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1. Project Title Rogers Industrial Development 

2. Proposer 
 Contact Person 
 Address 
  City, State, Zip 
 Phone 

Email 

CP West, LLC 
Thomas Noble 
5402 Parkdale Dr. #105 
Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 
952-224-2500 
tnoble@westreinc.com 

3. RGU 
 Contact Person 
 Address 
  City, State, Zip 
 Phone 
 E-mail 

 City of Rogers 
Brett Angell 
22350 South Diamond Lake Road 
Rogers, MN 55374 
763-428-2253 
bangell@rogersmn.gov 

4. Reason for EAW 
Preparation 

Mandatory EAW, required by MN Rule 4410.4300 Subp 14, A & B 

5. Location and Maps 
 County 
  City 
 PLS Location 
 
 Watershed 
 GPS Coordinates 
 Tax Parcel Numbers: 

The index of figures can be found on page 4. 
Hennepin 
Rogers 
E ½ of the NW ¼, S11, T 120N, R 23W 
SE ¼ of the SW ¼, S2, T 120, R23W 
Elk Creek Watershed Management Organization 
45°13'31.8"N 93°33'15.1"W 
1112023210002 
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Table 5.1 – Parcel Information 
Parcel ID Tax Parcel # Legal Descriptions 
A 1112023210002 Parcel 1:  

That part of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Sec on 2, Township 
120, Range 23, lying South of the Crow River, also That part of the East Half of the 
Northwest Quarter of Sec on 11, Township 120, Range 23 lying North of the South 
1458.75 feet and West of the westerly right-of-way of State Highway No. 101.  
  
Excep ng therefrom that part of Tracts A and B described below:  
  
Tract A:  
That part of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Sec on 2, Township 
120 North, Range 23 West, Hennepin County, Minnesota, lying south of the Crow River 
and westerly of the westerly right of way line of Trunk Highway No. 101 as now located 
and established. 
  
Tract B:  
That part of the Northeast Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Sec on 11, Township 
120 North, Range 23 West, Hennepin County, Minnesota, lying north of the south 
1458.75 feet of the East Half of the Northwest Quarter of said Sec on 11, and west of 
the westerly right of way line of Trunk Highway No. 101 as now located and 
established; which lies westerly of the westerly boundary of Minnesota Department of 
Transporta on Right of Way Plat No. 27-61 as the same is on file and of record in the 
office of the County Recorder in and for said County and easterly of Line 1 described 
below: 
 
Line 1:  
Commencing at the intersec on of the south line of said Sec on 2 with the westerly 
boundary of said Plat No. 27-61; thence southerly on an assumed azimuth of 180 
degrees 02 minutes 32 seconds along said westerly plat boundary for 382.00 feet to 
the point of beginning of Line 1 to be described; thence on an azimuth of 356 degrees 
56 minutes 21 seconds for 831.22 feet; thence on an azimuth of 270 degrees 02 
minutes 33 seconds for 50.00 feet; thence on an azimuth of 00 degrees 02 minutes 33 
seconds for 367.02 feet, more or less, to the shore line of the Crow River and there 
termina ng.  
  
(All Abstract Property)  
  
Parcel 2:  
Easement for vehicular and pedestrian traffic for ingress and egress as described in 
Quit Claim Deed, dated April 19, 1984, filed April 24, 1984, as Document No. 4884703.  
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The following is a complete list of figures in this EAW which can be found in Appendix “A”.  

TABLE 5.2 – LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE 
NUMBER 

FIGURE TITLE  

1 Regional Location  

2 Project Area 

3 Concept Site Plan  

4 USGS Map  

5 Existing Cover Types  

6 Existing Farmland Types 

7 Soils 

8 Zoning Map 

9 2040 Future Land Use Map 

10 Delineated Wetlands 

11 National Wetland Inventory 

12 100 Year Floodplain Map 

13 Historic Site Locations 

14 Impaired Waters 

 

6. Description 

The description section of an EAW should include the following elements for each major development 
scenario included:  

a. Provide a project summary of 50 words or less to be published in the EQB Monitor. 

EQB Monitor Heading ............................ Environmental Assessment Worksheet 

Comment Deadline ................................ December 14, 2023 

Project Title ............................................ Rogers Industrial Development 

Project Description ................................. The proposed Rogers Industrial Development project includes the 
development of approximately 45 acres within the  City of Rogers, MN. The project proposes construction 
of three industrial buildings on one vacant lot.  

Copies of the Draft EAW have been distributed to agencies listed on the Minnesota Environmental Quality 
Board distribution list. The Draft EAW may also be publicly accessed on the  City of Rogers’ website.  
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RGU .........................................................  City of Rogers  

Contact Person …………………………………….Brett Angell 
 

Give a complete description of the proposed project and related new construction. Attach additional 
sheets as necessary. Emphasize construction, operation methods and features that will cause physical 
manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes. Include modifications to existing equipment 
or industrial processes and significant demolition, removal, or remodeling of existing structures. Indicate 
the timing and duration of construction activities. 

The area being studied by the EAW is in  Rogers, MN, within Hennepin County, north of Northdale 
Boulevard near the intersection of 147th Avenue and State Highway 101 (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). The 
proposed Rogers industrial Development project includes the development of approximately 45.53 acres 
within the  City of Rogers, MN. The project proposes the construction of three industrial buildings on one 
vacant lot. Industrial uses on the proposed site will be compliant with  City regulations and zoning 
guidelines. The proposed Concept Site Plan is included in Figure 3. 

Construction on this site is anticipated to begin in fall 2024 with the first building being ready for occupancy 
in fall 2025. Phase I of the project will include mass grading of the site and construction of all stormwater 
facilities and utility improvements. Potential construction and operation methods include clearing and 
grubbing, mechanical site grading, underground utility installation, bituminous paving, concrete pouring, 
and building construction. The construction schedule will be confirmed as purchase agreements are 
obtained for the properties. Individual buildings will be built as the market allows and adhere to all  City of 
Rogers zoning and building regulations.  

According to aerial footage, there are no existing structures onsite in need of demolition. Trees and shrubs 
will be removed where necessary to accommodate the potential for changing grades onsite.  

b. Project Magnitude Data 

Total project acreage ................................................................................................. 45.53 acres  
Linear Project Length…………………………………………………………………………… ............ …………………….NA 
Number & type of residential uses……………………………………………………… ............ ……………………..NA 
Residential Building Area……………………………………………………………… ......................................... NA 
Commercial Building Area………………………………………………………………………… ............................. NA 
Industrial Building Area…………………………………………………………………………… .. 550,000 – 700,000 SF 
Other Uses (specify)………………………………………………………………………… .............. ………..…………….NA 
Structure heights………………………………………………………………………………… ...... …….……………….45 feet 
 

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

This project is being initiated and constructed by the private market. No governmental entities are leading 
the proposed design or construction efforts. The purpose of the project is to provide needed industrial 
facilities to accommodate an increasing population in and around the City of Rogers. The site is directly 
west of State Highway 101 and proximity to Interstate 94 and Highways 169 and 10 provide good access 
to a larger region. There are no projects with a similar size in the immediate area and being first to market 
will allow Rogers to capture the employment and tax revenue associated with this development.  

d. Are future stages of this development (including development on any other property) planned or likely 
to happen? 
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No future phases of development, other than those described as part of the project and included in this 
EAW, are proposed on the project site and there are no known plans for additional development in the 
vicinity. 

e. Is this project a subsequent stage of an earlier project? 

The project is not a subsequent stage of an earlier project. 

7. Climate Adaptation and Resilience: 
 

a. Describe the climate trends in the general location of the project (see guidance: Climate 
Adaptation and Resilience) and how climate change is anticipated to affect that location 
during the life of the project. 
 
The MNDNR Minnesota Climate Trends website was used to analyze past climate trends in the 
immediate vicinity of the project area using the Mississippi River Watershed District – Twin Cities 
boundary.  

Overall past trends involve warming average annual temperatures (42.23°F in 1895 to 44°F in 2023). 

 

Past trends included increasing maximum annual temperatures (53.56°F in 1895 to 57.49°F in 2021). 
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Past trends included increasing minimum annual temperatures (30.8°F in 1895 to 37.84°F in 2021) 

 

 

Past tends included slightly increasing annual precipitation (24.31” in 1895 to 24.66” in 2021) 
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Past trends included increasing drought severity (Palmer Drought Severity index of 1.64 in 1895 to -
2.1 in 2023).  

 

The MNDNR Minnesota Climate Explorer website was used to analyze future predictions for climate 
trends in the immediate vicinity of the project area using the Mississippi River Watershed District – 
Twin Cities boundary.  
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Overall trends involved warming annual average temperatures (modeled mean of 48.98°F between 
2040-2059 and 51.38°F between 2080-2099). 

 

Future trends showed slightly increasing annual precipitation (modeled mean of 32.43” between 
2040-2059 and 33.11” between 2080-2099). 

 

Future trends showed increasing maximum annual temperatures (modeled mean of 55.99 °F between 
2040-2059 and 58.08°F between 2080-2099). 
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 Future trends showed increasing minimum annual temperatures (modeled mean of 42.20°F in 2040-
2059 and 45.01 between 2080-2099). 

The Rogers Industrial Development is expected to have a construction timeline of 2-4 years. The 
building and site design will abide by City and watershed requirements for minimum separation from 
existing ordinary high-water levels for the historic wetland, and amenities will comply with separation 
requirements from any observed ground water. These design parameters will mitigate the likelihood 
of flooding given current climate trends and future climate trends. The proposed development is 
consistent with the City of Rogers zoning plans in the Regional Employment Center and will not 
contribute to climate trends beyond what is predicted given the Industrial designation. 

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

 
Table 7.1 – Resource Category Climate Considerations 

Resource 
Category 

Climate Considerations Project Information Adaptations 

Project Design The proposed project will 
increase the impervious 
area of the site and 
implement tree removal 
in the areas required to 
construct the 
development. 

The developed site 
will include 
stormwater basins 
and improve 
stormwater 
management on site 
by regulating 
potential runoff. The 
developed site will 
provide tree 
replacement in 
accordance with City 
requirements to 
provide shade and 
help reduce heat 
island effect. 

Project will abide by maximum 
allowable impervious coverage 
percentages per the zoning 
designation for industrial buildings. 
The project will limit tree removal 
and grading impacts to only the 
areas of the site necessary for 
development of the industrial 
facility. Trees and existing grades 
outside the development area will 
be preserved. New landscaping will 
include new trees throughout the 
site to ensure no net loss of 
qualifying trees. 

Land Use Climate trends of 
increasing annual 
average, minimum, 
and maximum 
temperatures along 
with increasing 
precipitation may 
result in expansion of 

The project 
includes 
stormwater basins 
to protect the 
existing wetlands. 
Floodplain 
mitigation will be 
provided to 

Project will comply with City and 
watershed guidelines. The project 
will include emergency overflow 
locations so large rainfall events will 
flow to downstream waters without 
impacting the proposed buildings or 
neighbors. The project will exceed 
the required open green space for 
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existing waterbodies. maintain existing 
floodplain volume. 

its zoning designation. 

Contaminated/
Hazardous 
Waste/  
Materials 

Climate trends of 
increasing annual 
average, minimum, 
and maximum 
temperatures along 
with increasing 
precipitation may 
increase erosion of 
exposed soils and 
materials held within 
the soils. 

The project will 
comply with 
sediment control 
requirements of 
the NPDES permit 
and satisfy water 
quality 
requirements of 
the City and 
watershed district. 

The project will implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
during construction. Practices will 
include designated wash-out areas 
for potentially hazardous 
construction materials and best 
management practices to capture 
and retain sediment onsite.  

Water 
Resources 

Climate trends of 
increasing annual 
average, minimum, 
and maximum 
temperatures along 
with increasing 
precipitation may 
result in increased 
storm runoff volumes, 
increased water 
temperatures, and 
greater fluctuation in 
annual precipitation. 

The proposed 
project will satisfy 
stormwater 
requirements of 
the City and 
watershed district. 

The project will satisfy rate, volume, 
and water quality control as 
outlined by the City and watershed 
district regulations. The project will 
also comply with regulations 
pertaining to protecting and 
preserving existing water resources 
such as wetlands, floodplain 
volume, and endangered species. 

 
 
 

8. Cover Types  

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

- Wetlands – identified by type (Circular 39) 
- Watercourses – rivers, streams, creeks ditches 
- Lakes – identify protected waters status and shoreland management classification 
- Woodlands – breakdown by classes where possible 
- Grassland – identify native and old field 
- Cropland 
- Current development 

 
Please refer to Figures 5 & 6 for a visual depiction of the following cover types and soil types before 
development within the study area: 

Table 8.1 – Existing Cover Types 
Cover Types & Subtypes Acres Before Development Acres After Development 
Wetlands 0.43 0.43 
Watercourses 0 0 
Lakes 0 0 
Woodlands 7.89 3.16 
Grassland 0 0 
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Cropland 37.21 0 
Developed Land 0 41.94 
Total: 45.53 45.53 

Approximately 81% of the project area is currently cropland, 18% is trees, and the remaining 1% is wetland. 
As the design progresses the post-construction cover types will be refined. The developer will complete a 
tree preservation and replacement plan as required prior to construction activities.  

