh 
(Type 3/PEMC) Low to High 0.06

WI 3.06 Shrub Swamp 
(Type 6/PSSA) Low to High 0.0

WK 0.09
Seasonally flooded 

basin
(Type 1/PEMA) 

Low to High 0.0

WL 1.91
Seasonally flooded 

basin
(Type 1/PEMA) 

Low to High 0.09

WM 0.09
Seasonally flooded 

basin
(Type 1/PEMA) 

Low to High 0.0

Total Wetland 
Impacts: 7.07 acres

Shaded rows indicate affected wetlands for which the Corps of Engineers (COE) has determined to have 
jurisdiction.   
*Two delineations were conducted; the number labels are the TEP-approved delineations. 

As shown in Table 4-1, the Preferred Alternative would impact approximately 7.07 acres of 
wetlands.  Wetlands WB, W-4, W-6 (WF), WH, and WL would all be impacted with the 
Preferred Alternative.   
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Wetland WB is a wet meadow that functions at a high level for maintenance of the hydrologic 
regime and water quality in the area.  While this wetland, like most of the wetlands in this area, 
is dominated by reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), other wetland plant species are 
present, providing a moderate level of vegetative diversity.  This wetland also functions at a 
moderate level in maintaining the wildlife habitat integrity of the area, although it is considered 
to provide a low level for the aesthetic, recreational, educational and cultural function.

Wetland W-4 is a wet meadow located in a horse pasture that functions at a high level for 
maintenance of the hydrologic regime and water quality in the area.  It is dominated by reed 
canary grass with other wetland plant species present, providing a moderate level of vegetative 
diversity.  This wetland functions at a moderate level in maintaining the wildlife habitat structure 
of the area and in offering aesthetic, recreational, educational and cultural uses.  Storm water is 
not discharged into this wetland, so it is rated high for sustainability because it does not receive 
inputs of sediment and nutrients.   

Wetland W-6 (WF) is also referred to as the wetland on the former Shutrop property, and is part 
of a greater wetland complex including Dean Lake and the fringe area.  This shallow marsh 
functions at a high level in providing shoreland and water quality protection for Dean Lake, as 
well as maintenance of the hydrologic regime.  This wetland has moderate vegetative diversity, 
although it is considered to be dominated by the invasive reed canary grass.  A moderate level of 
flood and storm water attenuation and maintenance of wetland water quality is provided by this 
wetland.  However, the wetland itself is also moderately sensitive to storm water input and urban 
development and storm water should be provided additional treatment prior to discharge to this 
wetland.  Overall, this wetland provides moderate levels of functions for wildlife and aesthetics.

Wetlands WH and WL function on a similar level in most cases, providing a high level of 
maintenance of the hydrologic regime and downstream water quality.  While WH is a shallow 
marsh with moderate vegetative diversity, WL is a wet meadow with a low level of vegetative 
diversity, as it is covered with a monotype of reed canary grass.  These wetlands both provide a 
moderate level of flood and storm water attenuation, wildlife habitat and aesthetics.  Both 
wetlands are moderately sensitive to urban development storm water input, and storm water 
should be provided additional treatment prior to discharge to any remaining wetland area, as well 
as mitigation areas.   

4.4 SEQUENCING CONSIDERATIONS 

Sequencing is the process followed during project development to first avoid then minimize 
wetland impacts to the extent practicable, then finally mitigating for any unavoidable impacts 
that remain.  As described in the DEIS, early studies evaluated impacts on wetlands of various 
corridor alternatives.  Also as described in the DEIS, wetland protection was among the key 
objectives guiding the alignment refinement process.   

While developing plans and layouts for the Preferred Alternative, potential alignments and 
design details that avoided filling wetlands were evaluated.  An urban design was selected for the 
entire corridor to minimize impacts to area wetlands.  At the south terminus of the proposed 
project, just north of CSAH 42, the alignment of the Preferred Alternative was modified by 
adjusting the alignment to the east to avoid impacting Wetland C, a DNR Protected Water (DNR 
#248W).   
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Generally north of CSAH 16, an alternate build alignment east of the Preferred Alternative was 
developed in an effort to avoid and further minimize the wetland impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative.  In order to move the CSAH 21 alignment to the east (to minimize impacts to 
wetland W-6 on the former Shutrop property), CSAH 16 would need to be realigned from its 
current location (to avoid creating a skewed intersection).  This would also create a spacing issue 
regarding the distance between the Pike Lake Road (a City of Shakopee road) and 
CSAH 21 intersections with CSAH 16 [the Preferred Alignment spacing is approximately 
1,600 feet; the alternative alignment spacing is approximately 1,000 feet; the County standard for 
intersection spacing is ¼ mile (1,320 feet)].   

