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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION / BACKGROUND

In 2025, the City of Hugo initiated a study for development within the northwest portion of Hugo. The
City determined that a study of the development needs of the area would be practical to adequately
prepare for development and help developers understand how their projects fit into the overall public
infrastructure plans and environmental constraints of the Study Area. The City identified 784 acres as
the Study Area (Figure 1). The Study Area is mostly comprised of agricultural and undeveloped forest,
wetlands, and grasslands, with rural single-family homes present throughout.

Minnesota Rule 4410 requires environmental review for certain types and sizes of projects, including
those that could be proposed within the Study Area. To prepare this area for future development, and
as an alternative to required environmental review of individual developments, the City elected to
prepare an Alternative Urban Areawide Review (AUAR) for the Study Area so the City and future
developers can predict approval processes, potential impacts to both public infrastructure and the
environment, and mitigation needs for identified impacts. Impacts are assumed for the full build of each
development scenario, whereas actual development will occur in phases over several years. The City
ordered preparation of an AUAR at their January 5, 2026, Council Meeting (Resolution 2026-1). Three
development scenarios are being studied. Scenario 1 is consistent with the land uses in the existing
2040 Comprehensive Plan, Scenario 2 involves a higher density of medium-density residential
development and mixed-use, and Scenario 3 consists of no industrial use and a higher density of high-
density residential use. The three scenarios include varying amounts of residential and mixed-use
development (Table 1).

Table 17 Overview of Development Scenarios

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Land Use Comprehensive Plan
(acres) (acres) (acres)
Industrial 187 107 0
High-Density
Residential & 43 203
Medium Density 224 343 246
Residential
Low-Density
Residential 210 159 232
Mixed Use 88 132 103
Total 784 784 784

Executive Summary
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[Il. SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

A summary of mitigation measures by AUAR section is provided below. Mitigation measures apply to all
development Scenarios, unless otherwise noted.

COMPATIBILITY WITH LAND USE REGULATIONS MITIGATION PLAN

10.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendment for Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 development.
10.2 Rezoning of Study Area to reflect new zoning districts.
10.3 Land use approval process for development under all Scenarios.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY MITIGATION PLAN

111 Obtain Watershed District permits.
11.2 Prepare SWPPP and Erosion and Sediment Control Plans for each development site.
11.3 Obtain NPDES Construction Stormwater permit.
114 Install and maintain erosion control BMPs throughout construction.
11.5 Complete geotechnical assessments to determine soil suitability.
WATER, WASTEWATER, AND STORMWATER MITIGATION PLAN
12.1 A wetland delineation will be required prior to development of each site, as it develops.
Stormwater will meet the City of Hugo, Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD), and the
12.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit
requirements.
The stormwater management system will consist of ponding to meet stormwater
requirements along with water reuse or infiltration to meet volume reduction
12.3 . L . o .
requirements. If volume reduction is not possible, filtration or other water quality
treatment best management practices (BMPs) will be used.
12.4 Temporary erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented during the
' construction that meet the City of Hugo, RCWD, and NPDES permit requirements.
125 Depending on the final redevelopment layout, some sanitary sewers and watermains
' may need to be reconfigured and reconstructed.
126 Groundwater wells will be property sealed by a licensed contractor prior to
' redevelopment.
12.7 A chloride management plan will be implemented by each site developer, if required by
' state and local rules.
Stormwater that is directed to on-site wetlands or ditches will be treated prior to discharge
12.8 ; )
into the wetlands/ditches.
Full development of the Study Area will require one additional water supply well, so city-
12.9 wide water demand should be monitored as development progresses and additional

well(s) should be constructed before max day demand exceeds firm capacity.

Summary of Mitigation Measures
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CONTAMINATION/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/ WASTES MITIGATION PLAN

If building demolition involves removal of regulated waste, waste will be hauled to a

13.1 facility licensed to handle such waste.
13.2 If building demolition occurs, MPCA and MDH notifications will be prepared, as
’ necessary.
13.3 A Response Action Plan will be prepared by developers during site planning to mitigate
' the potential for encountering contamination.
Construction-related waste will be recycled or disposed of in approved facilities, as
13.4 appropriate. Toxic or hazardous substances used during project construction or
' operations (i.e., petroleum products, hydraulic fluid, and other chemical products) will be
stored and disposed of following local and state guidelines.
Recycling for residential units and commercial buildings in the Study Area will be in
13.5 accordance with the 2016 Recycling Law (Minnesota Statutes Chapter 115A, Section
115A.551, subdivision 2a).
Businesses that store or generate hazardous waste will obtain a hazardous waste
13.6 .
license from the MPCA.
13.7 Businesses that store or generate hazardous waste will be treated or disposed of

hazardous waste as required by the MPCA.

FISH, WILDLIFE, PLANT COMMUNITIES, AND SENSITIVE ECOLOGICAL

RESOURCES
14.1 Follow current USFWS guidelines for tree removal to avoid impacts on the tricolored bat
' and migratory birds.
Follow current MNDNRgui del i nes for Bl andingds turt
shallow marsh and shallow water wetlands between September 15 and April 15, if these
14.2 . . : e . .
areas are suitable for turtle hibernation. If mitigation measures are not feasible, project-
specific avoidance plans will need to be implemented to ensure compliance.
Reseed disturbed areas with native grass and forb species to comply with RPBB
14.3 .
MnDNR guidance.
14.4 Plant native, weed-free, species in re-vegetated areas, where deemed appropriate
' through development review.
145 Incorporate pollinator species into landscaped planting areas, where deemed
' appropriate through development review.
14.6 Invasive species will be controlled during site construction by inspecting and
' decontaminating equipment when moving between sites.
14.7 Utilize wildlife-friendly erosion control blankets to avoid entanglement, where deemed
' appropriate through development review.
14.8 Coordinate with DNR and/or USFWS as development occurs, to determine needs for

additional avoidance and mitigation measures.

Summary of Mitigation Measures
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HISTORICAL PROPERTIES MITIGATION PLAN

Complete cultural and historic resource assessments and coordination with SHPO, OSA,
15.1
and MIAC as development occurs.

VISUAL IMPACT MITIGATION PLAN

16.1 A lighting and photometric plan will be developed and submitted to the City of Hugo with
' any development application for review and approval by the City.

AIR MITIGATION PLAN

During construction, dust emissions will be controlled by watering, sprinkling, or calcium

17.1 . L
chloride applications, as necessary.

During construction, contractors will maintain streets, alleys, sidewalks, and other public
17.2 spaces adjacent to construction activities to keep them free from dust, litter, and other
debris in accordance with Hugo ordinance.

GHG MITIGATION PLAN

Developers will consider design strategies and sustainability measures that could reduce

18.1 -
emissions.

NOISE MITIGATION PLAN

Construction activities will be conducted in compliance with the City of Hugo noise
19.1 ordinances to minimize noise levels and disturbances, and construction activities will
cease from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am.

The Study Area will be constructed so that noise-sensitive areas (i.e., residential units)

19.2 will have sufficient setbacks from noise sources to limit noise disturbances.

TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION PLAN

20.1 Improve 165" Street by paving the roadway surface and providing a two-lane roadway
' (rural or urban cross-section) with an off-street multi-use trail.
Implement intersection improvements outlined in traffic study at:
20.2 1 Elmcrest Avenue and 165% Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
1 Oneka Parkway and 165" Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
1 Fenway Avenue and 165" Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
20.3 For Scenario 2, construct turn lanes and traffic signal at TH 61 and 165™ Street north
20.4 For Scenario 1 and 3, construct roundabout at TH 61 and 165™ Street North
20.5 Extend Oneka Parkway from south of 165" Street to at least 170" Street.
20.6 Extend Fenway Avenue south to connect into the existing roadway network south of
165" Street near Ferrara Avenue or Finale Avenue.
20.7 Pave Fenway Avenue and provide a roundabout or exclusive left turn lane and shared
through/right turn lane at 165" Street.

Summary of Mitigation Measures
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20.8

Construct trail and sidewalk connections within the Study Area and to the surrounding
network.

20.9

Update traffic studies, as needed, as development progresses.

Summary of Mitigation Measures
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[ll. DRAFT AUAR

PROJECT TITLE
Hugo 165t Street Area

PROPOSER
Proposer: City of Hugo
Contact Person: Rachel Juba
Title: Community Development Director
Address: 14669 Fitzgerald Avenue North
City, Sate, Zip: Hugo, MN 55038
Phone: 651.762.6304
Email: rjuba@ci.hugo.mn.us

RGU
RGU: City of Hugo
Contact Person: Bryan Bear
Title: City Administrator
Address: 14669 Fitzgerald Avenue North
City, Sate, Zip: Hugo, MN 55038
Phone: 651.426.6320
Email: bbear@ci.hugo.mn.us

REASON FOR EAW PREPARATION
AUAR Guidance: Not applicable to AUAR

PROJECT LOCATION
County: Washington
City/Township: City of Hugo
PLS Location (¥, ¥4, Section, Township, Range): S7, S8, S18, T31N, R21W
Watershed (81 major watershed scale):  Mississippi River Twin Cities
GPS Coordinates: X:-92.9991236, Y: 45.1888433
Tax Parcel Number(s):

0503121440010 0703121340034 0803121230001
0703121110001 0703121340042 0803121230002
0703121110002 0703121410001 0803121230003
0703121120001 0703121410002 0803121230004
0703121120002 0703121410003 0803121240001
0703121120003 0703121410004 0803121240002
0703121120004 0703121420002 0803121310001
0703121130001 0703121420003 0803121310002
0703121130003 0703121420004 0803121320001
0703121130004 0703121420023 0803121320002
0703121130005 0703121420024 0803121320003
0703121140001 0703121420025 0803121320004
0703121140002 0703121420026 0803121330050
0703121140003 0703121420027 0803121340002
0703121140006 0703121420028 0803121410003

Draft AUAR
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0703121140007 0703121420029 0803121410004
0703121140008 0703121420040 0803121410005
0703121210001 0703121420042 0803121410008
0703121210002 0703121420047 0803121410009
0703121210003 0703121420063 0803121410011
0703121210005 0703121420064 0803121410012
0703121220001 0703121420066 0803121410013
0703121220004 0803121110002 0803121410015
0703121230002 0803121120002 0803121410016
0703121230003 0803121130002 0803121410017
0703121230005 0803121140001 0803121420008
0703121230006 0803121140002 0803121420009
0703121230007 0803121140003 0803121420010
0703121240001 0803121140004 0803121420011
0703121310003 0803121140005 0803121420013
0703121310004 0803121140006 0803121420014
0703121310005 0803121140007 0803121420015
0703121310006 0803121140008 0803121420016
0703121320001 0803121140009 0803121430001
0703121320002 0803121140010 0803121440004
0703121320003 0803121140011 1803121210057
0703121320004 0803121140012 1803121210069
0703121330001 0803121210002 1803121210082
0703121340024 0803121210003 1803121210083
0703121340033 0803121220003 1803121220002

Each of the following are included in the AUAR:

Figure 11 City Districts

Figure 27 AUAR Study Area

Figure 31 Project Location i USGS
Figure 41 Scenario 1 Proposed Land Use
Figure 51 Scenario 2 Proposed Land Use
Figure 6 1 Scenario 3 Proposed Land Use

Figure 71 Existing Cover Types

Figure 81 Parks and Trails

Figure 91 Zoning

Figure 10 1 Surface Water

Figure 111 Highly Erodible Soils

Figure 12 1 Existing Well Locations

Figure 131 Existing Wastewater Systems

Figure 14 1 Existing Stormwater Discharge Locations
Figure 1571 Proposed Stormwater Management
Figure 16 1 Proposed Water Systems

Figure 171 MPCA/ MDA WMwaNeiyttborhood Results
Figure 18 1 Ecological Resources

=4 =8 =880 _0_4_9_5_4_4_4_42_4_4_-49_-2-:-2-

Draft AUAR
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DESCRIPTION

AUAR Guidance: Instead of the information called for on the EAW form, the description section of an

AUAR should include the following elements for each major development scenario included:

1 Anticipated types and intensity (density) of residential and commercial/warehouse/light
industrial development throughout the AUAR area.

1 Infrastructure planned to serve development (roads, sewers, water, stormwater system, etc.).

Roadways intended primarily to serve as adjoining land uses within an AUAR area are

normally expected to be reviewed as oguwmaystthato f

would cross an AUAR area are an optional inclusion in the AUAR analysis; if they are
included, a more intensive level of review, generally including an analysis of alternative
routes, is necessary.

1 Information about the anticipated staging of various developments, to the extent known, and

of the infrastructure, and how the infrastructure staging will influence the development
schedule.

Important Note: Every AUAR document MUST review one or more development scenarios based on

and consistent with the RGU6s Comprehensive

P

(This is equival enrbtuitlodor eavliteewihioah RGbexpedtmt@amendsts S
existing Comprehensive Plan, it has the options of deferring the start of the AUAR until after adopting

the amended plan or reviewing developments based on both the existing and amended
comprehensive plans; however, it cannot review only a development based on an expected
amendment to the existing plan. Also, the rules require that one or more development scenarios
analyzed must be consistent with known development plans of property owners within the AUAR
area.

The AUAR Study Area consists of 784 acres of land within the City of Hugo (Figure 1). The Study

Area is bounded by the City of Lino Lakes to the west and Oneka Lake to the east (Figure 1),
surrounded by rural residential and undeveloped land to the north, east, and west, with medium
density residential to the south.

The City anticipates development within the Study Area will be a combination of residential, industrial,

and mixed land uses. Three development scenarios have been evaluated in this AUAR (Table 2).
Scenario 1 is consistent with the land uses in the existing 2040 Comprehensive Plan,! Scenario 2

involves a higher density of medium-density residential development and mixed-use, and Scenario 3
consists of no industrial use and a higher density of high-density residential use. The three scenarios

include varying amounts of residential and mixed-use development.

Scenario 1 is consistent with the existing 2040 Comprehensive Plan. It includes industrial, low density

residential, medium density residential, high density residential, and mixed use.

Scenario 2 involves a higher density of residential development and mixed use, including industrial,

mixed use, low density residential, medium density residential, and high density residential as
planned unit developments.

Scenario 3 consists of no industrial development and a higher density of residential development,

including mixed use, low density residential, medium density residential, and high density residential

as planned developments.

The proposed densities of the three scenarios are summarized in Table 2.

1

2040 Comprehensive Plan
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Table 2 - Overview of Development Scenarios

Scenario 171 Existing Plan 2;?;55 @Zﬁgﬂ?sms & Net Acres Min Density Max Density

IND 187 53 134 - -
LD (2-4 upa) 210 76 134 268 536
MD (3-8 upa) 224 53 171 509 1358
HD (6-12 upa) 75 45 30 181 363
MIX (10-60 upa on 50%) 88 14 74 370 2221
TOTAL 784 241 543 1329 4478
DENSITY 2.45 8.26
Scenario 2 Gross Floodplains & Net Acres Min Density Max Density

Acres Wetlands
IND 107 13 94 - -
LD (2-4 upa) 159 70 89 178 356
MD (3-8 upa) 343 128 214 641 1709
HD (6-12 upa) 43 6 37 221 442
MIX (10-60 upa on 50%) 132 24 109 544 3264
TOTAL 784 241 543 1584 5771
DENSITY 2.92 10.65
Scenario 3 Gross Floodplains & Net Acres Min Density Max Density
Acres Wetlands

IND 0 0 0 - -
LD (2-4 upa) 232 85 148 295 590
MD (3-8 upa) 246 76 170 509 1358
HD (6-12 upa) 203 54 148 891 1782
MIX (10-60 upa on 50%) 103 25 77 387 2323
TOTAL 784 241 543 2082 6053
DENSITY 3.83 11.14

BP = Business Park; IND = Industrial; LD = Low Density Residential; MD = Medium Density Residential; HD = High Density

Residential; MIX = Mixed Use

Improvements to infrastructure within the Study Area will serve the needs of the proposed

developments in all scenarios. As development occurs, sewer and water will be extended to

development parcels, stormwater best management practices (BMPs) will be constructed, and traffic

improvements will be completed.

