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Notice to Reader 
 
The Federal Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1500-1508) place heavy emphasis on reducing paperwork, avoiding 
unnecessary work, and producing documents that are useful to decision makers and the public. With 
these objectives in mind, this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared as a 
“Condensed Final EIS”. This approach avoids repetition of material from the Highway 14 Draft EIS by 
incorporating, by reference, the Draft EIS. Thus, the Final EIS is typically a shorter document than 
under the traditional approach; however, it does afford the reader a complete overview of the project 
and its impacts on the human and natural environment. 

The crux of this approach is to briefly reference and summarize information from the Draft EIS that has 
not changed, and to focus the Final EIS discussion on changes in the project’s setting, impacts, 
technical analysis, and mitigation measures that have occurred since the Draft EIS was circulated. In 
addition, the condensed Final EIS identifies the preferred alternative, explains the basis for its 
selection, describes coordination efforts, includes agency and public comments, provides responses to 
these comments, and presents any findings or determinations required by law or regulation. 

An additional copy of the Highway 14 Draft EIS is not being provided to those parties that received a 
copy of the Draft EIS when it was circulated in October 2008. Copies of the Draft EIS are available for 
review on the project web site at www.dot.state.mn.us/d6/projects/hwy14 or by special request to 
Mn/DOT District 6 in Rochester, Minnesota.  
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT 
The proposed reconstruction of Trunk Highway 14 (Highway 14) is 
considered a Federal Class I Action because of the potential for significant 
impacts on the natural and physical environment. An Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is a full disclosure document that discusses the 
environmental impacts of a proposed Class I Action.  

The Highway 14 Draft EIS, which was distributed in October 2008, is 
incorporated by reference herein and made a part of this Final EIS. 

This Final EIS has been prepared in accordance with CEQ Regulation 40 CFR 
1503.4 (C), Minnesota Environmental Quality Board MR 4410, and Minnesota 
Statutes 116D, which provide a methodology for preparing a “Condensed” 
Final EIS. This approach will focus on the preferred alternative, additional 
technical analysis completed since the Draft EIS, and mitigation commitments 
for potential impacts. Information from the Draft EIS that has not changed is 
briefly summarized, and the reader is referred to the Draft EIS. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT), in cooperation with 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes improvements to 
Highway 14 in Steele County and Dodge County, Minnesota. The project 
limits extend approximately 17.9 miles from Interstate 35 (I-35) in the City of 
Owatonna, Steele County to Highway 56 in the City of Dodge Center, Dodge 
County, Minnesota (see Figure 1). The improvements include highway 
reconstruction and capacity expansion of Highway 14 as a rural four-lane 
divided freeway section, including construction of 12.3 miles on a new 
alignment south of the Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern (DM&E) Railroad 
corridor.   

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE HIGHWAY 14 
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
The purpose of this process is to identify an environmentally and socially 
sensitive alternative for a transportation system improvement consistent with 
meeting the identified needs presented below. Each of these needs is 
described further in Draft EIS Section 2.3 (“What is the Need for the 
Proposed Action?”). 

 Maintain highway mobility under future traffic conditions 

 Improve travel safety 

 Enhance system continuity by completing a four-lane highway facility 
along Highway 14 

 Foster economic growth along the corridor 
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1.4 ALTERNATIVES 
The Highway 14 Draft EIS, approved in October 2008, considered two 
primary build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative. The alternative 
evaluation and screening process was based on an assessment of how each 
alternative addresses the purpose and need objectives, as well as a corridor 
level assessment of potential social, economic, and environmental impacts. 
Following the Draft EIS comment period, a review of the public and agency 
comments was conducted. Based on the comments and supporting analysis 
in the Draft EIS, Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment with Claremont 
Bypass Option 4 was identified as the preferred alternative. In addition, 
following an extensive public involvement process, interchange options were 
identified at County Road 45 in the City of Owatonna and County Road 43 in 
Havana Township. At County Road 45 a modified folded diamond interchange 
was identified and at County Road 43 a standard diamond at the existing 
Highway 14/County Road 43 intersection was identified as the preferred 
design options.  

Alternative 3 was chosen for reasons including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

 Provides the most efficient travel through the study area with a limited 
access high-speed route and a shorter corridor distance (approximately 
17.9 miles) compared to other considered alternatives (approximately 
18.6 miles). 