While this alternate alignment would somewhat reduce the area of wetland impact for 
CSAH 21 itself, it would require a longer extension of Southbridge Parkway to CSAH 21 that 
poses its own wetland impacts.  The combined impacts for CSAH 21 and the extension of 
Southbridge Parkway for this alternate alignment would be 7.8 acres compared to the 7.07 acres 
of wetland impact from the Preferred Alternative.   

Also reviewed was the potential for moving the CSAH 21 alignment even further east to 
completely avoid wetland W-6 on the former Shutrop property.  Doing so would again involve 
wetland impacts to this wetland for the Southbridge Parkway extension to CSAH 21, and 
additional impacts to wetlands further east.  In addition to a severe skew crossing of CSAH 16 at 
or very close to Pike Lake Road, substantial bisecting of private property and additional grading, 
vegetation and habitat impacts south of CSAH 16 (YMCA camp bluff area) would be required.   

Building a bridge over wetlands W-4, W-6 and the Prior Lake Outlet channel has been 
considered for further minimization of wetland impacts.  A comparison was completed between 
construction of a bridge over these wetlands and construction of the roadway on fill through the 
wetlands.  Construction on fill would require excavation of the muck and poor soils, installation 
of a 10 foot x 10 foot box culvert for the Prior Lake Outlet channel, placement of solid structural 
fill material, as well as mitigation for the wetland impacts.  Wetland impacts from construction 
on roadway fill is estimated at about 6.01 acres, whereas the impacts from a bridge would be 
approximately 500 square feet for the bridge piers.  However, the bridge would have a low 
profile, and it would not be elevated to any degree over the wetland.  This would be regulated as 
impact by the COE because of the near-total shading of the plant community, and would not 
result in an advantage in mitigation requirements over a road-fill scenario.  Therefore, 
approximately 11.22 acres of mitigation would be required for both the roadway fill impact as 
well as the bridge impacts.   

A bridge would have other impacts to adjacent development sites and the park area with the 
additional footprint needed at either end, and additional impacts if storm water ponding is 
required on the south side of the outlet.  Construction on roadway fill would necessitate 
realignment of the Prior Lake Outlet channel.  Cost comparisons have shown that bridging would 
cost nearly three times as much as construction on roadway fill and is therefore not financially 
feasible for a public entity ($3 million for bridge compared to $1 million for roadway fill). 

CSAH 21 Extension Project 4-5 November 2007 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 



4.5 MITIGATION 

Current state and federal regulations require mitigation of all wetland impacts that remain after 
following the sequencing protocol.  State (WCA) regulations require a wetland mitigation ratio 
of 2:1, including New Wetland Credit (NWC) for the first 1:1, and Public Value Credit (PVC) 
areas, such as permanent upland buffer and water quality treatment ponds, that may be used for 
replacement credit in excess of the initial 1:1 ratio.  Federal (COE) regulations require that 
created or new wetlands must be used for the first 1.5:1 ratio.

At a 2:1 mitigation ratio, the 7.07 acres of impact resulting from the project necessitates 
approximately 14.14 acres of wetland mitigation (at least 10.06 acres of which must be created 
or new replacement wetlands in accordance with COE requirements).  If wetland regulations 
change during the course of project implementation, the required mitigation may change.   

Wetland mitigation under WCA should occur – consistent with availability of mitigation sites - 
following this priority order: 

1) On-site or in the same minor watershed as the affected wetland 
2) In the same watershed as the affected wetland 
3) In the same county as the affected wetland 
4) In an adjacent watershed or county 
5) Statewide. 