Green Infrastructure* Before 
(acreage) 

After 
(acreage) 

Constructed infiltration systems (infiltration 
basins/infiltration trenches/ rainwater 
gardens/bioretention areas without 
underdrains/swales with impermeable check 
dams) 

0 2.79 

Constructed tree trenches and tree boxes 0 0 
Constructed wetlands 0 0 
Constructed green roofs 0 0 
Constructed permeable pavements 0 0 
Floodplain Mitigation 0 0 
TOTAL* 0 2.79 

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

60% - 

Number of new trees planted - 260 
 

9. Permits and approvals required.  

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

Currently Assumed Approvals Needed:  
 

Table 9.1 - Approvals 
Unit of Government Type of Application Status 
FEDERAL 
St. Paul District of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 

Approved Jurisdictional Determination To be applied for 

STATE 
Minnesota Department of 
Resources (MNDNR) 

MN Natural Heritage Database Review Complete 

MN Pollution Control Agency 
(MPCA) 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System Construction Permit (NPDES) 

To be applied for 
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Table 9.1 - Approvals 
Unit of Government Type of Application Status 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) 

To be applied for 

State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

Archeological/historic sites review Complete 

Minnesota Department of 
Labor and Industry (MNDLI) 

Site Utilities Review To be applied for 

LOCAL 

Metropolitan Council 
Metropolitan Council Environmental 
Services (MCES) Permit To be applied for 

Hennepin County Plat Approval To be applied for 

Elm Creek Watershed 
Management Commission 
(ECWMC) 

Wetland Alteration & Buffer Review To be applied for 

Storm Water Management Plan Review To be applied for 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Review To be applied for 

City of Rogers 

Underground Excavation Permit To be applied for 

Mechanical/HVAC Permit To be applied for 

Plumbing Permit To be applied for 

Electrical Permit To be applied for 

Right of Way Permit To be applied for 

New Construction Permit To be applied for 

Temporary Sign Permit To be applied for 
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10. Land Use 
 

a. Describe: 

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

The project area currently consists of cropland, trees, floodplain, and wetlands. The property to the 
west consists of residential single-family housing. The north property line abuts the Crow River. The 
property directly north of the Crow River is single-family housing. The east property line of the project 
area abuts State Highway 101 and properties directly across the highway are industrial and commercial 
production facilities. Properties located south of the project area are also industrial and commercial 
facilities.  

There are no parks, trails, or designated walks near the project area.  

The USDA Web Soil Survey indicates that approximately 50% of the project area is not prime farmland, 
approximately 43.4% is farmland of statewide importance, 5.9% is prime farmland if drained, and 0.4% 
is prime farmland (Figure 6). 

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

The planned land use for the project area consists of Mixed-Use Regional per the City of Rogers’ 2040 
Future Land Use Map (Figure 9). The region is intended to include commercial, office, light industrial, 
institutional, mid-and-high density residential, and park uses.  

The project area is served by the Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission. 

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

The project area is under one ownership and is currently zoned as Regional Employment Center (RC) 
on the City of Rogers Zoning Map (Figure 8). This zoning designation is intended to promote the 
redevelopment of the corridor along State Highway 101 into areas suited for high intensity 
commercial, office oriented, and industrial land use patterns tailored to the larger metropolitan 
region. The proposed project property is shown as Mixed-Use Regional on the 2040 Future Land Use 
Map (Figure 9). The Mixed-Use Regional zoning is intended to be a commercial and office-oriented 
land use pattern tailored to the community and larger metropolitan region. 

There is no shoreland overlay district shown in the proposed project area on the City of Rogers 2022 
zoning map (Figure 8) nor a Minnesota DNR designation for “Wild and Scenic Rivers”. Appendix A of 
the City municipal code governs shoreland protection.  

Based on the data provided by FEMA, approximately 6.47 acres of the site lies within Flood zone AE 
which represents the 1% annual flood (Figure 12).  

iv. If any critical facilities (i.e. facilities necessary for public health and safety, those storing hazardous 
materials, or those with housing occupants who may be insufficiently mobile) are proposed in 
floodplain areas and other areas identified as at risk for localized flooding, describe the risk potential 
considering changing precipitation and event intensity. 

No critical facilities are proposed within a floodplain area.  
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b. Discuss the project’s compatibility with nearby land uses, zoning, and plans listed in Item 9a above, 
concentrating on implications for environmental effects.  

The project area is designated as Regional Employment Center by the City of Rogers’ Zoning Map and 
Mixed-Use Regional in the City of Rogers’ 2040 future Land Use map. The proposed project is consistent 
with these designations. The proposed project will create a unique identity in the region as the largest 
industrial site along State Highway 101. While the primary focus in this district is job creation, the proposed 
development will also be mindful of the existing natural features, trees, and floodplain.  

The proposed development will be compatible with neighboring properties per the zoning ordinance and 
2040 land use plan. No land use variances or conditional use permits are being applied for. All industrial 
developments have truck traffic and the expected trips from this project have been quantified in the traffic 
study (See Question 18). No hazardous waste or other contaminants is expected to be created from this 
development. The environmental impacts of the proposed project are consistent with impacts found with 
other industrial projects. 

c. Identify measures incorporated into the proposed project to mitigate any potential incompatibility as 
discussed in Item 9b above. 

No inconsistencies were identified for the proposed project. New trees will be planted on site, storm water 
management best practice will be followed, and the site buildings will comply with all City of Rogers zoning 
regulations. 

11. Geology, soils, and topography/landforms 
 

a. Geology – Describe the geology underlying the project area and identify and map any susceptible geologic 
features such as sinkholes, shallow limestone formations, unconfined/shallow aquifers, or karst 
conditions. Discuss any limitations of these features for the project and any effects the project could have 
on these features. Identify any project designs or mitigation measures to address effects to geologic 
features.  
 
According to the Minnesota Geological Survey, depth to bedrock ranges from 50-150 feet below the 
existing ground surface within the limits of the project area. No known geologic hazards in the form of 
sinkholes, faults, shallow limestone formations, and karst topography are present on the site. 
Consequently, measures to avoid or minimize environmental problems due to these hazards are not 
proposed.  
 
According to Minnesota Geological Survey of Hennepin County, the bedrock underlying the project area is 
identified as Jordan sandstone, St. Lawrence formation, and Mazomanie formation. Jordan sandstone is 
white-to-yellow, medium-to-coarse grained, friable quartzose sandstone. St. Lawrence formation is light 
gray-to-yellow gray and pale yellowish-green, dolomite, feldspathic siltstone with interbedded fine-
grained sandstone and shale. Mazomanie formation is white-to-yellow gray, fine-to-medium grained, 
cross-stratified quartzose sandstone with interbedded dolomite sandstone. Surficial geology in the project 
area is fine grained sandy gravel.  
 

b. Soils and topography – Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and descriptions, 
including limitations of soils. Describe topography, any special site conditions relating to erosion potential, 
soil stability or other soils limitations, such as steep slopes, highly permeable soils. Provide estimated 
volume and acreage of soil excavation and/or grading. Discuss impacts from project activities (distinguish 
between construction and operational activities) related to soils and 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 the stormwater "water resources" question. 
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Most of the site is currently cropland and trees with one existing wetland. According to the HSDA’s Web 
Soi Survey, the soil is a mix of sandy loams (Figure 7). 

Table 11.1 – Existing Soils 
Map Symbol SCS Soils Classification ≈ 

Acres 
% of 
site 

D8C Sandberg loam 17.2 35 
D6B Verndale sandy loam 8.9 18 

D5B Dorset-Two Inlets 
complex 7.2 14.7 

D3A Elkriver fine sandy loam, 
occasionally flooded 5.2 10.7 

D67A Hubbard loamy sand, 0-
2% slope 3.7 7.5 

D67C Hubbard loamy sand, 2-
12% slope 3.2 6.5 

D24A Sedgeville loam 2.9 5.9 
W Water 0.6 1.3 

D2A Elkriver fine sandy loam, 
rarely flooded 0.2 0.4 

 

According to the geotechnical investigation by American Engineering Testing, Inc., soils within the 
project limits are non-erodible and suitable for the proposed uses. Mitigation based on typical erosion 
control and sedimentation regulations will be provided. (Appendix H) 

12. Water Resources 

a. Describe surface water and groundwater features on or near the site in a.i. and a.ii. below. 
i. Surface water - lakes, streams, wetlands, intermittent channels, and county/judicial ditches. 

Include any special designations such as public waters, shoreland classification and 
floodway/floodplain, 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 1 mile of the project. 
Include DNR Public Waters Inventory number(s), if any. 
 

Within the project area there are 0.43 acres of wetland along the northern property line. The Minnesota 
Wetland Conservation Act Notice of Decision on the wetland boundary was submitted on November 4, 
2022. The wetland report is included in Appendix C. The delineation may be found in Figure 10.  
 
According to Minnesota Geospatial Commons, there are no designated trout streams, trout lakes, wildlife 
lakes, or migratory waterfowl feeding and resting areas on or near the project area. Approximately 6.47 
acres of the site is within the FEMA flood zone AE which represents the 1% annual flood.  
 
According to MPCA’s Construction Stormwater Special Waters Search, there are two impaired waters 
within one mile of the proposed site. The Crow River borders the northern property line of the project area 
and is impaired for benthic macroinvertebrates bioassessments, fecal coliform, fish bioassessments, 
nutrients, and turbidity. Foster lake is approximately 0.84 miles from the project site and is impaired for 
nutrients. See figure 14 for impaired waters within 1 mile of the project area.  

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

According to soil borings taken on-site by American Engineering Testing on April 16, 2001, groundwater 
elevations on the site range from approximately 862.8-865.3 feet above mean sea level. The hydrogeologic 
gradient onsite is unknown but may be estimated to be north given the Crow River is located north of the 
project site location.  
 
The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service, Minnesota Geological Survey, and 
Hennepin County Well Index were reviewed as part of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. No wells 
were observed onsite. If any wells are discovered on-site during construction, they must be sealed in 
accordance with the regulations of the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). The site is not located 
within a Drinking Water Supply Management Area (DWSMA) or Wellhead Protection Area.  

 
d. Describe effects from project activities on water resources and measures to minimize or mitigate the 

effects in Item b.i. through Item b.iv. below.  
1) Wastewater – For each of the following, describe the sources, quantities and composition of 

all sanitary, municipal/domestic and industrial wastewater produced or treated at the site.  

2) 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. 

Wastewater from the proposed development will discharge to the City of Rogers trunk line 
located south of the proposed site. Stubs from the existing sanitary sewer lift station will be 
extended for the proposed development. The City’s sanitary sewer system collects 
wastewater within City limits and conveys water to the Rogers Wastewater Treatment Plant 
and the Elm Creek Interceptor for treatment and disposal. There are plans to construct the 
MCES Crow River Reclamation Plant which will supply additional wastewater treatment 
capacity for the cities of Rogers, Corcoran, and Dayton. The Rogers Wastewater Treatment 
Plant was expanded in 1996 to a capacity of 1.602 million gallons per day (MGD). The Rogers 
industrial Development site is expected to use 48,000 gallons per day. This flow rate is 3% of 
the capacity of the Rogers Wastewater Treatment Plant. The waste loading from the 
development is expected to closely match the composition of the existing wastewater loading 
to the treatment plant. Pretreatment measures only consist of those pretreatment measures 
prior to treatment at the wastewater treatment facility. 

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

The wastewater discharge from the development will not discharge to a subsurface sewage 
treatment system. The industrial development will be connected to the municipal sanitary 
sewer system. 

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

Sanitary sewer service will be provided by the City of Rogers from the south. Industrial 
buildings will connect via service connection to the sanitary sewer trunk line. The source of 
wastewater discharge from the site is expected to consist of the quantity and composition of 
wastewater typical of light industrial facilities. No effects to surface or groundwater are 
expected due to the wastewater being contained in the municipal sanitary sewer line.  

i. Stormwater - Describe changes in surface hydrology resulting from change of land cover. 
Describe the routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the project site (major 
downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters). Discuss environmental 
effects from stormwater discharges on receiving waters post construction including how the 
project will affect runoff volume, discharge rate and change in pollutants. Consider the effects 
of current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated changes in rainfall frequency, intensity, 
and amount with this discussion.  

For projects requiring NPDES/SDS Construction Stormwater permit coverage, state the total 
number of acres that will be disturbed by the project and describe the stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP), including specific best management practices to address soil 
erosion and sedimentation during and after project construction. Discuss permanent 
stormwater management plans, including methods of achieving volume reduction to restore 
or maintain the natural hydrology of the site using green infrastructure practices or other 
stormwater management practices. Identify any receiving waters that have construction-
related water impairments or are classified as special as defined in the Construction 
Stormwater permit. Describe additional requirements for special and/or impaired waters. 

Stormwater runoff for the existing conditions flows into the Crow River to the north. The 
topography in the area is higher along the south end of the project area and slopes downhill to the 
river. There are no existing areas with impervious surfaces.  
 
The proposed project will be designed to meet the stormwater quantity and quality standards and 
requirements set by the Elm Creek Watershed Management Commission (ECWMC) and the City 
of Rogers. The ECWMC reviews grading, stormwater, erosion and sediment control. In addition to 
the ECWMC requirements, the City’s zoning and stormwater management code plays a critical role 
in preserving natural resources.  
 
Permanent stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be designed to manage the site’s 
stormwater runoff and may include surface infiltration basins and surface sedimentation basins. 
These BMPs will aid in minimizing environmental impacts of rising average, maximum, and 
minimum temperatures, along with increasing average annual precipitation. BMPs provide 
additional water storage onsite to provide rate, volume, and water quality control before runoff 
discharges to downstream received waters. The proposed stormwater design will be compliant 
with City and watershed plans to integrate changing rainfall frequency, intensity, and amount into 
development requirements.  
 