All of the development scenarios will require modifications to utility services (i.e. electric, gas, and

telecommunications). Future developers will work with the City of Hugo to construct the public utilities
for the proposed actions. All utilities will be constructed underground per Hugo ordinances.
Stormwater management will be developed to manage run-off and treatment (see Section 11).

Improvements to infrastructure or new infrastructure will be consistent with City of Hugo requirements
and all applicable standards. New infrastructure construction may include new stormwater piping,
stormwater basins, public roadways, trails, and sidewalks and potential rerouting of watermain and

sanitary sewer.

Development within the Study Area is expected to begin as early as 2026. Full build out is anticipated

to be complete in 15-20 years.

In all scenarios, the goal is to reduce the carbon footprint of the development, provide responsible
material and waste stream management, and create effective, integrated, and visible stormwater
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treatment. Development plans will be evaluated to reduce the carbon footprint as much as
practicable.

CLIMATE ADAPTATION AND RESILIENCE

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

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) states that throughout Minnesota, the
decades ahead will bring substantial warming during winter and at night, heavier rainfall events, and
the increased likelihood of heatwaves and potential for longer dry spells.

For the general project location, trends in precipitation, temperature, flood risk, and cooling degree
days have been analyzed and described below. Some of the climate projections summarized below
use Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs), which are greenhouse gas concentration
scenarios used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.?

Precipitation

According to the Minnesota Climate Explorer, the historic average precipitation level in Washington
County between 1980 and 2025 was 29.94 inches with the lowest range in 1988 (22.91 inches) and
the highest average in 2002 (41.12 inches)? as shown in Exhibit 1 below. Average annual
precipitation in Washington County from 2040-2059 is projected to be 33.20 inches under RCP 4.5.
From 2080-2099, average annual precipitation is projected to be 33.61 inches under RCP 4.5 and
36.22 inches under RCP 8.5 (Exhibit 2).

2 RCP 4.5 is an intermediate scenario in which emissions decline after peaking around 2040, and RCP 8.5 is a worst-case scenario
in which emissions continue to rise through the 21st century. Climate Explorer Metadata available at:
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/climate/climate-explorer-metadata.html

3 Available at: https://arcgis.dnr.state.mn.us/climateexplorer/main/historical
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Exhibit 1: Precipitation Trend for Washington County (1980 i 2025)

Precipitation For Washington; January-December
All graphs generated by Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, using temperature and precipitation data from NOAA.

42 Precipitation {in} 1895 to 2024 Mean: 29.94" —@— 1980 to 2025 Trend: 0.07"f Decade
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Exhibit 2: Projected Precipitation Trend for Washington County

Recent and Projected Future Precipitation For Washington; January-December

Graph generated by Minnesota Department of Natural Resources using data from University of Minnesota climate modeling. These velues may differ from those published in national and global climate assessments.

@ Vodel Mean BCC-CSM1-1 CCsM4 () CMCC-CM CNRM-CM5 (i) GFDL-ESM2ZN IPSL-CM5A-LR (i) MIROCS MRI-CGCM3

Precipitation (in)

1980-1999 2
Modeled Present Mid-+

2080-2099
Late-Century (RCP 8.5)

Temperature

According to the Minnesota Climate Explorer, the historic average temperature in Washington County
between 1980 and 2025 was approximately 43.99°F with the lowest average in 2014 (41.34°F) and
the highest average in 2012 (48.93°F) as shown in Exhibit 3 below. The average annual temperature
in Washington County is projected to increase to 49.03°F from 2040 to 2059 under RCP 4.5
(intermediate emissions pathway). Exhibit 4 below shows that, in 2080-2099, average annual
temperature is projected to further increase to 51.44°F and 55.14°F under RCP 4.5 and 8.5 (high
emissions pathway), respectively.
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Exhibit 3: Temperature Trend for Washington County (1980 i 2025)

Average Temperature For Washington; January-December
All graphs generated by Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, using temperature and precipitation data from NOAA.

50 Average Temperature®F 1895 to 2024 Mean: 43.99°F —@— 1980 to 2025 Trend: 0.44°F/ Decade

Average Temperature®F
.
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Exhibit 4: Projected temperature for Washington County

Recent and Projected Future Average For i January-Dx

Graph generated by Minnesota Department of Natural Resources using data from University of Minnesota climate modeling. These values may differ from those published in national and global climate assessments,
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Urban Heat Island

Surfaces and structures such as roads, parking lots, and buildings absorb and re-emit more heat from

the sun than natural landscapes. This can significantly raise air temperature and overall extreme heat

vulnerability in urban areas where there are dense concentrations of these surfaces. This is referred

to as urban heat island effect. According to the Metr
AUAR Study Area is located in an area of medium heat vulnerability.*

Flood Risk

Climate change can exacerbate the frequency and intensity of extreme rainfall events and associated
flooding in some locations. According to First Street, a tool that identifies the risk of flooding, the city
of Hugo has a minimal risk of flooding despite increases in extreme rainfall events.> However, due to
the potential risk of localized flooding, this AUAR will identify potential mitigation measures.

4 Available at: https://metrocouncil.org/Communities/Planning/Local-Planning-Assistance/CVA/Tools-Resources.aspx
5 Available at: https:/firststreet.org/city/hugo-mn/2730392_fsid/flood
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Cooling Degree Days

Degree says are based on the assumption that when the outside temperature is 65°F, heating or
cooling is not needed to be comfortable, as defined by the National Weather Service. Degree days
are the difference between the daily temperature mean and 65°F. If the temperature mean is above
65°F, 65 is subtracted from the mean and the result is the cooling degree days. For example, if the
mean temperature over a 24-hour period is 70°F, then there have been 5 cooling degree days.®

Cooling degree days are used as a proxy to estimate cooling needs for buildings.

According to Heat Vulnerability in Minnesota, the number of cooling days in 2019 for Washington
County was 385. The number of cooling days in 2050 for Washington County is projected to be 465
and 607 for RCP 4.5 and 8.5, respectively.”

For
and

each
how

Resource
t he

Category in t
projectos

design wi

adaptations to address the project effects identified Table 3.

Table 3 - Climate Considerations

table bel ow:

interact with

Resource
Category

Climate
Considerations

Project Information

Climate Change Risks and
Vulnerabilities

Adaptations

Project Design

Aspects of building
architecture/materials
choices and site design
may impact urban heat
island conditions in the
surrounding area,
including changing
climate zones,
temperature trends, and
potential for extended
heat waves.

In the coming decades, the

location of the Study Area is

anticipated to experience:

1 Increased annual
precipitation and more
frequent heavy rainfall

events

1 Increased annual
temperatures

1 Increased freeze thaw
cycles

T Medium urban heat
island effect

Buildings could be
constructed with rooftop-
ready infrastructure for
green roof or solar power|
generation

Building shells could be
energy efficient
Proposed climate

smart tree plantings

and landscaping will
reduce runoff and
mitigate urban heat
island effect

Land Use

No critical facilities
(i.e., facilities
necessary for public
health and safety,
those storing
hazardous materials,
or those with housing
occupants who may be
insufficiently mobile)
are proposed.

Portions of the proposed
development may
experience flooding during
extreme rain events.

Design of the site and
stormwater management
facilities will be
completed to reduce the
risk of flooding in the
AUAR Study Area.
Buildings will be set at
elevations to maintain
clearance above flood
elevations per Hugo City
code.

Infiltration areas may be
used and would improve
water quality and
stormwater runoff in the
project vicinity.

5 Available at: https://www.weather.gov/key/climate heat_cool

7 Available at: https://maps.umn.edu/climatehealthtool/heat_app/

Draft AUAR



https://www.weather.gov/key/climate_heat_cool
https://maps.umn.edu/climatehealthtool/heat_app/

March 2026

Water
Resources

Current Minnesota
climate trends and
anticipated climate
change in the general
location of the project
may influence water
resources.

Water resources in the
general Study Area may
become warmer, more
polluted, and change in
volume due to increased
temperatures and runoff.
There may be more
evaporation and water
available when it rains leading
to an increase in the flood
potential. It is projected that
there will be more severe
storm events with high,
intense rain amounts which
will require drainage systems
to be adequately maintained
to accommodate for the
increase in water volume.

1 Developers will consider
using native plants and
perennials for
landscaping and
stormwater features will
absorb water and reduce
the water demand for
irrigation.

1 Stormwater BMPs will be
designed to weather a
100-year storm event in
accordance with City/
Watershed requirements
as the property is
developed.

Contamination/

Current Minnesota
climate trends and
anticipated climate
change in the general
location of the project

The proposed development
is not anticipated to generate
hazardous waste or

K'A:erg?sljs may influence the materials beyond those that [Not applicable.
Wastes potential environmental | Would qualify for a minimal

effects of hazardous waste generator

. license through MPCA.

generation/use/storage

of hazardous waste and

materials.

Current Minnesota 1 Native plantings and
Fish, Wildlife, climate trends and stormwater BMPs
Plant anticipated climate Suitable habitat for will provide suitable

Communities,
and Sensitive
Ecological
Resources
(rare features)

change in the
general location of
the project may
influence the local
species and suitable
habitat.

species may become
unsuitable due to land
use changes, increased
temperature, and runoff.

habitat for small
mammals, insects,
and bird species that
currently utilize the
existing developed
area.

COVER TYPES

AUAR Guidance: The following information should be provided:

1 A cover type map, at least at the scale of a USGS topographic map, depicting:
Wetlands (identified by Circular 39 type)
Watercourses (rivers, streams, creeks, ditches)
Lakes (identify public waters status and shoreland management classification)
Woodlands (break down by classes where possible)
Grassland (identify native and old field)

O O0OO0OO0OO0OOo0OOo

Cropland
Current development
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T An Aoverlayo map showing anticipated devel opment
should also depict any fAprotection areas, 0 existi
cover types. Separate maps for each major development scenario should be generally
provided.

The Study Area encompasses approximately 784 acres. The existing (Figure 7) and proposed land
cover types and their respective acreages are provided in Table 4. In general, development within the
Study Area is expected to primarily convert agricultural lands to other land uses, which will include
areas of impervious as well as lawns/landscaping and stormwater management areas. The extension
of public roads and utilities within the Study Area is anticipated to impact wetlands and woodlands.
Individual developments may also impact these resources and will be required to undergo individual
avoidance and minimization efforts during the plan review process.

Table 4 - Overview of Existing and Proposed Cover Types

Existin Scenario 1 1
ng Comprehensive Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Cover Types Conditions
Plan (acres) (acres)
(acres)
(acres)
Wetlands and
Shallow Lakes (<2 190 187 187 187
meters deep)
Woodland/Forest 58 23 26 22
Cropland 161 0 0 0
Brush/Grassland 167 62 72 64
Lawn/landscaping 98 126 114 141
Impervious Surface 110 340 339 324
Stormwater Pond 0 46 46 46
Other (describe) 0 0 0 0
Total 784 784 784 784
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PERMITS AND APPROVALS

AUAR Guidance: A listing of major approvals (including any comprehensive plan amendments and
zoning amendments) and public financial assistance and infrastructure likely to be required by the
anticipated types of development projects should be given for each major development scenario. This
list will help orient reviewers to the framework that will protect environmental resources. The list can
also serve as a starting point for the development of the implementation aspects of the mitigation plan
to be developed as part of the AUAR.

The anticipated government permits and approvals required for the proposed actions are provided in
Table 5.

Table 5 - Anticipated Permits and Approvals

Unit of Government Type of Application Status
Federal
Section 404 Permit To be applied for
US Army Corps of Engineers Approved Jurisdictional .
o To be applied for
Determination
US Fish and Wildlife Service Incidental Take Permit To be applled for, if
applicable
State
Right-of-Way Permit To be applied for
Minnesota Department of
Transportation
Drainage Permit To be applied for
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System :
Construction Storm Water To be applied for
Permit
Minnesota Pollution Control Sanitary Sewer Extension Tob lied for
Agency Permit 0 be applied fo
Section 401 Water Quality To be applied for if Section
Certification Permit 404 permit is needed
Notice of Intent for Demolition To be applled for, if
applicable
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Public Waters Work Permit

To be applied for

DNR Water Appropriation Permit

To be applied for, if

Minnesota Department of applicable
Natural Resources Temporary Water Appropriations To be applied for, if
(General Permit 97-0005) applicable
Preliminary Well Construction To be applied for, if
Assessment applicable

Minnesota Department of
Health

Well sealing/abandonment permit

To be applied for

Watermain plan review

To be applied for

Sanitary sewer extension permit

To be applied for

Notification of asbestos
abatement/removal

To be applied for, if
needed

Regional/ County/ Local

Washington County

Right-of-Way Permits

To be applied for

Road Access Permit

To be applied for

Regional Rail Permits (Access and

To be applied for, if

Right of Way) needed
Septic Permit To be :‘ggj':g for, if

City of Hugo

Building Permit

To be applied for

Electrical Permit

To be applied for

Driveway Permit

To be applied for

Sewer and Water Permits

To be applied for

Plumbing Permit

To be applied for

Mechanical Permit

To be applied for

Demolition Permit

To be applied for

Commercial Construction &
Temporary Structure Permits

To be applied for

Residential Construction Permits

To be applied for

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

To be applied for, if
needed

Zoning Map Amendment

To be applied for, if
needed

Preliminary Plat Approval

To be applied for

Final Plat Approval

To be applied for

Site Plan Approval

To be applied for

Conditional Use Permit

To be applied for, if
needed

Rice Creek Watershed
District

Floodplain Alteration*

To be applied for

Stormwater Management*

To be applied for

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan*

To be applied for
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Wetland Conservation Act/Wetland .
To be applied for

Alteration*
Regional Conveyance Systems To be applied for
Public Drainage Systems To be applied for
Appropriation of Public Waters To be applied for
Sanitary sewer extension permit To be applied for

General Industrial Discharge
Metropolitan Council Permits
Environmental Service

To be applied for

Direct Connection Permit To be applied for

Encroachment Permit To be applied for
*These RCWD rules are administered by the City of Hugo as

LAND USE
Existing and Planned Land Uses and Zoning

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

The AUAR Study Area includes approximately 784 acres along 165" Avenue in Hugo. The Study
Area begins at the border of Lino Lakes (Anoka County) and Hugo (Washington County) and includes
the intersection of 165" Avenue and Trunk Highway (TH) 61 (Figure 2).

The Study Area is currently comprised of mostly large lot residential and farm properties, with a few
industrial and commercial uses. There are new, large residential developments on the southern
border that have streets stubbed to connect into the AUAR Study Area. There is an existing trail along
TH 61 and plans for trails and parks within the Study Area (Figure 8 (Parks and Trails). Additionally,
built neighborhoods to the south feature internal trail connections that are stubbed to the AUAR area
and are shown connecting to the planned trail network in the Study Area.

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey, approximately
274 acres of the Study Area contain soils that are considered prime farmland or farmland of statewide
importance (see Geology, Soils, and Topography).
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Planned land use. Describe planned land use as identified in comprehensive plan (if available)
and any other applicable plan for land use, water, or resources management by a local, regional,
state, or federal agency.