In May 2005, the COE updated the compensatory mitigation policy requiring a minimum 
1.5:1 new wetland replacement area.  The COE uses this 1.5:1 mitigation ratio as a starting point 
only, increasing the minimum requirements in certain circumstances.  This decision is made on a 
project-by-project basis.  Depending upon the quality of the impacted resource, the distance of 
the mitigation site from the impact site, or the extent to which the impact is being replaced type-
for-type, the mitigation ratio could be increased.  With a watershed based approach, impacted 
wetlands replaced outside of the Minnesota River (Shakopee) watershed would require a higher 
mitigation ratio.  In coordination with WCA mitigation options, replacement credit may be 
approved for enhancement of existing wetland or permanent protection of upland buffer area, 
above the minimum 1.5:1.  

The compensatory mitigation policy developed by the COE, in coordination with WCA 
administration, identifies mitigation provided in-advance of impacts as a high priority.  In-
advance mitigation is defined as either an established and agency-approved mitigation bank, or 
compensation sites that have established hydrology and vegetation, but the vegetation is not 
mature.  The minimum requirement is that the compensation site has wetland hydrology and 
hydrophytic vegetation established for a full growing season (May-October) prior to use as 
mitigation for any authorized impact to wetlands.   Mitigation that is not provided in-advance 
would result in an incremental increase in the mitigation ratio, to offset the temporal loss of 
wetland functions between the impact and eventual establishment of the mitigation site.  Other 
factors may also result in an incremental increase in the mitigation required by the COE, such as 
replacement completed off site, out of the watershed and of a different type of wetland from that 
impacted. 
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On-site mitigation is preferable to off-site, however, the amount of wetlands located on site 
creates a difficult challenge for on-site mitigation.  Discussions between the City of Shakopee 
and the County resulted in coordination on an off-site mitigation site within the same watershed, 
creating one large mitigation site to cover wetland impacts from CSAH 21 and Pike Lake 
Road.  This project is referred to as the Swamp Lake Wetland Mitigation Site 
(SE ¼ Section 14 and SW ¼ Section 13, T114N, R23W) in Sand Creek Township, Scott County, 
as shown on Figure 4-4.  Through construction of a ditch block, over 14 acres of wetland were 
restored at this location, outletting directly to Swamp Lake (DNR #111P).  Construction was 
completed in fall 2006, with final seeding and establishment expected during spring 2007.  A 
wetland delineation will be completed during the 2008 growing season to accurately determine 
the resulting wetland credits.  Following normal precipitation, the majority of the wetland area is 
expected to establish as a shallow marsh (Type 3), with a deep marsh (Type 4) in the center and a 
seasonally flooded (Type 1) fringe.  A native upland buffer was also established, and the area 
will be determined following the delineation.   

As noted, the Swamp Lake Wetland Mitigation Site was a cooperative venture to address 
impacts from two projects, and the City’s project, which impacted 3.18 acres of wetland, 
required the use of 6.36 acres of new wetland credit from this site.  There are approximately 
8.27 acres of new wetland credit remaining and available to the County for the 
CSAH 21 Extension project.   Up to 4.08 acres of the Swamp Lake site native upland buffer PVC 
credits will be used for replacement credit above the initial 1.5:1.  At their meeting on 
April 18, 2007, TEP members approved the use of the credits remaining in the Swamp Lake 
Wetland Mitigation Site, following final delineation in the 2008 growing season, as 
compensatory mitigation for the CSAH 21 Extension impacts.   

In order to address the approximate mitigation balance of 1.79 acres of NWC needed, Scott 
County Highway will purchase wetland banking credits from the “German Settlement” site 
located in Sections 34 and 35 of Blakeley Township (T 113N, R25W), Scott County, as shown 
on Figure 4-5.  BWSR and the COE have approved this site for deposit and use in the Minnesota 
Wetland Bank.  As of April 2007, this bank site has over 50 acres of NWC of Types 2, 3 and 
4 wetlands.  Use of this site addresses the in-advance requirements of the COE mitigation policy.   

In addition, while not serving as replacement of wetland area, the storm water management plan 
detailed in the DEIS will replace and improve water quality and floodwater storage functions in 
the project corridor. 

4.6 FINDING 

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to 
the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action includes all practicable 
measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use. 
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5.0 MITIGATION COMMITMENTS 

This chapter summarizes the adverse environmental impacts of the Preferred Alternative that 
cannot be avoided and the commitments to mitigate those impacts.  See Table 5-1. Unless 
otherwise noted, mitigation is the responsibility of Scott County. 

