Findings of Fact and Conclusions
Regarding Decision on Need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

CSAH 52/CSAH 116 RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT
State Project: S.P. 02-652-05, S.P. 02-716-09
Minn. Proj. No. STPX 0209(008)

CSAH 52 from 0.3 miles south of CSAH 14 to 0.4 miles north of CSAH 116,
And CSAH 116 from TH 65 to 0.2 miles east of CSAH 52 in
Cities: Blaine and Ham Lake, in County: Anoka of Minnesota
Sections 4 and 9, Township 31N, Range 23W
Sections 32 and 33, Township 32N, Range 23W



In the Matter of the Need for an FINDINGS OF FACT AND
Environmental Impact Statement for CONCLUSIONS

the Reconstruction of CSAH 52/CSAH 116

from 0.3 miles south of CSAH 14 to 0.4 miles State Project: S.P. 02-652-05 and
north of CSAH 116, And CSAH 116 from TH 65 S.P. 02-716-09

to 0.2 miles east of CSAH 52 in the Cities of Minn. Project No. STPX 0209(008)
Blaine and Ham Lake, Minnesota

l. STATEMENT OF ISSUE

Anoka County proposes to reconstruct approximately 1.9 miles of CSAH 52 and

1.2 miles of CSAH 116 as four-lane divided urban sections. The project limits are from
0.3 miles south of CSAH 14 to 0.4 miles north of CSAH 116, and CSAH 116 from

TH 65 to 0.2 miles east of CSAH 52 in the Cities of Blaine and Ham Lake, County of
Anoka, Minnesota (see the Project Location Map on Page 2).

An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared as a part of the National
Environmental Policy Act process and the state environmental review process to fulfill
the requirements of both 42 U.S.C. 4332 and Minnesota Statute 116D. At the federal
level, the EA is used to provide sufficient environmental documentation to determine the
need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or that a Finding of No Significant
Impact is appropriate. At the state level, the EA is used to provide sufficient
environmental documentation to determine the need for a state EIS or that a Negative
Declaration is appropriate.

Minnesota Rule 4410.1300 allows the EA to take the place of the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) form, provided that the EA addresses each of the
environmental effects identified in the EAW form. The EA included each of the
environmental effects identified in the EAW form.

Anoka County is the proposer and Responsible Governmental Unit for this project.

Anoka County’s decision in this matter shall be either a negative or a positive declaration
of the need for an EIS. Anoka County must order an EIS for the project if it determines
the project will have the potential for significant environmental effects.

Based upon the information in the record, which is composed of the EA for the proposed
project, written comments received during the public comment period, the responses to
the comments, and other supporting documents, Anoka County makes the following
Findings of Fact and Conclusions:
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1. FINDINGS OF FACT

A

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The scope of this project is to reconstruct CSAH 52 from 0.3 miles south of
CSAH 14 to 0.4 miles north of CSAH 116 and CSAH 116 from TH 65 and to
0.2 miles east of CSAH 52, on their respective alignments. The two-lane rural
roadways with substandard shoulder widths will be reconstructed as four-lane
urban roadways with turn lanes and standard-width paved shoulders. A separated
pedestrian/bicycle path will be added on the west side of CSAH 52 and on the
south side of CSAH 116.

The traffic signal at the CSAH 52/CSAH 14 intersection will be reconstructed,
and new traffic signals will be constructed at the intersections of CSAH 52 and
129th Avenue NE/Quail Creek Parkway and CSAH 52 and CSAH 116.

A noise barrier (Noise Barrier A) will be installed on the east side of CSAH 52
between 127th Lane NE and Quail Creek Drive NE as a noise mitigation measure.
The average height of the barrier is approximately 8 feet.

Other associated work includes:
— Construction of a storm sewer system.

- Construction of water treatment ponds to meet NPDES and other applicable
permit requirements.

- Implementation of signing and striping.

- Miscellaneous appurtenant work.



B. SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - SUMMARY
OF CHANGES

The following section includes information included in Section IV of the EA that
has been updated or revised since the distribution of the EA.

1. State Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)
a. Section IV.A.8 - Permits and Approvals
Table 7
Permit | Agency | Action Required Status
Federal
EA FHWA Approval Completed
EIS Need Decision FHWA Approval Pending
Section 4(f) determination FHWA Approval Pending
Section 404 Permit U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approval Applied for,
pending
State
EA Mn/DOT Approval Completed
EA Update Mn/DOT Approval Pending
Construction Plans Mn/DOT Approval Pending
Permit to Construct Mn/DOT Permit To be
obtained
Wetland Conservation Act (road | Coon Creek Watershed District Approval/Review | Applied for,
replacement program) (CCWD) with review by Board of Permit pending
Soil and Water Resources and
Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (MnDNR)
Public Waters Work Permit MnDNR Permit Applied for,
pending
Endangered Species Mn/DOT Determination Completed
Section 401 MPCA Certification Applied for,
pending
National Pollutant Discharge MPCA Permit Permit
Elimination System received
Section 106 (Historic/ Mn/DOT Determination Completed
Archeological)
Local
Municipal Approval Cities of Blaine and Ham Lake Approval Completed
Watershed District Permit CCWD Permit Applied for,
pending
EA/EAW Anoka County Approval Completed
Construction Plans Anoka County Approval Completed




b. Section IV.A.10 — Cover Types

Estimate the acreage of the site with each of the following cover
types before and after development:

Before After Before After
Types 1-8 wetlands 2.4 0 Lawn/landscaping 3.3 14.1
Wooded/forest 6.0 0 Impervious surfaces 15.3 41.2
Brush/grassland 27.5 0 Other (describe)
Cropland 2.0 0 Stormwater pond 0.1 1.3
TOTAL 56.6 56.6
C. Section IV.A.12 — Physical Impacts on Water Resources
Table 9
Summary of Project Area Wetlands and Impacts
Wetland Area
Wetland Circular 39 Type/ | DNR Public Waters Size Impacted
Designation Cowardin® Inventory No. (acres)® (acres)
Wetland A 6/PSS1B 1.13 0.04
Wetland B 6/PEMBdJ-PSS1/B 0.06 0
Wetland C 3/PEMC 0.07 0.04
Wetland D 2/PEMBd 2.34 0
Wetland E 1/PEMBd 0 0
Wetland F 1/PEMA 0.03 0.02
Wetland G 1/PEMA 0.03 0.02
Wetland H 1/PEMAd 0.03 0.02
Wetland | 3/PEMCd 0.02 0.02
Wetland J 3/PEMCd 0.02 0.02
Wetland K 3/PEMC 0 0
Wetland L 1/N/A 0.02 0.02
Wetland M 3/PEMC 0.36 0.31
Wetland N 3/PEMC 0.38 0.34
Wetland O 3/PEMC 0.08 0.07
Wetland P 3/PEMC 0.27 0.24
Wetland Q 3/PEMC 576W 0.87 0.76
Wetland R 3/PEMC 0.50 0.42
Wetland S 3/PEMC 0.02 0.01
TOTAL 6.23 2.38

@ Circular 39 = Wetlands of the United States (USFWS Circular 39; Shaw and Fredine, 1971); Cowardin =
Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States (FWS/OBS Publication 79/31; cowardin et al. 1979).

@ Note: Areas include only the wetland areas within Anoka County proposed right-of-way and temporary
easements. Some wetland basins extend beyond the Anoka County proposed right-of-way and temporary
easements.




The WCA requires that compensation for wetland impacts be
provided at a minimum ratio of 2:1. Anoka County will coordinate
with agency representatives having jurisdiction over these
wetlands during the final design phase and permitting phase to
review options and approve acceptable mitigation for project
impacts. Wetland mitigation required by roadway construction
related to safety improvements and storm water pond impacts will
be accomplished through the use of the Board of Water and Soil
Resources (BWSR) road replacement program. Wetland mitigation
required by roadway construction related to capacity
improvements and trail construction impacts will be accomplished
through the purchase of credits from the BWSR from previously
constructed wetland mitigation sites, through the use of the Anoka
County wetland bank, or through purchase from a private bank.

Section IV.A.14 — Water-Related Land Use Management District

No fill is expected to be placed below the 100-year high water
elevation of the floodplain denoted as “Floodplain 52-A,” located
along CSAH 52 south of CSAH 14.

Fill is expected to be placed below the 100-year high water
elevation of the floodplain denoted as “Floodplain 116-W,” located
along the south side of CSAH 116 east of CSAH 52. The fill
volume expected to be placed below the 100-year high water
elevation of 900.83 is approximately 13,025 cubic yards. The
excavation volume (compensatory storage) provided in this same
area is 225 cubic yards. The net floodplain impact is a fill of
12,800 cubic yards.

Fill is expected to be placed below the 100-year high water
elevation of the floodplain on the north side of CSAH 116 east of
CSAH 52. The fill volume expected to be placed below the 100-
year high water elevation of 896.33 is 347 cubic yards. The
excavation volume (compensatory storage) provided in this same
area is 1967 cubic yards. The net floodplain impact is additional
storage of 1620 cubic yards.

The project will affect but is not likely to have significant adverse
impacts on the 100-year flood elevations. The CCWD is in the
process of revising the XP-SWMM model to reflect these changes.

Section IV.A.16 — Erosion and Sedimentation

Give the acreage to be graded or excavated and the cubic yards of
soil to be moved: acres 56  cubic yards 170,000



f. Section IVV.A.17 — Water Quality: Surface Water Runoff

a. Compare the quantity and quality of site runoff before and after
the project. Describe permanent controls to manage or treat
runoff. Describe any storm water pollution prevention plans.

Response: The project will increase the amount of impervious
surface from approximately 15.2 acres to 41.2 acres.
Wet/infiltration ponds have been incorporated into the design to
provide volume and rate control and water quality meeting the
requirements of the CCWD and the NPDES permit. The
wet/infiltration ponds will provide, at a minimum, the following:

- Infiltration of the runoff from a 1-inch rainfall event.

- A permanent pool volume equivalent to 1,800 cubic feet for
each acre that drains to the pond.

- A permanent pool volume equivalent to the runoff from a
0.5-inch rainfall for discharges to Types 1, 2, 6, or 7
wetlands, or first or second order streams or county ditches.

- A permanent pool volume equivalent to the runoff from a
2.5-inch rainfall for discharges to Types 3, 4, or 5 wetlands;
or third, fourth, or fifth order streams or county ditches.

b. Identify routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the
site; include major downstream water bodies as well as the
immediate receiving waters. Estimate impact runoff on the
quality of receiving waters.

Response: Runoff from the proposed project ultimately
discharges into Coon Creek, which has been identified as
impaired pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.
The identified impairment is a biotic impairment (aquatic
macroinvertebrate bioassessment). A TMDL for Coon Creek
currently does not exist. This impairment will dictate additional
increased storm water treatment during construction and will
require additional increased permanent treatment post
construction. All exposed soil areas must be stabilized as soon
as possible to limit soil erosion but in no case later than seven
days after construction in that portion of the site has
temporarily or permanently ceased. Temporary sediment basins
are required for areas that serve an area with 5 or more acres
disturbed at one time. The water quality volume that will be
treated by the project’s permanent storm water management
system will be, at a minimum, 1 inch of runoff from the new
impervious surfaces created by the project. Where site
conditions allow, at least 0.5 inches of the water quality
volume will be infiltrated.



The project will disturb over 50 acres and, since it has a
discharge point within 1 mile of an impaired water (Coon
Creek), the SWPPP will be sent to the MPCA for review at
least 30 days prior to the commencement of land disturbing
activities.