According to the geotechnical boring logs completed by American Engineering Testing in April 
2001, existing soils in preliminary BMP locations consist of sand, sand with silt, and silty sand. 
These soils are hydrologic soil group (HSG) A and suitable for infiltration. The bottoms of proposed 
basins will be designed to provide required separation from the bottom of basin to groundwater 
elevation.  
 
Catch basins and storm sewer pipes convey the stormwater runoff to those systems. Temporary 
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erosion and sediment control BMPs will be utilized during construction to ensure disturbed soil 
does not run off the site to surface waters or storm sewers. The project stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) ensures that the construction contractor follows proper procedures to 
prevent polluting stormwater runoff from the site during construction activity. The contractor and 
designer are encouraged to limit tree removal from the site to aid in the retention of stormwater, 
as older trees are much more efficient at retaining rainfall than young trees. The City of Rogers will 
require a maintenance agreement to ensure the permanent stormwater BMPs are maintained in 
the long term. 

The project meets the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System/State 
Disposal System (NPDES/SDS) General Construction Stormwater (CSW) Permit, as it will disturb 
more than one acre of land. The CSW permit requires inactively worked soil to be stabilized within 
7 days of disturbance, even if construction activity will resume in the area, because there is an 
impaired water within one mile of the proposed site area. The Crow River borders the northern 
property line of the project area and is impaired for benthic macroinvertebrates bioassessments, 
fecal coliform, fish bioassessments, nutrients, and turbidity. Foster lake is approximately 0.84 
miles from the project site and is impaired for nutrients. See figure 14 for impaired waters within 
1 mile of the project area.  
 
The CSW permit requires the maintenance of 50 feet of undisturbed existing buffer to existing 
water bodies during construction. If construction encroaches the buffer, then redundant down-
gradient sediment controls must be installed to protect these water bodies during construction. 
These requirements must be listed in the project’s SWPPP. If the lots are sold to other parties to 
complete construction on individual lots, the owner must supply a SWPPP to the new owner 
specifying required stormwater BMPs and CSW Permit coverage must be obtained by the new 
owner for their portion of the site via the Subdivision Registration process. 
 
With the project proposes an increase in impervious surface, it can be expected that the amount 
of road and sidewalk salt used will slightly increase in the project area. Chloride released into local 
waterbodies does not break down and accumulates in the environment. At high enough levels, 
this can be harmful to aquatic plants and wildlife. The MPCA offers a Smart Salting Training 
program to encourage responsible usage of road salts. There are a variety of classes available for 
road salt applicators. The City is encouraged to provide public outreach to reduce the overuse of 
chloride. 
 

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

No water appropriation will occur during the operational lifespan of the proposed project. If 
water for dust control during construction is taken from streams, wetlands, or lakes in volumes 
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that exceed 10,000 gallons per day, or one million gallons per year, a DNR Water Appropriation 
Permit will be required. No products that contain chloride for dust control will be used in areas 
that drain to public waters. Construction dust control is required to be in conformance with City 
of Rogers’s ordinances and the NPDES Construction Stormwater permit. 

Domestic water use for the proposed project will be supplied through City of Rogers watermain. 
Existing 12” watermain is installed south of the project area and stubs will be extended for the 
proposed industrial development. The source for domestic water for the proposed project will be 
the City of Rogers which utilizes nine wells, two elevated storage facilities, and one ground 
storage reserve to provide capacity and flow for the expected demand. The City’s 2040 
comprehensive plan speculates additional water production and storage facilities will be required 
over the next 20 years as the city continues to grow and develop. The City of Rogers sources 
domestic water from wells connected to the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville formations. There is an 
annual Drinking Water Report which summarizes a years’ worth of monitoring lead, copper, 
inorganic and organic contaminants.  

iii. Surface Waters 

1) 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, 
taking into consideration how current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated climate 
change in the general location of the project may influence the effects. 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. 

A Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act Notice of Decision was submitted on November 4, 
2022 for the Wetland Boundary onsite. Approximately 0.43 acres of wetland are located 
along the northern property line of the site aside the Crow River. See Appendix C for the 
Wetland Delineation Report. No commercial or industrial access to the wetland is proposed 
in the form of docks, bridges, or other pedestrian walkways.  

To reduce indirect impacts to the wetland a 25 feet average and 10 feet minimum upland 
buffer will be established along the wetland boundary per the ECWMC rules, and all 
structures will have a 15 feet setback from the buffer strip. Upland buffers along wetlands 
have been proven to reduce sedimentation, stormwater runoff, and the number of 
pesticides/herbicides that reach wetlands. If any disturbance occurs within the buffer during 
construction the buffer will be re-planted with native species suitable to the area. ECWMC 
will review the buffer strips for the proposed project in accordance with the Stormwater 
Management Rule I. Signage will be required along the edge of the wetland buffer indicating 
that it is a “no disturb area.”  

2) 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 
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of watercraft on any water body, including current and projected watercraft usage.  

All waters within the project area have been discussed above.  
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13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

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

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the project area was completed in April 2001 (Appendix D). 
No instances of existing contamination or potential environmental hazards were identified in the project 
area. Past land uses include agricultural activities. Past land use activities may have included the 
application of pesticides and herbicides; however, no soil or groundwater contamination was identified or 
anticipated with this project.  

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

Construction of the proposed project will result in the generation of solid waste and construction waste 
material. All waste and unused building materials will be properly disposed of off-site.  

During project operation, municipal solid waste will be hauled away by a local, licensed garbage hauler and 
new commercial and industrial tenants will be encouraged to recycle. 

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

During construction and operation of the project, vehicles containing gasoline will be present on site. 
Minimal amounts of gasoline may be stored on site in approved containers with secondary leak protection. 
Toxic or hazardous materials present after construction will be consistent with commercial and industrial 
uses and may include pesticides and herbicides. If storage tanks for commercial and industrial hazardous 
materials are proposed, they will be constructed and contained in accordance with City standards. The 
potential for contamination is low. No above or below ground tanks will be stored onsite following 
construction.  

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

Construction of the project will not involve the generation of significant amounts of hazardous waste. 
Hazardous waste generated will be properly disposed of in accordance with state and federal law. The 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency requires any business generating hazardous waste to complete a 
hazardous waste generator license. All state and federal laws will be followed during construction and 
operation of these facilities. 
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14. Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources (rare features) 
 

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

The project area consists of a variety of habitats and vegetation including wetlands, trees, and cropland. 
The surrounding properties consist of single-family residential developments, commercial facilities, and 
industrial facilities. No regionally significant ecological areas or Minnesota County Biological Survey Sites 
of Biodiversity Significance are identified on the project area or the adjacent properties.  

According to the DNR’s Ecological Classification System, the project area is located within historic Eastern 
Broadleaf Forest province, Minesota & Iowa Morainal section, and Big Woods subsection.  

The land surface of the Eastern Broadleaf Forest province is largely the product of Pleistocene glacial 
processes. The northwestern and central portions of the province were covered by ice in the last glaciation 
and are characterized by thick (100–300 feet) deposits of glacial drift. Eastern Broadleaf Forest Province 
coincides roughly with the part of Minnesota where precipitation approximately equals 
evapotranspiration. This aspect of climate has an important influence on plants, as many forest species 
reach their western range limits and several prairie species reach their eastern range limits within the 
province. 

The pre-settlement pattern of upland vegetation in the Minnesota & Iowa Morainal section reflects 
substrate texture and landform topography. These features affected plants directly through their influence 
on moisture and nutrient availability, insulation, and local temperature, and indirectly through their 
influence on the frequency and severity of fires. Sandy flat areas were dominated by prairie, savanna, and 
oak and aspen woodlands. Woodland and forest dominated sites in the section where fire was uncommon 
or rare. Fine-textured drift deposited in hummocky moraines supported mesic forests dominated by sugar 
maple, basswood, American elm, and northern red oak. Even small reductions in fire frequency afforded 
by streams, lakes, or topographic breaks permitted the formation of forest on finer-textured soils, and 
once formed these forests were highly resistant to burning. Floodplain and terrace forests were present 
historically along the valleys of the major rivers, the Mississippi, Minnesota, and St. Croix, and are still 
prominent today along many stretches of these rivers. Forests of silver maple occupy the active 
floodplains, while forests of silver maple, cottonwood, box-elder, green ash, and elm occupy terraces that 
flood infrequently. These valleys are also characterized by herbaceous and shrubby river shore 
communities along shorelines and on sand bars, and in some areas by cliff communities on steep rocky 
river bluffs. 

The Big Woods subsection coincides with a large block of deciduous forest present at the time of Euro-
American settlement. West of the subsection, tallgrass prairie was the primary vegetation, suggesting basic 
differences in climate, topography, and natural disturbance. Topography characteristically is gently to 
moderately rolling across this subsection. Soils are formed in thick deposits of gray limey glacial till left by 
the Des Moines lobe. Northern red oak, sugar maple, basswood, and American elm were most common in 
this dominantly forested region. Presently, most of the region is farmed. The primary landform is a loamy 
mantled end moraine associated with the Des Moines lobe of the Late Wisconsin glaciation. Parts of the 
moraine have ice disintegration features. The dominant landscape feature is circular, level topped hills 
bounded by smooth side slopes. Broad level areas between the hills are interspersed with closed 
depressions containing lakes and peat bogs. According to the Big Woods subsection profile, examples of 
species within the subsection in greatest need of conservation include common mud puppy, cruelean 
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warbler, least darter, western harvest mouse, mucket, and eastern racer. More than 75% of the current 
land use for the Big Woods subsection is cropland, with an additional 5 to 10% pasture. The remaining 10 
to 15% of the subsection remains as either upland forest or wetland.  

b. Describe rare features such as state-listed (endangered, threatened or special concern) species, native 
plant communities, Minnesota County Biological Survey Sites of Biodiversity Significance, and other 
sensitive ecological resources on or within close proximity to the site. Provide the license agreement 
number (LA-____) and/or correspondence number (MCE # 2023-00673) from which the data were 
obtained and attach the Natural Heritage letter from the DNR. Indicate if any additional habitat or 
species survey work has been conducted within the site and describe the results.  

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) reviewed the Natural Heritage Information 
System (NHIS) to determine if any rare natural features could be impacted by the proposed project. 
Correspondence dated August 30, 2023 (Correspondence MCE # 2023-00673) (Appendix B) indicates 
the following state-listed species of special concern may be adversely affected by the proposed 
project:  

 Black Sandshell (ligumia recta). This invertebrate animal lives in large rivers and medium-size 
streams.  

The NHIS did not contain any records for federally listed species within one mile of the proposed site. 

In addition to the information provided by the MNDNR, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) 
Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool was used to identify other potential sensitive 
resources near the project. The IPaC identifies the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) 
(NLEB), the tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), the whooping crane (Grus Americana), and the 
monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) as potentially being within the vicinity of the project area. 

c. Discuss how the identified fish, wildlife, plant communities, rare features and ecosystems may be 
affected by the project including how current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated climate 
change in the general location of the project may influence the effects. Include a discussion on 
introduction and spread of invasive species from the project construction and operation. Separately 
discuss effects to known threatened and endangered species. 
 
The black sandshell is usually found in the riffle and run areas of medium to large rivers in areas 
dominated by sand or gravel. Members of this mussel species may live for several decades and in some 
instances, a century or more. They spend most of their lives buried in the bottom sediments of 
permanent water bodies, and often live in multi-species communities called mussel beds. Mussels eat 
by filtering bacteria, protozoans, algae, and other organic matter out of the water. They draw water 
into their body through their incurrent siphon, remove food and oxygen with their gills, and then expel 
the filtered water through their excurrent siphon. Food particles are carried to the mussel's mouth by 
tiny hairlike cilia located on the gills. 

Degradation of mussel habitat in streams throughout the black sandshell's known range is a continuing 
threat to this species. Declines in habitat conditions are associated with management of the Mississippi 
River as a navigational canal, and with non-point source water pollution and sediment pollution. Dams, 
channelization, and dredging increase siltation, physically alter habitat conditions, and block the 
movement of fish hosts. The black sandshell is also being impacted by the infestation of non-
native zebra mussels (Dreissena polymorpha) in the Mississippi River and its tributaries. Zebra mussels 
can attach themselves in large numbers to the shells of native mussels, eventually causing death by 
suffocation. Further survey work in rivers where the black sandshell was formerly documented is 
needed to verify its status in the remainder of its historical range. To avoid impacts to the black 
sandshell, proper erosion and sediment control practices will be implemented and maintained during 
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construction of this project and will be incorporated into a stormwater management plan. The bounds 
of the wetland located onsite will not be disturbed to maintain as much natural habitat as possible. 
The black sandshell can also be sensitive to the impacts of climate change such as rising average, 
maximum, and minimum temperatures along with average increased annual precipitation. Rising 
water levels and droughts may lead to decreased habitat and unsuitable air and water temperatures.  

The northern long eared bat (NLEB) was recently (March 31, 2023) recognized as a federally 
endangered species. The habitat of the NLEB in Minnesota is natural caves, sand mines, and iron mines 
in the winter and forested habitats near water in the summer. The bats have also been found roosting 
in man-made structures such as barns and sheds. There are no existing buildings located onsite and 
caves and mines are not present in the proposed project area. No surface carbonite features are 
located within the project area. The US Fish and Wildlife list of townships containing documented NLEB 
maternity roost trees and/or hibernacula entrances in Minnesota does not identify any hibernacula or 
roost trees near the project area.  