City of Hugo 2040 Comprehensive Plan

The majority of the AUAR Study Area is located entirely within the 2040 Municipal Urban Service
Boundary (MUSA). The 2040 Comprehensive Plan states that the development of this area will
require an extension of the trunk lines from the MCES interceptor in the area.

The Comprehensive Plan also includes trail and roadway improvements for this area that were
used for the development of the AUAR scenarios. The scenarios all take into account any natural
environmental amenities and issues.

Table 6 explains the different land uses identified on the scenarios from the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan. Each scenario includes a mix of planned land uses from the table and are shown in Figures 4,
5, and 6.

Table 6 7 Land Use Descriptions

Expected
Future Land Use Description Residential
Density

The Industrial designation identifies areas that are suitable for
warehousing, manufacturing or processing of products. This designation
primarily refers to lighter industrial uses but may include some heavier
Industrial (IND) industrial uses. These areas are served or are intended to be served by None
sewer and water and are concentrated in areas that are accessible to key
transportation corridors and adequately separated from residential
districts.

The Low-Density residential designation identifies residential land uses
developed between 2 units per net acre and 4 units per net acre. These
areas are served or are intended to be served by urban services including
sewer and water. The primary use in this area is single-family detached
homes and some two-family homes. The Low-Density Residential
classification identifies the Cit)y
single-family detached homes and two-family homes, and directly related
complementary uses, such as churches, schools and recreational

facilities. Lot sizes in areas guided byl ow densi ty wi ||
Housing Plan goal to develop new homes at a minimum of two units per

2 to 4 units
per net acre

Low-Density
Residential (LD)

acre, as well as to make reasonabl
utilities and the limited supply of available land within the urban service
area.

The Medium Density residential designation identifies residential land
uses developed between 3 units per net acre and 8 units per net acre.
These areas are served or are intended to be served by urban services
including sewer and water. The primary uses in this designation will be a
mix of housing such as single-family residential, twin homes, town
homes, and row homes. This designation provides a transition area

3 to 8 units
per net acre

Medium-Density
Residential (MD)
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between single-family uses and the commercial and retail use along the
main corridors. Medium Density Residential identifies areas for single and
two-family homes and townhomes and directly related complementary
uses, such as churches, schools and recreational facilities. The primary
intent behind the Medium Density designation is to respond to a need for
smaller homes on smaller lots. The City needs to offer the opportunity for
this type of housing which expands opportunities for families seeking
more affordable single-family home living and responds to changing
demographics. As the population ages, there will be a growing need for
smaller homes for empty nesters and for smaller families. Medium
Density offers the opportunity for townhomes, which provide additional life
cycle housing opportunities. Townhomes in neighborhoods offer residents
a housing option with less maintenance than a typical single-family home
but located in a familiar residential dwelling. Because of the importance of
preserving natural resources and amenities, the City may allow a density
up to eight units per acre when a developer preserves a significant
natural resource. The City will evaluate requests on a case-by-case basis
where a developer can demonstrate that a greater density of attached
housing could preserve a significant natural resource that would be lost
through development at a lower density.

High-Density
Residential (HD)

The High-Density residential designation identifies residential land uses
developed between 6 units per net acre and 12 units per net acre. These
areas are served or are intended to be served by urban services including
sewer and water. The primary uses will include duplexes, triplexes, town
homes, apartment buildings and condominiums. These uses should
incorporate some complimentary uses such as open space or active
parks. This designation is identified in areas that are generally accessible
to infrastructure such as key transportation corridors, public/quasi-public
and commercial uses.

6 to 12 units
per net acre

Mixed-Use (MIX)

The Mixed-Use designation provides opportunities for multiple,
compatible uses on a single site. These uses will include two or more of
the following: residential, commercial, office, retail and public/ quasi-
public uses, where the primary land use is commercial or residential. The
mixed-use areas are served or are intended to be served by municipal
sewer and water. Providing a mix of land uses in close proximity to each
other creates opportunities for residents to walk to shopping, transit
services, recreation and work. Mixing land uses can reduce reliance on
the automobile, while | eading t-to-
day lives.

¢

10 to 60 unit
per net acre
(50%
residential,
50%
commercial)

Rice Creek Watershed District

The entire AUAR Study Area is located within the Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD). Any
plans and developments will require coordination with the RCWD and the applicable rules,
regulations and permitting procedures.
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The Rice Creek Watershed Management Plan 2020-2029 (Updated 2023)8 is used to guide and
prioritize projects that will protect the watershed?©
Key focuses include water quality management, flood control, and natural resource preservation.

RCWD aims to improve water quality and ensure sustainable water resource management through

monitoring programs, watershed modeling, and BMPs. The plan highlights initiatives such as

monitoring programs, BMPs, and stormwater management techniques tailored to the watershed's

unique challenges. The 2020 Plan will govern RCWD through 2029, and planning for the next

update will begin in 2028.

Existing Zoning

The majority of the AUAR Study Area is zoned as Future Urban Service (FUS) and some small
portions as Restricted Commercial, Restricted Industrial, General Business, and Single Family
Detached Residential (Figure 9). Future Urban Service is a holding zone until development is
proposed. Any development applications in those areas will require a rezoning.

As shown on Figure 10, portions of the AUAR Study Area are in the Shoreland District. Proposed
development within Shoreland Districts will be subject to additional regulations. Development will
require enhanced design and will be reviewed for compatibility with the shoreland regulations and
for protection of natural features where possible.

FEMA National Flood Hazard

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) was
reviewed for the Study Area. Figure 10 (Surface Waters) shows that there are both FEMA 100-year
floodplains and 500-year floodplains identified within the AUAR Study Area. Development will also
be subject to the Floodplain District standards.

There are no other special districts, wild and scenic rivers, critical areas, agricultural preserves, or
zoning overlays within the AUAR Study Area.

8 Rice Creek Watershed Management Plan 2020-2029
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Compatibility with Plans

AUAR Guidance: Water-related land use management districts should be delineated on appropriate
maps, and the land use restrictions applicable in those districts should be described. If any variances
or deviations from these restrictions within the AUAR area are envisioned, this should be discussed.

a. Di scuss the projectods compatibility with
above, concentrating on implications for environmental effects.

The AUAR demonstrates compatibility with nearby zoning and land use by providing a more

nearby

detailed review with updated information for the area as development starts to grow around the

edges of the area. The Scenarios show different intensity and approaches that consider new

plans for development and changing environmental factors. These scenarios are compatible with
the City of Hugo City Code and 2040 Comprehensive Plan for the area.

Differences in the Scenarios include more than intensity of use and increased residential units.
They also include analysis from all known environmental factors, landowner input and plans or

desires, and the changing landscape of planning from neighboring and abutting communities

directly affected by the site. The AUAR also helps to address major changes to the transit corridor
that has changed along TH 61 since the last Comprehensive Plan was completed.

Any necessary rezoning or Comprehensive Plan Amendments that are needed following the

AUAR process will be applied for and processed to bring all items into agreement. The City
Council may choose to amend the Comprehensive Plan to reflect either Scenario 2 or Scenario 3.
Changes to land use designation would also require changes to the zoning designations to
ensure that the zoning is consistent with the land use as required by law.

The City of Hugo has certified that 2040 Comprehensive Plan complies with the requirements set
forth in Minnesota Rules, part 4410.3610, subpart 1.

All Scenarios are consistent with the goals and strategies identified in the RCWD Management

Plan.

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

The proposed development scenarios are anticipated to be compatible with planned future land
uses within and adjacent to the AUAR Study Area. Scenario 2 and 3 would require a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and rezoning for areas no longer identified as industrial. No
additional measures are needed to mitigate potential incompatibility as the scenarios take into

account existing land uses, zoning, plans, trails, parks, wetlands, floodplains, and any other

relevant information for planning and development.

Measures to Mitigate Incompatibility

Item No. Mitigation Description
10.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendment for Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 development.
10.2 Rezoning of Study Area to reflect new zoning districts.
10.3 Land use approval process for development under all Scenarios.
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GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

AUAR Guidance: A map should be included to show any groundwater hazards identified. A standard
soils map for the area should be included.

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

Information from the Washington County Geologic Atlas, the Washington County Soil Survey, and the
Minnesota Well Index were used for this analysis.

According to the Minnesota Geological Survey for Washington County, the surficial geology (plate 3)
identified the west side of the Study Area as dominantly diamicton (Qnt) comprised of gravelly sandy
loam to loam. The east side of the Study Area is dominated by fine-grained sand (Qbs) comprised of
locally medium to very fine-grained sand that contains discontinuous beds of silt at depth. In the
central part of the Study Area, there are small areas mapped as peat (Qp) that consist of fine- and
coarse-grained organic material that is commonly underlain by lake sediments and silt, clay, and sand
(QI) that is made up of very fine-grained organic matter (sapropel), to organic-rich, silty clays and
clayey silts, and sand.

According to the Minnesota Geological Survey for Washington County, the bedrock geology (plate 2)
identified that the Study Area is dominantly Shakopee formations (Ops). The unit is generally
comprised of bedded dolostone, sandy dolostone, sandstone, and shale. The Study Area is also
mapped with St. Peter sandstone (Os), Jordan sandstone ( j), and Oneota dolomite (Opo). St. Peter
sandstone (0Os) is generally comprised of mostly white to tan fine- to medium-grained, friable
gquartzose sandstone. Jordan sandstone ( ) consists of white to yellow, very fine- to coarse-grained
friable quartz sandstone, and Oneota dolomite (Opo) is predominantly comprised of yellowish gray to
light brown, medium- to thick-bedded dolostone.

According to the Minnesota Geological Survey for Washington County the depth to bedrock is
estimated to be between 1 and 200 feet below grade, at an elevation of approximately 801-900 feet
above mean sea level. The shallow bedrock is mapped within the central portion of the Study Area.
Based on well logs associated with the 29 domestic or irrigation wells identified in the Study Area,
bedrock was encountered between 45 and 158 feet below grade and consisted of St. Peter
Sandstone, Prairie Du Chien Group, St. Peter Prairie Du Chien, and Jordan Sandstone. More
information related to wells on-site and groundwater is further discussed in the water resources
section.

The Minnesota DNR Aggregate Resource Web Map did not identify any gravel pits, and the Study
Area is not mapped in an area with high potential for sand and gravel resources. The closest gravel
pit is located approximately 2.5 miles to the northwest of the Study Area.

According to the Minnesota Karst Land Map®, the Study Area is located in a region that is prone to
surface karst feature development, therefore a potential karstic risk is identified. Due to the shallow
and soluble bedrock (limestone and dolomite) identified, there is a potential for karst conditions to be
within the Study Area.

9 Minnesota Karst Land Map
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If these conditions are encountered, they could be problematic for the future development. Nearest
recorded sinkholes are approximately nine miles from the Study Area. If karst conditions are present,
stormwater basins overlying karst features have the potential of creating sinkholes as a result of the
additional weight of water above limestone and dolomite bedrock found in the Platteville formation.
The use of infiltration stormwater basins in combination with soluble bedrock conditions can also lead
to erosion of bedrock and may allow pollutants to rapidly pass through the subsurface into the
groundwater, creating a greater risk of groundwater contamination. A karst feature assessment is
suggested if karst conditions are encountered to ensure identification of these features, avoidance, or
potential remediation. The assessment will also provide the project engineer and the applicant
allowance for the necessary implementation of stormwater management best management practice
during initial design to mitigate potential risk to groundwater.

Soils and Topography : Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and
descriptions, including limitations of soils. Describe topography, any special site conditions relating to
erosion potential, soil stability, or other soil limitations, such as steep slopes or highly permeable
soils. Provide estimated volume and acreage of soil excavation and/or grading. Discuss impacts from
project activities (distinguish between construction and operational activities) related to soils and
topography. Identify measures during and after project construction to address soil limitations
including stabilization, soil corrections, or other measures. Erosion/sedimentation control related to
stormwater runoff should be addressed in response to Item 11.b.ii.

AUAR Guidance: The number of acres to be graded and number of cubic yards of soil to be moved
need not be given; instead, a general discussion of the likely earthmoving needs for development of
the area should be given, with an emphasis on unusual or problem areas. In discussing mitigation
measures, both the standard requirements of the local ordinances and any special measures that
would be added for AUAR purposes should be included. A standard soils map for the area should be
included.

The site soil information was retrieved from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey
database. According to the Web Soil Survey, the Study Area is comprised of 24 different soil types
with textures ranging from fine sand to muck (
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). The hydric soils rating indicates that 50 percent of the Study Area is comprised of non-hydric or
predominantly non-hydric soils, and the remaining 50 percent of the soils are all hydric and
predominantly hydric soils. The erosion hazard rating indicates that the Study Area is mostly
comprised of non-highly erodible soils (Figure 11), meaning that erosion risk is minimal, but erosion
control measures will still needed during and following construction to comply with local and state
requirements. These measures will be identified during review of specific developments, but are
anticipated to include erosion control best management practices (BMPs) such as silt fence and
wildlife-friendly erosion control blanket.
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In addition to mitigation measures to address erodibility, some soil types within the Study Area may
require excavation of poor soils or soil amendments to allow construction of buildings and other
features. As development progresses through the Study Area, developers may need to complete
geotechnical assessments to determine soil suitability. The amount of earth moving required for each
development project would be based on the results of those studies.
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Table 77 Soil Types and Respective Coverages

Percent of

slopes

Map unit n Acres within Percent Erosion Farmland
symbol ER TG Study Area if?gg hydric hazard rating Classification
Aquolls and Not prime
1055 Histosols, 1.0 0.0% 100 Slight P
ponded farmland
Prime
113 Webster loam 79.8 10.0% 100 Slight farmland if
drained
' Prime
123 [S);r?gafog"r‘f 102.3 13.0% 95 Slight farmland if
y drained
sgsgdﬁzgamez All areas are
132B o 6y oot 5.8 1.0% 7 Slight prime
slgpes farmland
s;'r?gdelzga?:% Farmland of
132C o 12 ercont 23.9 3.0% 5 Moderate statewide
sloppes importance
Zimmerman
158B fine sand, 1 to 41.9 5.0% 2 Slight Not prime
6 percent farmland
slopes
Zimmerman
158C fine sand, 6 to 2.8 0.0% 4 Moderate Not prime
12 percent farmland
slopes
Isanti loamy Not prime
161 fine sand, 43.0 5.0% 92 Slight farnlelan p
depressional
Lino loamy fine . Farmlan_d of
162 sand 104.4 13.0% 5 Slight statewide
importance
Braham loamy
. Farmland of
1698 f'”‘; SZ?génlt to 18.7 2.0% 7 Moderate statewide
splopes importance
170 Blomford loamy 20.3 3.0% 92 Slight Not prime
fine sand farmland
Lllc?;r:a;i'?gt Farmland of
1813B sand y2t0 6 29.3 4.0% 0 Moderate statewide
percent slopes Importance
Nessel fine
sandy loam, 1 All areas are
225 to 4 ercer,1t 90.4 12.0% 3 Slight prime
p farmland
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329 Chaska silt 17.6 2.0% 90 Slight Not prime
loam farmland
540 Seelyeville 114 1.0% 100 Slight Not prime
muck farmland
543 Markey muck 131 2.0% 95 Slight Not prime
farmland
544 Cathro muck 28.3 4.0% 97 Slight Not prime
farmland
75 Bluffton loam 1456 19% 100 Slight Not prime
farmland
Cb Cathro muck 0.7 0.0% 100 Slight Not prime
farmland
Prime
Du Dundas loam 0.4 0.0% 95 Slight farmland if
drained
Prime
Gce Glencoe loam 0.5 0.0% 95 Slight farmland if
drained
s:r?é/d?gafrlr?ez All areas are
HdB y loam, 0.1 0.0% 5 Moderate prime
to 6 percent
farmland
slopes
Nessel fine
sandy loam, 1 All areas are
NeA ' 1.0 0.0% 7 Slight prime
to 4 percent
farmland
slopes
Prime
Wb Webster loam 1.8 0.0% 100 Slight farmland if
drained
Total -- 784.1 100.0 -- - -
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The existing topography within the Study Area is generally flat, varying from approximately 898 feet
above mean sea level in the northwestern portion of the area to 936 feet above mean sea level in the
eastern portion of the site. The northern section of the Study Area generally drains towards Hardwood
Creek, while the remainder of the Study Area generally drains towards ditches and wetland
complexes.