Section IV.A.24 — Odors, Noise and Dust

A noise barrier, Barrier B, as referenced in the EA/EAW, is being
considered on the east side of CSAH 52 between 125th Lane NE
and 127th Lane NE. The cost-reasonableness analysis showed that
a barrier with an average height of approximately 10 feet would be
considered cost-effective. A meeting was held with the owners of
the properties along Barrier B to discuss and obtain their desires on
the construction of the barrier. The property owners asked that
appraisals for the needed barrier easements be completed to help
them in their decision on whether they want a barrier. The county
is currently obtaining the appraisals. The property owners will also
consider the option of having a privacy fence installed on their
property by their own contractor.

The owners of the property immediately south of Barrier B,
12625 Radisson Road NE, asked whether the barrier could be
extended across their property if they relocated their driveway to
the south side of their property. The cost-reasonableness analysis
indicated that the barrier, with this extension, would need to have
an average height of approximately 12 feet to be considered cost-
effective.

The City of Blaine requested that an extension of Barrier B north
to 127th Lane NE be analyzed. To accommodate the extension, an
alley would need to be constructed so that accesses on Radisson
Road could be eliminated. Meetings were held with the affected
property owners to discuss and obtain their desires on the
construction of the alley. It has been decided that the alley will not
be constructed, so Barrier B will not be extended to the north.

Additional discussions with the owners of the properties along
Barrier B will need to take place before a final decision on the
construction of the barrier can be made.



h. Section IVV.A.25 - Nearby Resources: Archaeological, Historical or
Architectural Resources

A Final Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared and is attached.
Further agency coordination has been conducted as described in
the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

I. Section IV.B.6 - Right-of-Way

Permanent easements will be necessary for the construction of
noise barriers and storm water ponds. Temporary easements will
be required to enable construction of slopes, ditches, and storm
water ponds.

STEPS COMPLETED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE
PROJECT

1. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approved the EA/EAW on
May 20, 2009.

2. Anoka County submitted the EA/EAW, which included a draft Section
4(f) Evaluation, to the EQB on May 28, 2009.

3. A Notice of Availability of the EA/EAW was published in the EQB
Monitor on June 1, 2009, which started the 30-day comment period.

4, The EA/EAW was distributed to the EQB Distribution List pursuant to
Minnesota Rule 4410.1500.

5. A notification of the open house/public hearing and availability of the
EA/EAW was mailed to approximately 1,800 residents and interested
persons on June 9, 2009. On June 12, 2009, a legal notice of the open
house/public hearing and availability of the EA/EAW was published in the
Anoka County Union.

6. The open house and public hearing for the EA/EAW were held
consecutively on June 23, 2009, from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and from
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. respectively, at the Bunker Hills Activity Center.
7. The comment period for the EA/EAW concluded on July 7, 2009.

8. A Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was finalized between
the FHWA and the State Historic Preservation Office on May 14, 20009.



10.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation stated in a letter dated
June 19, 2009, that the filing of the MOA and the execution of their terms
completes the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

Joint Powers Agreements were approved by the Ham Lake City Council
on July 6, 2009, and by the Blaine City Council on July 9, 2009.

SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE EA AND ANOKA
COUNTY RESPONSES

Copies of the correspondence containing the following comments are located in
the Appendix. (The following comments have been summarized.)

Metropolitan Council

Comment: The estimation of acreages of cover types before and after the
project under Item 10 on page 21 of the EA/EAW indicates no increase in
storm water ponding for the proposed project, even though impervious surface
coverage is increasing from 15.3 acres to 38.4 acres within the roadway
corridor.

Response: The estimation of acreage of storm water ponds after the project
has been completed has been revised. The combined surface area of the five
new storm water ponds being constructed as part of this project is 1.32 acres.

Pond Name NWL Surface Area
Bank Pond expansion 0.14 acres
Pond 52A 0.22 acres
Pond 52B 0.22 acres
Pond 116A 0.40 acres
Pond 116B 0.34 acres
Total 1.32 acres

Comment: The text on page 27 of the EA/EAW states that the proposed
design will incorporate best management practices (BMPs) that will provide
rate control and improved water quality for runoff from the project site. Please
provide additional detail on specifically which storm water BMPs will be
used, where those BMPs will be located, and whether or not they will result in
any additional environmental impacts.

Response: In order to meet the NPDES and CCWD permit requirements for
water quality, the project will include the construction of four infiltration/wet
ponds and the expansion of one wet pond, in addition to utilizing two existing
ponds (Quail Creek Pond and North Pond). Pond 52A will be constructed in
the northwest quadrant of CSAH 52 and CSAH 14, in an area that is currently
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lawn and landscaped. Pond 52B will be constructed west of CSAH 52
approximately 1,400 feet north of CSAH 14, in an area that is currently brush
and grassland. Bank Pond is an expansion of an existing pond located north of
CSAH 116, west of Aberdeen Street. The area where the expansion will occur
is currently grassland. Pond 116A will be constructed north of CSAH 116
approximately 2,300 feet west of CSAH 52, adjacent to DNR Wetland 576W,
in an area that is currently wetland and wooded forest. The construction of
Pond 116A will result in 0.76 acres of wetland impact. Pond 116B will be
constructed south of CSAH 116 approximately 900 feet east of CSAH 52,
adjacent to County Ditch 59-2, in an area that is currently brush and grassland.

Comment: The Metropolitan Council’s 2030 Regional Parks Policy Plan
(Parks Policy Plan) has identified the proposed Central Anoka County
Regional Trail that will connect Bunker Hills Regional Park and the East
Anoka County Regional Trail. Within the project area, the proposed trail will
run along CSAH 116 (Bunker Lake Boulevard). The road reconstruction
project includes the development of a trail along the south side of CSAH 116,
which will complete a segment of the proposed Central Anoka County
Regional Trail. Therefore, the EA/EAW is compatible with the Parks Policy
Plan.

Response: Comment noted.

Comment: The Build Alternative description states that the trail will be
constructed on the north side of CSAH 116, while the Proposed Roadway
Reconstruction Plans depict the trail on the south side of the road.

Response: The trail will be on the south side of the road.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Comment: The basis for proposing a left-turn lane for eastbound CSAH 116 at
Isanti Street NE is not completely clear. It appears that this turn lane could be
eliminated, possibly creating an opportunity to narrow the impact of the road
through Public Water Wetland 576W (Wetland Q). We recommend an
evaluation of this opportunity to minimize wetland impacts.

Response: After construction, the left-turn lane will be used by motorists who
exit the easterly Church of St. Paul entrance and need to make a U-turn to
proceed west along CSAH 116. In the future, an access point for development
north of CSAH 116 will likely line up with Isanti Street NE. The left-turn lane
will then be used by eastbound motorists to access the development. Even
without these uses for the left-turn lane, opportunities to narrow the road do
not exist. The full roadway width, as proposed, is needed for the left-turn
lanes for the westerly church entrance and Isanti Street NE. It is not possible
to transition to a narrower road and then back to a wider road within the
available distance along CSAH 116.
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

Comment: The proposed project will need to perpetuate existing drainage
patterns and rates at Mn/DOT right-of-way along TH 65.

Response: The project will perpetuate existing drainage patterns and rates at
the Mn/DOT right-of-way along TH 65. The Mn/DOT Water Resources Unit
reviewed and had no comments on the final plans.

Comment: Any work impacting Mn/DOT right-of-way requires a permit.
Response: A permit will be obtained.
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Comment: As you are aware, the project may require a Clean Water Act
Section 401 Water Quality Certification or waiver from the MPCA to verify
compliance with state water quality standards.

Response: The project will result in discharges to waters of the U.S., requiring
a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section
401 water quality certification from the MPCA.

Comment: The EAW should identify Coon Creek in accordance with its
impaired status as listed on the MPCA 2008 303(d) Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) List of Impaired Waters. The EAW should note that the
impairment will dictate additional increased storm water treatment during
construction and additional increased permanent treatment post construction.
These requirements will be included in the NPDES Construction Storm Water
Permit. The EAW should state that compliance with these increased storm
water treatments can be achieved on the project site or elsewhere.

Response: Runoff from the proposed project ultimately discharges into Coon
Creek, which has been identified as impaired. The identified impairment is
biotic impairment (aquatic macroinvertebrate bioassessment). A TMDL for
Coon Creek currently does not exist. This impairment will dictate additional
increased storm water treatment during construction and will require
additional increased permanent treatment post construction. All exposed soil
areas must be stabilized as soon as possible to limit soil erosion but in no case
later than seven days after construction in that portion of the site has
temporarily or permanently ceased. Temporary sediment basins are required
for areas that serve an area with 5or more acres disturbed at one time. The
water quality volume that will be treated by the project’s permanent storm
water management system will be, at a minimum, 1 inch of runoff from the
new impervious surfaces created by the project. Where site conditions allow,
at least 0.5 inches of the water quality volume will be infiltrated.
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Comment: Any project that will disturb over 50 acres and has a discharge
point within 1 mile of an impaired water requires the submittal of a SWPPP to
the MPCA for review at least 30 days prior to the commencement on land
disturbing activities.

Response: The project will disturb over 50 acres and has a discharge point
within 1 mile of an impaired water (Coon Creek), so the SWPPP will be sent
to the MPCA for review at least 30 days prior to the commencement of land
disturbing activities.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE EA, COMMENTS
RECORDED BY THE COURT REPORTER, AND ANOKA COUNTY
RESPONSES

Copies of comments from the public and the public hearing transcript are located
in the Appendix. (The following comments have been summarized.)

The following are summaries of the written public comments and responses to the
comments:

Don Koehler, 1770 132nd Lane NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: | tend to support the objections to a four-lane Radisson Road. Two
lanes with turns lanes and traffic signals would preserve the neighborhood and
should be given serious study.

Response: For roadway projects with a projected traffic volume at or above
15,000 vehicles per day, the county is required by Mn/DOT State Aid rules to
construct a four-lane roadway. The projected daily volume on Radisson Road
north of 125th Avenue is 25,800. In addition, the peak hour analysis of the
Radisson Road/Bunker Lake Boulevard and Radisson Road/125th Avenue
intersections determined that two through lanes in each direction are needed
for acceptable intersection levels of service. The additional lanes are also a
safety improvement, as they provide space for gaps in traffic, increase the
sight distance through the curves, and allow space for vehicles to pass a
vehicle disabled along the roadway.

Paul and Barb Klucsar, 12625 Radisson Road NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: If we move our driveway to near our south property line, could the
noise barrier be extended across our lot?

Response: The extension of the noise barrier is under consideration.
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Matt Pasvogel, 12896 Mankato Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: You state “Safety will also be improved by the construction of the
raised median, which will reduce the number of full-access intersections,
thereby reducing the number of vehicle conflicts.” You are now going to force
over 70 households to use Mankato Street as a single choke point to get to the
Quail Creek Parkway traffic signal to go south on Radisson Road. | am
concerned that an entire development of mostly dual income households
(100+ commuters) are going to all crowd/speed down one street to use the one
exit they have. This will also cause additional danger to the children at the
homes along Mankato Street. Please tell me why the intersection of 127th and
Radisson Road cannot have access like 116th and Radisson Road.