 Provides a better long-term solution for local operational issues. The 
existing highway alignment has the ability to serve as a parallel route for 
local and agricultural related traffic. This eliminates the necessity to 
upgrade other existing township/county roads to serving these needs. 

 Improves travel safety by constructing a four-lane freeway section south 
of the railroad corridor. This reduces several existing public and private 
at-grade railroad crossings.    

 Is consistent with the design of Highway 14 both east and west of the 
study area. It will be a four-lane freeway section that remains south of 
the railroad corridor. 

 Inclusion of Claremont South Bypass Option 4 avoids dividing the City of 
Claremont and provides for desirable future land development 
opportunities. 

 The social, economic, and environmental impacts including but not 
limited to architectural and archaeological resources, Section 4(f) 
properties, wetlands, noise, and farmland are not substantially greater or 
less than other alternatives/options considered. 

 It has the highest benefit-cost ratio indicating the benefits of the project 
outweigh the costs. 

 It has a lower estimated construction and right-of-way costs. 
 It received the greatest amount of support from the public and local 

governmental units, with the inclusion of Claremont Bypass Option 4. 
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1.5 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
A summary of the potential beneficial and adverse effects associated with the 
preferred alternative is presented in Table 1 (on the following page).  

Avoidance and minimization measures have been explored to the greatest 
extent possible without compromising the safety of the improvements. For 
additional information regarding the impacts shown in Table 1, the reader is 
referred to Section 4.0 of this document and Section 4.0 of the Draft EIS.  

1.6 PROJECT COST AND FUNDING SOURCE 
Construction of the Highway 14 Improvement Project will be funded from 
both federal and state sources. It is anticipated that federal funds will be the 
primary source of construction funding (80 percent) with a 20 percent state 
match. Cost estimates for the preferred alternative are presented in the 
Table below. The estimate includes construction (pavement and structures) 
and right of-way acquisition costs.   

Alternative 
Construction 

Costs1 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 

and Relocation Costs Total Costs2

Preferred Alternative $141,500,000 $9,700,000 $151,200,000
1 Includes four-lane roadway, local/frontage road connections, and other mitigation costs. 
2 Improvements to state highways can often result in the jurisdictional transfer of existing highways and 

other local roads. Under the preferred alternative, the existing highway alignment north of the railroad 
corridor would remain in place and would become part of the county road system (turnback to both 
Dodge County and Steele County). Other local roadway jurisdictional transfers may occur as part of 
the project. The cost estimate does not include the costs associated with jurisdictional transfers. 

 

1.7 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONCURRENCE 
It is anticipated that federal, state, and local permits/approvals/concurrence 
may be required for the proposed action. The following actions will likely be 
required prior to construction of the preferred alternative: 

 Adequacy Determination from Mn/DOT 
 Record of Decision from FHWA 
 Section 404 Permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE)  
 Section 401 Water Quality Certification from Minnesota Pollution Control 

Agency (MPCA) 
 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 

Stormwater Permit from the MPCA 
 Noise Exemption from the MPCA 
 Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) from Mn/DOT 
 Municipal Approval from the City of Claremont and the City of Owatonna 
 Public Waters Work Permit from the Minnesota Department of Natural 

Resources (MNDNR) 
 Orders for crossing three drainage ditches will be obtained from requisite 

ditch authorities 
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Table 1– Impact Summary 
Subject Preferred Alternative Impacts Proposed Mitigation

SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY • Minimal impacts to community resources are anticipated 
• May have indirect effects to homes and businesses as a result of changes in access 

None proposed 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE No disproportionately high or adverse effects to minority or low-income populations in the 
project area will result from the preferred alternative 

None proposed 

RIGHT-OF-WAY/RELOCATION  

Potential acquisitions/relocations 17 residences/farmsteads 
Acquisition and relocation will be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended. 

Additional right-of-way, acres 578 acres of new right-of-way 
Acquisition and relocation will be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended. 

TRANSPORTATION • Improves traffic operations and travel safety 
• Eliminates several existing public and private at-grade railroad crossings 

None proposed 

SECTION 4(F) The preferred alternative will directly impact three properties that contain historic structures 
that have been determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

A signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been executed that 
identifies appropriate mitigation measures for each impacted property.  

INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE 
EFFECTS 

• Potential indirect impacts include economic impacts of relocating existing residences; 
potential for changes in land development patterns (subject to local government control); 
and short-term economic benefit of increased private sector income during construction 

• Overall cumulative effects are expected to be minimal 

None proposed 

FARMLAND • The preferred alternative will impact approximately 600 acres of land that has been 
classified as prime, unique, and/or of statewide importance based on the underlying soil 
types. 

• The preferred alternative will create the severance/triangulation of approximately twelve 
farms.  

• All land required for the preferred alternative will be acquired in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. 

• Further refinements to the preferred alternative will be considered 
as part of the final design that may reduce potential farm 
severances. 

NOISE  Many residential locations will experience noise beyond existing levels, some exceeding 
Minnesota standards 

Construction of a noise wall is proposed for one area located north of 
Highway 14 and east of Steele County Road 45 

WETLANDS • 7.7 acres of wetlands and 8.2 acres of ditches will be filled for a total of 15.9 acres 
• Wetlands were identified and mapped in the field with the assistance of MNDNR staff 

Replaced according to WCA and USACE regulations 

FLOODPLAINS • The preliminary layout of the preferred alternative includes the replacement of the single 
span highway bridges over the Straight River in their existing location.  Slight design 
modifications to accommodate wider shoulders are planned for the replacement bridges. 

• The preferred alternative is not expected to cause substantial floodplain impacts. 

None proposed 

SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE 
AND WATER QUALITY 

• Based on the preliminary design, the preferred alternative will increase the impervious 
surface area of Highway 14 by approximately 123 acres. 

• BMPs will be utilized to minimize temporary water quality 
impacts from erosion associated with the replacement of the 
bridges over the Straight River 

• Proposed permanent water quality ponding locations are shown in 
Figures A1 through A8 in Appendix A 

• BMPs to be determined during final design phase 
• Where necessary, increase capacity of existing culverts to 

accommodate drainage demand. 
GEOLOGY/GROUNDWATER It is anticipated that the preferred alternative will require the abandonment of private wells 

and impact agricultural drain tile systems as a result of right-of-way acquisitions and 
• Drain tile systems will be maintained during and after 

construction. 
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Subject Preferred Alternative Impacts Proposed Mitigation
relocations. 

STATE/FEDERAL THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Five mesic prairie remnants located along the DM&E rail line or within road ditches will be 
impacted. The remnant prairie areas were identified and mapped in the field with the 
assistance of MNDNR staff. 

Construction impacts will be minimized in these prairie areas and 
areas outside the construction limits will be fenced prior to 
construction. Coordination between the MNDNR and Mn/DOT will 
continue through the project development process. 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORIC & 
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The preferred alternative will adversely impact five properties eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Adverse effects include direct (e.g., right-of-
way acquisition) and/or indirect audible/visual impacts. 

A signed MOA has been executed that identifies mitigation measures 
for each impacted property. 

CONTAMINATED PROPERTIES 22 medium/high risk sites have been identified in proximity to the preferred alternative Each site will be further evaluated prior to construction to determine 
the potential for contamination and, if required, appropriate 
remediation, disposal or other procedures. 
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1.8 WHAT TYPE OF COORDINATION IS BEING CONDUCTED? 
Mn/DOT is committed to public and agency involvement/outreach at all levels 
in decision-making related to the Highway 14 Improvement Project. Mn/DOT 
has engaged community organizations; area property owners; business 
owners; residents; and local, county, regional, state, and federal agencies in 
the development of the project. See Draft EIS Section 7.0 – Coordination for 
additional information. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, public involvement activities have 
included: 

 Draft EIS Public Hearings 

 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meetings 

 City Council and County Board Workshops 

 Public Open House Meeting 

 Project Newsletters 

 Project Website Updates 

Informational and coordination meetings have also been held with 
representatives from local, state, and federal agencies with approval and/or 
permit authority to discuss appropriate analysis methodology for different 
resource areas. 

1.9 ARE THERE ANY MAJOR PROPOSED ACTIONS BY 
OTHERS? 
Currently, there are three major projects being proposed by other agencies 
within the Highway 14 project area.  