The proposed developments within the Study Area will be required to adhere to the Rice Creek
Watershed District and the City of H u gscefosion and sediment control standards. Erosion control will
be in place prior to construction on each development site and will include a variety of erosion control
BMPs. Any development that exceeds 1 acre of disturbance will require an NPDES Construction
Stormwater Permit. Work within 1 mile of impaired waters, as outlined in the Water Resources
section, may also require additional erosion control measures including stabilization of exposed soils
within 7 days and providing temporary sedimentation basins for common drainage locations of 5
acres or more.

Item No. Mitigation Description

111 Obtain NPDES Construction Stormwater permit if disturbance exceeds 1 acre.

11.2 Obtain Watershed District permits.

11.3 Prepare SWPPP and Erosion and Sediment Control Plans for each development site.

11.4 Install and maintain erosion control BMPs throughout construction.

11.5 Complete geotechnical assessments to determine soil suitability.

116 A kar_s_t fegture assessment is sugg_ested if karst con_ditions are _encountered to ensure
identification of these features, avoidance, or potential remediation.

WATER RESOURCES

AUAR Guidance: The information called for on the EAW form should be supplied for any of the

infrastructure associated with the AUAR development scenarios, and for any development expected

to physically impact any water resources. Where it is uncertain whether water resources will be

impacted depending on the exact design of future development, the AUAR should cover the possible

i mpacts through a fAworst case scenari oo or el se preve
mitigation plan.

Surface Water and Groundwater Features

Surface Water : Lakes, streams, wetlands, intermittent channels, and county/judicial ditches. All
surface water features should be described and identified on a map of the project area. Include any
special designations such as public waters, trout stream/lake, wildlife lakes, migratory waterfowl
feeding/resting lake, and outstanding resource value water. Include water quality impairments or
special designations listed on the current MPCA 303d Impaired Waters List that are within one mile of
the project. Include DNR Public Waters Inventory number(s), if any.

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI), Public Waters Inventory (PWI), FEMA Floodplain Map, and a
map of county ditches were reviewed for existing water resources within the Study Area (Figure 10).
Based on the review, there are many wetlands and waterbodies within the Study Area. The NWI
identified 253 acres of wetland within the Study Area. Wetland types include emergent, forested, and
shrub wetlands. There are also several ponds and riverine waterbodies within the Study Area. An
aguatic resource delineation will need to occur prior to each development to formally identify and
define the boundaries of these resources. Each site developer will be responsible for completing this
during the development review process.
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One waterbody in, or within 1 mile of the Study Area,isi ncl uded on the MPCA®Gs

o0 Hardwood Creek (07010206-847) is located in the northwest portion of the Study Area.
Hardwood Creek is impaired for aquatic life due to poor conditions for fish.

There are also various FEMA and RCWD floodplains located in the Study Area, primarily associated
with Hardwood Creek and an unnamed ditch.

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

The groundwater elevation within the Study Area varies from 2 to 22 feet below the surface. The
depth of groundwater used for potable water sources surrounding the Study Area is 66 ft to 140 ft
below the surface in the Prairie Du Chein aquifer, 51 ft to 81 ft below the surface in the Quaternary
buried aquifer, 74 ft to 112 ft below the surface in the St. Peter-Prairie aquifer, and 196 ft below the
surface in the Jordan aquifer.

According to the Minnesota Department of Health Minnesota Well Index, there are 29 wells located in
the Study Area (Figure 12). All the wells are active. Out of the 29 wells, there are 27 domestic wells,
one test well, and one irrigation well. These wells are listed in Error! Reference source not found.
and the well logs are attached in Appendix A . There are 112 wells listed within one mile of the Study
Area. If encountered, groundwater wells will be property sealed by a licensed contractor prior to
redevelopment.

A portion of the Study Area in the southeast corner is located within the Moderate Vulnerability
portion of the City of Hugo Drinking Water Supply Management Area (DWSMA). Any occupants with
a higher probability of potential contaminant sources, such as chemical storage tanks, should be
prioritized outside of the DWSMA.

Table 87 Wells Located within the Study Area

: Aquifer Static Water

No. | Unigue Well ID Name Depth (ft) Type Status Level

01 520729 Pralrle_ Du 80 Domestic Active 4 ft
Chein

02 548293 Pralrle_ Du 96 Domestic Active 10 ft
Chein

03 405719 Quat. Buried 63 Domestic Active 8 ft

Prairie Du . .

04 712532 Chein 140 Domestic Active 22 ft

05 401593 Prairie Du 66 Domestic Active 7 ft
Chein

06 498761 Prairie Du 90 Domestic Active 12 ft
Chein

07 196273 Quat. Buried 77 Domestic Active 20 ft

08 577838 Prg';':ir?“ 135 Domestic Active 15 ft

09 446306 Quat. Buried 90 Domestic Active 18 ft

10 162231 Quat. Buried 129 Domestic Active 20 ft

11 691027 Jordan 196 Irrigation Active 10 ft

St. Peter- . .

12 681810 . 74 Domestic Active 14 ft

Prairie
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13 551576 Prairie Du 96 Test Well Active 8 ft
Chein

14 629924 Quat. Buried 54 Domestic Active 8 ft

15 641239 Prairie Du 100 Domestic Active 14 ft
Chein

16 512030 Pr(a:'lf]'gir?“ 88 Domestic Active 10 ft

17 728298 Quat. Buried 65 Domestic Active 12 ft

18 532371 Quat. Buried 70 Domestic Active 12 ft

19 112647 St. Peter- 112 Domestic Active 10 ft
Prairie

20 138362 Prairie Du 72 Domestic Active 10 ft
Chein

21 736738 Quat. Buried 66 Domestic Active 12 ft

22 175049 Quat. Buried 74 Domestic Active 20 ft

23 736739 Quat. Buried 80 Domestic Active 14 ft

24 517016 Prairie Du 109 Domestic Active 15 ft
Chein

25 509553 Prairie Du 81 Domestic Active o ft
Chein

26 430927 Prairie Du 26 Domestic Active 20 ft
Chein

27 516360 Prairie Du 111 Domestic Active 8 ft
Chein

28 539294 Prairie Du %6 Domestic Active 8 ft
Chein

29 638949 Quat. Buried 81 Domestic Active 2 ft
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Project Effects on Water Resources and Measures to Minimize or Mitigate the Effects

AUAR Guidance: Observe the following points of guidance on an AUAR:

f
f

Only domestic wastewater should be considered in an AUARGS industrial wastewater would
be coming from industrial uses that are excluded from review through an AUAR process.
Wastewater flows should be estimated by land use subareas of the AUAR area; the basis of
flow estimates should be explained.

The major sewer system features should be shown on a map and the expected flows should
be identified.

If not explained under Item 6, the expected staging of the sewer system construction should
be described.

The relationship of the sewer system extension to

(for metro area AUARS) to Metropolitan Council regional systems plans, including MUSA
expansions, should be discussed. For non-metro area AUARSs, the AUAR must discuss the
capacity of the RGU6s wastewater treat ment
area; any necessary improvements should be described.

If on-site systems will serve part of the AUAR, the guidance in the February 2000 edition of
the EAW Guidelines on page 16 regarding item 18b under Residential development should
be followed.

Wastewater : For each of the following, describe the sources, quantities, and composition of all
sanitary, municipal/domestic, and industrial wastewaters projected or treated at the site.

1) Wastewater Subsurface Sewer Treatment Systems (If the wastewater discharge is to a

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

The Study Area is served by the City of Hugo sanitary sewer collection system and the
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services (MCES) regional collection and treatment
system. The system conveys flow via gravity sewer lines to the MCES interceptor 7029 and
MCES lift station L0O3, and eventually to the Metropolitan Wastewater Treatment Plant (Metro
WWTP). The Metro WWTP is an advanced secondary treatment plant with
chlorination/dechlorination which discharges treated effluent to the Mississippi River. As of
September 2025, the Metro WWTP treats an average of 174 million gallons of wastewater
per day and has a capacity of 314 million gallons per day.

The City of Hugo sanitary sewers serving the Study Area were identified in the 2040
Comprehensive Sanitary Sewer Plan Map 11-4 and are shown in Figure 13. They included a
combination of gravity mains and lift stations in sanitary districts N, O, and P.

I Service in the southwest corner of the Study Area will be provided by gravity main
extensions from existing 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer stubs.

1 Service west of Fenway Ave N and north of 165™" St was further evaluated in 2023
during the design of Lift Station No. 12 located in the Oneka Prairie development.
The Lift Station No. 12 invert elevation was set to be able to serve the northwest
corner of the Study Area from sanitary sub-district N1, thereby eliminating service
from district P within the Study Area.

1 Service east of Fenway Ave N was further evaluated in the 2025 East Hugo Utility
Study that analyzed various trunk sanitary sewer layouts, sizes, and costs in sanitary
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districts O and Q. Regardless of sizing yet to be determined, the portion of the Study
Area east of Fenway Ave N will be served by gravity sewers.

Three development scenarios were considered in this analysis: Scenario 1 corresponding to
the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, Scenario 2, and Scenario 3. The projected wastewater flows
for each scenario are detailed in the tables below.

Table 97 Wastewater Flow i Scenario 1 (2040 Comprehensive Plan)

Net Area Avg_. Average '.:IOW Average Peak Peak Daily
Land Use s Density Assumption Flow Eacor PEiCuAmna)
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 134 3.5 630 84,420 4.0 337,680
Medium Density Residential 171 55 990 169,290 3.9 660,231
High Density Residential 30 9 1,620 48,600 4.0 194,400
Mixed Use 74 10 1,300 96,200 4.0 384,800
Commercial 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Business Park 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Industrial 134 0 800 107,200 4.0 428,800
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 784 505,710 3.4 1,719,414
gpd = gallons per day
Table 107 Wastewater Flow i Scenario 2
Net Area Avg-. Average '.:IOW Average Peak Peak Daily
Land Use a— Density Assumption Flow e || e
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 89 3.5 630 56,070 4.0 224,280
Medium Density Residential 214 55 990 211,860 3.8 805,068
High Density Residential 37 9 1,620 59,940 4.0 239,760
Mixed Use 109 10 1,300 141,700 3.9 522,630
Commercial 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Business Park 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Industrial 94 0 800 75,200 4.0 300,800
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 784 544,770 34 1,852,218

gpd = gallons per day
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Table 117 Wastewater Flow i Scenario 3

Net Area Avg.. Average '.:IOW Average Peak Peak Daily
Land Use s Density Assumption Flow Factor Flow (gpd)
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 148 3.5 630 93,240 4.0 372,960
Medium Density Residential 170 55 990 168,300 3.9 656,370
High Density Residential 148 9 1,620 239,760 3.7 887,112
Mixed Use 77 10 1,300 100,100 4.0 400,400
Commercial 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Business Park 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Industrial 0 0 800 0 4.0 0
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 784 601,400 3.4 2,044,760

gpd = gallons per day

No land uses are identified that would generate wastewater requiring pretreatment. The industrial
areas are assumed to be light industrial such as warehouses that generate domestic strength

wastewater.

2) Wastewater Discharge to Surface Water (If the wastewater discharge is to a subsurface
sewage treatment system (SSTS), describe the system used, the design flow, and suitability
of site conditions for such a system.)

Not applicable.

3) If the wastewater discharge is to surface water, identify the wastewater treatment methods,
discharge points, and proposed effluent limitations to mitigation impacts. Discuss any effects
to surface or groundwater from wastewater discharges.

Not applicable.
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Stormwater : Describe the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff at the site prior to and

post construction. Include the routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the site

(major downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters). Discuss an y
environmental effects from stormwater discharges. Describe stormwater pollution prevention

plans including temporary and permanent runoff controls and potential BMP site locations to
manage or treat stormwater runoff. Identify specific erosion control, s edimentation control, or
stabilization measures to address soil limitations during and after project construction.

AUAR Guidance: For an AUAR the following additional guidance should be followed in addition to
that in EAW Guidelines:

It is expected that an AUAR will have a detailed analysis of stormwater issues.

A map of the proposed stormwater management system and of the water bodies that will

receive stormwater should be provided.

1 The description of the stormwater systems would identifyon-si t e and firegional 0 de
ponding and also indicate whether the various ponds will be new water bodies or converted
existing ponds or wetlands. Where on-site ponds will be used but have not yet been
designed, the discussion should indicate the design standards that will be followed.

1 If present in or adjoining the AUAR area, the following types of water bodies must be given
special analyses:

1 Lakes: Within the Twin Cities metro area, a nutrient budget analysis must be prepared for any
Apriority | akeo identified by the Metropolitan Co
a nutrient budget analysis must be determined by consultation with the MPCA and DNR
staffs.

1 Trout streams: If stormwater discharges will enter or affect a trout stream, an evaluation of

the impacts on the chemical composition and temperature regime of the stream and the

consequent impacts on the trout population (and other species of concern) must be included.

1
f

Existing Conditions

The existing drainage is dictated by the natural water features, primarily Hardwood Creek, Judicial
Ditch 3 Branch 3 (JD 3 Br 3), JD 3, and numerous wetlands within the Study Area. There are 5
existing discharge points from the Study Area (Figure 14). Hardwood Creek generally runs across the
northwest corner of the Study Area. JD 3 Br 3 runs from north to south just west of Highway 61. JD 3
is east of TH 61 and runs north to south. Some areas drain directly to MNnDOT right of way along TH
61. FEMA floodplain and floodway are present over Hardwood Creek and JD 3. Hardwood Creek is
impaired for dissolved oxygen, fish bioassessments and benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments.

The total stormwater discharge to each of the five points was used to determine rate control for each
of the storm events modeled Error! Reference source not found.

Table 127 Existing Conditions Modeled i Stormwater Discharge Rates at Discharge Points

Atlas -14 Atlas -14 Atlas -14
: : 2-year 10-year 100-year
DTSSR PO 24-hour discharge 24-hour discharge 24-hour discharge
rate (cfs) rate (cfs) rate (cfs)
West Wetland Complex 47.0 93.2 205.2
Hardwood Creek 141.9 316.6 784.9
Judicial Ditch 3 Branch 3 138.5 272.6 602.6
Judicial Ditch 3 35.1 82.4 207.8
MnDOT Right-of-Way 32.0 62.2 138.3
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Proposed Conditions

Under either scenario, the Study Area will be designed to meet the most restrictive requirements of
the City of Hugo, RCWD, and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) that are
in place at the time of redevelopment. The following results consider the most restrictive of current
stormwater requirements. Note that RCWD Rule C (Stormwater Management), Rule D (Erosion and
Sediment Control), Rule E (Floodplain Alteration), and Rule F (Wetland Alteration) are administered
by the City of Hugo on behalf of RCWD.