Tricolored bats hibernate in caves, mines, and tunnels in the winter, and generally roost singly, often 
in trees in the summer. Maternity colonies have not been found in Minnesota, but elsewhere they 
have been found in trees, rock crevices, barns, or other buildings. Because no colonies have been found 
in Minnesota, the likelihood of the proposed project disturbing habitat for the tricolored bat is low. 
Tricolor bat habitats of caves are mines are not present on the proposed project area. The tricolor bat 
is under a proposal to be listed as an endangered species.  

The whooping crane is an endangered species and currently exist in the wild at 3 locations (Aransas 
Buffalo-Woods National Park, central Florida, eastern Wisconsin) and in captivity at 12 sites. The 
proposed project site falls within the migratory path for the eastern Wisconsin population, but given 
the population size and migratory area, the chances of the project disturbing habitat for the birds are 
unlikely. Whooping crane habitat includes coastal marshes and estuaries, inland marshes, lakes, open 
ponds, shallow bays, salt marsh and sand or tidal flats, upland swales, wet meadows and rivers, 
pastures, and agricultural fields. The proposed project area does include agricultural fields and 
wetlands. The majority of existing agricultural field will be replaced for the proposed project 
development and landscaped areas. Historic wetlands will be protected to preserve habitat.  

Monarch butterflies lay their eggs on milkweed (Asclepias speciosa) hosts year-round and migrate to 
warmer climates during the fall. Additional habitat needs for adult monarchs include flowering plants 
and nectar corridors. The existing ground cover of the proposed site consists of turf grass and cropland, 
neither of which contain abundance of milkweed or flowering plants. The monarch butterfly is under 
a proposal to be listed as an endangered species. 

There is an opportunity for invasive weed species to be introduced during project construction; 
however, it is not anticipated that these species would persist following construction. The proposed 
project would be landscaped with turf grass and landscape trees and shrubs per a City-approved 
landscaping plan. Consequently, areas of exposed soil where invasive weed species might appear are 
not anticipated. If areas of invasive species do develop, they would be controlled in accordance with 
local and state invasive and noxious weed regulations. There are no specific invasive species of concern 
for the proposed project area.  

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

To minimize impacts to the rare features noted above, the mitigation measures recommended by the 
MNDNR (Appendix B) will be implemented including: 

 To avoid impacts to the Northern Long Eared Bat, tree removal should be avoided from June 
1 through August 15. Winter tree clearing (November 15 to March 15) is recommended.  
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 River protection is vital to maintaining black sandshell populations. The bounds of the existing 
wetland between the project area and the river will be preserved on the proposed project to 
maintain existing habitat.  

 Effective erosion and sediment control practices will be implemented and maintained during 
construction and incorporated into any stormwater management plans.  

 If any construction equipment or materials encounter water, they must be decontaminated 
following the Equipment Cleaning to Minimize Invasive Species brochure from the DNR. 

With implementation of these measures, impacts to rare features are not anticipated. 

15. Historic properties 

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

The SHPO was contacted regarding the potential for historic, cultural, or architectural resources on and 
near the site as part of the EAW process. SHPO conducted a search of the Minnesota Archaeological 
Inventory and Historic Structures Inventory on September 12, 2023. The result of this database search 
provided a listing of recorded archaeological sites and historic/architectural properties that are included 
in the current MN SHPO databases, the general vicinity of these sites has been mapped and can be found 
on Figure 13. The SHPO correspondence is included in Appendix B.  

The project area is in the E ½ of the NW ¼, S11, T 120N, R 23W and the SE ¼ of the SW ¼, S2, T 120, R23W 
in Hennepin County, Minnesota. The parcels consist of cropland and trees with wetland separating the 
parcel from the crow river. Vegetation consisted of non-native grasses, trees, and bushes.  
 
A total of 45.53 acres were inventoried by SHPO for the proposed project. No cultural resources were 
observed during this inventory of the proposed project. Therefore, a finding of “no historic properties” is 
recommended for the proposed project. If the applicable regulatory agencies agree with these findings, 
then a recommendation of ‘no further work’ is considered appropriate. 

 
16. Visual 

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

The transformation of natural land into a developed area inevitably alters its visual appearance. The 
Rogers Industrial Development is not expected to detrimentally affect the scenic views from State 
Highway 101. To mitigate the overall visual changes typically associated with development, the project 
will incorporate screen of truck entrances, dumpsters, and other areas identified through the site plan 
review process. In addition, the site will be improved with extensive landscaping, particularly in areas 
that provide a natural buffer from adjacent developments. 
 
Additionally, all lighting within the development will be thoughtfully designed to minimize glare and will 
be equipped with shields to direct the light downward, preventing any disturbance to neighboring 
properties. 
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17. Air 

 
a. Stationary source emissions - Describe the type, sources, quantities and compositions of any emissions 

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

No stationary source of air emissions is proposed as part of the project. Emissions from the heating and 
cooling units would be typical of other industrial and commercial buildings in the area. State law prohibits 
idling of trucks and equipment while parked or not-in-use during both construction of the project and 
operation of the facilities. Overnight parking is also prohibited.  

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

The most critical pollutant associated with vehicular traffic in Minnesota is carbon monoxide (CO). Carbon 
monoxide (CO) is one of five vehicle emission pollutants for which the US Environmental Protection Agency 
has standards. CO is a colorless, odorless, and tasteless toxic gas produced by the incomplete burning of 
carbon in fuel. Motor vehicle emissions will be associated with vehicles traveling to and from the 
development site, and from construction equipment necessary for the proposed construction activities. 
Following project completion, vehicle-related air emissions in the area—including carbon monoxide 
levels—will see a relatively small increase due to the increase in traffic to and from the site.  

In general, concentrations of carbon monoxide are typically greatest at intersections with poor levels of 
service because of excessive idling or acceleration of vehicles. Levels of service at area intersections will 
remain consistent following this project.  

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

The project will not generate significant odors during construction or operation. Odors generated during 
construction will be mitigated by maintenance of the construction equipment to the manufacturers’ 
specifications and by using appropriate fuel additives when necessary. Grading and construction will 
temporarily generate dust. BMPs and other standard construction methods will be used to reduce 
construction impacts such as intermittent applications of water to exposed soils as needed to reduce dust 
during dry weather.  

18. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions/Carbon Footprint 
 

a. GHG Quantification: For all proposed projects, provide quantification and discussion of project 
GHG emissions. Include additional rows in the tables as necessary to provide project-specific 
emission sources. Describe the methods used to quantify emissions. If calculation methods are 
not readily available to quantify GHG emissions for a source, describe the process used to come 
to that conclusion and any GHG emission sources not included in the total calculation. 
 



   Rogers Industrial Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
 

The greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed Rogers Industrial Development project are 
provided on an annual basis using the carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent and include the best 
estimate of average annual emissions from the construction and operating phases. Emissions 
were estimated using the US Environmental Protection Agency’s Simplified Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Calculator and are summarized in the tables below by project phase and source type. 
The complete printout of the GHG Emission Calculator may be found in Appendix F.  
 
Construction emissions are from mobile equipment, including passenger cars, light duty trucks, 
medium duty trucks, heavy duty trucks, and construction equipment. Emissions from cooling and 
refrigeration systems are not included in the analysis of GHG emissions as emissions from 
refrigerants are approximately less than five percent of the total emissions of a building 
according to the Practice Health Greenhouse Gas Reduction Toolkit.  
 
The emission calculations below are from the EPA Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator and 
based on typical construction equipment used for a project of this size and duration. While 
specific equipment on site may vary slightly based the construction needs at the time of building, 
the emissions amount per equipment type are based on EPA data. 
 

Table 18.1 - Construction Emissions 

Scope Type of 
Emission 

Emission 
Sub-type 

Project-related 
CO2e Emissions 
(tons/year) 

Calculation method(s) 

Scope 1 Combustion Mobile 
Equipment 

9.415 EPA Simplified Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Calculator 

TOTAL   9,415  
 

 
 

Table 18.2 - Operational Emissions 

Scope Type of Emission Project-related CO2e 
Emissions (tons/year) 

Calculation 

Scope 1 Combustion Stationary 
equipment 

1,386 EPA Simplified Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Calculator 

Scope 2 Off-site 
electricity 

Grid-based 4,561 EPA Simplified Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Calculator 

Scope 3 Off-site waste 
management 

Area 3,739 EPA Simplified Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Calculator.  

 
b. GHG Assessment 

i. Describe any mitigation considered to reduce the project’s GHG emissions. 
 
Mitigation considerations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on the proposed project may 
include use of energy efficient appliances, equipment and lighting, use of energy efficient building 
materials, encouragement of alternative forms of transportation to and from the proposed site, 
implementation of waste best management practices to recycle and compost appropriate 
materials, landscaping to improve air quality and absorb greenhouse gasses, and providing electric 
vehicle charging infrastructure.  
 

ii. Describe and quantify reductions from selected mitigation, if proposed to reduce the 
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project’s GHG emissions. Explain why the selected mitigation was preferred. 
 
Potential mitigation items will be selected based on practicability during design and 
construction.  

 
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 goal. 
 
The Next Generation Energy Act requires the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80 
percent between 2005 and 2050 while supporting clean energy, energy efficiency, and 
supplementing other renewable energy standards in Minnesota. The expected lifespan of the 
proposed Rogers Industrial Development project is 50 years. This equates to a total estimated 
carbon dioxide equivalent emission of 521,960 metric tons including construction and 
operation phases.  
 
Annual Construction Emissions*Years of Construction + Project Life Emissions*Project 
Lifetime=Net Lifetime Emissions 
 
(9,415*4)+(1,386+4,561+3,739)*50 = 521,960 

 
The project contractor will evaluate potential emission reduction practices to reduce 
operational emissions to the extent practicable and the project will be built in accordance 
with federal and state regulations and to the City code. 
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19. Noise 

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

Grading and construction will temporarily generate an increase in noise level and vary in intensity based 
on the type of construction equipment being used (see Table 9). To minimize the effects of noise pollution, 
construction volumes and work hours will adhere to the City’s noise ordinances. Mufflers will be used on 
equipment used during demolition and construction activities. Additionally, BMPs and other standard 
construction methods will be used to reduce construction impacts such as limiting hours of operation to 
comply with the noise regulations in City ordinance. Construction noise will be limited to daytime hours 
consistent with the City of Rogers’s construction and noise ordinances.  

After construction is completed, the proposed development will decrease noise pollution in residential 
communities coming from State Highway 101 by acting as a “sound wall”. Industrial buildings, oriented 
north/south, will shield automotive noise and for the residential developments along Raspberry Drive, 
located west of the proposed project area. In addition, landscaping on site, including trees, vegetation, 
and berms will help reduce noise. The nearest parking area to the residential areas to the west will be 
approximately 250 feet from the nearest house and the nearest building will be approximately 320 feet. 
Both exceed the City’s setback requirements.   

Since this land is zoned for industrial development, this project is not asking for any variances or special 
considerations regarding noise, landscaping, or height regulations. All City codes will be followed during 
construction and operation of the facilities. In addition, the building on the west side of the property will 
not have loading bays that face residential neighbors to further reduce noise during business operations. 

Minnesota law, 7030.0040 NOISE STANDARDS, regulates the non-construction noise on all industrial sites 
in the state. The maximum noise allowable by law at this development during the day is 70dB and at night 
is 65dB. This project will comply with state law regarding noise limits. 

Equipment 
Type 

Peak Noise 
Level 

Average 
During Use 

Backhoe  74-92 dB   83 

Dozer  65-95dB    85 

Front Loader   75-96 dB     85 

Grader 72-92 dB     84 

Pile Driver   95-105 dB       101 

Scraper    76-98 dB 87 
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20. Transportation 

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

The existing site is currently vacant agricultural land. The proposed development has the potential to 
provide up to 688 parking spaces, not including the truck loading bay areas. The proposed development 
is expected to generate approximately 1,716 daily vehicular trips, of which, approximately 292 daily trips 
would be from heavy commercial vehicles (i.e., trucks).  The proposed development is expected to 
generate approximately 207 a.m. peak hours (174 in/ 33 out) and 205 p.m. peak hour (44 in / 161 out).  
The a.m. peak hour represents 7 to 8 a.m. and the p.m. peak hour represents 4:30 to 5:30 p.m. The trip 
generation estimate for the proposed development was created using the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 
11th Edition and used the preliminary fit plan as the basis for the estimate. A summary of the proposed 
development trip generation is provided in Table 20.1. 

Table 20.1   Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use Type (ITE Code) Size 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Daily 
In Out In Out 

Proposed Development  

Warehouse (150) 473,450 SF 62 18 24 61 810 

General Office (710) 83,550 SF 112 15 20 100 906 

 

Total (All Vehicles) 
557,000 SF 

174 33 44 161 1,716 

Total (Trucks) 8 7 5 5 292 

 

b. Discuss the effect on traffic congestion on affected roads and describe any traffic improvements 
necessary. The analysis must discuss the project’s impact on the regional transportation system.  
If the peak hour traffic generated exceeds 250 vehicles or the total daily trips exceeds 2,500, a traffic 
impact study must be prepared as part of the EAW. Use the format and procedures described in the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Access Management Manual, Chapter 5 (available at: 
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/accessmanagement/resources.html) or a similar local guidance. 

Although the expected trip generation is below the EAW threshold for traffic generation, a traffic 
study was still prepared to assess the transportation impacts associated with the proposed 
development. The draft Cote Industrial Development Traffic Study dated October 17, 2023, is included 
in Appendix G for reference.   