TABLE 5-1  
MITIGATION COMMITMENTS 

Issue Impact Mitigation
Access Impact to CSAH 18/CSAH 16. ¾ access at CSAH 18/16 west intersection. 

As traffic increases, connections will be monitored to 
determine when improvements may be needed.  

Changes in access to the existing 
county road system, the existing 
and planned city road systems, and 
to TH 169. 

Traffic

CSAH 21 will not provide access 
to individual properties. 

Where access to any properties severed by the 
project is substantially compromised, acquisition of 
the severed portion of the lot will occur or 
appropriate damages will be paid. 

Right of Way 25.5 acres; 8 property owners. All acquisition of property due to the proposed 
project will be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition 
Act of 1970, as amended by the Surface 
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1987 and 49 Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 24, and effective April 1989 (revised January 
2005). 

Traffic Noise 8 – 23 dBA increase over existing 
conditions.  

Analysis found that noise barriers could be effective 
at three receptors along the corridor.  Consultation 
with residents and local governments will occur 
before decisions are made regarding noise barriers. 

Developers will be responsible for cost of noise 
mitigation in developed and developing areas per 
development agreements. 

Contamination Dump site in vicinity of proposed 
transit station and stormwater 
pond. 

Dump site will be investigated prior to construction.  
If the site is found to be contaminated the County 
will:

Consult the MPCA, 
Investigate the need to line proposed stormwater 
pond, 
If clean-up method(s) and cost are determined to 
be acceptable, the county will undertake 
necessary actions. 

Vegetation 22.8 acres of forest; 2.3 acres of 
maple-basswood forest core. 

Trees removed will be replaced in accordance with 
the applicable Prior Lake and Shakopee City 
ordinances. 

Disturbed areas will be re-vegetated with native 
plants and land in the right of way will be managed 
to have diverse grassy vegetation with trees and 
shrubs outside of the required roadway clear zone. 
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TABLE 5-1 continued 
MITIGATION COMMITMENTS 

Issue Impact Mitigation
Fish and Wildlife New roadway corridor will create 

barrier to wildlife movement. 
Two grade-separated crossings will be incorporated 
into the project, one wildlife crossing and one 
pedestrian underpass that may be used by smaller 
wildlife.  
BMPs will be implemented during construction to 
control erosion and sediment discharge into water 
bodies. 
Crossing of the Prior Lake Channel will be designed 
to facilitate continued seasonal fish migration. 

Threatened and 
Endangered
Species

Species in the emergent marsh 
community may be indirectly 
impacted by isolation/ 
fragmentation and introduction of 
invasive species. 

If during construction, a protected plant or animal 
species is discovered, measures will be taken to 
avoid, minimize, or alleviate impact. 
BMPs will be used to minimize disturbance. 

Invasive Species Possible. Re-vegetation of disturbed soil (with native plants 
and management of land in the right of way with 
diverse grassy vegetation) as described under 
vegetation mitigation) will be done as soon after 
construction as possible to decrease the opportunity 
for invasion by exotic species. 
Construction equipment will be properly cleaned 
before entering the project area. 

Visual The project will introduce urban 
roadway (pavement and structures) 
in currently undisturbed, wooded, 
and agricultural lands.  

Headlights from northbound traffic 
may be visible from selected 
locations within the Southbridge 
development. 

Design and alignment features selected to minimize 
the cross section (i.e., urban design).  
Grassy median and landscaping. 

Water Quality Typical roadway pollutants. 

Increased flow rate into Dean 
Lake.

Potential for bluff erosion and 
sediment deposition. 

Detention/treatment ponds, filter strips, infiltration at 
pond edges, and treatment ditches consistent with 
local, state and federal requirements. 
Detention area outlet structures will be designed to 
accommodate downstream capacity constraints. 
Special care will be taken along bluff impact zones – 
BMPs will conform to MPCA guidance. 
Temporary sedimentation facilities upstream of Pike 
Lake may be implemented during construction to 
avoid further impacts to water quality in the lake. 
A total of 6.9 acre-feet of ponding will be required – 
ponds will meet National Urban Runoff Program 
standards. 

Wetlands 5 wetlands, 7.07 acres of impact 
total. 