Rate Control

The City of Hugo stormwater management rules state that drainage from proposed site designs must
not exceed the pre-developed rates and will not adversely affect neighboring properties. For the 100-
year storm event, discharge rates shall be less than 0.1 cfs/acre. All stormwater runoff shall be pre-
treated prior to discharge to any surface water.

The RCWD requires the peak stormwater flow rate at each point of site discharge to not increase
from the pre-development condition for the 24-hour precipitation event with a return frequency of 2-,
10-, and 100-years.

Water Quality

The City of Hugo requires stormwater volume management practices to be the equivalent of
infiltrating or retaining the first 1.1 inch of precipitation over the impervious surface of the site.
Scenarios 1 (current comprehensive plan) and Scenario 2 are proposed with a total impervious area
of 339 acres, while Scenario 3 is proposed with 325 acres of impervious. Using the more
conservative 339 acres of planned impervious, the total volume requirement is 31.08 ac-ft of water to
be retained onsite.

The City requires applicants to apply volume reduction practices (infiltration and water reuse) prior to
other alternative treatment methods.

RCWD stormwater rules require the following water quality standards to apply:

1. The required water quality treatment volume standard for all projects, except Public Linear
Projects, is determined as follows:

Required Area of New or
Water Quality Reconstructed 11 G . ;P Ftten':_oval = 12 (infft
Treatment =  Impervious x A4(n) < 1.': I:?Ir (r;u‘m ’ (in/ft)
Volume (ft%) Surface (ft?) able
2. The required water quality treatment volume for Public Linear Projects is determined as
follows:
Required Water {Greater of}
Quality Treatment =
Volume (ft’) Area of New Impervious
1.0 (i + 12 (in/ft
Surface (ft) X (in) (in/ft)
{OR}
Sum Area of New and
Reconstructed x 0.5 (in) + 12 (infft)
Impervious Surface (ft?)
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For alternative Stormwater BMPs not found in Table C1 or to deviate from TP Removal
Factors found in Table C1, the applicant may submit a TP Removal Factor, expressed as
annual percentage removal efficiency, based on supporting technical data, for District
approval.

Stormwater runoff treated by the BMP during a rain event will not be credited towards the
treatment requirement.

TABLE C1. TP REMOVAL FACTORS FOR PROPERLY DESIGNED BMPS.

BMP BMP Design Variation TP Removal Factor *
Infiltration ** Infiltration Feature 1.00
Water Reuse ** Irrigation 1.00
Bicfiltration Underdrain 0.65
Filtration Sand or Rock Filter 0.50
Stormwater Ponds *** Wet Pond N/AT**

Source: Adapted from Table 7.4 from the Minnesota Stormwater Manual, MPCA.

* Refer to MPCA Stormwater Manual for additional information on BMP performance.
Removal factors shown are average annual TP percentage removal efficiencies intended
solely for use in comparing the performance equivalence of various BMPs.

** These BMPs reduce runoff volume.

*** Stormwater ponds must provide 2.5" of dead storage as required by Section 9(d)

For a public linear project, BMPs must be located on-site, and the required water quality
volume must be achieved to the extent feasible. The road authority must obtain right-of-way
or adjacent land for treatment, if reasonable. For other projects, the water quality volume
must be treated on-site to the extent it is cost-effective and otherwise may be treated off-site
in accordance with below.

If infiltration is feasible on site, BMPs, whether on- or off-site, must provide for infiltration to
meet the standard of the water quality requirements. To the extent infiltration is not feasible
on-site, any BMP may be used to meet the standard.

Off-site and/or regional BMPs must be sited in the following priority order:
a. In adownstream location that intercepts the runoff volume leaving the project site
prior to the Resource of Concern.
b. Anywhere within the same Resource of Concern Drainage Area that results in no
greater mass of Total Phosphorus reaching the resource of concern than on-site
BMPs.

To the extent feasible, all stormwater runoff from new and reconstructed impervious surface
must be captured and directed to a water quality BMP. For runoff not captured, TSS must be
removed to the maximum extent practicable.

For a public linear project:

A Runoff from undisturbed impervious surface within the right-of-way that is not
otherwise being treated may be treated in lieu of treating new or reconstructed
impervious surface; and

A Water quality treatment volume for reconstructed impervious surface, if required by
subsection 2(c), must be provided only to the extent feasible.

For other projects:
A Runoff from undisturbed impervious surface on site may be treated in lieu of treating
new or reconstructed impervious surface, provided the runoff from that surface drains
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to the same Resource of Concern as the new/reconstructed surface not being
treated; and

A The area not treated for phosphorus may not exceed 15 percent of all new or
reconstructed impervious surface. Total water quality treatment volume for the project
must be provided in aggregate pursuant to subsections 6(c) and 6(d).

Additionally, due to the presence of Hardwood Creek and Judicial Ditch 3 within the AUAR
Study Area, RCWD Rule | would also need to be met for any work in or around the
waterways. Rule | is administered by RCWD so it would require a separate permit with the
watershed district than the rules noted at the beginning of this section.

The NPDES permit requires treatment of 1-inch of runoff for the new impervious area as
more than one acre of disturbance will occur. Infiltration or other volume control BMPs are
required to be considered first under the NPDES permit; however other stormwater BMPs
can be used if site conditions make infiltration infeasible.

City of Hugo and RCWD rules are more stringent than NPDES regarding water quality
treatment of new impervious surfaces and require 1.1 inch of runoff from new and fully
reconstructed impervious surface to be captured and infiltrated or otherwise treated. For
public linear projects, the water quality volume equal to 1 inch from new impervious surfaces
or 0.5 inches of runoff from the sum of new and fully reconstructed impervious area,
whichever is greater, must be captured and infiltrated or otherwise treated.

Potential Infiltration Limitations

Soil types within the Study Area vary and include Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) A, B and D which
have varying infiltration capacities. Onsite soil borings and/or infiltration testing will be needed to
substantiate the soil and groundwater data and confirm infiltration feasibility at any proposed BMP
locations.

Stormwater Management Concepts

Stormwater management infrastructure will be built within the Study Area to help achieve the
appropriate rate control and water quality treatment. Construction of this infrastructure will be
dependent upon the timing and phase of development throughout the site. It is anticipated that the
stormwater systems will comply with all City and RCWD design standards and maintenance
requirements.

Volume control treatment in the form of water reuse and infiltration must be considered prior to
alternative BMP methods. Based on previous development near the Study Area and wetlands,
infiltration may or may not be possible. The proposed stormwater figure (Figure 15) shows locations
for potential stormwater pond BMPs based on existing drainage patterns and anticipated
development. These pond designs assume water reuse would be used as the primary water quality
treatment to meet stormwater requirements. To provide the required 31.08 ac-ft of volume control
required, approximately 313 acres would need to be irrigated through water reuse. Assuming the
maximum allowable impervious per land use type, and deducting the floodplain and wetland
undevelopable areas, there are only approximately 202 acres of assumed pervious area planned
within the AUAR. At a high level, because there does not appear to be enough irrigatable area to
meet volume control requirements, alternative BMP methods will likely be needed in addition to water
reuse to meet water quality requirements. Note that the dead storage in the stormwater ponds that is
not included as the source for water reuse could be utilized to meet remaining water quality
requirements. The stormwater ponds would also be used to meet rate control requirements. As sites
develop, developers will be responsible for designing stormwater BMPs to be in line with City, RCWD
and NPDES permit requirements. Opportunities for regional stormwater management will also be
implemented, where feasible.
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The project will work in conjunction with various entities, including neighboring cities, RCWD, the
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT), MnDNR and other partners. This strategic
collaboration aims to proactively address and mitigate potential issues that may arise during the
project's execution.

Temporary erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented during construction meeting
the City, RCWD, and NPDES permit requirements.

Water Appropriation : Describe if the project proposes to appropriate surface or groundwater
(including dewatering). Describe the source, quantity, duration, use, and purpose of the water

use and if a DNR water appropriation permit is required. Describe any well abandonment. If
connecting to an existing municipal water supply, identify the wells to be used as a water

source and any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal water infrastructure. Discuss
environmental effects from water appropriation, in cluding an assessment of the water
resources available for appropriation. Identify any measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
environmental effects from the water appropriation.

AUAR Guidance: If the area requires new water supply wells, specific information about that
appropriation and its potential impacts on groundwater levels should be given; if groundwater levels
would be affected, any impacts resulting on other resources should be addressed.

Construction Dewatering or Permanent Dewatering

Construction dewatering will likely be required for development of the Study Area because
groundwater is present up to the ground surface in some areas. Any temporary dewatering will
require a MN Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Temporary Water Appropriations General
Permit 1997-0005, applicable to less than 50 million gallons per year and less than one year in
duration. It is anticipated that construction dewatering would only occur during construction of buried
utilities and building footings.

Water Supply
Water supply for the site will be from the City of Hugo municipal water supply and distribution system.

Hugo utilizes five active wells in the Jordan aquifer to produce drinking water. The wells located
around the city range from 261 to 355 feet deep. These wells pump water to the distribution system
and two water towers, which together have a storage capacity of three million gallons (3.0 MG).

Once the water is pumped into the towers, the water elevation in the towers will determine the water
pressure. The Cityds water pressurezs024arytteobh tapbat
average day demand was 1.16 million gallons per day (MGD) and max day demand was 3.72 MGD.

Three development scenarios were considered in this analysis: Scenario 1 corresponding to the 2040
Comprehensive Plan, Scenario 2, and Scenario 3. The projected water demands for each scenario
are detailed in the tables below.
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Table 137 Water Demand i Scenario 1 (2040 Comprehensive Plan)

Avg. Demand Average Max.
Net Area : . Peak
Land Use s Density Assumption Demand Factor Demand
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 134 3.5 788 105,525 3.2 337,680
Medium Density Residential 171 55 1,238 211,613 3.2 677,160
High Density Residential 30 9 2,025 60,750 3.2 194,400
Mixed Use 74 10 1,625 120,250 3.2 384,800
Commercial 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Business Campus 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Industrial 134 0 1,000 134,000 3.2 428,800
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 784 632,138 2,022,840
gpd = gallons per day
Table 147 Water Demand i Scenario 2
Net Area Avg.. Deman.d Average Peak Max.
Land Use ) Density Assumption Demand Factor Demand
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 89 3.5 788 70,088 3.2 224,280
Medium Density Residential 214 5.5 1,238 264,825 3.2 847,440
High Density Residential 37 9 2,025 74,925 3.2 239,760
Mixed Use 109 10 1,625 177,925 3.2 566,800
Commercial 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Business Campus 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Industrial 94 0 1,000 94,000 3.2 300,800
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 783 680,963 2,179,080
gpd = gallons per day
Table 157 Water Demand i Scenario 3
Net Area Avg.. Deman.d Average Peak Max.
Land Use (acres) Density Assumption Demand Factor Demand
(units/acre) (gpd/acre) (gpd) (gpd)
Low Density Residential 148 35 788 116,550 3.2 372,960
Medium Density Residential 170 55 1,238 210,375 3.2 673,200
High Density Residential 148 9 2,025 299,700 3.2 959,040
Mixed Use 77 10 1,625 125,125 3.2 400,400
Commercial 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Business Campus 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Industrial 0 0 1,000 0 3.2 0
Floodplains & Wetlands 241 0 0 0 0.0 0
Total 784 751,750 2,405,600

gpd = gallons per day
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The Citybés existing five wells have a firm capacity
5.07 MGD, which will not satisfy the existing max day demand of 3.72 MGD plus the additional

max day demand from the scenarios above. Full development of the Study Area will require one
additional well. The Citybs existing storage vol ume
average day demand of 1.16 MGD plus the additional average day demand for any of the

scenarios. Trunk watermain loops will also need to be extended as development progresses.
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Surface

1)

2)

Waters

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

The NWI was reviewed to determine the existing water resources within the Study Area
(Figure 10). Based on the review, there are many wetlands within the Study Area, totaling
approximately 253 acres of NWI wetlands. Wetland types include emergent, forested, and
shrub wetlands. A wetland delineation will be required prior to the development of the each
project within the Study Area and will be the responsibility of the developer to complete.
Development will be required to comply with the Wetlands Protection District standards as
well.

Based on a review of the public infrastructure needs associated with development in the
Study Area, approximately 3 acres of wetland impacts are expected as a result of roadway
and utility infrastructure construction. Impacts would likely occur due to fill for roadways and
trail improvements. Utilities would be installed via directional boring to the extent practicable,
and by trench in areas where directional boring is not feasible or prudent. These impacts
would occur over several years and be phased along with development. Wetland
jurisdictional status and impacts will continue to be evaluated and refined as development
occurs, with opportunities for avoidance and minimization identified.

Individual developments may also impact wetlands, though the nature and location of each
development is unknown at this time. Each proposed development project, whether public or
private, would be required to complete a wetland delineation and obtain the appropriate
permit approval from the City (for the Wetland Conservation Act), DNR, USACE, MPCA, and
RCWD prior to construction. All wetland impacts will be minimized to the extent practicable;
the intent of all scenarios is to replace wetland impacts with 2:1 mitigation via wetland bank
credits. If stormwater is to be discharged to a wetland, it will be pretreated for suspended
solids prior to discharge. Additionally, developers will be encouraged to identify chloride
reduction practices to minimize the discharge of chloride into wetlands and other surface
waters as a result of practices such as de-icing. Additional opportunities to enhance wetland
resources may also be pursued within the Study Area, including establishment of wetland
banks or regional flood storage basins. Partnerships between the City, County, watershed
districts, and private developers will remain ongoing to identify opportunities.

Other Surface Waters: Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to surface
water features (lakes, streams, ponds, intermittent channels, county/judicial ditches) such as
draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging, diking, stream diversion, impoundment,
aquatic plant removal, and riparian alteration. Discuss direct and indirect environmental
effects from physical modification of water features. Identify measures to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate environmental effects to surface water features, including in-water Best Management
Practices that are proposed to avoid or minimize turbidity/sedimentation while physically
altering the water features. Discuss how the project will change the number or type of
watercraft on any water body, including current and projected watercraft usage.

AUAR Guidance : Water surface use need only be addressed if the AUAR area would include or
adjoin recreational water bodies.
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If development proposed under either scenario proposes impacts to Unnamed Stream (M-059-008-
005-002), Hardwood Creek (M-059-002), or Public Water Wetland (82019500), the developers would
need to obtain approvals from the DNR and US Army Corps of Engineers prior to construction.

Floodplain mitigation may be required at a 1:1 ratio if redevelopment results in filling within the
designated floodplain.

All development will implement erosion control practices throughout construction, including redundant
protections above surface waters, to minimize the potential for impacts. Projects that disturb over 50
acres and flow to an impaired water must also submit a SWPPP to the MPCA 30 days prior to
construction. If required, a chloride management plan will also be prepared by individual developers
to mitigate impacts associated with salt usage. Neither development scenario will directly add
watercrafts to lakes. Additionally, developers will be encouraged to identify chloride reduction
practices to minimize the discharge of chloride into surface waters, including wetlands, as a result of
practices such as de-icing.

Item No. Mitigation Description
12.1 A wetland delineation will be required prior to development of each site, as it develops.
Stormwater will meet the City of Hugo, Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD), and the
12.2 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit

reguirements.

The stormwater management system will consist of ponding to meet stormwater
requirements along with water reuse or infiltration to meet volume reduction

12.3 requirements. If volume reduction is not possible, filtration or other water quality
treatment best management practices (BMPs) will be used.

12.4 Temporary erosion and sediment control measures will be impleme_nted o_luring the
' construction that meet the City of Hugo, RCWD, and NPDES permit requirements.

125 Depending on the final_ redevelopment layout, some sanitary sewers and watermains
' may need to be reconfigured and reconstructed.