Results of the study indicated that all study intersections and approaches currently operate an 
acceptable LOS D or better during typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  There are existing minor 
queuing issues within the study area, although they do not present any significant operational issues 
from a capacity perspective and do not warrant any mitigation. 
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Under year 2026 build conditions, all study intersections and approaches are expected to continue to 
operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The overall 
change in operations resulting from the proposed development from an intersection delay 
perspective is relatively minimal and within acceptable industry standards. Note that the location 
most impacted by the proposed development will be the CR 144 (141st Avenue) and Northdale 
Boulevard intersection, with an average increase of two (2) to six (6) seconds of delay per vehicle 
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours respectively. Southbound queues along Northdale Boulevard will 
extend up to approximately 360 feet during the p.m. peak hour, which will impact access to a few 
driveways in the area.  

To limit any queuing impacts along Northdale Boulevard during the p.m. peak hour, the addition of a 
southbound right-turn lane and optimization of the intersection signal timing should be considered. 
With these changes, the Northdale Boulevard intersection would operate at an overall LOS B and the 
average and 95th percentile queues in the southbound direction would be approximately  
160 feet and 260 feet, respectively. At this level of queues, impacts to the North 101 Business Park 
access would be minimal.  

The northbound left-turn lane queuing issue at the CR 144 (141st Avenue) and James Road / Rogers 
Drive intersection is expected to continue, however the proposed development is not expected to 
significantly impact this intersection or its operation. Minor signal timing adjustments could help 
reduce these queues, but given the relatively short-turn lane, they cannot be fully mitigated without 
additional geometric modifications. Further discussion with Hennepin County should occur to 
determine if any modifications should be considered for this location given the relatively small impact 
of the proposed development. 

A review of the proposed site plan does not indicate any major issues. Although special care should 
be taken to locate signage and landscaping to avoid creating any sight distance issues and truck 
maneuverability should be reviewed to limit potential internal circulation conflicts. There are no 
multimodal facilities along Northdale Boulevard, but preservation of right-of-way for a future 
multimodal facility should be considered. 

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

As noted in the traffic study, the following mitigation was identified. 

 Construct a southbound right-turn lane along Northdale Boulevard at CR 144 (141st Avenue); 
this modification may require reconfiguration of the existing traffic signal in this location. 

 Optimize the signal timing at the CR 144 (141st Avenue) and Northdale Boulevard intersection, 
which may also involve reviewing overall corridor progression and signal timing along CR 144.  

 Preserve right-of-way for a future multimodal facility along Northdale Boulevard. 

Further discussion with area agencies should occur to determine what modifications should be 
considered, as well as their implementation timeframe and funding.   
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21. Cumulative potential effects 

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

Any impacts to the environment will meet Federal, State, and Local regulations and will be mitigated as 
required; therefore, it is not anticipated that impacts from the development create any cumulative 
potential effect not already examine herein.  

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

No other known development or redevelopment is planned adjacent to the proposed project site 
currently.  

c. Discuss the nature of the cumulative potential effects and summarize any other available information 
relevant to determining whether there is potential for significant environmental effects due to these 
cumulative effects. 
 
No known development or redevelopment is planned adjacent to the proposed project site currently. 
Development of the project is not anticipated to cause any future projects. Continued development of 
the area is always a possibility, but any such changes in land use on an adjacent site would be reviewed 
as required by the  City, and if necessary, a separate environmental review may need to be completed as 
a part of such a redevelopment. At that point, the drivers of such a project would need to coordinate 
efforts and reviews with the Rogers Industrial Development site to identify cumulative impacts that 
cannot be identified at the present day. 

22. Other potential environmental effects 

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

No additional environmental effects have been identified. 
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RGU Certification 

I hereby certify that: 

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

The EAW describes the complete project; there are no other projects, stages, or components other than those 

described in this document, which are related to the project as connected actions or phased actions, as 

defined at Minnesota Rules, parts 4410.0200, subparts 9c and 60, respectively. 

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

Signature:  __________________________________________ 

Name: Brett Angell,  City of Rogers 

________ _______12/14/2023___Date: ___________ 
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Rogers Industrial

MCE #: 2023-00673

Page 1 of 6

Formal Natural Heritage Review - Cover Page
See next page for results of review. A draft watermark means the project details

have not been finalized and the results are not official.

Project Name: Rogers Industrial

Project Proposer: CP West, LLC

Project Type: Development, Commercial/Institutional/Industrial

Project Type Activities: Tree Removal;Grading;Waterbody or watercourse impacts (e.g., dewatering,

discharge, excavation, fill, runoff, sedimentation, changes in hydrology));Wetland impacts (e.g., dewatering,

discharge, excavation, fill, runoff, sedimentation, changes in hydrology))

TRS: T120 R23 S11, T120 R23 S2

County(s): Hennepin, Wright

DNR Admin Region(s): Central

Reason Requested: State EAW

Project Description: The proposed Rogers Industrial project includes construction of three industrial

buildings in Rogers, MN. Driveway connections to the proposed facilities ...

Existing Land Uses: Existing land use consists of cropland, trees, and wetlands.

Landcover / Habitat Impacted: Clearing and grubbing of cropland will occur due to altering grades. Tree

removal will occur due to altering grades. a tree removal and replacement will ...

Waterbodies Affected: The site is bordered by the Crow River along the north and a wetland delineation

line runs along the northern property line. The project will provide floodplain ...

Groundwater Resources Affected: Not applicable

Previous Natural Heritage Review: No

Previous Habitat Assessments / Surveys: No

SUMMARY OF AUTOMATED RESULTS

Category Results Response By Category

Project Details Comments Tree Removal - Recommendations

Ecologically Significant Area No Comments No Further Review Required

State-Listed Endangered or
Threatened Species

No Comments No Further Review Required

State-Listed Species of Special

Concern

Comments Recommendations

Federally Listed Species No Records Visit IPaC For Federal Review

8/30/2023 01:22 PM
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Division of Ecological & Water Resources

500 Lafayette Road, Box 25

St. Paul, MN 55155-4025

August 30, 2023

Project ID: MCE #2023-00673

Alessandra Stutz

Sambatek, Inc.

12800 Whitewater Drive, Suite 300

Minnetonka, MN 55343

RE: Automated Natural Heritage Review of the proposed Rogers Industrial

See Cover Page for location and project details.

Dear Alessandra Stutz,

As requested, the above project has been reviewed for potential effects to rare features. Based on this

review, the following rare features may be adversely affected by the proposed project: 

Project Type and/or Project Type Activity Comments

The Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) tracks bat roost trees and hibernacula plus some

acoustic data, but this information is not exhaustive. Even if there are no bat records listed below, all

seven of Minnesota’s bats, including the federally endangered northern long-eared bat (Myotis

septentrionalis), can be found throughout Minnesota. During the active season (approximately April-

November) bats roost underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live and dead trees. Tree

removal can negatively impact bats by destroying roosting habitat, especially during the pup rearing

season when females are forming maternity roosting colonies and the pups cannot yet fly. To

minimize these impacts, the DNR recommends that tree removal be avoided from June 1 through

August 15.

Ecologically Significant Area

No ecologically significant areas have been documented in the vicinity of the project.

State-Listed Endangered or Threatened Species

No state-listed endangered or threatened species have been documented in the vicinity of the

project.

State-Listed Species of Special Concern

Taxonomic

Group

Common Name Scientific Name Water Regime Habitat Federal

Status

Invertebrate

Animal

Black Sandshell Ligumia recta Large Rivers, Medium

Rivers and Streams

8/30/2023 01:22 PM

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/profile.html?action=elementDetail&selectedElement=AMACC01150
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/profile.html?action=elementDetail&selectedElement=AMACC01150
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The above table identifies state-listed species of special concern that have been documented in the

vicinity of your project. If suitable habitat for any of these species occurs within your project footprint

or activity impact area, the project may negatively impact those species. To avoid impacting state-

listed species of special concern, the DNR recommends modifying the location of project activities to

avoid suitable habitat or modifying the timing of project activities to avoid the presence of the

species. Please visit the DNR Rare Species Guide for more information on the habitat use of these

species and recommended measures to avoid or minimize impacts. For further assistance, please

contact the appropriate DNR Regional Nongame Specialist or Regional Ecologist. Species-specific

comments, if any, appear below. 

Federally Listed Species

The Natural Heritage Information System does not contain any records for federally listed species

within one mile of the proposed project. Please note, however, that not all federally listed species are

tracked within the NHIS. To ensure compliance with federal law, please conduct a federal regulatory

review using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's online Information for Planning and Consultation

(IPaC) tool. 

The Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS), a collection of databases that contains information about

Minnesota’s rare natural features, is maintained by the Division of Ecological and Water Resources,

Department of Natural Resources. The NHIS is continually updated as new information becomes available,

and is the most complete source of data on Minnesota's rare or otherwise significant species, native plant

communities, and other natural features. However, the NHIS is not an exhaustive inventory and thus does

not represent all of the occurrences of rare features within the state. Therefore, ecologically significant

features for which we have no records may exist within the project area. If additional information becomes

available regarding rare features in the vicinity of the project, further review may be necessary. 

For environmental review purposes, the results of this Natural Heritage Review are valid for one year; the

results are only valid for the project location and the project description provided on the cover page. If

project details change or construction has not occurred within one year, please resubmit the project for

review.

The Natural Heritage Review does not constitute project approval by the Department of Natural Resources.

Instead, it identifies issues regarding known occurrences of rare features and potential effects to these rare

features. For information on the environmental review process or other natural resource concerns, you may

contact your DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist.

Thank you for consulting us on this matter, and for your interest in preserving Minnesota's rare natural

resources. 

Sincerely,

Jim Drake Jim Drake

Natural Heritage Review Specialist

James.F.Drake@state.mn.us 

8/30/2023 01:22 PM

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/index.html 
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/nongame/index.html
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/ecological_assistance/index.html
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html
mailto:James.F.Drake@state.mn.us
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Links: USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool

Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool

DNR Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist Contact Info

https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html

8/30/2023 01:22 PM

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
https://www.dnr.state.mn.us/eco/ereview/erp_regioncontacts.html
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Alea Stutz

From: MN_MNIT_Data Request SHPO <DataRequestSHPO@state.mn.us>

Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2023 3:16 PM

To: Alea Stutz

Subject: RE: Cultural Resource Consultation - Rogers Industrial

Attachments: Archaeology.xls; History.xls

Hello Alea, 
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From: Alea Mv0vW Laiv0vW/iau)avextSouY  

Sent: E0eiDaj, Me:veu)e3 @-, -6-9 @@–9g Ab 

To: bpEbp<EErava fe50eiv MHJn Lravafe50eivMHJn/ivavetu2t0iY 

Subject: fF– '0lv03al feio03Se 'o2i0lvavqo2 k foBe3i <2D0iv3qal 

 

 

Hello,  

 

< au 1ollo’q2B 0: o2 a Dava 3e50eiv i0)uqmeD o2 !C96t Jleaie lev 0i x2o’ a2j S0lv03al 3eio03Sei ’qvOq2 vOe :3oKeSv a3eat

 

EOa2x jo0F 

 

 

Alea Stutz  
Staff Engineer 

Direct: Gg9t(-6t!Hg6 

 

From: Alea Mv0vW  

Sent: IeD2eiDaj, A0B0iv 96, -6-9 @–H9 Jb 

To: bpEbp<EErava fe50eiv MHJn Lravafe50eivMHJn/ivavetu2t0iY 

Cc: MveNe E3oixej, A<'J Liv3oixej/iau)avextSouY 

Subject: '0lv03al feio03Se 'o2i0lvavqo2 k foBe3i <2D0iv3qal 

 

Hello, 

 

Mau)avex qi :3e:a3q2B a2 FAI 1o3 a2 q2D0iv3qal DeNelo:ue2v q2 foBe3i, bpt Ie a3e 3e50eiJ2B a S0lv03al 3eio03Se 

3eNqe’ 1o3 vOe iqve vo q21o3u vOe qu:aSv a2aljiqit EOe :3oKeSv loSaJo2 qi ai 1ollo’i–  

 

'qvj o1 foBe3i 

He22e:q2 'o02vj 

MeSJo2– 6- 

Eo’2iOq:–@-6 

fa2Be– -9I 

 You don't often get email from astutz@sambatek.com. Learn why this is important  

 This message may be from an external email source. 
ro 2ov ieleSv lq2xi o3 o:e2 avvaSOue2vi 02leii Ne3q1qeDt fe:o3v all i0i:qSqo0i euaqli vo bq22eiova <E Me3NqSei MeS03qvj n:e3avqo2i 'e2ve3t 
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J<r– @@@-6-9-@666- 

 

A Jrz o1 vOe :3oKeSv a3ea qi amaSOeDt 

 

EOa2x jo0F 

 

Alea Stutz  
Staff Engineer 

Direct: Gg9t(-6t!Hg6 
Email: aiv0vW/iau)avextSou 

 
Engineering | Surveying | Planning | Environmental  
 

@-!66 IOqve’ave3 r3qNe, M0qve 966 
bq22evo2xa, bp ((9H9 
  
TPBPLS FIRM #10194760 
  
'o22eSv ’qvO 0iF 
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a)oNet <1 jo0 a3e 2ov vOe q2ve2DeD 3eSq:qe2v, :leaie 2ovq1j 0i quueDqavelj )j :Oo2e a2D Deleve qv 13ou jo03 ijiveut 
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Rogers Mixed Use Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
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BWSR NOD Form – November 12, 2019 1 

 

Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act  

Notice of Decision 

Local Government Unit:       City of Rogers                                        County: Hennepin 

Applicant Name:  Schimdt Crow- Bob Cote 

Applicant Representative:  Ken Arndt - MNR 

Project Name: Northdale Blvd Property                   LGU Project No. (if any):                                                  

Date Complete Application Received by LGU:   10/24/2022                 

Date of LGU Decision: 11/4/2022                                             

Date this Notice was Sent: 11/18/ 2022                                            
 

WCA Decision Type - check all that apply 

☒ Wetland Boundary/Type      ☐ Sequencing      ☐ Replacement Plan         ☐ Bank Plan (not credit purchase)        

☐ No-Loss (8420.0415)                                                                 ☐ Exemption (8420.0420) 

    Part: ☐ A ☐ B  ☐ C ☐ D ☐ E  ☐ F  ☐ G  ☐ H                             Subpart: ☐ 2 ☐ 3 ☐ 4 ☐ 5  ☐ 6 ☐ 7  ☐ 8 ☐ 9 
 

Replacement Plan Impacts (replacement plan decisions only) 

Total WCA Wetland Impact Area:                      

Wetland Replacement Type:    ☐  Project Specific Credits:                                               

                                                       ☐  Bank Credits:                                                    

Bank Account Number(s):                   
 

Technical Evaluation Panel Findings and Recommendations (attach if any) 

☒ Approve    ☐  Approve w/Conditions     ☐ Deny      ☐  No TEP Recommendation 
 

LGU Decision 

☐  Approved with Conditions (specify below)1                  ☒  Approved1                                        ☐  Denied 

    List Conditions:                                              

Decision-Maker for this Application: ☐ Staff   ☒ Governing Board/Council  ☐ Other:     Consulting Agent       

   
 

Decision is valid for: ☒ 5 years (default)   ☐ Other (specify):                           
 

1 Wetland Replacement Plan approval is not valid until BWSR confirms the withdrawal of any required wetland bank credits. For project-

specific replacement a financial assurance per MN Rule 8420.0522, Subp. 9 and evidence that all required forms have been recorded on 

the title of the property on which the replacement wetland is located must be provided to the LGU for the approval to be valid. 
 