Response: Anoka County has developed a set of access spacing guidelines in
order to promote safety and mobility on the County Roadway System.
Numerous studies at the national and state levels show that the more accesses
there are on a higher-speed (above 30 mph) roadway, the higher the likelihood
of a crash. It is the county’s responsibility to provide the safest roadway
system possible. Access needs to be managed. With full-access intersections
at 125th Avenue and 129th Avenue/Quail Creek Parkway, providing a full-
access intersection at 127th Lane would not be compatible with a four-lane
roadway with higher speeds. The 116th Avenue intersection is at least one-
quarter mile from the adjacent full-access intersections. The 127th Lane
intersection is only approximately 800 feet from the full-access intersection at
129th Avenue NE/Quail Creek Parkway NE.

Most of the additional traffic going through the neighborhood to the north of
127th Lane will be limited to the morning hours. Traffic going through the
neighborhood will be those vehicles that need to go south on Radisson Road,
so that traffic will be heavier during the morning hours. In the afternoon,
people coming home from work and other activities will be able to make a
right onto 127th Lane NE.

Comment: Why can’t you extend Mankato Street south all the way to 125th
Avenue as | was told it would be when we moved in?

Response: Mankato Street will be extended to Radisson Road at 125th Lane
with development of parcels south of the Partridge Preserve plats. The timing
of this development is the property owner’s decision. At this time the city
does not believe that Mankato Street will be extended to 125th Avenue, as
there is a large wetland complex on the Mankato Street alignment between
125th Lane and 125th Avenue.
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Comment: If none of this happens then | recommend speed bumps on
Mankato Street because you will have created a minor arterial roadway in a
residential neighborhood.

Response: Mankato Street will not become a minor arterial roadway. It is a
local road, as classified in the city’s Transportation Plan.

Please refer to http://www.ci.blaine.mn.us/_docs/_Engineering/
NeighborhoodTrafficManagementProgram.pdf. This document lists several
options and the processes that need to be followed to have traffic in your
neighborhood reviewed. You can also contact Dan Schluender, Blaine Senior
Civil Engineer or the city’s engineering department.

Jerry Schlenker, 2047 130th Court NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: What is the accident/injury/fatality rate for the four-lane section of
Radisson Road south of CSAH 14? | don't think it is any different than the
two-lane section of Radisson Road north of CSAH 14. So, selling this as a
traffic safety improvement is debatable.

Response: The calculated crash rates, severity rates, and fatality rates (2002-
2006) for Radisson Road north and south of CSAH 14 are shown in the
following table. (Crashes at the CSAH 14 and Bunker Lake Boulevard
intersections are excluded.)

Radisson Road Segment Crash Rate' | Severity Rate” | Fatality Rate®
Fox Ridge to CSAH 14 0.87 1.92 0.14
CSAH 14 to Bunker Lake Blvd. 1.01 3.50 0.05

! Crash Rate accounts for the total crashes on the roadway and is per million vehicle miles.

2 Severity Rate uses a weighted average of crashes on the roadway and is per million
vehicle miles.

® Fatality Rate accounts for the total fatalities on the roadway and is per million vehicle
miles.

In this table, lower rates are better and reflect a safer corridor. Based on these
results, the four-lane segment has fewer and less severe crashes than the two-
lane segment.

The four-lane segment of Radisson Road, from Fox Ridge to CSAH 14, is
considered an access managed corridor. Aspects of the access management
include a raised center median, turn lanes at intersections, limited private
driveways, and limited full-access intersections. These characteristics reduce
the number of potential conflict points between vehicles, resulting in this four-
lane segment experiencing lower crash and severity rates than the two-lane
segment.
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These results are also consistent with research noting a direct correlation
between access management principles and crash rates. An August 1998
report entitled “Statistical Relationship Between Vehicular Crashes and
Highway Access,” by Mn/DOT and the Minnesota Local Road Research
Board, concluded that access management is a legitimate public safety issue.
The report identified a positive correlation between access density and crash
rates (i.e., a higher number of accesses results in a higher number of crashes).

Access management is a part of this improvement project. The reconstructed
segment of Radisson Road will provide a raised center median and turn lanes
with limited private driveways and full-access intersections, making it similar
to the current Radisson Road section from Fox Ridge to CSAH 14. Under
these proposed characteristics, crash rates and severity rates are expected to
decrease from current levels. This expected reduction in crashes is the reason
the project is considered a traffic safety improvement.

Comment: Also, you fail to address the safety issue to residents living along
Radisson Road with up to 27,500 vehicles passing by at the end of their
driveway.

Response: The proposed project will reduce the number of driveways
accessing Radisson Road and will reduce the number of full-access points
through the use of medians. The additional travel lane in each direction will
spread out the traffic and will provide more gaps for turning vehicles to get
onto Radisson Road. The project also includes construction of an 8-foot-wide
shoulder, which will provide safer ingress and egress for private driveways.
These measures will reduce the likelihood of a crash.

Dean Sime, 13269 Owatonna Court NE, Blaine, Minnesota (Note: written
comments and verbal comments were combined.)

Comment: The noise analysis failed to qualify the selection sites where
existing noise levels were monitored. Only four sites were picked, and there
was no analysis why those sites were selected.

Response: It is normal practice on transportation noise studies to select a
limited number of representative monitoring locations that represent different
conditions along the project. Unless traffic, speed, and other factors change,
no new information is gained with multiple adjacent sites.

Comment: Existing noise levels were not measured in some of the critical
areas. They were only predicted.

Response: All residential land uses in the project area fall under Activity

Category B in the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria. Therefore, they are all
equally critical and have been so treated in the noise analysis.
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It is neither feasible nor necessary to monitor noise levels at every residential
receptor. It is normal practice on transportation noise studies to select a
limited number of representative monitoring locations that represent different
conditions along the project. Unless traffic, speed, and other factors change,
no new information is gained with multiple adjacent sites.

Comment: The noise analysis failed to state the environmental conditions,
wind, rain, weather, etc. during the measurement period.

Response: The environmental conditions were not stated because the noise
consultant performed the monitoring during conditions that were within
accepted standards of practice. The conditions were dry pavement, no
precipitation, wind levels less than 12 mph, and no spot noise generators (e.g.,
lawn mower, barking dog).

Comment: The noise analysis failed to state the traffic volumes measured
during the noise measurement period.

Response: During the noise monitoring on Bunker Lake Boulevard, traffic
counts were performed from 5 p.m. to 6 p.m. on Bunker Lake Boulevard
1,000 feet east of Aberdeen Street. Traffic volumes were 304 eastbound and
460 westbound. During the noise monitoring on Radisson Road, traffic counts
were performed from 5 p.m. to 6 p.m. on Radisson Road at 130th Lane.
Traffic volumes were 763 northbound and 324 southbound. These traffic
volumes are reflective of the peak period, when the highest noise levels are
expected.

Comment: Predicted values show less than actual monitored values in two of
the four measured locations: 1 dBA at location N4 and 5dbA at location N3.
This shows a flaw in the predictions as future traffic would see quadruple the
amount of cars traveling the road at times.

Response: The noise level predictions are not flawed. The noise study was
reviewed and approved by Mn/DOT and the FHWA as valid, complete, and
accurate.

The predicted 2030 noise level (73.1 dBA) at location N4 (receptor 20) is not
less than the monitored noise level (72 dBA). We are unsure about the
comment related to location N3. That location was not included in the
prediction model.

The forecasted peak hour volumes are expected to have the same growth rate
as the forecasted daily traffic volumes; they will not quadruple.
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Comment: The locations of predicted measurements were located at or near
residences. The location for exterior noise impact should be the right-of-way
line (a point farthest away from a house) to be on the conservative side when
doing the noise impact analysis.

Response: The FHWA states that the measurement location should be at the
point of frequent human outdoor use. Typical modeling processes do not use
the right-of-way line because that area would not be considered an area of
frequent human use.

Comment: If using predicted results of the noise levels as given in the current
study at the sites shown, the noise abatement criteria should be 64 dBA, being
they are located at the residence. This would meet the 54 dBA abatement
criteria for interior residential space.

Response: Noise abatement criteria of 64 dBA should not be used. United
States Code 23 CFR 772, Table 1 lists the Noise Abatement Criteria for
exterior residential areas as 70 dBA. Locations where noise levels are
“approaching” (defined as being within one decibel of the criteria threshold,
i.e., 69 dBA) or exceeding the criteria level must be evaluated for noise
abatement reasonableness and were evaluated on this project.

Comment: The measurement equipment specified has a precision of + or - 1.5
dBA. Predicted measurements show an increased number precision to the
nearest tenth. Reported precision must not be greater than the lowest measured
precision or design parameters.

Response: The FHWA permits Type 1 or Type 2 sound level meters for
measurement of roadway noise. Larson Davis Model 700 Type 2 meters were
used for this project. These meters provide a precision of +/- 1.5 dBA, which
is established by the American National Standards Institute. However, noise
abatement considerations are based upon future modeled noise levels and not
existing monitored levels.

The MINNOISE Noise Prediction Program, which is used by Mn/DOT and
approved by the FHWA, was the model used on this project. The program
provides results to the tenth of a dBA, and standard modeling practice is to
report noise levels to the tenth of a dBA.

Comment: Because of the invalid precision used, sites that meet the criteria
for abatement, with a noise level of 68.8 for example, were ignored.

Response: This comment implies that noise levels should be rounded up. If
rounding of values was done, rounding down would have to be considered.
Mn/DOT is the primary user of the model and states that, in their experience,
the model has a tendency to be biased high.
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Valid precision was used. The program provides results to the tenth of a dBA,
and standard modeling practice is to report noise levels to the tenth of a dBA.
Noise abatement was considered for locations where the future noise level
was predicted to be 69 dBA or higher, which is the procedure set by Mn/DOT
and the FHWA.

Comment: Predicted values neglected to take existing noise abatement (trees,
berms, distance, etc.) into consideration.

Response: Existing berms and distance were taken into consideration to
predict future noise levels. A few trees or even a row of trees would have little
to no effect on noise levels. For instance, the FHWA states that vegetation
would need to be a minimum of 100 feet thick, a minimum of 20 feet high,
and so dense that it cannot be seen through in order to provide a 5 dBA noise
reduction. This condition does not exist in the project area.

Comment: Predicted results violated standard expected results. Sound
intensity increases with the square of the distance. Approximately 4.5 dBA in
this environment. So, where the road comes close to the house and you look at
values that were predicted, some show a decrease in levels and some show
only an immeasurable increase. This violates the rule that just the distance
alone is going to increase the sound and that’s not explained.

Response: In noise modeling and prediction there are no “expected results.”

Distance is not the only factor in determining noise level. Input to the noise
model also includes traffic volumes, vehicle mix, and elevations. The roadway
geometry is also a factor. The overall centerline of the new roadway is
approximately at the same location as the centerline of the existing roadway.
In relation to the existing roadway, a portion of the new roadway may be
closer to a residence, but a portion will also be farther away.

The noise study was reviewed and approved by Mn/DOT and the FHWA as
valid, complete, and accurate.

To clarify the meaning of the first sentence of the comment: the sound
intensity increases with the square of the distance as the receptor moves closer
to the road.

Comment: Doubling of the traffic on a particular roadway will increase the
volume of the noise by about 3 dBA.

Response: Comment noted.
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Comment: Because of the new road design with traffic signals, the future
prediction of double the traffic volume, four lanes instead of the two, it is
expected to see a minimum increase of quadruple the traffic volumes at
periods during peak traffic.

Response: The forecasted peak hour volumes are expected to have the same
growth rate as the forecasted daily traffic volumes; they will not quadruple.

Comment: The predicted results should show a minimum of 3db increase in
noise levels.