126 Groundwater wells will be property sealed by a licensed contractor prior to
' redevelopment.

127 A chloride management plan will be implemented by each site developer, if required by
' state and local rules.

128 Stormwater that is directed to on-site wetlands or diches will be treated prior to

discharge into the wetlands/ditches.

Full development of the Study Area will require one additional water supply well, so city-
12.9 wide water demand should be monitored as development progresses and additional
well(s) should be constructed before max day demand exceeds firm capacity.

CONTAMINATION/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTES

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

WSB reviewed public database information to identify sites that pose a contamination risk to the
Project Location. The following online databases were reviewed on June 25, 2025, as part of the
desktop contamination review:
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f Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA)
f Minnesota Pollution Control Agency ( MPCA)

Project Location Listings

A total of 13 sites were identified within the Project Location (Figure 17). Many of the sites were
included on multiple database listings, however, not all listings indicate the presence of
contamination. The following listings indicate the potential presence of contamination:

Site 12 7 Northern Recycling i 16813 Highway 61, Hugo, Minnesota, 55038
1 Leak Site LS0008468 i A petroleum tank leak was reported at the site on June 9, 1995.
The leak was reported as motor oil and groundwater were not impacted. The site was
issued closure by the MPCA on August 19, 1996. Site closure does mean that the site is
free of contamination.

Site 137 Lametti & Sons, Inc i 16028 Forest Boulevard North, Hugo, Minnesota, 55308
1 Brownfields BF0002451 i The site was enrolled into the Petroleum Brownfield and
Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup program on February 17, 2023. The MPCA provided
technical assistance and liability assurance letters for petroleum and non-petroleum
contamination. The site was closed on June 6, 2023. Site closure does not mean the site
is free of contamination.

Adjoining Project Location Listings
No sites were identified adjoining the Project Location.
Surrounding Area Project Location Listings (Within 500 Feet)

No sites were identified in the surrounding area (within 500 feet) of the Project Location that are
considered sites with contamination.

Conclusion

Two sites (Sites 12 and 13) were identified during the desktop contamination review that have the
potential to have contamination present. Prior to redevelopment in the vicinity of these sites, it is
recommended that a Phase Il subsurface investigation is completed to determine if contaminated soil
and/or groundwater will be encountered. Further, if contamination is present that may be disturbed
during redevelopment, a Response Action Plan/Construction Contingency Plan (RAP/CCP) should be
in place prior to disturbance near these sites to ensure all contaminated material (if encountered) is
managed in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.

In addition to the sites identified above, various structures may require demolition during future
development. An asbestos and regulated material (ARM) assessment should be completed prior to
demolition of structures.
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Project Related Generation/Storage of Solid Wastes  : Describe solid wastes generated/stored
during construction and/or operation of the project. Indicate method of disposal. Discuss potential
environmental effects from solid waste handling, storage, and disposal. Identify measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects from the generation/storage of solid waste including source
reduction and recycling.

Construction-related waste materials (i.e., wood, concrete, metals, plastics, etc.) will be generated
under both development scenarios. Construction-related waste will be recycled or disposed of in
approved facilities, as appropriate. Toxic or hazardous substances used during project construction or
operations (i.e., petroleum products, hydraulic fluid, and other chemical products) will be stored and
disposed of following local and state guidelines. If any regulated waste is present within the
demolished buildings, the MPCA will be notified if required and materials will be disposed of at
facilities licensed to handle regulated wastes.

Adherence to the 2024 Washington County Solid Waste Management Master Plan1® ensures that
Washington County will comply with applicable laws, rules, and ordinances related to the
management of solid and hazardous wastes per Minnesota Statutes, section 473.811. Recycling for
residential units and commercial buildings in the Study Area will be serviced in accordance with the
2025 Minnesota Statutes, section 115a.551, subdivision 2a.

The proposed development scenarios will generate new solid waste management and sanitation
services demands within the Study Area. Estimates for annual residential municipal solid waste
generation for Scenario 1 is 9,963 tons, Scenario 2 is 12,840 tons, and Scenario 3 is 13,467 tons.
The composition and municipal solid waste generation will vary between industrial and commercial
facilities based on size and market sector. Proper permitting and compliance with the 2024
Washington County Solid Waste Management Master Plan will be adhered to as these structural
design plans are finalized for commercial occupation.

Project Related Use/Storage of Hazardous Materials  : Describe chemicals/hazardous materials
used/stored during construction and/or operation of the project including method of storage. Indicate
the number, location, and size of any above or below ground tanks to store petroleum or other
materials. Discuss potential environmental effects from accidental spills or releases of hazardous
materials. Identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects from the use/storage of
chemicals/hazardous materials including source reduction and recycling. Include development of a
spill prevention plan.

Diesel or gasoline fuel tanks associated with construction tasks may be brought to the project
locations for refueling during various construction phases as development occurs. Additional tanks
may be mobilized as emergency generators for commercial or residential buildings under either
development scenario. Development within the land uses may include gas stations, which would
include storage tanks for petroleum and/or diesel. The actual location of these tanks will be
determined as design progresses and the location and use of storage tanks will comply will all state
and location rules and regulations.

Potential locations of existing storage tanks associated with commercial use within the Study Area
are as follows, given the 13 available MPCA Database listings:

Site 6 T General Petroleum Services, LLC T 5635 165" Street N, Hugo, MN, 55038
1 Underground Tank Database UT-gen 256155 i One active underground storage tank is
associated with this listing. The tank identifiers, volume capacity, and liquid storage type
were not available from a database review.

Site 77 Kieger Enterprises Inc 1 5885 165™ Street N, Hugo MN, 55038

0 washington County Solid Waste Master Plan
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1 Tank Site 0122197 i Four active aboveground storage tanks are associated with this
listing. The first tank is identified as #1001, is 280 gallons in capacity, and stores used oil.
The second tank is identified as #A987, is 1000 gallons in capacity, and contains diesel
fuel. The third tank is identified as #A988, is 1000 gallons in capacity, and contains diesel
fuel. The fourth tank is identified as #E339, is 1000 gallons in capacity, and contains an
alcohol blend. The installation dates for these tanks are unknown.

1 Tank Site 0122692 i Three active aboveground storage tanks are associated with this
listing. The tanks are listed as #A987, #A988, and #E339. These tanks are an alternate
listing of Tank Site 0122197.

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

Based on the types of development associated with the development scenarios evaluated by this
AUAR, small amounts of hazardous waste could be generated or stored on site. These would include
waste from businesses that use paints or solvents, or corrosive waste (such as labs or health care
facilities). These businesses will obtain a hazardous waste license, if necessary, and treat or dispose
of waste as required by the license.

Item No. Mitigation Description
If building demolition involves removal of regulated waste, waste will be hauled to a
13.1 S
facility licensed to handle such waste.
13.2 If building demolition occurs, an ARM assessment will be completed prior to demolition
) and MPCA and MDH natifications will be prepared, as necessary.
13.3 A Response Action Plan will be prepared by developers as necessary during site

planning to mitigate the potential for encountering contamination.

Construction-related waste will be recycled or disposed of in approved facilities, as

13.4 appropriate. Toxic or hazardous substances used during project construction or

’ operations (i.e., petroleum products, hydraulic fluid, and other chemical products) will be
stored and disposed of following local and state guidelines.

Recycling for residential units and commercial buildings in the Study Area will be in

13.5 accordance with the 2016 Recycling Law (Minnesota Statutes Chapter 115A, Section
115A.551, subdivision 2a).
13.6 Businesses that store or generate hazardous waste will obtain a hazardous waste

license from the MPCA.

Businesses that store or generate hazardous waste will be treated or disposed of

13.7 hazardous waste as required by the MPCA.
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FISH, WILDLIFE, PLANT COMMUNITIES, AND SENSITIVE ECOLOGICAL
RESOURCES (RARE FEATURES)

Fish and Wildlife Resources

AUAR Guidance: The description of fish and wildlife resources should be related to the habitat types
depicted on the cover types of maps. Any differences in impacts between development scenarios
should be highlighted in the discussion.

Vegetation within the Study Area includes agricultural land, wooded areas, wetlands, open grassland
areas, and lawn and landscaping near buildings, roadways, and residential homes. Wildlife species
that may occur within the Study Area include those known to use human-disturbed habitats, such as
the Canada goose (Branta canadensis), American robin (Turdus migratorius), gray squirrel (Sciurus
niger), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and raccoon (Procyon lotor). The wetlands, lakes,
and surrounding areas likely provide habitat for a variety of species such as those noted above, as
well as other migratory birds and waterfowl. Based on the water resources available within the Study
Area, there may be fish species present within Hardwood Creek and the unnamed ditches historically,
and minnow species may be present in some of the wetland areas.

The development scenarios will result in changes to cover types, including some removal of trees,
grassland areas, and wetlands.

Rare Features

AUAR Guidance: For an AUAR, prior consultation with the DNR Division of Ecological Resources for

information about reports of rare plant and animal species in the vicinity is required. Include the

reference numbers called for on the EAW form in the AUAR and includethe DNR&s response | ett
such consultation indicates the need, an on-site habitat survey for rare species in the appropriate

portions of the AUAR area is required. Areas of on-site surveys should be depicted on a map, as

should angn ipomesctestabli shed as a result.

State Listed Species

Information from the MNDNR Natural Heritage Inventory (NHIS) is included in Appendix B. WSB
reviewed the MNDNR NHIS data (License Agreement #2025-002, June 2025). This information
indicates there are no records of state listed species within the Study Area. Five records of state
threatened species were identified within one mile of the Study Area, primarily near Oneka Lake. The
records are of a Blanding's turtle (Emydoidea blandingii), Wi | s o n 6 sPhaldnropd tricolon)pae  (
bristle-berry (Rubus stipulates), swamp blackberry (Rubus semisetosus), and lance-leaved violet

(Viola lanceolata).

Blanding Turtle
Suitable habitat for the Blandingds turtle includes

that have calm, shallow water with abundant aquatic vegetation. Shrub wetlands and wetlands
with deep water are used for overwintering sites. The wetlands throughout the Study Area may
provide suitable habitat for the Blandingds turtle.
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Wil sonbds Phal arope

The Wil sonds phalarope habitat i ncl udoemmatedet pr airi e
wetl ands. The Wilsonds phal arope can also be found
stabilization ponds. Nesting habitat typically includes wet meadow wetlands, or upland prairies

near these wetlands. The wetlands within the Study Area may provide suitable habitat. The

likelihood of occurrence is moderate.

A Bristle Berry
In Minnesota, a bristle berry primary occurs in the Anoka sandplain region within prairie and

shallow groundwater-sustained wetlands with scattered oaks (Quercus spp.) species. Currently,
due to habitat loss, only three or four small, isolated fragments of habitat are known to still
support a bristly berry. The likelihood of occurrence is considered low within the Study Area.

Swamp Blackberry

Habitat for the swamp blackberry includes moist sand along the margins of groundwater-fed
swales or marshes but can also be found using surface-dry uplands that are just above the water
table. The wetlands within the Study Area may provide suitable habitat for the lance-leaved violet.
The likelihood of occurrence within the Study Area is moderate.

Lance-leaved Violet

The lance-leaved violet habitat includes low, moist meadows with sandy substrate, and moist
swales in sand dunes and savannas. The species has also been known to occur on sandy
lakeshores and peaty wetlands. The wetlands within the Study Area may provide suitable habitat
for the lance-leaved violet. The likelihood of occurrence within the Study Area is moderate.

Federally Listed Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC)

service indicated that the federally proposed endangered tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus)

and salamander mussel (Simpsonaias ambigua), experimental population, non-essential

whooping crane (Grus americana), and federally proposed threatened monarch butterfly (Danaus

plexippus) and the western regal fritillary (Argynnis idalia occidentalis) may occur within or near

the Study Area. The IPaC report is included in Appendix B . Species proposed for listing are not

afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act; however, as soon as a listing becomes

effective (typically 30 days after publication of the final rule in the Federal Register), the
prohibitions against jeopardied nwililt sapgmint.i nued exi

Tricolored Bat

Suitable tricolored bat summer habitat includes forested habitats where they roost and forage.
They may also roost in Spanish moss (Tillandsia usneoides), and lichen (Usnea trichodea), and
manmade structures such as barns and bridges. Tricolored bats hibernate in the winter months in
caves and mines. If tree clearing is proposed with any projects, there is a potential to impact this
species.

Salamander Mussel

The salamander mussel is very habitat specific. It prefers to live only under flat rocks or ledges of
rock walls of swift-flowing rivers and streams. The species historically occurred in the Mississippi
River in Minnesota but now is restricted to the lower St. Croix River. The St. Croix River is not
within the Study Area; therefore, the likelihood of occurrence is considered low.

Whooping Crane

The eastern population of whooping crane is considered experimental and non-essential. Non-
essential, experimental populations are not considered essential to the continued existence of a
species. Take prohibitions and USFWS consultation requirements are relaxed for non-essential,
experimental populations. During migration, whooping cranes use wetlands with emergent
vegetation and shallow water (i.e., < 18 inches [46 cm] deep), including shallow marshes and wet
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meadows. Whooping cranes also use flooded agricultural fields and shallow river bottoms.
Whooping cranes avoid areas with tall structures (e.g., trees, buildings, et cetera). Although
potentially suitable whooping crane foraging and stop-over habitat appears to be available within
the Study Area, the proximity of trees indicates that the likelihood of occurrence is considered
low.

Monarch Butterfly

Monarch butterflies use fields and parks where native milkweed (Asclepias spp.) and other plant
species are common. Monarch larvae are milkweed obligates; however, adults feed on a variety
of flowering plants. Based on current land cover, there may be suitable habitat for the monarch
butterfly. The likelihood of occurrence is considered moderate.

Western Regal Fritillary

Western regal fritillaries occur in tallgrass prairies, damp meadows, marshes, and wet fields.
They require violet hostplants, nectar plants, and bunch grasses. Western regal fritillary avoids
roads, croplands, and woodlands. As potentially suitable western regal fritillary habitat appears to
be absent within the Study Area, the likelihood of occurrence is considered low.

Effects on Fish, Wildlife, Plant Communities, Rare Features, and Ecosystems

There are no Minnesota Biological Survey (MBS) sites of biodiversity significance or MNDNR native
plant communities (NPCs) within the Study Area. Within one mile of the site, Oneka Lake is listed in
the MBS as a site of moderate biodiversity significance and a wetland area along Hardwood Creek is
listed as a site of below biodiversity significance (Figure 18). The construction activities associated
with the proposed redevelopments should not impact the MBS sites of biodiversity or NPCs that are
within one mile of the Study Area.

Although there are records of special status species within or near the Study Area, state and federal

guidelines will be followed to prevent adverse impacts to special status species. Mitigation measures

will include avoiding impacting habitat during certain times of the year or conducting a species study

oftheareai f habitat avoi.d@hewiklde spesias that cufremtly sse thé Study Area

are likely to continue to use the Study Area after the area is redeveloped as they are common,

ubiquitous, and are associated with human-disturbed habitats. To avoid impacts during construction,

wildlife-friendly erosion control BMPs should be utilized. Impacts to habitat can further be minimized

by ensuring invasive species donét spread through cor
areas with native, weed-free, seed mixes.

Both development scenarios will adhere to a variety of regulations associated with the preservation of
natural resources and wildlife habitats. These include the Wetland Conservation Act and the City of
Hugoo6s L ands c aapdeWetlandd Protectior [Ristrict, which aim to avoid impacts to
wetland and woodland areas, to the extent feasible. To further avoid impacts during construction, a
variety of other avoidance and minimization measures will be followed, including:

Utilize wildlife-friendly erosion control BMPs.