LGU Findings – Attach document(s) and/or insert narrative providing the basis for the LGU decision1.  

☒ Attachment(s) (specify):   Site location, updated Figure 5 showing post TEP results, Email between 

MNDNR and Ken Arndt of MNR. 

☒ Summary:      A TEP review was held onsite on October 27, 2022. Lucas Mueller (LGU) Jed Chesnut (BWSR), 

and Ken Arndt (MNR) were in attendance. The TEP generally agreed with the Wetland Boundary and Type 

delineated my MNR. No changes or comments were made to the original delineation.                                                  

The TEP approves the wetland delineation report and boundaries submitted by MNR on 10/24/2022.   
1 Findings must consider any TEP recommendations. 
 

 

 



BWSR NOD Form – November 12, 2019 2 

Attached Project Documents 

☒ Site Location Map    ☒ Wetland Boundaries Map Click here to enter text. 

 

Appeals of LGU Decisions 

If you wish to appeal this decision, you must provide a written request within 30 calendar days of the date you 

received the notice. All appeals must be submitted to the Board of Water and Soil Resources Executive Director 

along with a check payable to BWSR for $500 unless the LGU has adopted a local appeal process as identified 

below. The check must be sent by mail and the written request to appeal can be submitted by mail or e-mail. 

The appeal should include a copy of this notice, name and contact information of appellant(s) and their 

representatives (if applicable), a statement clarifying the intent to appeal and supporting information as to why 

the decision is in error. Send to: 
 

Appeals & Regulatory Compliance Coordinator 

Minnesota Board of Water & Soils Resources 

520 Lafayette Road North 

St. Paul, MN 55155 

travis.germundson@state.mn.us 
 

Does the LGU have a local appeal process applicable to this decision? 

☐  Yes1   ☒  No 
1If yes, all appeals must first be considered via the local appeals process. 
 

Local Appeals Submittal Requirements (LGU must describe how to appeal, submittal requirements, fees, etc. as applicable) 

                         

 

Notice Distribution (include name) 

Required on all notices: 

☒ SWCD TEP Member:      Stacey Lijewski                                         ☒ BWSR TEP Member:        Jed Chesnut                     
     

☐ LGU TEP Member (if different than LGU contact):                                                

☒ DNR Representative:   Wes Saunders-Pearce                                  

☒ Watershed District or Watershed Mgmt. Org.:        Judie Anderson                                       

☒ Applicant: Bob Cote  ☒ Agent/Consultant:  Ken Arndt                               

 

Optional or As Applicable: 

☒ Corps of Engineers:                                                          

☐ BWSR Wetland Mitigation Coordinator (required for bank plan applications only):                                                  

☐ Members of the Public (notice only):     Eric Trelsad, Jeremey Donabauer                                         ☐ Other:                
       

 

Signature:                                              

  

Date:                                                

November 18, 2022 

This notice and accompanying application materials may be sent electronically or by mail. The LGU may opt to send a 

summary of the application to members of the public upon request per 8420.0255, Subp. 3.   

 

 

  

mailto:travis.germundson@state.mn.us
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Rogers Mixed Use Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
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Rogers Mixed Use Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
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Emissions Summary

Guidance

    (B) The "Go To Sheet" buttons can be used to navigate to the data entry sheets. 

Organizational Information:

Organization Name:

Organization Address:

Inventory Reporting Period:

Start: NA End:

Name of Preparer:

Phone Number of Preparer:

Date Prepared:

Summary of Organization's Emissions:

Scope 1 Emissions

Stationary Combustion 1,386 CO2-e (metric tons)

Mobile Sources 9,415 CO2-e (metric tons)

Refrigeration / AC Equipment Use 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Fire Suppression 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Purchased Gases 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Location-Based Scope 2 Emissions

Purchased and Consumed Electricity 4,561 CO2-e (metric tons)

Purchased and Consumed Steam 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Market-Based Scope 2 Emissions

Purchased and Consumed Electricity 4,561 CO2-e (metric tons)

Purchased and Consumed Steam 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Total organization Emissions

Total Scope 1 & Location-Based Scope 2 15,361 CO2-e (metric tons)

Total Scope 1 & Market-Based Scope 2 15,361 CO2-e (metric tons)

Reductions

Offsets 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Net Scope 1 and 2 Location-Based Emissions 15,361 CO2-e (metric tons)

Net Scope 1 and 2 Market-Based Emissions 15,361 CO2-e (metric tons)

Scope 3 Emissions

Employee Business Travel 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Employee Commuting 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Upstream Transportation and Distribution 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Waste 3,739 CO2-e (metric tons)

Required Supplemental Information

Biomass CO2 Emissions from Stationary Sources 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

Biomass CO2 Emissions from Mobile Sources 0 CO2-e (metric tons)

The total GHG emissions from each source category are provided below. You may also use this summary sheet to fill 

out the Annual GHG Inventory Summary and Goal Tracking Form  (.xls) as this calculator only quantifies one year of 

emissions at a time. 

    (A) Enter organization information into the orange cells. Other cells on this sheet will be automatically calculated 

from the data entered in the sheets in this workbook. Blue cells indicate required emission sources if applicable. Green 

cells indicate scope 3 emission sources and offsets, which organizations may optionally include in its inventory.

8/14/2023

Rogers EAW

NA

Sambatek

NA

By entering the data below into the appropriate cell of the Annual GHG Inventory Summary and Goal Tracking Form, 

you will be able to compare multiple years of data.

If you have multiple Calculator files covering sub-sets of your inventory for a particular reporting period, sum each of 

the emission categories (e.g. Stationary Combustion) to an organizational total, which then can be entered into the 

Annual GHG Inventory Summary and Goal Tracking Form .

https://www.epa.gov/climateleadership/target-setting

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To SheetGo To Sheet

Back to Intro

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

Go To Sheet

EPA Climate Leaders Simplified GHG Emissions Calculator (Summary) 1 of 2



Scope 1 Emissions from Stationary Combustion Sources

Guidance

- Select "Fuel Combusted" from drop down box.

(C) Biomass CO2 emissions are not reported in the total emissions, but are reported separately at the bottom of the sheet.

Table 1.  Stationary Source Fuel Combustion

Source Source Source Fuel Quantity

ID Description Area (sq ft) Combusted Combusted

BLR-012 East Power Plant 12,517                      Natural Gas 10,000 MMBtu

Business ParkNatural Gas 666,100 Natural Gas 26,089 MMBtu

GHG Emissions

Total Organization-Wide Stationary Source Combustion by Fuel Type

Quantity

Combusted

Anthracite Coal 0 short tons

Bituminous Coal 0 short tons

Sub-bituminous Coal 0 short tons

Lignite Coal 0 short tons

Natural Gas 25,427,875 scf

Distillate Fuel Oil No. 2 0 gallons

Residual Fuel Oil No. 6 0 gallons

Kerosene 0 gallons

Liquefied Petroleum Gases (LPG) 0 gallons

Wood and Wood Residuals 0 short tons

Landfill Gas 0 scf

Total Organization-Wide CO2, CH4 and N2O Emissions from Stationary Source Fuel Combustion

CO2 (kg) CH4 (g) N2O (g)

Anthracite Coal 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bituminous Coal 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sub-bituminous Coal 0.0 0.0 0.0

Lignite Coal 0.0 0.0 0.0

Natural Gas 1,384,293.5 26,190.7 2,542.8

Distillate Fuel Oil No. 2 0.0 0.0 0.0

Residual Fuel Oil No. 6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Kerosene 0.0 0.0 0.0

Liquefied Petroleum Gases (LPG) 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Fossil Fuel Emissions 1,384,293.5 26,190.7 2,542.8

Wood and Wood Residuals 0.0 0.0 0.0

Landfill Gas 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Non-Fossil Fuel Emissions 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Emissions for all Fuels 1,384,293.5 26,190.7 2,542.8

Total CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons) - Stationary Combustion 1,385.7

Total Biomass CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons)  - Stationary Combustion 0.0

Units

   (B) If fuel is consumed in a facility but stationary fuel consumption data are not available, an estimate should be made 

         for completeness.  See the "Items to Note" section of the Help sheet for suggested estimation approaches. 

Fuel Type

- Enter "Quantity Combusted" and choose the appropriate units from the drop down box in the unit column.  If it's 

necessary to convert units, common heat contents can be found on the "Heat Content" sheet and unit conversions on 

the "Unit Conversion" sheet. 

   (A) Enter annual data for each combustion unit, facility, or site (by fuel type) in ORANGE cells on Table 1.  Example 

         entry is shown in first row ( GREEN Italics ).

Fuel Type Units

Back to Intro Back to Summary HelpHeat Content

EPA Climate Leaders Simplified GHG Emissions Calculator (Direct 1.0) 1 of 2



Scope 1 Emissions from Mobile Sources

Guidance

                      - If mileage or fuel usage is unknown, estimate using approximate fuel economy values (see Reference Table below).

                      - Vehicle year and Miles traveled are not necessary for non-road equiment.

Biodiesel Percent: 20 %

Ethanol Percent: 80 %

Table 1.  Mobile Source Fuel Combustion and Miles Traveled

Source Source Vehicle Vehicle Fuel Units Miles

ID Description Type Year Usage Traveled

Fleet-012 HQ Fleet OnRoad Passenger Cars - Gasoline 2019 500 gal 12,065

Construction equipment (non road gasoline)Constructin Equipment NonRoad Construction/Mining Equipment - Gasoline (2 stroke) 2007 201,083 gal 0

Passenger cars Constructin Equipment OnRoad Passenger Cars - Gasoline 2007 686 gal 3,726

Construction equipment (non road diesel)Constructin Equipment NonRoad Construction/Mining Equipment - Diesel 2007 718,160 gal 0

Medium and Heavy duty trucks Constructin Equipment OnRoad Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles - Diesel 2007 1,437 gal 1,332

Light trucks Constructin Equipment OnRoad Light-Duty Trucks - Gasoline 2007 1,340 gal 1,332

Reference Table: Average Fuel Economy by Vehicle Type

Passenger Cars 24.1             

Motorcycles 44.0             

Diesel Buses (Diesel Heavy-Duty Vehicles) 7.3               

Other 2-axle, 4-Tire Vehicles 17.6             

Single unit 2-Axle 6-Tire or More Trucks 7.5               

Combination Trucks 6.0               

GHG Emissions

Total Organization-Wide Mobile Source Fuel Usage and CO2 Emissions (On-Road and Off-Road Vehicles)

CO2

(kg)

Motor Gasoline 203,109 gallons 1,783,297.0

Diesel Fuel 719,597 gallons 7,347,085.4

Residual Fuel Oil 0 gallons 0.0

Aviation Gasoline 0 gallons 0.0

Kerosene-Type Jet Fuel 0 gallons 0.0

Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) 0 gallons 0.0

Ethanol 0 gallons 0.0 Note: emissions here are only for the gasoline portion of the fuel, biogenic CO2 emissions are reported below

Biodiesel 0 gallons 0.0 Note: emissions here are only for the diesel portion of the fuel, biogenic CO2 emissions are reported below

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) 0 gallons 0.0

Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) 0 scf 0.0

On-Road or 

Non-Road?

Average Fuel Economy (mpg)

Fuel Type

Vehicle Type

Fuel Usage Units

                  - Enter "Fuel Usage" in appropriate units (units appear when vehicle type is selected).

(C) Biomass CO2 emissions from biodiesel and ethanol are not reported in the total emissions, but are reported separately at the bottom of the sheet.

(B) When using biofuels, typically the biofuel (biodiesel or ethanol) is mixed with a petroleum fuel (diesel or gasoline) for use in 

      vehicles.   Enter the biodiesel and ethanol percentages of the fuel if known, or leave default values.