Sequencing protocol was followed in order to avoid 
impacts where reasonable, with priority given to on-
site mitigation (consistent with Minnesota Wetland 
Conservation Act regulations). 
14.14 acres of wetland mitigation will occur.  
12.35 acres of mitigation have been implemented to 
date; 1.79 acres will be addressed through purchase 
of credits from Minnesota Wetland Bank. 
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6.0 PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

6.1 OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

The CSAH 21 DEIS was distributed in August of 2006 to agencies and organizations on the 
official Environmental Quality Board (EQB) distribution list, as well as additional 
agencies/organizations that had either requested a copy of the document and/or that could be 
affected by the project.

A public hearing to receive comments on the proposed project and DEIS was held on Tuesday 
September 21, 2006 from 6:00 to 8:00 pm in the County Board Room of the Scott County 
Government Center (200 Fourth Avenue West, Shakopee, Minnesota). The purpose of the public 
hearing was to provide an opportunity for public review and comment on the DEIS for the 
project.  Fifty-one (51) persons signed in at the public hearing.  Attendees were able to provide 
oral comment to a court reporter, fill out comment cards at the public hearing, or mail written 
comments to County staff by October 16, 2006.  Subsequent to the public hearing, and at the 
request of the City of Shakopee, the public comment period was extended to 
November 20, 2006.  At the conclusion of the comment period, a total of 39 comments (8 agency 
comments, 28 written public comments, and 3 oral comments) had been submitted either at the 
open house or mailed by November 20, 2006.  All written and oral comments were incorporated 
into the Public Hearing Record for the DEIS.

Consistent with state environmental review rules, substantive comments are responded to in the 
FEIS.  Written responses have been provided for comments pertaining to analysis conducted for 
and documented in the DEIS.  Additionally, responses have been prepared for statements noting 
incorrect or unclear information or content requirements.   

Responses to recurring comments are discussed in Section 6.2.  All comments and the 
corresponding responses are prefaced in Section 6.3 and presented in Appendix A.

6.2  RESPONSES TO RECURRING COMMENTS 

In reviewing the comments received, several topic areas of common concern and feedback were 
evident.  To facilitate a more clear and organized response, several categories encompassing 
common topic areas were defined and responses were drafted to address each.  The topics are 
listed below and detailed in the remainder of Section 6.2.  

1. Safety and Noise near Red Oak Elementary School 
2. General Noise Concerns 
3. TH 169 Congestion 
4. Need for the Project 
5. Impacts to Property Value 
6. The Use of the Roadway By Non-County-Resident Traffic   
7. Impacts to the YMCA and SMSC Property 
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Recurring Comment 1: Safety and Noise near Red Oak Elementary School 

Several comments were received that indicated concern about the proposed roadway safety and 
noise issues near the Red Oak Elementary School, which abuts the proposed corridor on its north 
side near the intersection of CSAH 21/CSAH 18.

Response: The County will provide fencing along the roadway in the area near the school for 
safety purposes.  Noise abatement measures identified in 23 CFR 772.13(c) were 
evaluated in the DEIS for the proposed project.  Noise was evaluated at a location 
near Red Oak Elementary School and adjacent residences. Noise levels are 
predicted to increase at this location with completion of the proposed project; 
however, these levels are anticipated to be below the Federal noise abatement 
criteria for residential land uses.  Noise barriers were evaluated at this location 
and found to be not reasonable based on Mn/DOT’s cost-effectiveness analysis 
methodology.  The County proposes noise mitigation where it has been found to 
be reasonable, and therefore, no mitigation would be proposed for this location.  
However, the County will work with the City and neighborhood on desired design 
features, including landscaping. 

Recurring Comment 2: General Noise Concerns 

Several comments were received that indicated concern about increased noise levels for 
residential areas and proposed developments.   

Response: Noise monitoring and modeling has been completed along the proposed 
CSAH 21 route.  Construction of the new roadway will increase noise levels 
compared to existing conditions.  Noise mitigation measures were evaluated; the 
County proposes noise mitigation in areas where it has been found reasonable as 
described in Section 6.2.3 of the DEIS.  This analysis assumes all reasonable 
barriers are also feasible (i.e., no engineering or physical restraints).  Additional 
considerations of noise barrier feasibility will be addressed during final design 
including public and municipal input.  It should be noted that if a berm were 
constructed it would likely require the removal of additional trees.  It should also 
be noted that developers are responsible for the cost of noise mitigation in 
developed and developing areas per development agreements. 