Response: This comment implies that traffic is expected to double by the year
2030 throughout the project area. Traffic volumes are expected to double only
on Radisson Road between CSAH 14 and Quail Creek Parkway/129th
Avenue. Some of the expected traffic growth on that portion of the roadway is
due to the future extension of 129th Avenue, which will result in a continuous
roadway between Highway 65 and Radisson Road. Other areas to the north
are not expected to experience a doubling of traffic and will not experience a
3 dBA increase.

Comment: These discrepancies were not validated in the study. Any results
not showing expected results need further investigation and explanations. The
Traffic Noise Model lookup tables show that the values do follow the standard
rules stated above.

Response: The lookup tables are to be used as a screening tool only, as they
do not provide the accuracy of the MINNOISE Noise Prediction Program,
which has been in use for 25 years and was used on this project.

Comment: Noise values for adjacent predicted locations are inconsistent.
Levels for adjacent locations vary by as much as 10 dBA. Being that this is
unexpected, the results were not explained.

Response: The noise levels were checked and do not appear to be inconsistent.
One example of nearly adjacent receptors having a substantial difference in
2030 noise levels is Receptor 22 (73.5 dBA) compared to Receptor 23 (64.0
dBA). This difference can be explained, in most part, as being due to the
substantial difference in the distances from the receptors to the northbound
centerline (40 feet for Receptor 22 and 150 feet for Receptor 23).

Comment: Statements are made that if there is any break in the noise barrier
that it would be totally ineffective. This is false; the correct wording and
abatement direction is that it would be less effective and the results still need
to be evaluated.
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Response: The EA states that where existing driveways do not allow a
continuous barrier, a noise barrier would not be an effective mitigation
measure. “Highway Traffic Noise,” FHWA, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/
environment/htnoise.htm states that openings in noise walls for driveway
connections or intersecting streets destroy the effectiveness of barriers. In
these situations, barriers are not typically evaluated.

Comment: It has been stated during some of the open house meetings that
because the road is new it will be quieter. It has been documented by the
FHWA that this is not true. The road will also not always be new and smooth.

Response: Comment noted.

The following are summaries of the verbal public comments received at the public
hearing and responses to the comments:

e Bill Seifert, 13252 Palisade Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: | don’t disagree with the need for improvement of the roadbed and
the addition of turn lanes. | disagree with the scope of this project with a four-
lane Radisson Road. Did the traffic model take into account the increased
capacity on Highway 65, with its new limited access and reduction in the
number of traffic signals?

Response: The improvements being made to Highway 65 were taken into
account when the future traffic volumes were projected.

For roadway projects with a projected traffic volume at or above 15,000
vehicles per day, the county is required by Mn/DOT State Aid rules to
construct a four-lane roadway. The projected daily volume on Radisson Road
north of 125th Avenue is 25,800. In addition, the peak hour analysis of the
Radisson Road/Bunker Lake Boulevard and Radisson Road/125th Avenue
intersections determined that two through lanes in each direction are needed
for acceptable intersection levels of service. The additional lanes are also a
safety improvement, as they provide space for gaps in traffic, increase the
sight distance through the curves, and allow space for vehicles to pass a
vehicle disabled along the roadway.

Comment: Speed on Radisson Road is a problem. Reducing speeds would
reduce noise and make it easier to merge safely into traffic.

Response: Posted speed limits are determined by the State of Minnesota.
Counties and cities do not set speed limits. Once the proposed project is
completed, the cities can request that a speed study be completed. There is no
guarantee that a speed study will result in a lower speed limit.

With the proposed design, there will be space for officers/law enforcement to
pull speeders over. This is a safer condition and will make enforcement easier.
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Gary Jorgensen, 13180 Palisade Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: My concern and request is for a traffic signal at Quail Creek
Drive/132nd Lane and Radisson Road. Although the amount of traffic does
not require a signal, | would argue that the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists
trying to cross Radisson Road is more critical.

Response: In addition to not meeting traffic signal warrants based on traffic
volumes, the intersection does not meet the warrant for pedestrian volumes.
To meet the pedestrian volume warrant, the number of pedestrians crossing
Radisson Road during an average day would need to be 100 for each of any 4
hours, or 190 during any 1 hour. Pedestrian volumes are nowhere near those
levels.

There is direct connectivity through the local city street system between Quail
Creek Drive/132nd Lane and the Quail Creek Parkway/129thAvenue and
Radisson Road intersection, which did meet warrants and will be signalized as
a part of the project.

Comment: The noise level is very high and it is scary to think that it is going
to increase with this project and the number of cars. The noise study was very
limited in scope and many of the areas were not even considered for noise and
noise abatement.

Response: The noise study was not limited in scope. Noise abatement was
considered for locations where the future noise level was predicted to be 69
dBA or higher, which is the procedure set by Mn/DOT and the FHWA. The
noise study was reviewed and approved by Mn/DOT and the FHWA as valid,
complete, and accurate.

Comment: It was stated that fencing or any natural barriers would only be a
visual barrier, not a noise barrier. I think that a visual barrier, fencing or trees,
would be very effective and should be considered. I think that, in these
economic times, the bids will come in under budget and some of these nice-to-
have things that are being discounted should be considered.

Response: Fencing and trees will not effectively reduce noise, so they were
not considered as a mitigation measure. The county will not be installing
privacy fences or planting trees with the project.

Homeowners can plant trees and/or install a privacy fence on their property, in
accordance with city ordinances, using the money received for their land and
damages, if they wish. They can also apply for funding under the Impact
Assistance Program, a program developed by the City of Blaine and Anoka
County for residents impacted by the project. The Impact Assistance Program
provides funds to assist residents with improvements to screen their property
from the roadway. Examples of eligible improvements include:
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e Moving trees that might otherwise be cut down to retain screening from
the roadway.

e Planting trees and/or installing privacy fencing to enhance/mitigate visual
screening from the roadway.

This is a matching program whereby the city and the county will pay two-
thirds (66.6%) of eligible costs, up to $10,000 per parcel. Residents can apply
for the program through the City of Blaine.

As part of the environmental documentation and mitigation process, the
county is required to address the impacts caused by the proposed project.
Examples of mitigation are the construction of noise barriers where noise
levels exceed federal limits and it is reasonable and feasible to construct a
barrier; replacement of wetlands that are impacted by the project; and
compensation to property owners for right-of-way, easements, and impacts to
trees, fences, etc. The Impact Assistance Program goes above and beyond
what the county and the city are required to do.

Jess Eichhorn, 13275 Owatonna Court NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: During construction, are we are going to be able to use the roads or
will we have to take back roads?

Response:
Radisson Road between CSAH 14 and Bunker Lake Boulevard and Bunker

Lake Boulevard east of CSAH 52 will be open to local traffic, but will be
closed to through traffic. Through traffic will be detoured around the project
area.

Radisson Road south of CSAH 14 and north of Bunker Lake Boulevard and
Bunker Lake Boulevard west of Radisson Road will be open to local and
through traffic during construction.

Comment: A trail is needed on both sides of the road because it will not be
safe to cross the road.

Response: A trail on one side of Radisson Road was included in the original
application for federal funding. A trail on both sides of the road would result
in additional property impacts and would require the acquisition of additional
right-of-way. Residents on the east side of Radisson Road who want to access
the trail are encouraged to travel on city streets in the neighborhoods and to
cross Radisson Road at Quail Creek Parkway. Additional pedestrian crossings
of Radisson Road are located at 125th Avenue and Bunker Lake Boulevard.
These locations would also accommodate future city trail connections to the
Radisson Road trail.
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Comment: The speed limit on Radisson Road fluctuates from 45 to 50 to 55.
We need one speed limit, preferably 45 miles per hour.

Response: Posted speed limits are determined by the State of Minnesota.
Counties and cities do not set speed limits. Once the proposed project is
completed, the cities can request that a speed study be completed.

Comment: This is a residential area along Radisson Road, with no businesses.
We do not need semi-trucks on the road.

Response: County roadways are required to accommaodate all vehicle types
regardless of land use along the corridor. Radisson Road (CSAH 52) connects
to major local and regional transportation corridors and connects a wide
variety of land uses. It is reasonable to expect some truck traffic on this route.

Comment: We do not need four lanes.

Response: For roadway projects with a projected traffic volume at or above
15,000 vehicles per day, the county is required by Mn/DOT State Aid rules to
construct a four-lane roadway. The projected daily volume on Radisson Road
north of 125th Avenue is 25,800. In addition, the peak hour analysis of the
Radisson Road/Bunker Lake Boulevard and Radisson Road/125th Avenue
intersections determined that two through lanes in each direction are needed
for acceptable intersection levels of service. The additional lanes are also a
safety improvement, as they provide space for gaps in traffic, increase the
sight distance through the curves, and allow space for vehicles to pass a
vehicle disabled along the roadway.

Berry Arrowsmith, 13734 Radisson Road NE, Ham Lake, Minnesota

Comment: This is a residential area and | do not want a freeway through my
front yard. This is a waste of taxpayer money.

Response: The proposed project will not turn Radisson Road into a freeway.
A freeway does not have any driveways, access is only provided at
interchange locations, and there are no traffic signals. Radisson Road is a
County State Aid Highway and is classified as minor arterial roadway. Minor
arterial roadways are intended to carry heavy traffic loads, to have limited
access, and to have higher posted speed limits.

Taxpayer money will be used to address multiple needs along the roadway
corridor. The project will improve traffic operations by adding through lanes.
Safety will be improved by adding turn lanes, which will move turning traffic
out of the through lanes. Safety will also be improved by the construction of
the raised median, which will reduce the number of full-access intersections,
thereby reducing the number of vehicle conflicts. The trail will improve
mobility and increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Bill Karbo, 1660 Bunker Lake Boulevard NE, Ham Lake, Minnesota

Comment: | don’t agree with the scope of the project, with a four-lane Bunker
Lake Boulevard. | agree that some improvements are needed: a shoulder, some
turn lanes, and a traffic signal at Bunker Lake Boulevard/Radisson Road.

Response: The peak hour analysis of the Radisson Road/Bunker Lake
Boulevard intersection determined that two through lanes in each direction are
needed for acceptable intersection levels of service. The additional lanes are
also a safety improvement, as they provide space for gaps in traffic and allow
space for vehicles to pass a vehicle disabled along the roadway.

Comment: | agree that travelers use Bunker Lake Boulevard to Radisson Road
to avoid the problems on Highway 65, but Highway 65 is being fixed. Plus, |
was told that a Bunker Lake Boulevard overpass of Highway 65 with no on
and off ramps would likely be constructed, so there would be less traffic on
Bunker Lake Boulevard.

Response: The county’s traffic model shows that, even with improvements to
Highway 65, improvements to both Bunker Lake Boulevard and Radisson

Road are needed. An overpass of Highway 65 with no on and off ramps could
reduce traffic on Bunker Lake Boulevard. However, future plans (unfunded at
this time) include an interchange at Highway 65 and Bunker Lake Boulevard.

Wayne Schroer, 13123 London Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: Traffic noise is very loud in the morning. It’s so noisy at night that
I don’t open my windows until about 8:00.

Response: Comment noted.

Sung Anderson, 13140 Owatonna Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: Since Highway 65 has been improved and Lexington Avenue was
expanded to four lanes and can be expanded to six lanes, a four-lane Radisson
Road is not needed. Why don’t we make this into a parkway?