Based on an EIS completed in the late 1990s, the segment of Highway 14 
located immediately west of the project area is planned to be reconstructed 
on a new alignment extending straight west from the current I-35/Highway 
14 interchange on the south side of Owatonna to the City of Waseca.  The 
new four-lane freeway is programmed for construction between 2010 and 
2014.  This four-lane freeway section west of I-35 will enhance the mobility 
of Highway 14 between Mankato and Rochester.  

Within the project area, the Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern (DM&E) Railroad 
has received approval to construct/reconstruct new and existing rail line to 
reach the coal mines of Wyoming’s Powder River Basin.   The DM&E rail line 
runs east-west within the project area and currently crosses Highway 14 at 
two locations.  The proposed DM&E expansion project would allow operation 
of unit coal trains along the reconstructed route through the states of 
Minnesota, South Dakota, and Wyoming.   

Local economic development within the project area includes the Al-Corn 
Clean Fuels (Al-Corn) facility. Al-Corn has received approval to expand its 
existing dry-mill ethanol production facility.  The facility is located on a 40-
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acre rural parcel south of Highway 14 and west of the City of Claremont.  
The proposed facility expansion would occur within the existing property 
boundary. 

Mn/DOT is aware of a regional utilities study being conducted by CapX2020 
to determine future customer demands and possible new/expanded routes 
for electrical transmission lines. One potential utility corridor has been 
identified through portions of Dodge County that would include areas within 
the Highway 14 study area. The latest information obtained from the 
CapX2020 website indicates these potential utility improvements are in the 
planning stages and would need to complete several approvals including 
environmental documentation and permits. 

1.10 PROJECT SCHEDULE 
Completion Date Task/Activity 

Fall 2006 Federal Notice of Intent  

November 2006 Release Scoping Document/ Draft Scoping Decision 
Document for public comment, begin the 30-day 
comment period 

December 2006 Public Scoping Meeting/Open House  

March 12, 2007 Final Scoping Decision Document  

March 2007 State EIS Preparation Notice  

October 2008 Distribute Draft EIS for agency/public comment, start of 
Draft EIS comment period  

November 2008 Public Hearings on Draft EIS  

January 2009 Identification of Preferred Alternative  

May 2010 Prepare and Distribute Final EIS  

Summer 2010 Mn/DOT Adequacy Determination  

Summer 2010 Federal Highway Administration Record of Decision 

After Summer 2010 Official Map/Municipal Consent/Right-of-Way Acquisition 

Not currently scheduled Construction (dependent upon funding availability) 

 

1.11 ARE THERE UNRESOLVED OR CONTROVERSIAL 
ISSUES? 
There are no unresolved or controversial issues with the Highway 14 
Improvement Project. 
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2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

The Highway 14 project corridor is located in southeastern Minnesota. The 
project corridor traverses west to east through Steele County and Dodge 
County, Minnesota (see Figure 1). The project limits extend approximately 
17.9 miles from I-35 in the City of Owatonna, Steele County to Highway 56 
near the City of Dodge Center in Dodge County (see Figure 1). The proposed 
improvements include expanding this segment of Highway 14 to a four-lane 
divided freeway section, including 12.3 miles on a new alignment.  

Grade-separated interchanges have been identified at five locations within 
the study area. These access locations were identified because they provide 
reasonable access to/from the regional system and to/from the local 
transportation network. 

• Steele County State Aid Highway 45 – will be reconstructed with a 
modified folded diamond configuration 

• Highway 218 – no design changes to existing folded diamond 
interchange 

• Steele County State Aid Highway 43 Area – new standard diamond 
interchange 

• Claremont Area – new standard diamond interchange at Dodge 
County State Aid Highway 3 

• Highway 56 Area – new standard diamond interchange configuration 
will connect Highway 56 and Dodge County State Aid Highway 5 with 
Highway 14 

2.2 RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENTAL UNITS 
Mn/DOT is the Responsible Governmental Unit for the development of and 
the environmental documentation for the Highway 14 Improvement Project. 
Mn/DOT is managing the project with the FHWA as a Joint Lead Agency. The 
contact persons for the project are: 

Mn/DOT District 6 FHWA 
Heather Lukes, PE Phil Forst, PE 
2900 48th Street NW Galtier Plaza 
Rochester, MN 55901 380 Jackson Street, Suite 500 
507.286.7694 Saint Paul, MN 55101-2904  
heather.lukes@state.mn.us  651.291.6110 

 philip.forst@dot.gov 
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2.3 FUNDING AND SCHEDULE 
Funding 
Federal funds are anticipated to be the primary source of construction 
funding (80 percent) with a 20 percent state match. The total cost for the 
preferred alternative is estimated to be $151.2 million. 