Incorporate construction practices that minimize the spread of invasive species, including

inspecting construction equipment prior to moving between sites.

Planting disturbed areas with native, weed-free, seed mixes.

Avoid tree clearing during the tricolored bat and migratory bird nesting seasons.

Check bare ground and trenches prior to grading and backfilling to avoid entrapment of

wildlife, including turtles.

1 Avoid impacts to shallow marsh and shallow water wetlands between September 15 and April
15, if these areas are suitable for turtle hibernation.

1 Coordination with DNR and/or USFWS as development occurs, to determine needs for

additional avoidance and mitigation measures.

f
f
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Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Adverse Effects (to fish, wildlife, plant communities, and
sensitive ecological resources)

All development scenarios may impact wildlife and habitats in the Study Area. To minimize impacts,
the following measures will be implemented during site development:

Item No. Mitigation Description
14.1 Follow current USFWS guidelines for tree removal to avoid impacts on the tricolored bat
' and migratory birds.
Foll ow current MN DNR guidelines for Bl a
14.2 shallow marsh and shallow water wetlands between September 15 and April 15, if these
' areas are suitable for turtle hibernation. If mitigation measures are not feasible, project-
specific avoidance plans will need to be implemented to ensure compliance.
14.3 Reseed disturbed areas with native grass and forb species to comply with RPBB MN
' DNR guidance.
14.4 Plant native, weed-free, species in re-vegetated areas, where deemed appropriate
' through development review.
145 Incorporate pollinator species into landscaped planting areas, where deemed
' appropriate through development review.
14.6 Invasive species will be controlled during site construction by inspecting and
' decontaminating equipment when moving between sites.
14.7 Utilize wildlife-friendly erosion control blanket to avoid entanglement, where deemed
' appropriate through development review.
14.8 Coordinate with DNR and/or USFWS as development occurs, to determine needs for
' additional avoidance and mitigation measures.

HISTORICAL PROPERTIES

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

AUAR Guidance: Contact with the State Historic Preservation Office and State Archaeologist is
required to determine whether there are areas of potential impacts to these resources. If any exist, an
appropriate site survey of high probability areas is needed to address the issue in more detail. The
mitigation plan must include mitigation for any impacts identified.

The Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) public map, MNSHIP, and Office of the
State Archaeologist (OSA) maps were reviewed to determine if historic structures, archaeological
sites, and traditional cultural properties occur within the Study Area.

Existing Conditions

Two known archaeological resources were identified within the Study Area based on the results of the
review. These include U.S./Trunk Highway 61 (SHIP ID 115481), located on the east side of the
Study Area, and Judicial Ditch No. 2 Hardwood Creek (SHIP ID 116464), located in the northwest
section of the Study Area, are identified as a potential historic resource.

Three OSA sites were identified within or near the Study Area based on the results of the review of
the OSA public viewer. No MIAC layers were identified.
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Proposed Conditions

All scenarios would redevelop the Study Area into industrial, mixed-use, residential, retail, and
commercial use development. As development progresses, cultural and historic resource
assessments and coordination with SHPO, OSA, and the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council (MIAC)
may be necessary to identify the potential for resources within the Study Area and determine the
potential for impact. If projects are proposed that have a federal nexus, such as a federal permit or
funding, Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act will also be applicable.

Item No. Mitigation Description

Complete cultural and historic resource assessments and coordination with SHPO, OSA,

15.1 and MIAC as development occurs.

VISUAL

Scenic views or vistas may include spectacular viewing points along lakes, rivers or bluffs; virgin
timber tracts; prairie remnants; geological features; waterfalls; specimen trees; or plots of wildflowers.
Describe any project related visual effects such as vapor plumes or glare from intense lights. Discuss
the potential visual effects from the project. Identify any measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
visual effects.

AUAR Guidance: Any impacts on scenic views and vistas present in the AUAR should be
addressed. This would include both direct physical impacts and impacts on visual quality or integrity.
If any non-routine visual impacts would occur from the anticipated development this should be
discussed here along with appropriate mitigation.

No significant views were identified by the Comprehensive Plan within or near the Study Area.
Site lighting under each scenario will be consistent with the City of Hugo zoning ordinances. A lighting

and photometric plan will be developed and submitted to the City of Hugo during the site planning
review and approval stage.

Item No. Mitigation Description

A lighting and photometric plan will be developed and submitted to the City of Hugo during

16.1 the site planning review and approval stage for each individual development.

AIR

Stationary Source Emissions: Describe the type, sources, quantities, and compositions of any

emissions from stationary sources such as boilers or exhaust stacks. Include any hazardous air

pollutants, criteria pollutants, and any greenhouse gases. Discuss effects to air quality including any

sensitive receptors, human health, or applicable regulatory criteria. Include a discussion of any

met hods used to assess the projectébés effect on air
pollution control equipment and other measures that will be taken to avoid, minimize, or mitigate

adverse effects from stationary source emissions.

AUAR Guidance: This item is not applicable to an AUAR. Any stationary air emissions source large
enough to merit environmental review requires individual review.
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The Scenarios studied would not involve development of projects that would involve stationary source
emissions from sources such as boilers or exhaust stacks.

Vehicle Emissions :Descri be the effect of the projectéos
t he pr oj e-cetatecdsemigsmmsieffett en air quality. Identify measures (e.qg., traffic operational
improvements, diesel idling minimization plan) that will be taken to minimize or mitigate vehicle-
related emissions.

AUAR Guidance: Although the MPCA no longer issues Indirect Source Permits, traffic-related air
quality may still be an issue if the analysis in Item 18 indicates that development would cause or
worsen traffic congestion. The general guidance from the EAW form should still be followed.
Questions about the details of air quality analysis should be directed to MPCA staff.

Motor vehicles emit airborne pollutants (such as mobile source air toxics [MSATS]), thereby affecting
air quality. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulates air pollutants including ozone,
particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead, and sulfur dioxide. Potential impacts
resulting from these pollutants are assessed by comparing estimated concentrations to National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Advances in vehicle technology and fuel regulations will
result in reduced vehicle emissions.

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

AUAR Guidance: Dust and odors need not be addressed in an AUAR, unless there is some unusual
reason to do so. The RGU might want to discuss as part of the mitigation plan, however, any dust
control ordinances in effect.

Fugitive dust will be generated during the construction phase of all proposed development scenarios.
Dust emissions will be controlled by watering, sprinkling, or calcium chloride applications, as
necessary. Contractors will maintain streets, alleys, sidewalks, and other public spaces adjacent to
construction activities to keep them free from dust, litter, and other debris in accordance with
Minnesota Rule 7011.0150. Dust emissions are not expected during the operational phase of any of
the proposed development scenarios.

Item No. Mitigation Description

During construction, dust emissions will be controlled by watering, sprinkling, or calcium

17.1 . L

chloride applications, as necessary.

During construction, contractors will maintain streets, alleys, sidewalks, and other public
17.2 spaces adjacent to construction activities to keep them free from dust, litter, and other

debris.

GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSION/CARBON FOOTPRINT

a. GHG Quantification: For all proposed projects, provide quantification and discussion of
project GHG emissions. Include additional rows in the tables as necessary to provide
project-specific emission sources. Describe the methods used to quantify emissions. If
calculation methods are not readily available to quantify GHG emissions for a source,
describe the process used to cometo that conclusion and any GHG emission sources
not included in the total calculation.
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Analyses for GHG emissions for the Study Area under existing conditions, Scenario 1,
Scenario 2, and Scenario 3 were prepared; each is shown in Appendix C . Project-specific
emission sources and references to the methods used to quantify emissions are included
within the calculation tables in the Appendix C.

b. GHG Assessment
i

Describe any mitigation considered toreducethe pr o eGHG énsissions.

During this phase in site planning, plans are concept-level; exploration and development
of potential mitigation practices is dependent on further development planning and
design. Proposed land use change scenarios increase housing density and availability of
shops and live-work units. Pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit infrastructure will
accommodate this increased density. These changes may encourage non-vehicle travel
which would reduce GHG emissions. The following are potential design strategies and
sustainability measures that could be considered for the proposed development to reduce
emissions:

1 Use energy efficient appliances, equipment, and lighting,

1 Energy efficient building shells,

1 Implement waste best management practices; recycle and compost appropriate
material when applicable,

1 On-site native landscaping to reduce potable water and pesticide use, along with
the inclusion of trees and tree trenches to improve local air quality, absorb
greenhouse gas emissions, and reduce local urban heat island effect,

91 Provide on-site electric vehicle charging infrastructure,
1 On-site solar PV installations,

1 Purchase of off-site carbon sequestration credits,

1 Grid-based wind and solar power purchases,

1 Other

Implementation of the above strategies will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis based
on feasibility, schedule, code requirements, and tenant considerations.

Describe and quantify reductions from selected mitigation, if proposed
toreducethe pr oj e ct émsissi@hsl BExplain why the selected
mitigation was preferred.

Project-specific site designs are not known at this phase land use planning, resulting in
uncertainty of any specific sustainability practices of the future development. Exploration
of the aforementioned potential mitigation practices is dependent on further development
planning and design. The project will follow all applicable federal, state, and local
standards and regulations as required, through which further mitigation strategies may be
required.

The three Scenarios significantly increase density of all uses over existing conditions,
including housing, industrial, and commercial. Table 16 shows a summary of proposed
land use changes. Because no project-specific data is available, this table is based off
various assumptions, including:

1 average unit size of 2,100 square feet for low density and medium density areas,
1 average unit size of 1,000 square feet for urban high density and mix use
residential, and
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1 allowed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for commercial use (0.35 FAR) and planned
industrial (0.40 FAR).

Table 16 7 Development Scenarios for GHG Analysis

Existing Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Res Area Res Area Res Area Res Area
Land Use Units (sq. ft.) Units (sq. ft.) Units (sq. ft.) Units (sq. ft.)
IND - - - 2,234,816 - 1,637,856 - -
LD 57 120,000 536 1,125,600 356 747,000 590 1,239,000
MD 1,358 2,851,800 1,709 3,588,900 | 1,358 2,851,800
HD 363 360,000 442 442,000 | 1,782 1,882,000
MIX
(Residential) 2,221 2,220,000 3,264 3,264,000 | 2,323 2,323,000
MIX
(Commercial) - 564,102 - 830,907 - 586,971
Residential
Total 57 120,000 | 4,478 6,557,400 | 5,771 8,041,900 | 6,053 8,295,800
Industrial
Total - - - 2,234,816 - 1,637,856 - -
Commercial
Total - 50,000 - 564,102 - 830,907 - 586,971

It is understood that mixed-use zones (allowing retail and commercial establishments
near housing) allow people to drive less and thus emit less greenhouse gases.
Reductions from other potential voluntary mitigation measures could also contribute to
reducing overall GHG emissions. In addition to these proposed mitigation efforts, the
project may consider additional strategies as it continues to move through the design
process.

In both Scenarios, improved trail and sidewalk connections throughout the Study Area
and connecting to the surrounding network will be provided. Additionally, future transit
routes may occur near areas of increamtad
impact on transportation and reduction to single-occupancy vehicle travel is not
accounted for in the emissions analysis above.

The City of Hu g a2049 Comprehensive Plan cites opportunities for the city to
incorporate measures for energy use reduction.

Diversify energy supply with solar.

Ensure reasonable access to direct sunlight is available to all parcels so that

alternative forms of energy can be used to supplement or replace conventional

forms of energy.

1 Ensure existing levels of solar access are maintained in developed
neighborhoods.

1 Encourage future sites and building plans to maximize efforts to design for
efficient use of solar energy.

1 Evaluate and use where possible solar energy design elements for future public
facilities and infrastructure development.

1 The City has adopted a solar ordinance to allow solar energy systems on
individuals homes and solar farms in the Long Term Agriculture (LA), Agricultural
(AG), Rural Residential (RR), and Future Urban Service (FUS) Districts.

1 Implement green infrastructure and energy conservation.

f
f
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These opportunities were not explicitly incorporated within the modeling methods;
however, incorporating energy saving mitigation measures such as those mentioned
above may further reduce greenhouse gas emissions beyond what is provided in the
Scenario estimates.

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

Mi nnesotabs Next Generation Energy Act requires
emissions in the state by 80% between 2005 and 2050, while supporting clean energy,

energy efficiency, and supplementing other renewable energy standards in Minnesota.

Within the cityds 2040 Corespiane plannitssiidergifie®thaa n, a mon
the city will evaluate the feasibility of diversifying energy sources such as solar, where

feasible.

Methods for modeling air emissions were completed in accordance with EAW

(Environmental Assessment Worksheet) standards. The expected lifespan of the project

is60years. The pr oj e annualzedpperatbnalméet SKHG emissions over the
projectds |lifespan (compared t d09d434illsGOReng condi t
metric tons per year for Scenario 1, 87,545.17 COZ2e metric tons per year for Scenario 2,

and 22.378.24 CO2e for metric tons per year for Scenario 3 (Appendix C ).
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Table 17 presents a summary of modeled emissions for existing and proposed
development Scenarios.

The GHG assessment was completed to represent a full build-out condition and

maximum density within the Study Area. Projects will actually develop over the next 20 i

30 years, and be phased as market conditions dictate. Additionally, the GHG model does

not consider non-buildable areas (e.g., wetlands, poor soils) and development will likely

be lessdensethanwh at i s all owed by the citybés ordinanc:¢
is likely to result in slightly lower CO2e emissions than presented. The City will continue

to encourage developers to incorporate GHG emission reduction efforts into site design.
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Table 17 - GHG Emissions Summary

Cumulative Annualized Cumulative Annualized Cumulative Annualized Cumulative Annualized
C0qe C0qe C0qe C0qe CO02e C0qe C0qe C02e
Phase . . . . . . . .
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions
(Existing ) (Existing ) (Scenario 1) (Scenario 1) | (Scenario 2) (Scenario 2) | (Scenario 3) (Scenario 3)
Construction 28,631.15 386.91 28,684.02 387.62 28,682.10 387.60 6,771.34 91.50
Construction 28,631.15 386.91
Equipment 28,631.15 386.91 28,631.15 386.91 6,719.56 90.80
Land Use
Change
(construction) | - - 52.87 0.71 50.95 0.69 51.79 0.70
Operation 81,280.60 1,098.39 8,078,884.20 | 109,174.11 6,478,342.88 | 87,545.17 1,655,989.42 | 22,378.24
Building 23,306.26 314.95
Energy
Consumption 7,638,669.02 | 103,225.26 5,863,959.89 | 79,242.70 1,143,140.68 | 15,447.85
HFC Leakage | 6,625.69 89.54 301,749.67 4,077.70 367,868.10 4,971.19 360,805.74 4,875.75
On-road 51,348.65 693.90
Vehicles 138,465.51 1,871.16 246,514.89 3,331.28 152,043.00 2,054.64
Total 109,911.75 1,485.29 8,107,568.22 | 109,561.73 6,507,024.97 | 87,932.77 1,662,760.76 | 22,469.74
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The proposed Scenarios will increase housing density and industrial uses within the Study

Area. For each proposed Scenario, the total emissions are reduced per square foot of

building area. These estimates do not account for future integration of energy or
transportation goals that are referenced in t

Developments within each Scenario could also implement any applicable state or local GHG
goals as determined by the City or project proposers. The proposer may explore additional
sustainability measures such as the examples listed above to reduce operational emissions
to the extent practicable. The proposed project will be built in compliance with state
regulations and city building codes.

Item No. Mitigation Description

Developers will consider design strategies and sustainability measures that could reduce

18.1 .
emissions.