Response: The improvements being made to Highway 65 were taken into
account when the future traffic volumes were estimated. For roadway projects
with a projected traffic volume at or above 15,000 vehicles per day, the
county is required by Mn/DOT State Aid rules to construct a four-lane
roadway. The projected daily volume on Radisson Road north of 125th
Avenue is 25,800. In addition, the peak hour analysis of the Radisson
Road/Bunker Lake Boulevard and Radisson Road/125th Avenue intersections
determined that two through lanes in each direction are needed for acceptable
intersection levels of service. A parkway typically has a wider median with
trees, landscaping, etc., which would require more space.
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Comment: The noise study has gaps because only four locations were used to
project what the noise level would be in 2030.

Response: It is normal practice on transportation noise studies to select a
limited number of representative monitoring locations that represent different
conditions along the project. The 2030 noise levels were not projected by
using the four monitored locations. The MINNOISE Noise Prediction
Program, which is used by Mn/DOT and approved by the FHWA, was used to
predict the 2030 noise levels. The noise study was reviewed and approved by
Mn/DOT and the FHWA as valid, complete, and accurate.

Comment: Privacy fencing along the entire Radisson Road corridor could
have a positive impact out of this construction. Perhaps the county could look
into this because the project will more than likely come in under budget.

Response: The county will not be installing privacy fences with the project.
Homeowners can install a privacy fence on their property, in accordance with
city ordinances, using the money received for their land and damages, if they
wish. They can also apply for funding under the Impact Assistance Program, a
program developed by the City of Blaine and Anoka County for residents
impacted by the project. The Impact Assistance Program provides funds to
assist residents with improvements to screen their property from the roadway.
Examples of eligible improvements include:

e Moving trees that might otherwise be cut down to retain screening from
the roadway.

e Planting trees and/or installing privacy fencing to enhance/mitigate visual
screening from the roadway.

This is a matching program whereby the city and the county will pay two-
thirds (66.6%) of eligible costs, up to $10,000 per parcel. Residents can apply
for the program through the City of Blaine.

As part of the environmental documentation and mitigation process, the
county is required to address the impacts caused by the proposed project.
Examples of mitigation are the construction of noise barriers where noise
levels exceed federal limits and it is reasonable and feasible to construct a
barrier; replacement of wetlands that are impacted by the project; and
compensation to property owners for right-of-way, easements, and impacts to
trees, fences, etc. The Impact Assistance Program goes above and beyond
what the county and the city are required to do.
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Paul Klucsar, 12625 Radisson Road NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: With more runoff water from the four lanes versus two lanes, I’'m
afraid that the wetland behind my property will get a lot larger.

Response: The wetland will not get larger due to the proposed project. Under
existing conditions, there is no curb and gutter on the east side of Radisson
Road and runoff from the road drains directly into the wetland. The proposed
project includes additional lanes but also adds curb and gutter on the east side
of the road. The runoff from the new road will be collected in storm sewer and
routed to the west side of Radisson Road into Pond 52A. Pond 52A has been
designed to infiltrate the runoff from the new road for up to a 2-inch rainfall
event. For rainfall events that exceed 2 inches, the pond will discharge to the
east into the wetland, but it will be discharged at a controlled rate. In addition,
the wetland's outlet (County Ditch 59-9, which ultimately drains to Coon
Creek) is not being changed.

Deborah Bochenski, 12962 Radisson Road NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: It doesn’t make sense to expand Radisson Road to four lanes. The
only time that traffic is bad is during rush hour, Monday through Friday. On
the weekends it’s not a problem. We don’t need to direct people to that road.
We need to direct these people to Lexington Avenue and Highway 65. Money
does not need to be spent improving a residential area. This project will have a
significant impact on people and their property.

Response: Congestion is worse during the peak hours, but traffic throughout the
day also needs to be considered in the planning process. For example, the
projected daily volume on Radisson Road north of 125th Avenue is 25,800. For
roadway projects with a projected traffic volume at or above 15,000 vehicles
per day, the county is required by Mn/DOT State Aid rules to construct a four-
lane roadway. The additional lanes are also a safety improvement, as they
provide space for gaps in traffic, increase the sight distance through the curves,
and allow space for vehicles to pass a vehicle disabled along the roadway. This
project will provide capacity and safety benefits to all drivers at all hours.

Highway 65 and Lexington Avenue are being improved as well, and adjacent
property owners will experience impacts to their properties.

Steve Straus, 1641 Bunker Lake Boulevard NE, Ham Lake, Minnesota

Comment: Bunker Lake Boulevard should not have concrete barrier (median)
in the middle of the road. The concrete median will require us to make a U-
turn to get into our driveway, and snow on the barrier will melt and refreeze,
which is a safety problem. You could use a rail with posts with breaks at the
driveways. People who live along the road do not have any problems getting
on and off the road.
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Response: The proposed roadway, with raised center medians, is the typical
county design for a roadway of this type. Medians are desirable because they
will reduce the number of full accesses along the corridor, thereby reducing
the number of vehicle conflicts and reducing the likelihood of a crash. Even
with the required U-turns, studies have shown that by eliminating the left
turns from driveways, fewer crashes are experienced. While people may not
have difficulty getting on and off the road today, the road is being designed
for traffic volumes in the year 2030, when vehicle conflicts will be greatly
increased.

While some water from melting snow could flow onto the roadway, most of
the water should flow into the concrete gutter and then into the storm sewer
system.

Tracie Van Wechel, 12710 Mankato Street NE, Blaine, Minnesota

Comment: | am concerned about the safety of the residents south of 127th
Lane on the east side of Radisson Road getting out onto a 55-mph roadway.
We have heard rumors that this condition would make these homes unlivable.

Response: To clarify, the speed limit on Radisson Road in this area is 45 miles
per hour. The proposed median will reduce the number of vehicle conflicts,
and the proposed 8-foot-wide shoulder will provide safer ingress and egress
for the driveways. The homes will continue to be livable after the project is
completed.

Comment: There is currently a 15-foot easement for an alley south of 127th
Lane. Now we’re being told that an extra 10 feet, 25 feet total, is needed for
the alley. Where is this extra 10 feet going to come from?

Response: The additional 10 feet of easement would need to be obtained from

the properties on the west side of the possible alley. The alley will not be
constructed at this time.
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CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Minnesota Rule 4410.1700 provides that an EIS shall be ordered for projects that
have the potential for significant environmental effects. In deciding whether a
project has the potential for significant environmental effects the following factors
shall be considered:

1. Type, Extent, and Reversibility of Environmental Effects

Anoka County finds that the type and extent of environmental effects are
similar to effects associated with other road construction projects and the
project will have no significant environmental effects.

2. Cumulative Potential Effects of Related or Anticipated Projects

The environmental impacts associated with the project have been assessed
in combination with past, recently completed, present, and foreseeable
future actions. No adverse cumulative effects are anticipated in the project
area.

3. Extent to Which the Environmental Effects Are Subject to Mitigation by
Ongoing Public Regulatory Authority

There are several federal, state, and local permits required to ensure that
specific environmental effects are mitigated (see Section 11.B.1.a). The
mitigation of environmental impacts will be designed and implemented in
coordination with regulatory agencies and will be subject to permitting
processes.

4, Extent to Which the Environmental Effects Can Be Anticipated and
Controlled as a Result of Other Available Environmental Studies
Undertaken by Public Agencies or the Project Proposer, Incuding Other
EISs

The Anoka County Highway Department (ACHD) has extensive
experience in roadway construction. Many similar projects have been
designed and constructed by the ACHD both near the project area and
throughout the county.

There are no issues anticipated that ACHD design and construction staff
have not encountered and successfully solved on similar projects. Anoka
County finds that the environmental effects of the project can be
anticipated and controlled as a result of environmental review and
experience on similar projects.
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CONCLUSIONS

A

B.

All requirements for environmental review of the proposed project have been met.

The EA/EAW and permit processes related to the project have generated
information that is sufficient to determine whether the project has the potential for
significant environmental effects.

Areas where potential environmental effects have been identified are being
addressed during the final design phase. Mitigative measures will be incorporated
into the final design phase and coordinated with the appropriate agencies during
the permit process.

Based on the criteria set forth in Minnesota Rule 4410.1700, the project does not
have the potential for significant environmental effects.

The EA/EAW for the CSAH 52/CSAH 116 Reconstruction Project was adequate
and a negative declaration is made on the need for an EIS by the Anoka County
Board of Commissioners by resolution.

The Anoka County Board of Commissioners approves the distribution of the
Notice of Decision documenting this decision.
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document is prepared -- was prepared for this project
and meets both State and Federal guidelines.

On the federal level, the EA is used to provide
sufficient environmental documentation to determine
whether an environmental impact statement is
required, or whether a finding of no significant
impact is appropriate. The document also fulfills
the State requirements for preparing an environmental
assessment worksheet, and actually follows the format
of a State EAW, with its typical 31l-section format.

Similarly to the federal process and the State
level, the document is used to document the
environmental impact to determine whether a State
environmental impact statement is required or whether
what is called a Negative Declaration is
appropriate. This EA/EAW was distributed for review
to all the permitting and regulatory agencies, and is
available for viewing by the public. |If you haven™t
seen one yet, again, there"s copies here tonight.
There®s also copies available at the Johnsville
Branch Library, Blaine City Hall, Ham Lake City Hall,
the Anoka County Highway Department in Andover, and
electronically on the project website.

Well, what®s the purpose of this public

hearing? A public hearing typically provides the
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public with the opportunity to comment on major
design issues and the potential social, economic and
environmental impacts of a project in a formal and
documented setting. The main purpose of tonight®s
public hearing is to obtain comments on the EA/EAW.
It is not to provide feedback on your comments at
this time. You will have opportunities to give oral
statements, and in a few minutes individuals who wish
to make oral statements can do so. Please give your
name and address before you give your statement, so
that the court reporter can get your name and address
correct, please. An official transcript of your
statement will be taken by the reporter. You can
also provide written statements by either filling out
a comment sheet, which are located over here
(indicating), and dropping them in the box. If you
don"t want to do that tonight, you can mail them in.
You can also send an e-mail, and there®s information
on the handout on how to send an e-mail. You can
also go to the project website and there is a link
for sending an e-mail with your written comment.
Comments received prior to the close of the day
at 4:30 -- the close of the public comment period,
4:30 on July 7th, will be made part of the official

hearing record.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

So what"s iIn this EA/EAW? Some of the major
topics are the purpose and need for the project, the
alternatives considered, the social, economic and
environmental impacts and mitigation, and a summary
of public and agency involvement.

The purpose and need for the project: Why are
we doing this project? The project is needed to
address the need for additional roadway capacity.
Both roadways need to be four-lane facilities to
provide satisfactory traffic operations for existing
and forecasted traffic. The project is needed to
provide additional infrastructure to support existing
and proposed development in the area. The project is
needed to address access management needs.

Along this project there are approximately 60
driveways and 11 local streets where full access is
provided. This number of accesses is inconsistent
with the County®s access spacing guidelines and
creates safety concerns and hinders mobility. The
project is needed to address safety issues that exist
due to lack of adequate shoulders, lack of turn lanes
and insufficient gaps during peak periods when people
are trying to turn onto those roadways and off the
roadways. Finally, the project is needed to address

the current lack of provisions for pedestrians and
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bicyclists.

The need for this project has resulted in the
project being included in the County®s Five-Year
Highway Improvement Program, the Metropolitan
Council®s Transportation Improvement Program, and
MN/DOT"s State Transportation Improvement Program.

The proposed improvements include reconstruction
of the roadways with four-lane divided roadways with
turn lanes and paved shoulders, access closures and
modifications, a pedestrian/bicycle trail, traffic
signal improvements and drainage systems.