Table 2 – Preliminary Cost Estimates ($2009) 

Alternative 
Construction 

Costs1 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 

and Relocation Costs Total Costs2

Preferred Alternative $141,500,000 $9,700 000 $151,200,000
1 Includes four-lane roadway, local/frontage road connections, and other mitigation costs. 
2 Improvements to state highways can often result in the jurisdictional transfer of existing highways 

and other local roadways.  Under the preferred alternative, the existing highway alignment north of 
the railroad corridor would remain in place and would become part of the county road system 
(turnback to both Dodge County and Steele County). Other local roadway jurisdictional transfers may 
occur as part of the project. The cost estimate does not include the costs associated with 
jurisdictional transfers. 

 

Project Schedule 
Completion Date Task/Activity 

Fall 2006 Federal Notice of Intent  

November 2006 Release Scoping Document/ Draft Scoping Decision 
Document for public comment, begin the 30-day 
comment period 

December 2006 Public Scoping Meeting/Open House  

March 12, 2007 Final Scoping Decision Document  

March 2007 State EIS Preparation Notice  

October 2008 Distribute Draft EIS for agency/public comment, start of 
Draft EIS comment period  

November 2008 Public Hearings on Draft EIS  

January 2009 Identification of Preferred Alternative  

May 2010 Prepare and Distribute Final EIS  

Summer 2010 Mn/DOT Adequacy Determination  

Summer 2010 Federal Highway Administration Record of Decision 

After Summer 2010 Official Map/Municipal Consent/Right-of-Way Acquisition
  

Not currently scheduled Construction (dependent upon funding availability) 

 

2.4 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires that social, 
economic, and environmental considerations be included in the planning of 
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projects that receive federal funding. The proposed improvement to Highway 
14 is considered a Federal Class I Action because of its potential for 
significant impacts to the natural and physical environment. The EIS is a full 
disclosure document that discusses the environmental impacts of a proposed 
Class I Action. This Highway 14 Final EIS identifies the preferred alternative, 
describes changes in anticipated impacts from the Draft EIS, and outlines 
mitigation measures and commitments.  

This Final EIS has been prepared as part of the federal NEPA process and 
state environmental review process to fulfill requirements of both 42 USC 
4321 et. Seq. and Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410.2300. 

2.5 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 
Project Purpose 
The purpose of this project is to identify an environmentally and socially 
sensitive preferred alternative for a transportation system improvement 
consistent with meeting the identified needs presented below. 

Project Need 
A detailed description of the project purpose and need objectives was 
presented in the Highway 14 Draft EIS – Section 2.3, which has been 
incorporated by reference into this Final EIS. The preferred alternative is 
consistent with meeting the identified needs presented below: 

• Maintain Mobility – Forecast daily traffic demand indicates the capacity of 
the existing two-lane highway will be exceeded prior to the design year 
(year 2030). This will become a more problematic situation for vehicles 
attempting to enter onto or cross over the highway. As the traffic 
continues to increase, periods of congestion will become increasingly 
common. Traffic demand by 2030 will far exceed the highway’s capacity 
and severely degrade travel conditions in the area. 

This segment of Highway 14 has a relatively high percentage of truck 
traffic (approximately 11 percent), which can result in safety concerns as 
traffic volumes increase and more conflicts occur between these slower 
moving vehicles accessing, exiting, and/or crossing over a highway at an 
at-grade intersection. The percentage of truck traffic is anticipated to 
increase at the time the four-lane section of Highway 14 between 
Owatonna and Rochester is completed. This is because trucks traveling 
southbound on I-35 that are destined to locations east of Rochester on I-
90 will have an alternative route (and shorter distance) along Highway 14 
rather than continuing south of Owatonna on I-35 to access I-90 at the 
City of Albert Lea. Furthermore, agri-business along the corridor is 
anticipated to increase, which will result in additional truck traffic. 
 