Recurring Response 3: TH 169 Congestion 

Several comments were received that indicated concern about bringing additional traffic to the 
already congested TH 169 Minnesota River crossing (Bloomington Ferry Bridge).

Response: The regional highway system has greater need for capacity improvements than 
can be met by available or projected funding.  Whether motorists access 
TH 169 from CSAH 17, CSAH 83, CSAH 21, CSAH 18, or TH 13, there will 
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continue to be backups at this location.  It is the County’s responsibility to plan 
and construct the appropriate system for internal trips despite the fact that the 
regional system fails during certain peak periods in the area.  As TH 169 becomes 
more congested the County needs alternatives in place in order to move traffic 
within the County.

Recurring Comment 4: Need for the Project 

Several comments questioned the need for an additional north-south roadway in the area and the 
proposed location of the CSAH 21 extension.   

Response: The need as described in the DEIS is to respond to existing and forecasted 
increases in travel demand on the existing roadway system.  The existing roadway 
system does not provide adequate capacity to meet projected travel and transit 
demand within the travelshed, nor does the existing system function 
appropriately.

A safe and efficient transportation system requires location and design of specific 
roadways based on the functions of mobility (e.g. freeways carrying no local 
access traffic) and access to property (e.g. a cul-de-sac providing only for local-
access traffic), with provision of the functional gradations between these two 
extremes (e.g. arterials, collectors, and local streets).  Spacing, design, and access 
control criteria are established that facilitate the appropriate functioning of various 
classifications within the transportation network as a whole.  The County 
functional classification plan for its existing and future roadway network is 
developed in coordination with its local communities and in the context of 
metropolitan transportation system.  The County has concluded that to meet 
growing needs and the metropolitan functional classification roadway spacing 
criterion, an additional north-south arterial should be constructed between the two 
existing north-south arterial roadways in the study area, CSAH 18 and CSAH 83, 
which are three miles apart.   

Recurring Comment 5: Impacts to Property Value 

Several comments indicated concern that the proximity of the proposed roadway to their houses 
would decrease the property values of the homes.  

Response: There is no accepted methodology to determine the effects to residential property 
values or rents resulting from a roadway project.   

Recurring Comment 6: The Use of the Roadway by Non-County-Resident Traffic   

Several comments indicated a concern that the proposed roadway would be paid for by Scott 
County, yet the majority of users would be traveling from outside of the County.  These 
commenters expressed the opinion that the proposed roadway would not serve the residents of 
Scott County.
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Response: Travel forecasts were prepared for the roadways within the study area during both 
the scoping study (years 2025 forecast) and the DEIS study (year 2030 forecast) 
in order to assess how future travel demand would affect the system with and 
without the proposed project.  In addition, a selected link analysis was conducted 
during the scoping study (using 2025 forecast data) that identifies how trips 
generated within the travelshed of the proposed segment of CSAH 21 would be 
distributed on the remaining roadways in the network if CSAH 21 is not built.  
Together these analyses show that proposed CSAH 21 would primarily serve the 
Scott County communities of Shakopee, Prior Lake, and Spring Lake Township, 
with the travelshed of CSAH 21 being elongated north-south and centered on 
CSAH 21 south of the river and on TH 169 north of the river.   

Recurring Comment 7: Impact to YMCA and SMSC Property 

Several comments indicated concerns about the project’s impact on the YMCA or SMSC 
properties.

Response: The County has selected the eastern alignment option as the Preferred Alternative.
Compared to the western alignment option, the eastern alignment option provides 
a fair distribution of property impacts to property owners, balances impacts to the 
YMCA (a community facility), with impacts to the land holdings of the SMSC.  
Differences between the two alignment options with regard to other impacts are 
minor. 

6.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment letters were received from the following governmental agencies and organizations: 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
SMSC
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 
Metropolitan Council 
Prior Lake/Spring Lake Watershed District 
City of Prior Lake 
City of Shakopee 

Additionally, 28 written public comments, and three oral public comments were received.  

Copies of the comments received and the corresponding responses are included in Appendix A.  
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APPENDIX A 

Comments and Responses 
To Comments 

























































































































































































































APPENDIX B 

Intergovernmental Agreement 

Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community, 
Scott County, FHWA, and Mn/DOT 
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