A main feature of the EA/EAW is the discussion
of other alternatives considered. Other alternatives
that were considered included rehabilitation.
Rehabilitating the existing roadway, to rehabilitate
the pavement and add turn lanes. This alternative
would not address a number of the needs of the
project, including capacity needs, pedestrian and
bicycle needs, and access spacing iIssues.

Another alternative that we always look at is a
new location alternative. This alternative would
construct either or both roadways on a new location.
This alternative would not address the needs of the
project and would likely have much greater

environmental impact than this project has. We also
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needed to consider the, Do nothing alternative,' but
this alternative would not address any of the needs
of the project.

And lastly, we looked at alignment alternatives,
mostly in the area of the historic farmstead, which I
will discuss in a little bit.

A summary of the construction costs and funding
for the project is as follows: The estimated
construction cost of the project is approximately 11
million dollars. This cost does not include
right-of-way acquisition, relocations, or the cost of
development and delivering the project, that is just
for construction. The project will receive 7.65
million dollars in federal funding. Anoka County,
Blaine and Ham Lake will fund the rest of the
project.

The current schedule includes completing the
environmental process by the fall, gaining approval
by late fall, completing the right-of-way process by
late fall, possibly starting tree clearing and
utility relocations in late fall, and starting
roadway construction in 2010. Construction 1is
anticipated to be complete in 2011.

Now I°11 discuss some of the major social,

economic and environmental impacts that are mentioned
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in the EA/EAW. The project results in wetland
impacts of 2.43 acres. Impacts will be mitigated to
satisfy the requirements of the Wetland Conservation
Act.

There are water quality impacts. Due to the
widening of the roadways the project will increase
the area of impervious surface, which will increase
the volume of water runoff. Storm water ponds and
other measures will provide rate control and improve
the water quality of runoff of the project area.

The project also has right-of-way impacts. The
County Right of Way Department has been in contact
with each of the property owners where land
acquisition is required. Appraisals have been
completed and offer letters have been sent to the
property owners. The project will require relocation
of three residential properties. The environmental
study also looked into archaeological, historical or
architectural resource impacts. And the project does
impact a historic property adjacent to Radisson Road.

The property known as the Boxwell Farmstead is
located at 13401 Radisson Road. The study determined
that the property is considered eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. As a property

that"s considered eligible for the National Register,
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it is protected by what is called Section 4(F)
legislation.

A unit of MN/DOT a Cultural Resources Unit and
the State Historic Preservation Office determined
that the project will have an adverse EFFECT to the
property. The County worked with the Cultural
Resources Unit and the State Historic Preservation
office to minimize the property impacts by studying
alternative alignments in front of the property and
other studying other mitigation measures. An
agreement was made between the County, the Cultural
Resources Unit, the State Historic Preservation
office, the County Historical Society and the
Preservation Alliance of Minnesota on mitigation for
the impacts. The evaluation of the 4(F) property is
documented in the report and is attached to the back
of EA/EAW.

A noise study was completed and is included in
the EA/EAW. Noise levels for the year 2030 were
predicted and compared to the federal noise abatement
criteria. The year 2030 noise levels exceeded the
criteria in a number of locations in the project
area. Noise barriers were studied where they would
be an effective mitigation measure. Noise barriers

are not effective i1f houses are isolated or when
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driveways do not allow a continuous barrier to be
constructed. Noise barriers were studied on the east
side or Radisson Road south of 127th Lane and between
127th Lane and Quail Creek Parkway. It was
determined that these two barriers are cost
effective.

Other social, environmental and economic items
discussed in the EA/EAW include: Land use, farmland,
floodplains, potential environmental hazards, fTish,
wildlife and ecologically sensitive resources. A
botanical survey was completed at the request of the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Other
items: Erosion and sedimentation, air quality, odors,
noise and dust during construction, the Cumulative
impacts of recent, ongoing and future projects in the
area, social impacts, pedestrian and bicyclist
considerations and environmental justice.

The public involvement that has been done to
date includes open house meetings on May 30th, 2007,
November 8th, 2007 and June 24th 2008, and a public
meeting with Blaine residents on May 20th, 2009.
Additional meetings have been held with the
individual property owners to discuss the
right-of-way process or project impacts and issues.

In addition to meetings, a project website has been



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

11

maintained to provide information throughout the
project.

Agency coordination has been extensive. Review
and permitting agencies were contacted to notify them
of the project, provide information, determine
permitting and approval requirements, and request
input. In addition to Anoka County and the cities of
Blaine and Ham Lake, the following agencies were
contacted: The US Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Natural Resource Conservation District, US Army Corps
of Engineers, the Minnesota Cultural Resources Unit,
State Historic Preservation Office -- as | mentioned
earlier -- the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency,
the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Anoka
County Parks and Recreation, the Anoka Conservation
District, Coon Creek Watershed District and the
Minnesota Land Trust.

Permits will be obtained from the US Army Corps
of Engineers, the Coon Creek Watershed District, the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, MN/DOT and
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

Now that 1 have discussed the purpose of the
public hearing and how you can make comments and
summarized the major items in the EA/EAW, 1711

conclude by outlining the next steps in the process.
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Comments received during the public comment period
will be considered for future project-related
decisions. Responses to your comments will be
included in an update to the EA/EAW. Anoka County
and the Federal Highway Administration will make a
determination on the adequacy of the environmental
documentation. If the determination is made that an
Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary, the
County will prepare a Negative Declaration for the
State process and a request for a Finding of No
Significant Impact for the federal process. That
request will be submitted to MN/DOT and the FHWA. IF
the FHWA agrees to this finding, they will issue the
Finding of No Significant Impact. Public notices of
the decisions made and the availability of these
documents will be provided.

That concludes this presentation and oral
statements can now be made. So again, 1°d like to
reiterate that the purpose of the public comment
period or your oral statements iIs to provide comments
on the EA/EAW. If you have individual comments about
your property, the impact to your property, say,
trees or berms or driveway access, those questions
are best met by talking to the County and City

representatives in the back like you did before the
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public hearing, because we will be accepting comments
right now, but we won"t be providing feedback to your
comments. So for those who want to step forward, you
can come to the microphone, state your name and
address clearly so that the court reporter can get
that accurately. We"d appreciate that. Thank you.

MR. SIME: My name is Dean Sime, my
address i1s 13269 Owatonna Court. And I"ve had a
little bit of time to look at the environmental study
with regards to the traffic noise analysis and 1 have
several comments here, which are included, that show
that where the current noise analysis is inadequate
and an invalid analysis either individually or
collectively. 1 just want to kind of run through my
bullet items here for the record.

As far as qualifying a noise measurements, A)
they failed to qualify the collection of sites that
were existing -- where existing noise levels were
monitored. Which is -- they picked four sites only
along the whole corridor, no analysis was given to
why they selected those sites. They failed to state
the environmental conditions during the measurement
period. They didn"t give the environmental
conditions, such as wind, rain, weather, et cetera,

during their measurement period to say that the level
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should be accepted as is or not. And that is a
requirement according to law in the FHA document.

They failed to state the traffic volumes
measured during the noise measurement period. So
during the noise measurement period that they did,
they did not state if the traffic levels were at
expected highs and lows, et cetera. Existing noise
levels were not measured in some of the critical
areas, they were only predicted, they did not explain
that. Being that the measured sites were close to
the threshold, continued more thorough and expanded
measurements is expected. So some of the
measurements were close, however, they did not expand
their measurement period beyond two five-minute
measurements.

Predicted values in their measurement tables
show less than actual monitored value in two of the
four measured locations: One DBA in one location,
N4, and five DBA in location, N3. So what that"s
saying is they measured a value at one location,
their predicted value is five DB less than the values
they measured. No qualification on that number.

Regarding the predicted measurements, location
of predicted measurements were located at or near the

residence. Location for exterior noise impact should
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be the right-of-way line, a point farthest from the
house to be on the conservative side with doing the
noise impact analysis. |If using the predicted
results as given in the current study, the noise
abatement criteria should be 64 DBA, being they"re
located at the residence. There are two criteria
that need to be met, out in the space, 70 DBA, where
you reduce it to 69 for consideration as approaching,
or 55 DBA inside the residence. And that is measured
through an open-window policy where if the window can
be opened or needed to be opened during residence
occupancy, which I"m sure they are in all these
spaces, that is -- they need to meet 55 DBA inside
the residence. And an open window is set to reduce
the sound by ten DBA, so that"s where 64 DBA,
approaching 65, comes in. So in using the numbers
that they use for prediction located at or very close
to the residence, their criteria should be 64 DBA and
not 69. If they want to use the 69 DBA criteria,
they need to take their predicted measurement at the
property line near the road in each space of the
yard.

Predicted measurement showing increased number
positions to the nearest tenth, reported precision

must not be greater than the lowest measurement



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

16

precision or design parameters. The measurement
equipment used in this study, for those four
measurements, has a specified precision of plus or
minus 1.5 DBA. Because the invalid precision used
sites that meeting criteria for abatement were
ignored. This, of course, ignores the fact that
predicted numbers used are inaccurate and misused as
stated in item C or 64 DBA. What that means is they
each have sites there where i1t"s like they"re trying
to evaluate 69 DBA, for example. They have some
predicted values at 68.8, because they increased that
precision to the nearest tenth instead of the nearest
single digit, they disqualified 68.8 as devaluated.
They have no right to increase precision with the
analysis given to the parameters given and the
equipment used, therefore, that value is 69, but they
ignored it.

Predicted value, they neglected to take into
consideration existing noise abatement from the
areas, trees, berms, distance, et cetera. The
predicted results violated standard expected results
where sound intensity increases with square of the
distance approximately four -- four and a half DBA in
its environment. So where the road comes close to

the house -- and you look at values that were
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predicted, some show a decrease in sound levels, and
some of them show only immeasurable increase, which
violates this rule of just the distance alone is
going to increase the sound; that®"s not explained.
Doubling the traffic on a particular roadway
will increase the volume and the noise by about 3
DBA. Again, pretty much all numbers in their
predicted analysis violate this expectation. Being
that this is -- violates what"s expected. You would
expect to have a statement in there explaining why

this is not true. So these discrepancies were not

validated by the study. The FHA traffic noise
(unintelligible) -- look up tables, however, do show
that the values do follow the standard rules as
stated above, that probably shouldn®*t -- 1 should say
the values shouldn®"t, because | used the federal -- 1
used the federal software to punch in the parameters
of this project -- you punch in the existing traffic,
they come close to the values that they modeled.
However, you punch in the future traffic and it does
shows 3 DBA increase that they do now show in their
prediction. Being that this -- all the expectations
and rules are violated, a statement needs to be made
proving or showing that their values are acceptable.

Noise values for adjacent predicted locations
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are inconsistent. That is, if you look at the map
and you look at the noise prediction values, you-ll
see some of them in a row, and they"re up and down as
much as ten DBA for adjacent locations, that"s not
explained. The train, the runway, the roadway, and
everything iIs the same, the distances vary slightly,
but the value vary by about ten DBA; that is not
explained.

Statements are continuing to be made in the
noise analysis that any break in the noise barrier
that would be totally -- made totally ineffective,
this is false. The correct wording in the abatement
direction is that it would be less effective and
results still need to be evaluated.

Now I did leave my working notes at home
accidentally, but 1 would be happy to explain any
results that I"ve come up with.

UNIDENTIFIED MAN: (Raising hand.)

MR. SIME: Yes.

THE COURT REPORTER: Okay. Wait a minute.
IT you"re going to do this, you®"re going to need to
come up and give me your name. 1 need to have
everything --

UNIDENTIFIED MAN: Okay.