• Improve Safety – Improving travel safety is a priority objective of 
Mn/DOT in managing the state trunk highway system. Over a five-year 
period (2001-2005), this segment of Highway 14 had 195 reported 
crashes, and 9 of those crashes resulted in fatalities. The distribution of 
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crashes along the Highway 14 corridor between Owatonna and Dodge 
Center does not lend itself to isolated safety improvements. Therefore, 
the proposed improvement needs to address safety conditions along the 
entire corridor rather than localized improvements (specific intersections). 
One of the most critical safety concerns within Mn/DOT District 6 is the 
existing at-grade Highway 14 crossing of the DM&E Railroad in Havana 
Township, Steele County.  Minnesota Rules 8830.2740 provides criteria 
for considering grade separation of at-grade railroad and roadway 
crossings. The existing Highway 14 crossing of the DM&E rail line in 
Steele County currently meets and/or exceeds several of these criteria. 
Furthermore, the Federal Railroad Administration, FHWA, and Mn/DOT 
have established initiatives to eliminate the number of at-grade railroad 
crossings on the National Highway System and all roadways. 

• Enhance System Continuity – Upon completion of the planned 
reconstruction of Highway 14 between Waseca and Interstate-35, the 
segment from Owatonna to Dodge Center (the subject of this EIS) will be 
the only non four-lane section of Highway 14 between the City of 
Mankato and the City of Rochester. 

• Foster Economic Growth – Goods and services are moved to and through 
the project area at a growing rate. Therefore, safe and reliable travel 
along and across the corridor will promote greater economic development 
and employment opportunities for the local and regional economies. 
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES 
3.1 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Highway 14 Draft EIS, dated October 2008, considered two primary build 
alternatives and the No-Build Alternative. The build alternatives are shown in 
Figure 2 of this Final EIS.  In addition, the preliminary layout of the preferred 
alternative (Alternative 3 from the Draft EIS) is shown in Figures A1 through 
A8 in Appendix A. Design options near Steele County Road 45, Steele County 
Road 43 (formally County Road 59), and the Claremont South Bypass were 
also considered in the Draft EIS.  

The alternative evaluation and screening process was based on an 
assessment of how each alternative addresses the purpose and need 
objectives of the project, as well as a corridor level assessment of potential 
social, economic, and environmental impacts. Following the Draft EIS 
comment period, a review of the public and agency comments was 
conducted. Based on the comments and supporting analysis in the Draft EIS, 
Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment with Claremont Option 4 was 
identified as the preferred alternative. Furthermore, additional public and 
agency coordination (i.e. Steele County, City of Owatonna, Havana Township, 
and Owatonna Township) helped determine the preferred interchange 
options at both Steele County Road 43 (Havana) and Steele County Road 45 
(Owatonna).    

What are the Reasons for Selecting the Preferred 
Alternative? 
Alternative 3 was identified as the preferred alternative for reasons including, 
but not limited to, the following: 

• Provides the most efficient travel through the study area with a 
limited access high-speed route and a shorter corridor distance 
(approximately 17.9 miles) compared to other considered alternatives 
(approximately 18.6 miles). 

• Provides a better long-term solution for local operational issues. The 
existing highway alignment has the ability to serve as a parallel route 
for local and agricultural related traffic. This eliminates the necessity 
to upgrade other existing township/county roads to serving these 
needs. 

• Improves travel safety by constructing a four-lane freeway section 
south of the railroad corridor. This reduces several existing public and 
private at-grade railroad crossings.    

• Is consistent with the design of Highway 14 both east and west of the 
study area. It will be a four-lane freeway section that remains south 
of the railroad corridor. 
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• Inclusion of Claremont South Bypass Option 4 avoids dividing the City 
of Claremont and provides for desirable future land development 
opportunities. 

• The social, economic, and environmental impacts including but not 
limited to architectural and archaeological resources, Section 4(f) 
properties, wetlands, noise, and farmland are not substantially 
greater or less than other alternatives/options considered. 

• It has the highest benefit-cost ratio indicating the benefits of the 
project outweigh the costs. 