NOISE

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

AUAR Guidance: Construction noise need not be addressed in an AUAR, unless there is some unusual
reason to do so. The RGU might want to discuss as part of the mitigation plan, however, any
construction noise ordinances in effect.

91 If the area will include or adjoin major noise sources, a noise analysis is needed to determine if
any noise levels in excess of standards would occur, and if so, to identify appropriate mitigation
measures. With respect to traffic-generated noise, the noise analysis should be based on the
traffic analysis of Item 18. it is expected that an AUAR will have a detailed analysis of
stormwater issues.

1 A map of the proposed stormwater management system and of the water bodies that will receive
stormwater should be provided.

1 The description of the stormwater systems would identifyon-si t e and firegional 0o
ponding and also indicate whether the various ponds will be new water bodies or converted
existing ponds or wetlands. Where on-site ponds will be used but have not yet been designed,
the discussion should indicate the design standards that will be followed.

1 If present in or adjoining the AUAR area, the following types of water bodies must be given
special analyses:

1 Lakes: within the Twin Cities metro area a nutrient budget analysis must be prepared for any
Apriority | akeo identified by the Metropolitan
nutrient budget analysis must be determined by consultation with the MPCA and DNR staffs.

1 Trout streams: if stormwater discharges will enter or affect a trout stream an evaluation of the
impacts on the chemical composition and temperature regime of the stream and the consequent
impacts on the trout population (and other species of concern) must be included.

Per the AUAR guidelines, construction noise does not need to be addressed unless there are unusual
circumstances that warrant it. No unusual circumstances are anticipated that would warrant a detailed
noise analysis. A sound level increase of 3 dBA is barely discernible to the human ear, a 5 dBA increase
is clearly discernible, and a 10 dBA increase is perceived as being twice as loud. For example, if the
sound level of light traffic is 60 dBA and the sound level of heavy traffic is 70 dBA, the heavy traffic will
be perceived as twice as loud as the light traffic.
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Based on the development anticipated by the three scenarios, the change in traffic sound levels is not
anticipated to be readily perceptible. Construction activities will be conducted in such a manner to
minimize noise levels and disturbances, and construction activities will cease from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am.
The Study Area will be constructed so that noise-sensitive areas (i.e., residential units) will have
sufficient setbacks from noise sources to limit noise disturbances. Specifics regarding setback distances
will be determined as the project develops. Permits related to construction noise will be obtained prior to
the start of construction.

Iltem No. Mitigation Description

Construction activities will be conducted in such a manner to minimize noise levels and

191 disturbances, and construction activities will cease from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am.

The Study Area will be constructed so that noise-sensitive areas (i.e., residential units) will

19.2 have sufficient setbacks from noise sources to limit noise disturbances.

TRANSPORTATION

Describe Traffic. Describe traffic-related aspects of project construction. Include 1) existing and

proposed additional parking space; 2) estimate total average daily traffic generated; 3) estimate

maximum peak hour traffic generated and time of occurrence; 4) source of trip generation rates used in

the estimate; and 5) availability of transit and/or other alternative transportation modes.

Discuss the effect on traffic congestion on affected roads and describe any traffic improvements
necessary. The analysis must discuss the projectéos
Identify measures that will be taken to minimize project related transportation effects.

AUAR Guidance: For AUAR reviews, a detailed traffic analysis will be needed, conforming to the
MnDOT guidance as listed on the EAW form. The results of the traffic analysis must be used in response
to Items 16 and 17

A traffic analysis has been completed for the Study Area. The following sections provide a summary of
the Traffic Study. The full Traffic Study can be found in Appendix D.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

165™ Street North is a two-lane undivided local roadway that runs from Elmcrest Avenue on the west to
Ingersoll Avenue, four miles to the east. 165t Street North intersects TH 61 along with multiple locall
roads within the Study Area. The roadway is gravel west of TH 61 and paved east of TH 61.

TH 61 is a two-lane undivided minor connector roadway located along the east side of the Study Area
with a posted speed limit of 55 MPH. TH 61 serves as a north-south route through Hugo providing
access to residential and commercial land uses. This roadway connects St. Paul to Wyoming,
Minnesota. At the intersection with 165™ Street N, both northbound and southbound approaches include
an exclusive right-turn lane and shared left-turn/through lane.

Based on the location and proposed land use of the site, the Traffic Study included evaluation of the
following existing intersections:

1 165™" St N and Elmcrest Avenue
1 165" St N and Fenway Avenue
9 165" StN and TH 61
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Existing Operations

The intersections of ElImcrest Avenue and 165th Street North, Fenway Avenue and 165th Street North,
and TH 61 and 165th Street North are currently minor approach stop-controlled, and all intersections
currently operate at an acceptable level.

Existing Transit Routes

Available transit options near the Study Area currently include MetroTransit and Transit Link. The
nearest MetroTransit Park and Ride facility is located west of I35W, north of Frenchman Road/Main
Street and provides transit bus service to the downtown St. Paul area via Route 275. Transit Link is a
public service that provides rides where bus routes are unavailable, such as in the Study Area. Users
can schedule rides by visiting GoWashington?’.

Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Faci lities

There are currently few existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities within the Study Area. The only
sidewalks/trails adjacent to the site is Hardwood Creek Trail which parallels TH 61. Sidewalks exist along
local roadways in the residential developments south of the Study Area.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS

Three development land use scenarios have been included in the AUAR. Scenario 1 is consistent with
the existing 2040 Comprehensive Plan and includes industrial, low density residential, medium density
residential, high density residential, and mixed use. Scenario 2 involves a higher density of residential
development and mixed use, including industrial, mixed use, low density residential, medium density
residential, and high density residential as planned developments. Scenario 3 consists of a higher
density of residential development, as well as mixed use, low density residential, medium density
residential. No industrial development is proposed with Scenario 3.

Proposed Bike / Pedestrian Facilities

With any scenario, trail and sidewalk connections to the surrounding network will be provided. All
scenarios would propose a comprehensive network of sidewalks and trails to better connect the Study
Area to surrounding neighborhoods and provide alternative modes of transportation.

Transit Connections
The existing transit and public transportation options will remain under any of the Scenarios.
Traffic Projections

To analyze the land use scenarios and determine the appropriate lane configuration and traffic control
needs on the area roadways and intersections; projected traffic volumes were determined. Projections
were prepared for the 2045 horizon year. The following sections summarize the projected background
traffic growth, traffic generation from the Study Area, as well as the traffic distribution and projected
traffic volumes.

The estimated trip generation for each of the proposed development scenarios is shown in Table 18. The
trip generation rates used to estimate the proposed area traffic is based on similar land uses as
documented in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition.
Additional information about the methods used in this analysis is included in Appendix D.

11 Gowashington Public Transportation
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Table 18 - Trip Generation

2045 Land Use Option 1
. AM Peak PM Peak .
Future Land Use Net Acreage ITE Code / Description n out Towl n out Towl Daily
Low Density Residential 134 (210) Single Family Detached 70 211 281 229 153 382 3658
Mid Density Residential 170 (220) Multifamily Low-Rise 105 315 420 257 210 467 6111
High Density Residential 30 (221) Multifamily Mid-Rise 31 92 123 75 61 136 1782
Mixed Use Res. (221 & 822) Multifamily/Strip Retail
Mixed Use Comm. 74 (822) Strip Retall 480 675 1155 845 689 1534 14549
Industrial 134 (110) General Light Industrial 497 88 585 146 438 584 4206
TOTAL 1183 1381 2564 1552 1551 3103 30306
2045 Land Use Option 2
- AM Peak PM Peak .
Future Land Use Net Acreage ITE Code / Description m out Towml n out Towl Daily
Low Density Residential 89 (210) Single Family Detached 47 140 187 152 101 253 2430
Mid Density Residential 214 (220) Multifamily Low-Rise 132 397 529 323 264 587 7696
High Density Residential 37 (221) Multifamily Mid-Rise 37 112 149 91 75 166 2175
Mixed Use Res. (221 & 822) Multifamily/Strip Retail
Mixed Use Comm. 109 (822) Strip Retall 705 992 1697 1241 2255 3496 12903
Industrial 94 (110) General Light Industrial 348 61 409 102 307 409 2944
TOTAL 1269 1702 2971 1909 3002 4911 28148
2045 Land Use Option 3
- AM Peak PM Peak .
Future Land Use Net Acreage ITE Code / Description n out Towl n out Towl Daily
Low Density Residential 148 (210) Single Family Detached 78 233 311 253 168 421 4031
Mid Density Residential 170 (220) Multifamily Low-Rise 105 315 420 257 210 467 6111
High Density Residential 148 (221) Multifamily Mid-Rise 150 451 601 367 301 668 8751
Mixed Use Res. (221 & 822) Multifamily/Strip Retail
Mixed Use Comm. 77 (822) Strip Retall 502 707 1209 883 721 1604 15,213
Industrial - (110) General Light Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 835 1706 2541 1760 1400 3160 34106

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers; Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS

Forecasted traffic operations were evaluated at the impacted area intersections in the Study Area.

Intersection operations are evaluated in terms of average seconds of delay per vehicle, each

approach and turning movement for the intersection. The average number of seconds of delay is

broken into six ranges assigned letter grades A through F defining each level of service (LOS), with A

being the least congested and F being the most congested. It is generally recognized that LOS D is
the lowest acceptable LOS for urban intersections.

The future operations analysis assumed the base intersection geometry and traffic control as outlined

below:

1 Improve 165" Street by paving the roadway surface and providing a two-lane roadway (rural

or urban cross-section depending on other factors) with an off-street multi-use trail.
o Provide exclusive turn lanes at key intersections (EImcrest Avenue, Oneka Parkway,
Fenway Avenue, TH 61)

1 Improve Elmcrest Avenue north from the new Otter Lake Road extension by paving up to
170t Street. Provide a northbound right turn lane and southbound left turn lane at the 165"
Street intersection.

1 Extend Oneka Parkway from south of 165" Street to at least 170™ Street. Provide a

roundabout or an exclusive left turn lane and shared through/right turn lane at 165" Street.

1 Extend Fenway Avenue south to connect into the existing roadway network south of 165%™

Street near Ferrara Avenue or Finale Avenue. Pave Fenway Avenue and provide a

roundabout or an exclusive left turn lane and shared through/right turn lane at 165" Street.

1 Construct a traffic signal at the intersection of 165th Street and TH 61. The east and west

approaches will provide exclusive left turn, through, and right turn lanes. The north and south
approaches

of

TH 61 wi l

provide

excl

usi
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for deceleration and storage. Two through lanes will be provided for the north and south

approaches. Utilize flashing-yellow-arrow (FYA) phasing for all left turn movements.

0 A 2x1 roundabout may be considered as an alternative to the traffic signal to maintain the
TH 61 corridor continuity from 159t Street to the north. The north and south approaches
of TH 61 will provide two lanes (through/left and through/right) with one circulating lane at
entry. The east and west approaches will provide one lane entering the roundabout with
two lanes of circulation at entry. Additional mitigation may be identified for each land use
option.

Additional mitigation is identified based on the forecasted traffic for each land use option. These
mitigation measures are as follows:

Scenario 1
1 Base improvements provide acceptable conditions.

Scenario 2
1 At 165™ Street and TH 61 the following mitigation measures are necessary for acceptable
operation:

o Provide a right turn overlap phase for the eastbound approach to operate in
conjunction with northbound left turns.

o Provide dual left turn lanes for the westbound approach.

1 A standard 2x1 roundabout does not provide adequate operations for the 165™ Street
and TH 61 intersection.

o0 When right-turn bypass lanes are added there continues to be unacceptable
delays and queuing.

o0 Without the introduction of very complex configurations and geometry at this
intersection, a roundabout is not able to create the level of operations that a
traffic signal can provide.

Scenario 3
1 At 165™ Street and TH 61 the following mitigation measures are necessary for acceptable
operation:

o Provide a right turn overlap phase for the eastbound approach to operate in
conjunction with northbound left turns.

0 A 2x1 roundabout with an eastbound right-turn bypass lane is necessary to
provide acceptable operations for the 165" Street and TH 61 intersection.

Based on the operations analysis, under Scenario 1 and 3, all intersections are expected to
operate with an overall acceptable LOS C or better during both the AM and PM peak hours. The
intersection at TH 61 and 165" Street is expected to incur the most delay, with some movements
operating at LOS D or E during peak hours, however the overall intersection LOS is B or better
under the 2045 option 1 and 3 land uses and proposed lane configurations.

Scenario 2, because of larger volumes generated by the commercial and mixed-use land uses,
the intersection at TH 61 and 165™ Street is expected to experience added delays when
compared to Scenarios 1 and 3. All other intersections are expected to operate with an overall
acceptable LOS C or better during both AM and PM peak hours.

The methodology and more information for this analysis is included in Appendix D.
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Item No. Mitigation Description
20.1 Improve 165" Street by paving the roadway surface and providing a two-lane roadway
' (rural or urban cross-section) with an off-street multi-use trail.
Implement intersection improvements outlined in traffic study at:
20.2 1 Elmcrest Avenue and 165" Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
1 Oneka Parkway and 165" Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
1 Fenway Avenue and 165" Street North (turn lanes or roundabout)
20.3 For Scenario 2, construct turn lanes and traffic signal at TH 61 and 165" Street north
20.4 For Scenario 1 and 3, construct roundabout at TH 61 and 165" Street North
20.5 Extend Oneka Parkway from south of 165" Street to at least 170" Street.
20.6 Extend Fenway Avenue south to connect into the existing roadway network south of
165" Street near Ferrara Avenue or Finale Avenue.
20.7 Pave Fenway Avenue and provide a roundabout or exclusive left turn lane and shared
through/right turn lane at 165" Street.
20.8 Construct trail and sidewalk connections within the Study Area and to the surrounding
' network.
20.9 Update traffic studies, as needed, as development progresses.

CUMULATIVE POTENTIAL EFFECTS

AUAR Guidance: Because the AUAR process by its nature is intended to deal with cumulative
potential effects from all future developments within the AUAR area, it is presumed that the
responses to all items on the EAW form automatically encompass the impacts from all anticipated
developments within the AUAR area.

Cumulative effects are impacts on the environment resulting from the incremental impact of the action
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of whom
undertakes said actions. Areas considered for cumulative effects are those that are adjacent to the
Study Area and considers projects that would be constructed in the foreseeable future.

In the area surrounding and within the Study Area, an EAW (Del Webb Community) and an AUAR
(Everton Avenue Neighborhood Study Area) were previously completed. The EAW was completed in
2006 for a Study Area consisting of 369 acres southeast of the Study Area and west of Oneka Lake.
Proposed development within the 369 acres consists of single family residential and attached
multifamily development. Since 2006, the site has been partially developed into single family
residential homes. The Everton Avenue Neighborhood AUAR was first completed in 2002 and has
been updated every five years, with the last update occurring in 2022. The AUAR Study Area
includes 1,500 acres within the City of Hugo, which overlaps with the current proposed Study Area.
Approximately 48 percent of the 1,500 acres have been developed since the 2002 AUAR. Current
and proposed development includes large lot residential, medium density residential, low density
residential, and commercial. Each of these developments were reviewed for the impacts on the
surrounding environment, transportation, and utility networks. Required mitigation measures, if any,
have been incorporated into those development plans. Undeveloped areas that overlap with the 165
Study Area have been incorporated into this AUAR. Impacts from future developments adjacent to
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the Study Area will be addressed through permitting and approval processes and will be
independently mitigated to minimize cumulative impacts.

OTHER POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

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

No other potential environmental effects are anticipated as a result of the construction and operation
of any of the proposed development scenarios.
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