MR. SIME: Or we could do it one on one,
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too, and you can include it In your comments to the

UNIDENTIFIED MAN: How about if I ask a
rhetorical question and --

MR. SIME: All right. At this moment 1711
step aside.

MR. SEIFERT: My name is Bill Seifert, 1
live at 13252 Palisade Street Northeast in Blaine.
And my house is Impacted in this project as well as
many of yours are I"m sure. 1 just had a couple of
comments -- and 1°ve always had a tough time getting
the answers. And, unfortunately, 1 can"t get them
out of the materials, so there was some of you
earlier were asking questions on traffic, and the
lady and the gentleman who were answering these just
said these were the traffic models that were
predicted. And 1"ve been through two other meetings
and no one was ever there could tell me where this
model came from. And now I*m looking at -- 1 don"t
disagree with the need for improvement of the
roadbed, 1| disagree with the scope of the project for
this roadbed, but whenever 1 do ask a question iIt"s
because the traffic model -- and 1 think you had
mentioned that, too, in the report -- the traffic

model suggested that future traffic is going to
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demand a better roadbed. But my question lies -- the
65 corridor, was that model taken into account with
the increased capacity with 65 roadbed improvements
in limited access. Meaning, how necessary is a
four-lane Radisson project, when now Central doesn"t
have as many stoplights? Because it seems to be
counter-intuitive, you"d want to take less traffic
off of a safer roadbed, which is Radisson.

I don"t disagree that we could use turning
lanes. Sound abatement is always an issue, but the
easiest way to reduce sound is reduce traffic and
reduce speed.

IT you look at the last four accidents that
happened -- one of my neighbors just pointed out one
happened yesterday -- there"s a corner where most of
the accidents happen. It"s not the corner that"s the
problem, it"s the speed that"s the problem. By
simply slowing down the speed, you can control both
noise and the distance one needs to merge safely into
traffic. And this is very confusing because, again,
I asked the question and there®s never a person
responsible for who"s in charge of controlling the
speed on the roadbed.

Going north on Radisson, the Ffirst sign you see,

40 miles an hour, 100 feet later, 55 miles an hour,
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and that"s where sound would be affected.

The social impact, | think, or the -- you know,
we talk about the environmental impact, but I also
think the social impact is very important to our --
it can"t be dismissed. And by that 1 mean, you
know, a four-lane road might be useful further south,
it"s already there, but what"s the impact of having a
four-lane road north of Main Street, and where is it
going to go to and where is that traffic coming
from? The amount of open -- and I°ve just got two
more comments and 1°m done -- the amount of open
space that"s available for homesteads is limited and
finite. There"s not going to be that much more
population, so the only additional traffic could be
from the extension coming off of 65. Now why would
we be wanting to pull traffic off of 65 -- again, as
I mentioned earlier -- when we just improved it? And
as far as a secondary roadway to get over to 35, with
Bunker being wider, can®t they go straight over to
Lexington and down? So that®s just what I wanted to
say. | appreciate your time.

MR. JORGENSEN: My name is Gary Jorgensen,
I live at 13180 Palisade Street Northeast in Blaine.
And I have three or four comments, mainly focused on

safety and the environmental impacts, which includes
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safety. And the biggest is my concern and my request
for a traffic light at Quail Creek Drive and Radisson
Road. And I know I and my children and many others
try to get across Radisson Road on occasions on
bicycles or walking, and I think anybody that"s
navigated the S-turns on Radisson Road and tried to
cross knows that it"s an extremely dangerous crossing
area, and there"s not a lot of other options,
unfortunately. A traffic signal in that area,
although it does not meet the requirements of the --
whatever the requirements are to have a traffic
light, by the number of movements, I would argue that
safety is a lot more critical than the number of
movements in that area. And at some point someone --
unfortunately, | think it"s going to take someone to
get run over by a car, and that"s very sad.

I would echo Bill"s comments regarding the
noise. | know as far as changing the subject to the
safety, but the environmental impact -- and I know
Dean came up with a lot of very technical data -- and
the only data I need is sitting up on my deck in the
evening and listening to a great deal of noise. And
it"s scary to think that that is going to increase
even greater with this project with the number of

cars. The fact that the environmental impact study
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and the noise study that they did was very limited in
scope. And it looked at -- it was very easily --
easy to dismiss by the number of residences that they
were actually using that we were affected by the
actual noise in the area. Almost like noise just
happened in a very concentrated area as opposed to
distributing, like we all know it does. So that is

why many of the areas along the route are not even

considered for noise -- any type of noise
abatements.
I would also like to say that the -- it was

stated that fencing or any kind of natural barriers
would only be a visual barrier, not a noise barrier,
and 1 would argue that that is equally important to
note. 1Is looking at a road -- looking at cars pass
is less attractive than not looking at cars passing.
So in certain areas | think even a visual barrier,
being trees or some sort of a fencing, | think would
be very effective, even if 1t was psychological to
the homeowners. 1 think it would be very effective.
And I don"t see why along the entire route some form
of barrier or fencing couldn®t be considered.

They mentioned on this project, it was set for
11 million dollars, and 1 would argue that that

budget was set a number of years ago in the middle of
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a huge construction boom. And I think they-"re
discounting a lot of things -- potential improvements
like the traffic lighting, the traffic signals on
Radisson and Quail Creek Drive, and I would be very
surprised iIf this project didn"t come in well under
budget. And so having said that, in the current
economic conditions there are very -- there are a lot
of contractors out there that are hungry for work.
And if this is going to be in an open-bid process,
like 1"m sure it is, I would be willing to bet that
those figures are going to come in well under budget,
and there might be some room for some of these
nice-to-have things that are being discounted due to
the costs. That"s all | have.

MR. CHALUPNIK: Any more questions?

MR. EICHHORN: My name is Jess Eichhorn, |
live at 13275 Owatonna Court. Probably some of these
questions could probably be answered later, but I"m
going to ask them anyways. When the construction
starts -- what I have to ask iIs: Are we going to be
able to use those roads or are we going to have to
take back roads? The next one is: The bike path --
I see you talk about the bike paths, but it"s only on
one side, well, how the heck are the other people

that are crossing it be kept safe when there®s almost



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

8,000 more cars that are going to be coming through
there? So with only one stoplight through there, 1
don"t think it"s going to be very safe for my family
and some of the other families down the road there.

The speed, 1 don®"t know what the speed is going
to be. Right now along Radisson Road it fluctuates,
it goes from 45 to 50 to 55 -- it goes all over the
place. We should make this one speed limit all the
way through. Where I live around the corner there,
on 129th there there was a young lady killed here
during that rain storm here in March.

IT we had that speed limit down to a 45, 1 could
actually go outside and enjoy myself and not listen
to the traffic --

THE COURT REPORTER: You need to slow
down.

MR. EICHHORN: Slow down. Okay. It"s a
residential area. This is not -- there are no
businesses down there, we don"t need those four
lanes. We have semi trucks coming through there. We
don"t need semi trucks coming through there, 65 was
meant for that, Radisson Road from 100 -- from County
Road 14 to Bunker there, there is not one business at
all. We don"t need semis, we don"t need four lanes,

we don"t need this. |If you only do one thing for us,
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put the bike lanes in, put it on both sides, that"s
all we need. And, finally, what they“re talking
about in the future is that there®s supposed to be
8,000 cars a day extra going through there, why do
you need that through a residential area? We don"t
need it. Thank you.

MR. ARROWSMITH: My name is Barry
Arrowsmith, 1 live at that corner of Radisson and
Bunker, 13734 Radisson Road. 1°m just going to say
the exact same thing, it"s a residential area. 1
moved to Ham Lake to be out in a rural area and I do
not want to put a freeway through my front yard. |
don*t think we need it. |1 think it"s a waste of the
taxpayer®s money, and 1 think we should save it and
spend the money on something useful for Kkids or
something iIn the future.

MR. KARBO: Well, if everybody else is
going to go. My name is Bill Karbo, 1 live at 1660
Bunker Lake Boulevard. When I first heard about the
road coming through about three, four years ago -- 1
have a blind, autistic son, and we didn"t want to be
on that kind of road. It"s bad enough being on a 55
mile-an-hour speed zone, but we didn"t have, you
know, have that son when we moved in. We tried

selling our house at the time, but we had to disclose
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that letter, and we had people say we like the house,
but what they"re going to do with the road, we don"t
want to buy it. So there we"re still sitting there.
And I"ve been coming to the meetings and trying to
figure out why they"re doing the road. |1 agree with
what everybody has been saying, we don"t need it,
it"s a residential area. Neighbors have been there
for a long time -- since it was a sand road -- we all
know it"s sand out in that area. And I remember
going out In Ham Lake years ago, it was sand, then
tar. 1 do agree it needs improvements, It needs a
shoulder, some turn lanes, a light at Radisson and
Bunker, that would be great, but with all the traffic
that"s coming through, 1 agree the only reason why
they"re coming down Bunker to Radisson is because of
Highway 65, the lights, but that"s being fixed, we"ve
already got rid of some of them. A lot of people 1
know, they don®"t come down that road anymore. Plus,
when the project was Tirst started, | had talked to a

gentleman at Anoka County Highway, he said that in

the future -- which would probably be maybe six years
from now -- at the time -- he said that they“"re going
to more than likely put in an overpass -- Bunker Lake

over Highway 65 with no on and off ramps. So if

you"re not going to having people coming down 65 and
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getting on Bunker to go to Radisson, so that makes it
even less traffic.

And as far as the noise level, | agree iIt"s
noisy now, but I was told that when they make the
divided four lane it will be quieter. That"s what I
was told. And that -- there®s a lot of other things
that I won"t get into because it"s my own personal
property and that -- a lot of lies, a lot of things
won"t get put on paper, it"s all hearsay, but I just
wanted to give my opinion. Thank you.

MR. CHALUPNIK: Anybody else want to come
up at this point?

MR. SCHROER: My name is Wayne Schroer,
and 1 live at 13123 London Street, which my back yard
is to Radisson Road. And when 1 bought that property
ten years ago and 1 built the home, 1 could sit and
have dinner without closing my windows. And up to
about five years ago I no longer need an alarm clock
to wake up in the morning, because the traffic is so
loud -- the semis come through -- they started to do
that. And 1 don"t even open up my windows at night
for dinner until about 8:00 because it"s just -- It°s
so noisy. And people that come over, have dinners at
my place, they say, "l can"t believe that they"re

going to change that to a four-lane.”™ And 1 hope
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they think a little bit more about what they“re
doing, because 1 think what people have talked here
with kids, that would be -- people would tend to go
in the opposite direction away from that, because --
I think it"s more an area for accidents to happen.
Thank you for your time.

MS. ANDERSON: My name is Sung Anderson,
and I live at 13140 Owatonna Street Northeast. |
would concur with what everybody is saying, and 1°d
liked to reiterate what everybody is saying. And if
you haven®t come up to this podium because you think
everything has been said, | encourage you to come up
and state it over and over and over because we do
need to have our voices heard. And even if it may be
coming from every single individual, and it"s the
same message that we are sending, we need to make
sure that our voices are being heard.