(A) Enter annual data for each vehicle or group of vehicles (grouped by vehicle type, vehicle year, and fuel type) in ORANGE cells in 

     Table 1.  Example entry is shown in first row (GREEN Italics ).  Only enter vehicles owned or leased by your organization on 

     this sheet.  All other vehicle use such as employee commuting or business travel is considered a scope 3 emissions source 

     and should be reported in the corresponding scope 3 sheets. 

                  - Select "Vehicle Type" from drop down box (closest type available).  

                  - Select "On-Road" or "Non-Road" from drop down box to determine the Vehicle Types available.  Must select before picking vehicle type. 

Back to Intro Back to Summary Help
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Total Organization-Wide On-Road Gasoline Mobile Source Mileage and CH4/N2O Emissions

Vehicle Year Mileage (miles) CH4 (g) N2O (g)

Passenger Cars - Gasoline 1984-93 0 0.0 0.0

1994 0 0.0 0.0

1995 0 0.0 0.0

1996 0 0.0 0.0

1997 0 0.0 0.0

1998 0 0.0 0.0

1999 0 0.0 0.0

2000 0 0.0 0.0

2001 0 0.0 0.0

2002 0 0.0 0.0

2003 0 0.0 0.0

2004 0 0.0 0.0

2005 0 0.0 0.0

2006 0 0.0 0.0

2007 3,726 26.8 19.4

2008 0 0.0 0.0

2009 0 0.0 0.0

2010 0 0.0 0.0

2011 0 0.0 0.0

2012 0 0.0 0.0

2013 0 0.0 0.0

2014 0 0.0 0.0

2015 0 0.0 0.0

2016 0 0.0 0.0

2017 0 0.0 0.0

2018 0 0.0 0.0

2019 0 0.0 0.0

Light-Duty Trucks - Gasoline 1987-93 0 0.0 0.0

(Vans, Pickup Trucks, SUVs) 1994 0 0.0 0.0

1995 0 0.0 0.0

1996 0 0.0 0.0

1997 0 0.0 0.0

1998 0 0.0 0.0

1999 0 0.0 0.0

2000 0 0.0 0.0

2001 0 0.0 0.0

2002 0 0.0 0.0

2003 0 0.0 0.0

2004 0 0.0 0.0

2005 0 0.0 0.0

2006 0 0.0 0.0

2007 1,332 13.7 8.1

2008 0 0.0 0.0

2009 0 0.0 0.0

2010 0 0.0 0.0

2011 0 0.0 0.0

2012 0 0.0 0.0

2013 0 0.0 0.0

2014 0 0.0 0.0

2015 0 0.0 0.0

2016 0 0.0 0.0

2017 0 0.0 0.0

2018 0 0.0 0.0

2019 0 0.0 0.0

Heavy-Duty Vehicles - Gasoline 1985-86 0 0.0 0.0

1987 0 0.0 0.0

1988-1989 0 0.0 0.0

1990-1995 0 0.0 0.0

1996 0 0.0 0.0

1997 0 0.0 0.0

1998 0 0.0 0.0

1999 0 0.0 0.0

2000 0 0.0 0.0

2001 0 0.0 0.0

2002 0 0.0 0.0

2003 0 0.0 0.0

2004 0 0.0 0.0

2005 0 0.0 0.0

2006 0 0.0 0.0

2007 0 0.0 0.0

2008 0 0.0 0.0

2009 0 0.0 0.0

2010 0 0.0 0.0

2011 0 0.0 0.0

2012 0 0.0 0.0

2013 0 0.0 0.0

2014 0 0.0 0.0

2015 0 0.0 0.0

2016 0 0.0 0.0

2017 0 0.0 0.0

2018 0 0.0 0.0

2019 0 0.0 0.0

Motorcycles - Gasoline 1960-1995 0 0.0 0.0

1996-2019 0 0.0 0.0

Total Organization-Wide On-Road Non-Gasoline Mobile Source Mileage and CH4/N2O Emissions

Vehicle Type Fuel Type Vehicle Year Mileage (miles) CH4 (g) N2O (g)

1960-1982 0 0 0

1983-2006 0 0 0

2007-2019 0 0 0

Vehicle Type

Passenger Cars - Diesel Diesel

EPA Climate Leaders Simplified GHG Emissions Calculator (Direct 2.0) 2 of 3



1960-1982 0 0 0

1983-2006 0 0 0

2007-2019 0 0 0

1960-2006 0 0 0

2007-2019 1,332 13 57

Methanol 0 0.0 0.0

Ethanol 0 0.0 0.0

CNG 0 0.0 0.0

LPG 0 0.0 0.0

Biodiesel 0 0.0 0.0

Ethanol 0 0.0 0.0

CNG 0 0.0 0.0

LPG 0 0.0 0.0

LNG 0 0.0 0.0

Biodiesel 0 0.0 0.0

CNG 0 0.0 0.0

LPG 0 0.0 0.0

LNG 0 0.0 0.0

Biodiesel 0 0.0 0.0

Methanol 0 0.0 0.0

Ethanol 0 0.0 0.0

CNG 0 0.0 0.0

LPG 0 0.0 0.0

LNG 0 0.0 0.0

Biodiesel 0 0.0 0.0

Methanol 0 0.0 0.0

Ethanol 0 0.0 0.0

CNG 0 0.0 0.0

LPG 0 0.0 0.0

LNG 0 0.0 0.0

Biodiesel 0 0.0 0.0

Total Organization-Wide Non-Road Mobile Source Fuel Usage and CH4/N2O Emissions

Vehicle Type Fuel Type
Fuel Usage 

(gallons)
CH4 (g) N2O (g)

Residual Fuel Oil -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Locomotives Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Jet Fuel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Aviation Gasoline -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) 201,083          2,435,115                                                                         68,368         

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel 718,160          675,070                                                                            624,799       

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (2 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Gasoline (4 stroke) -                  -                                                                                    -               

Diesel -                  -                                                                                    -               

LPG -                  -                                                                                    -               

Total CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons)  - Mobile Sources 9,414.7

Total Biomass CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons) - Mobile Sources 0.0

Notes:

1.  Average mpg values from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 2019 (December 2021), Table VM-1.

Ships and Boats

Aircraft

Agricultural Equipment

Heavy-Duty Trucks

Buses

Light-Duty Cars

Light-Duty Trucks

Medium-Duty Trucks

Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicles - DieselDiesel

Light-Duty Trucks - Diesel Diesel

Industrial/Commercial Equipment

Logging Equipment

Railroad Equipment

Recreational Equipment

Agricultural Offroad Trucks

Construction/Mining Equipment

Construction/Mining Offroad Trucks

Lawn and Garden Equipment

Airport Equipment
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Scope 2 Emissions from Purchase of Electricity

Guidance

  (C)  Select "eGRID subregion" from drop box and enter "Electricity Purchased."

https://www.epa.gov/egrid/power-profiler#/

Tips: Enter electricity usage by location and then look up the eGRID subregion for each location.

Table 1.  Total Amount of Electricity Purchased by eGRID Subregion

Source Source Source eGRID Subregion Electricity CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O 

ID Description Area (sq ft) where electricity is consumed Purchased Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions

(kWh) (lb/MWh) (lb/MWh) (lb/MWh) (lb) (lb) (lb) (lb) (lb) (lb)

Bldg-012 East Power Plant 12,517          HIMS (HICC Miscellaneous) 200,000 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 228,640.0 22.0 3.4

666,100 MROW (MRO West) 10,191,330 <enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor> 9,982,407.7 1,059.9 152.9 9,982,407.7 1,059.9 152.9

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

<enter factor> <enter factor> <enter factor>

Total Emissions for All Sources 10,191,330 9,982,407.7 1,059.9 152.9 9,982,407.7 1,059.9 152.9

GHG Emissions

CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons)

Location-Based Electricity Emissions 4,560.7

Market-Based Electricity Emissions 4,560.7

Notes:

1.  CO2, CH4 and N2O emissions are estimated using methodology provided in EPA's Center for Corporate Climate Leadership Greenhouse Gas Inventory Guidance

     - Indirect Emissions from Purchased Electricity (January 2016).

Figure 1.  EPA eGRID2020, April 2022.

  (D) See the market-based emission factor hierarchy on the market-based method Help sheet. If any of the first four types of

       emission factors are applicable, enter the factors in the yellow cells marked as "<enter factor>".  If not, leave the 

       yellow cells as is, and eGRID subregion factors will be used for market-based emissions. 

   Example entry is shown in first row (GREEN Italics ) for a facility that purchases RECs for 100% of its consumption, and   

       therefore has a market-based emission factor of 0.

The Indirect Emissions from Purchased Electricity Guidance document provides guidance for quantifying two scope 2 emissions totals, using 

a location-based method and a market-based method.  The organization should quantify and report both totals in its GHG inventory.  The 

location-based method considers average emission factors for the electricity grids that provide electricity.  The market-based method 

considers contractual arrangements under which the organization procures electricity from specific sources, such as renewable energy.  

 - Use map (Figure 1) at bottom of sheet to determine appropriate eGRID subregion.  If subregion cannot be determined from 

the map, find the correct subregion by entering the location's zip code into EPA’s Power Profiler:

  (A)  Enter total annual electricity purchased in kWh and each eGRID subregion for each facility or site in ORANGE cells of Table 1.  

  (B) If electricity consumption data are not available for a facility, an estimate should be made for completeness.  

        See the "Items to Note" section of the Help sheet for suggested estimation approaches. 

         If you purchase renewable energy that is less than 100% of your site's electricity, see the 

         example in the market-based method Help sheet. 
Location-Based

Emission Factors Emissions Emissions

Market-Based

Use these cells to enter applicable market-based emission factors

Back to Intro Back to Summary Help

Help - Market-Based Method

Help - Market-Based Method
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Scope 3 Emissions from Waste

Guidance

Table 1.  Waste Disposal Weight by Waste Material and Disposal Method  (CO2, CH4 and N2O)

Source ID Source Description Waste Material
Disposal 

Method
Weight Unit

CO2e Emissions 

(kg)

Bldg-012 East Power Plant Finished Goods Copper Wire Landfilled 1,000                  metric ton 22,040

Nonresidential buildings Nonresidental waste Mixed MSW municipal solid waste Combusted 5,930 metric ton 2,809,990

Nonresidential buildings Nonresidential recycling Mixed Recyclables Recycled 9,367 metric ton 929,019

GHG Emissions

 Total Emissions by Disposal Method

Waste Material CO2e (kg)

Recycled 929,019                                              

Landfilled -                                                      

Combusted 2,809,990                                           

Composted -                                                      

Anaerobically Digested (Dry Digestate with Curing) -                                                      

Anaerobically Digested (Wet  Digestate with Curing) -                                                      

Total CO2 Equivalent Emissions  (metric tons) - Waste 3,739.0

   (B) First, choose the appropriate material then the disposal method from the drop down options. For the average-data method, use one of the mixed material types, such as mixed 

    MSW. If the exact waste material is not available, consider an appropriate proxy. For example, dimensional lumber can be used as a proxy for wood furniture.

   (C) Choose an appropriate disposal method.  Note that not all disposal methods are available for all materials.  If there is a #NA or # Value error in the emissions column, you must pick a 

    new material type or appropriate disposal method. 

   (A) Enter annual waste data in ORANGE cells.  Example entry is shown in first row (GREEN Italics ).

Back to Intro Back to Summary Help
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Rogers Mixed Use Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
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Rogers Mixed Use Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 
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 DRAFT REPORT 

www.transportationcollaborative.com 

 

To: Erik Miller, PE, Principal 
Sambatek 

From: Matt Pacyna, PE, Principal 
Transportation Collaborative & Consultants, LLC 

Date: October 17, 2023 

Subject: Cote Industrial Development Traffic Study 

INTRODUCTION 

TC2 completed a traffic study for the proposed Cote Industrial development in the City of Rogers. The 
site under consideration, shown in Figure 1, is generally bounded by Highway 101 to the east, Raspberry 
Drive to the west, 147th Avenue to the south, and the Crow River to the north. The main objectives of 
the study are to quantify current area operations, identify transportation impacts associated with 
proposed development, and recommend improvements, if necessary, to ensure safe and efficient 
operations for all users. This study will support the transportation section of the Environmental 
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) being completed for the development. The following study assumptions, 
methodology, and findings are offered for consideration.   
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing conditions were reviewed within the study area to establish current traffic conditions to help 

determine impacts associated with the proposed development. The evaluation of existing conditions 

included collecting traffic volumes, observing transportation characteristics, and analyzing intersection 

capacity, which are described in the following sections.   

Traffic Volumes 

Vehicular intersection turning movement counts were collected at the following locations on Tuesday, 

September 12, 2023, from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. 

• County Road 144 (141st Avenue) and Raspberry Drive 

• County Road 144 (141st Avenue) and Marie Avenue 

• County Road 144 (141st Avenue) and Northdale Boulevard 

Intersection turning movement counts collected in October 2022 along County Road 144 (141st Avenue) 

between Northdale Boulevard and Rogers High School were also reviewed. Based on this review, the 

traffic volumes and patterns from October 2022 and September 2023 are generally consistent, with the 

September 2023 a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes approximately five (5) to 15% higher.  Therefore, the 

October 2022 volumes were modified to reflect 2023 conditions.  Note that the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

within the study area represent 7 to 8 a.m. and 4:30 to 5:30 p.m., respectively. Historical average daily 

traffic volumes were provided by MnDOT and/or estimated based on the data collected. 