Having said that, again, 1°d like to reiterate
what the other people that have come up here have
been saying, and that is we"ve been hearing the same
messages, and that is, number one: There are safety
issues with four lanes coming in, we are going to
have a lot more cars that are going to be invited to
come right now with a two-lane, if we expand it to a

four-lane it"s just an automatic given that more cars
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will be coming down that road. With 65 having been
improved and with lights being taken out -- and 1
understand -- 1°ve gone to every single meeting that
the County has invited us to, and 1°ve learned a lot
of different information. And one of the information
that has come up iIs that when Lexington was expanded
-- which is currently four lanes -- they left it so
that they can expand it in the future as a six-lane
roadway. And there are plans the County is already
talking about, from what 1 understand, that they will
be expanding from Main Street going north on
Lexington. That is in the near future. So the
question that 1 have in my mind is with 65 being
improved, with the lights being taken out and
basically making that into an expressway, and with
Lexington being a future expansion, why are we
expanding Radisson Road, which is already a settled
residential area? The houses are right there by the
road, why are we expanding this into a four-way lane
when traffic -- when we don"t need that?

The noise, you know, we -- there are -- 1 think
it"s very fascinating to hear about the noise study
that was done, and I think there are a lot of gaps
that need to be addressed by the County that need to

be answered for the residents”™ satisfaction. And I
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think that"s important for the County to do because,
you know, Ffour spots in this entire stretch, to be
able to say from those four locations what the entire
noise level is going to be projected out to 2030

seems very Farfetched to me. And so 1°d like to see

a clear definition of how they came up with those
numbers and perhaps we need to readdress and take --
do a new noise study level.

Fencing, 1 think that"s a wonderful idea that
you have there, Gary, about the fencing. They"re
going to be taking out all the trees -- a lot of
trees on Radisson, very mature ones, some more than
others. And 1 understand there are some more going
in, but 1 have to agree with Gary, that some of this
noise level is a visual impact. And with the economy
the way it is, and the budget more than likely
probably going to come in under because there are a
lot of contractors looking for work, you know,
perhaps the County can look at putting in -- even if
it"s just privacy fencing, not sound walls, but
privacy fencing along the entire corridor of
Radisson, so that everybody -- all the residents can
have some kind of a positive impact out of this --
out of this construction.

This is a county road and I know that -- 1%ve
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heard this over and over from the engineers, you know
-— 1 think one of the suggestions was made, why
don"t we make this into a parkway? This is a
residential area, we"re trying to bottleneck this
four-lane -- this grand scheme of things that was
happening over at the Lakes area, there were already
plans for a four-lane with turn lanes when they built
the Lakes area. Now they®"re trying to force-feed
this four-lane into an existing residential area
that"s been there for at least a decade -- two
decades. I"m new to this neighborhood -- 1"ve been
there for four years, so | don"t know the history,
but what 1 do know is that when this county road was
designed, this was a farmland, there was nothing out
here when that was considered a county road. 1Is it
possible that we can relook at that? And the reason
why 1 bring this up is because the engineers and the
County keep coming back and saying this is a county
road, this has to be a throughway, this is a place
where the traffic can move. And my question to that
is -- what I"m hearing is, there"s only so much land
just north of Blaine that can be built, there is no
commercial land, it is a finite space, 65 is being
developed, Lexington is going to be developed.

Perhaps maybe we need to look at changing the road
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name from a county road to a parkway or to whatever
else it needs to be to bring it down, the speed, to
make it a safer area. We don"t have to make it into
a four lane with turn lanes.

I agree that the roads do need to be improved.
I agree that there should be -- | agree that there
should be some shoulders on the road. We need to
have traffic lights, we need to have pedestrian and
bike path so that it"s a safer area for everyone to
live, but trying to make this into a four-lane with
turning lanes -- to make that happen may not be the
smartest answer. Thank you.

MR. KLUCSAR: My name is Paul Klucsar, 1
live at 12625 Radisson Road. [1°ve been a long-time
resident of Blaine, well over 25 years, and 1"ve
watched it develop. |1 moved up there because I
wanted a nice large lot that had a wetland behind
it. With this road improvement I"m afraid that my
wetland might get a lot larger, I"m going to have a
lot of runoff water from the four lanes versus the
two lanes right now. The back section of my
property, while 1 would say my property is probably
50 percent wetland right now, 1 really don"t want to
see it go to 75 percent wetland. 1°ve seen that

they"re going to build some ponds -- some holding
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ponds and things like that, but really the question
of the runoff water affecting my property hasn®t been
satisfied Iin my mind.

I1"d like to say for the record here, that having
the early time for this meeting was very inconvenient
for myself and my wife. My wife works downtown
Minneapolis, she got home about 5:30, we grabbed a
quick bite, and get here by the 6:00 time, I had no
time for the open house and to see what plans changed
in the back of the room. 1 wish this meeting could
have been a little bit later in the evening, maybe
another half hour or started an hour later. Thank
you.

MR. CHALUPNIK: Would anyone else like to
come up at this time?

MS. BOCHENSKI: Good evening. My name is
Deborah Bochenski, I live at 12962 Radisson Road.
I1"ve lived there since 1972. I"m just going to talk
a little bit of what 1"ve been hearing, a lot of the
concerns, everybody is right on. 1 guess my big
question for our Mayor and for our County is just
why? It doesn®t make -- this road being expanded to
four lanes does not make any sense. The only -- when
I look out and 1 watch the traffic, the only time

that that traffic is bad is during rush hour, Monday
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through Friday. People that are driving down
Radisson Road Monday through Friday during rush hour
are the problem, and it"s not the residents that live
in that area that are driving on the road, it"s the
people that live north and are avoiding Highway 65.
They"ve gotten used to driving down that road,
they"ve got used to driving down Radisson, not having
the stoplights, and that"s the way that they“re

comfortable driving. On the weekends it"s not a

problem. Our road is fine. We have no problem
getting out, we have no problem turning. The noise
isn"t as bad. The noise is horrific Monday through
Friday during rush hour, as the other people have
been talking about having to close their windows, |
can"t -- 1 don"t take my storm windows off my living
room because we wouldn®t be able to hear our TV or
anything else or have conversation because of the
noise during that time.

We don"t need to direct people to that road. We
need to direct these people that are driving north to
Lexington and Highway 65. Money does not need to be
spent for improving a residential area. It needs to
be spend on improving those areas it"s affecting --
well, 1°d like to take us back. If we spend the

money on improving those areas that people are
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traveling, it"s not going to impact the people that
are driving north. They -- it"s not going to be a
big deal if they can"t drive down Radisson Road
anymore, they"re going to -- you know, there"s some
stoplights, they lower the speed, whatever, they"re
going to take another route, but doing this project
is impacting the people that live on those roads, and
have been living there. And this is their residence,
these are families, these are children, and it"s
going to impact us hugely. And the whole question is
why, it just does not make sense. And I would like
somebody to explain to me just why. It just doesn™t
make any sense. | guess that"s it. Thank you.

MR. STRAUS: My name is Steve Straus, and
I live at 1641 Bunker Lake. The question I have is
why are there concrete barriers in the middle of this
four-lane road? This is going to make -- Bunker goes
east before we can go into our driveway and make a
left-hand turn in front of traffic coming west to get
into our driveway. | don"t think that"s very safe.
And to my estimation, concrete in the middle of this
four-lane road is going to be a waste, because in the
wintertime it is also a danger. When the plows are
plowing that road they never get that snow off that

concrete barrier. And when the weather warms up, the
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water is going to run down off that concrete barrier
onto the blacktop, and this makes ice, soO you can"t
tell me that that"s safer.

And what I can"t understand is why they just
can"t go to work and put a rail with posts through
the center and make a break where the driveways are
so you can make a left turn or a right turn into our
driveways. This is one thing that I think is a
waste, the concrete in the middle of that road. But
the four-lane road is a good idea, there"s heavy
traffic along that road, but that"s because that
anybody that®"s living on that road right now does not
have any problems getting on and off of that road.
Anyone that has to get on that road has enough good
sense to wait until traffic has gone by and then get
on. And that"s what 1 believe, the road should have
no concrete barrier in the middle of the road.

MS. VAN WECHEL: My name is Tracie Van
Wenchel, my address is 12710 Mankato Street. My
street is adjacent -- east of Radisson Road. And I™m
here today to just reiterate and want my voice to be
heard. The concerns that 1 have, along with my
fellow neighbors here, that there"s going to be a
sound barrier on Radisson Road behind us, so to the

west, but on Radisson. However, there are four homes



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

38

that will not have a barrier, which will then allow
us to get onto this 55 mile-an-hour road to get out.
It concerns me, as well as the safety of the those
people, as well as the gap in the sound barrier along
Radisson Road. We also heard rumors that these homes
would not be livable -- (unintelligible) -- they"d
have to get onto this 55 mile-an-hour road to exit.
And there is one home for sale right now, there®s
another home that is rental property and there-s
people coming and going. So it"s a concern for us as
well as the safety for the people behind us. We"ve
also heard rumors that if those homes are not lived
in they could be foreclosed on, and potentially being
low income housing going back there all along
Radisson, and that is a concern for me as well. As
well as for the safety of people for those people
trying to get on and off of Radisson Road who have
homes right there. There"s also a turn lane for some
of those people to get out on the road, trying to get
off of Radisson as well as crossing the turn lane for
those trying to get onto 127th Lane, and concerns for
people®s safety. So, again, I*m here to voice the
concern of safety, and why do we need this project
when there®s a lot of concerns here today. Thank

you.
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MR. CHALUPNIK: Anyone else at this time?
(No response.)

MR. CHALUPNIK: Well, we"re halfway
through the two-hour comment period, and that -- your
opportunity to make comments verbally will last until
8:00, but if no one has the urge to come up right
now, | just offer that we could also open up the open
house portion of the project because some of you, |
think, possibly have individual questions. And 1

think we"l1l do that, we"ll be in the back to answer

your questions individually. And before 8:00 if you
still want to make a verbal statement, you are free
to do so. So again, thank you. 1 just want to
summarize that we will respond to each and every
comment, whether it"s iIn written form or expressed
verbally. And those comments will be -- the
responses to the comments will be published in the
updates of the EA/ZEAW. And just keep in mind that
even though the County and our firm and the Cities
are preparing responses to your comments, those
comments -- those responses have to be well thought
out and justified, because the Federal Highway
Administration has to approve this project.

So we do take your comments seriously, and we

thank you for your comments. And thank you for
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coming. |If you want to leave, that®s fine. |If you
want to stay, that"s fine, but again, we"re going to
start the open house portion back up again.

MS. VAN WECHEL: I forgot something.
12710 Mankato Street. Behind my property -- between
the property that"s behind me that sits on Radisson
there"s a easement for an alley. Currently there's
15 feet of easement for that alley. We were told
that an alley would go there. We were recently just
told that there®s another ten feet that i1s needed for
that alley to go there. My question is when I built
my house there some six, seven years ago, that®s what
they needed for the alley. Now 1°"m being told that
an extra ten feet, well, it has to come from
somewhere, where is it going to come from? |1 guess
it concerns me, because the property behind me, which
is on Radisson, certainly, from what I1"ve heard --
(unintelligible) -- an addition ten feet, they have
to get property from the front, so | guess my
question is, 1T that alley truly needed 25 feet -- do
the math -- 15 plus ten -- having the 25 feet, then
the development at that area wasn"t planed
appropriately for that easement of that alley to go
through. Therefore, if the alley was there, these

homes could be accessing this alley instead of trying
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to get onto Radisson Road, a 55 mile an hour road,
which I*m not sure that"s what we need right now. |
just want to make sure that that alley concern was
out there, so that others are aware of that, we need
25 feet iInstead of the 15 feet that was slated when I
purchased that house. Thank you.

MR. CHALUPNIK: 1t is now 8:00, the public

hearing is closed.
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