Transportation Characteristics 

Observations were conducted within the study area to identify various transportation characteristics 

such as roadway geometry, traffic controls, speed limits, and multimodal facilities. A general overview 

of key roadways within the study area is as follows: 

• CR 144 (141st Avenue) – generally a 2-lane roadway west of Marie Avenue and east of the Rogers 

High School / Middle School access; the roadway expands to a 4-lane section between Northdale 

Boulevard and James Road/Rogers Drive. A multi-use trail is on the south side of the roadway, which 

connects Hassan Elementary and Rogers Middle School; there is also a multi-use trail on the north 

side of the roadway between James Road and Rogers High School. The speed limit is 40 mph.  

• Northdale Boulevard – generally a 2-lane roadway with no turn lanes, except a northbound right-

turn lane at CR 144 (141st Avenue). No multimodal facility is present; the speed limit is 40-mph.   

• James Road / Rogers Drive – generally a 2-lane roadway north of CR 144 (141st Avenue) and a  

4-lane undivided roadway to the south. A multi-use trail is on the west side from CR 144 (141st 

Avenue) to approximately 600’ to the north; a multi-use trail is on the east side south of CR 144 

(141st Avenue), with a gap near Broadway Pizza.  The speed limit ranges from 35 to 40-mph.   

Most study intersections are signalized, except for Raspberry Drive and Marie Avenue, which are both 

side-street stop controlled. Current signal timing was provided by MnDOT, who operates and maintains 

the signals long the corridor. Existing geometrics, traffic controls, and volumes within the study area are 

illustrated in Figure 2. 

 



Figure 2
Existing Conditions
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Intersection Capacity 

Intersection capacity was evaluated using Synchro/SimTraffic Software (version 11), which uses 

methods outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition. The software is used to develop 

calibrated models that simulate observed traffic operations and identify key metrics such as intersection 

Level of Service (LOS) and queues.  These models incorporate collected traffic, pedestrian, and bicyclist 

volumes, traffic controls, and driver behavior factors.   

Level of Service (LOS) quantifies how an intersection is operating. Intersections are graded from  

LOS A through LOS F, which corresponds to the average delay per vehicle values shown in Table 2. 

An overall intersection LOS A though LOS D is generally considered acceptable in the Twin Cities.  

LOS A indicates the best traffic operation, while LOS F indicates an intersection where demand exceeds 

capacity. 

Table 1   Level of Service Thresholds 

Level of 

Service 

Average Delay / Vehicles  

Stop, Yield, and Roundabout 

Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

A < 10 seconds < 10 seconds 

B 10 to 15 seconds 10 to 20 seconds 

C 15 to 25 seconds 20 to 35 seconds 

D 25 to 35 seconds 35 to 55 seconds 

E 35 to 50 seconds 55 to 80 seconds 

F > 50 seconds > 80 seconds 

For side-street stop-controlled intersections, special emphasis is given to providing an estimate for the 

level of service of the side-street approach. Traffic operations at an unsignalized intersection with side-

street stop control can be described in two ways.  First, consideration is given to the overall intersection 

level of service, which takes into account the total number of vehicles entering the intersection and the 

capability of the intersection to support the volumes. Second, it is important to consider the delay on 

the minor approach. Since the mainline does not have to stop, most delay is attributed to the side-street 

approaches. It is typical of intersections with higher mainline traffic volumes to experience high-levels 

of delay (i.e., poor levels of service) on the side-street approaches, but an acceptable overall intersection 

level of service during peak hour conditions. 

The existing intersection capacity analysis results, summarized in Table 2, indicate that all study 

intersections and approaches currently operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during typical 

weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. In addition, existing queues are generally maintained within the 

current turn lanes provided. However, queues in the eastbound through lane along CR 144 (141st 

Avenue) at Northdale Boulevard occasionally extend beyond the adjacent left- and right-turn lanes, 

which limits access for approximately five percent of the peak hours. In addition, queues in the 

northbound left-turn lane from Rogers Drive to CR 144 (141st Avenue) extend beyond the provided turn 

lane storage during approximately 20 percent of the p.m. peak hour; this queuing issue is related to the 

relatively short-turn lane (i.e., 120 feet) and the peak hour traffic volume demand for this movement.  

No mitigation for these queueing issues is provided to understand how the proposed development will 

impact these areas. Thus, there are no significant existing operational issues from a capacity perspective 

within the study area. 
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Table 2   Existing Intersection Capacity 

CR 144 / 141st Avenue Intersection 
Traffic 

Control 

Level of Service (Delay) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Raspberry Drive SSS A / C (17 sec) A / C (17 sec) 

Marie Avenue SSS A / B (14 sec) A / B (13 sec) 

Northdale Boulevard Signal B (13 sec) B (14 sec) 

Hwy 101 West Ramps Signal B (12 sec) B (13 sec) 

Hwy 101 East Ramps Signal B (10 sec) A (9 sec) 

James Road / Rogers Drive Signal B (10 sec) B (19 sec) 

Rogers High School / Middle School Signal B (13 sec) A (7 sec) 

 SSS – Side-Street-Stop 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  

The proposed development, as shown in Figure 3, is generally bounded by Highway 101 to the east, 
Raspberry Drive to the west, 147th Avenue to the south, and the Crow River to the north. As proposed, 
the project would include three (3) industrial warehouse buildings totaling approximately 557,000 
square feet. One access to the site 
is planned via Northdale 
Boulevard, which connects with 
CR 144 (141st Avenue) and 
eventually Highway 101. For 
purposes of this study, 
construction was assumed to be 
completed by the end of 2025. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3  Proposed Site Plan 
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TRAFFIC FORECASTS 

Traffic forecasts were developed for year 2026 no build and build conditions, which represents one-
year after completion without and with the proposed development.  The traffic forecasts include general 
background growth and trip generation from the proposed development.  The following information 
summarizes the traffic forecast development process. 

Background Growth 

To account for general background growth in the study area, an annual growth rate of one (1) percent 

was applied to the existing traffic volumes to develop year 2026 background traffic forecasts. This 

growth rate is consistent with historical ADT volume growth over the past 15-years in the area, as well 

as future traffic forecasts from Hennepin County’s Transportation: Mobility 2040 Plan. The year 2026 no 

build traffic forecasts are illustrated in Figure 4.  

Proposed Development Trip Generation 

The trip generation estimate for the proposed development was created using the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual, 11th Edition and includes trips for typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, as well as daily. 

For purposes of this study and to provide a more conservative assessment, the overall industrial 

development was assumed to be 85 percent warehouse and 15 percent office; this equates to 473,450 

square feet of warehouse and 83,550 square feet of office space.  Using this assumption, the proposed 

development, as shown in Table 3, is estimated to generate 207 a.m. peak hour (174 in/ 33 out), 

205 p.m. peak hour (44 in / 161 out), and 1,716 daily trips.  No modal reductions were applied to provide 

a conservative estimate.   

Table 3   Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use Type (ITE Code) Size 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Daily 
In Out In Out 

Proposed Development 

Warehouse (150) 473,450 SF 62 18 24 61 810 

General Office (710) 83,550 SF 112 15 20 100 906 

Total (All Vehicles) 
557,000 SF 

174 33 44 161 1,716 

Total (Trucks) 8 7 5 5 292 

Note that given the industrial warehouse land use, a proportion of the site trip generation is expected to 

be heavy commercial vehicles (i.e., trucks).  To help determine the number of trucks associated with 

the proposed development, the ITE Trip Generation Manual was again used.  Based on this approach, 

the proposed development is estimated to generate 15 a.m. peak hour, 10 p.m. peak hour, and 

292 daily truck trips, which equates to approximately 5 to 15 percent of the overall site generated trips. 

Site generated trips were distributed throughout the study area based on the directional distribution in 

Figure 5, which is based on a combination of existing area travel patterns and engineering judgment. 

The resultant year 2026 build condition traffic forecasts are illustrated in Figure 6 .   
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Figure 5
Site Generated Trips
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Figure 6
Year 2026 Build Conditions
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YEAR 2026 CONDITIONS 

To understand impacts associated with the proposed development, a year 2026 no build and build 

condition intersection capacity analysis was conducted. Table 4 provides a summary of the year 2026 

no build and build condition capacity analysis and pertinent queuing information.  

Table 4   Year 2026 Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary 

CR 144 (141st Avenue) Intersection 

Year 2026 Level of Service (Delay - Seconds) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

No Build Build No Build Build 

Raspberry Drive A / C (18 sec) A / C (18 sec) A / C (18 sec) A / C (19 sec) 

Marie Avenue A / C (15 sec) A / C (15 sec) A / B (13 sec) A / B (13 sec) 

Northdale Boulevard B (14 sec) B (16 sec) B (15 sec) C (21 sec) 

Hwy 101 West Ramps B (12 sec) B (12 sec) B (14 sec) B (14 sec) 

Hwy 101 East Ramps B (10 sec) B (10 sec) B (10 sec) B (10 sec) 

James Road / Rogers Drive B (10 sec) B (10 sec) C (20 sec) C (21 sec) 

Rogers High School / Middle School B (14 sec) B (14 sec) A (8 sec) A (8 sec) 

 
Northdale Boulevard: 95th Percentile Queuing  

    Southbound 150 feet 180 feet 180 feet 360 feet 

    Eastbound Thru Lane 255 feet 270 feet 210 feet 245 feet 

James Avenue / Rogers Drive: 95th Percentile Queuing 

   Northbound Left-Turn Lane* 70 feet 80 feet 325 feet 385 feet 

* The northbound left-turn lane is approximately 120 feet in length; the taper is an additional 100 feet.  

Results of the year 2026 intersection capacity analysis indicate that all study intersections and 

approaches are expected to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during typical 

weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both no build and build conditions.  The overall change in 

operations resulting from the proposed development from an intersection delay perspective is relatively 

minimal and within acceptable industry standards. Note that the location most impacted by the proposed 

development will be the CR 144 (141st Avenue) and Northdale Boulevard intersection, with an average 

increase of two (2) to six (6) seconds of delay per vehicle during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours 

respectively. Southbound queues along Northdale Boulevard will extend up to approximately 360 feet 

during the p.m. peak hour, which will impact access to a few driveways in the area.   

To limit any queuing impacts along Northdale Boulevard during the p.m. peak hour, the addition of a 

southbound right-turn lane and optimization of the intersection signal timing should be considered.  With 

these changes, the Northdale Boulevard intersection would operate at an overall LOS B (18 seconds) 

and the average and 95th percentile queues in the southbound direction would be approximately  

160 feet and 260 feet, respectively. At this level of queues, impacts to the North 101 Business Park 

access would be minimal. Note that any intersection modifications would need to be discussed further 

with Hennepin County before implementation. 
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The northbound left-turn lane queuing issue at James Road / Rogers Drive is expected to continue, 

however the proposed development is not expected to significantly impact this intersection or its 

operation. Minor signal timing adjustments could help reduce these queues, but given the relatively 

short-turn lane, they cannot be fully mitigated without additional geometric modifications. Further 

discussion with Hennepin County should occur to determine if any modifications should be considered 

for this location given the relatively small impact of the proposed development. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A review of the proposed site plan does not indicate any major issues. Although special care should be 

taken to locate signage and landscaping to avoid creating any sight distance issues and truck 

maneuverability should be reviewed to limit potential internal circulation conflicts. There are no 

multimodal facilities along Northdale Boulevard, but preservation of right-of-way for a future multimodal 

facility should be considered.   

CONCLUSIONS  

Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions are offered for consideration.    

1) All study intersections and approaches currently operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during 

typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours; there are a few locations with minor queuing issues 

although no mitigation was provided to understand impacts of the proposed development.  

2) The proposed development includes three (3) industrial warehouse buildings totaling approximately 

557,000 square feet; construction was assumed to be completed by the end of year 2025. 

3) Traffic forecasts were developed for year 2026 no build and build conditions, which included a  

one (1) percent annual background growth rate and traffic generated by the proposed development. 

a. The overall site is estimated to generate 207 a.m. peak hour (174 in/ 33 out), 205 p.m. peak hour 

(44 in / 161 out), and 1,716 daily trips; approximately 15 a.m. peak hour, 10 p.m. peak hour, and 

292 daily trips will be heavy commercial vehicles (i.e., trucks), which equates to approximately 

5 to 15 percent of the overall site generated trips.   

4) Key takeaways from the future year 2026 capacity analysis, include: 

a. All study intersections and approaches are expected to continue to operate at an acceptable 

LOS D or better during typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both no build and build 

conditions; the overall change in operations resulting from the proposed development from an 

intersection delay perspective is relatively minimal and within acceptable industry standards.  

b. Southbound queues along Northdale Boulevard will extend up to approximately 360 feet during 

the p.m. peak hour, which will impact access to a few driveways in the area.   

c. The northbound left-turn lane queuing issue at James Road / Rogers Drive is expected to 

continue, however the proposed development is not expected to significantly impact this 

intersection or its operation. 
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5) To limit any queuing impacts along Northdale Boulevard during the p.m. peak hour, the addition of 

a southbound right-turn lane and optimization of the intersection signal timing should be considered. 

6) To reduce the northbound left-turn queuing impacts along Rogers Drive during the p.m. peak hour, 

minor signal timing adjustments could be implemented, but would not fully mitigate the queues 

without additional geometric modifications. 

7) Further discussion with Hennepin County should occur to review the mitigation strategies and 

determine implementation and if any additional modifications should be considered. 

8) Special care should be taken to locate signage and landscaping to avoid creating any sight distance 

issues and truck maneuverability should be reviewed to limit potential internal circulation conflicts; 

preservation of right-of-way for a future multimodal facility should be considered.   
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