• It has a lower estimated construction and right-of-way costs. 

• It received the greatest amount of support from the public and local 
governmental units, with the inclusion of Claremont Bypass Option 4. 

Description of Preferred Alternative 
The preferred alternative (Alternative 3 from the Draft EIS) involves 
relocating a portion of Highway 14 to a new alignment south of the DM&E 
Railroad corridor that runs east-west throughout the eastern two-thirds of 
the project area (see Figure 1 on page 2 and Figures A1 through A8 located 
in Appendix A). Beginning from the western termini, the preferred alternative 
utilizes the existing Highway 14 alignment from Interstate-35 to a point just 
west of the existing at-grade highway and railroad crossing in Steele County. 
At this point the preferred alternative continues east towards Claremont and 
Dodge Center on a new alignment that primarily parallels the southern edge 
of the railroad corridor. The new alignment swings away from the railroad 
corridor near the west limits of Claremont. It then swings back to the north 
again on the east side of Claremont and continues to parallel the railroad 
corridor to the eastern project termini near Dodge Center. The total length of 
Highway 14 construction for the preferred alternative is approximately 17.9 
miles. 

Turnback 
Under the preferred alternative, the existing highway alignment north of the 
DM&E Railroad corridor would remain in place and would become part of the 
county road system (turnback to both Dodge County and Steele County) and 
would primarily serve as a local parallel roadway to Highway 14.  Other local 
roadway jurisdictional transfers may occur as part of the project. 

Access 
This segment of Highway 14 is proposed to be a high speed, rural freeway. 
Grade-separated interchanges are proposed to be constructed and/or 
maintained at five key locations (Steele County Road 45 in Owatonna, Steele 
County Road 48/Highway 218, Steele County Road 43, Dodge County Road 3 
in Claremont, and Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 near Dodge Center). 
The construction of frontage/backage roads adjacent to the highway is 
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included as part of the preferred alternative in several locations to provide 
access to private property and/or to re-establish local roadway connections.  

Two additional grade-separated crossings (overpasses) are proposed at 
Steele County Road 16 in Havana Township and Dodge County Road 1 in 
Claremont Township. The objective of these grade-separated crossings is to 
maintain continuity of the local transportation system, while not 
compromising safety and mobility along Highway 14.  

Detailed Alignment Definition 
Additional detail of the preferred alternative at four areas where sub-
alternatives were considered in the Draft EIS along the preferred alternative 
is provided below. 

Steele County Road 45 Area 

Throughout the City of Owatonna and Owatonna Township, the preferred 
alternative follows the existing Highway 14 alignment. It is a rural four-lane 
divided section with a depressed center grass median.  

The highway bridges over the Union Pacific Railroad and over the Straight 
River will be replaced with the Highway 14 reconstruction. The location of 
these bridges is proposed to remain the same. Slight design modifications to 
accommodate wider shoulders are planned for the replacement bridges.  

The existing grade-separated interchange at Steele County Road 45 will be 
reconstructed as part of the preferred alternative. Following extensive review, 
analysis, and local input of interchange design configurations, a modified 
folded diamond interchange was determined the best solution for 
reconstructing the interchange at Highway 14 and Steele County Road 45. 
The replacement bridge over Highway 14 will be constructed to 
accommodate future traffic volumes along Steele County Road 45.  The type 
of intersection control (conventional intersection with stop control or 
roundabouts) was evaluated for the ramp terminal intersections. The Traffic 
Assessment (see Section 3.2 of this EIS) states either intersection control 
option could be implemented and provide acceptable safety and operational 
conditions at the intersections. The social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the intersection control options are nearly identical. The 
improvements associated with both options could be accommodated within 
existing county and state right-of-way. For purposes of this EIS, conventional 
intersections with stop control at County Road 45 was selected to be 
analyzed in the Final EIS.  

The preferred alternative also includes closure of existing Steele County Road 
6/Austin Road and Highway 14 right-in/right-out intersections as part of the 
proposed freeway design. Traffic currently using these limited access 
intersections will be routed to other roadways that connect to either the 
Steele County Road 45 interchange or the Highway 218 interchange. No 
improvements to the Highway 218 interchange are proposed under the 
preferred alternative.    
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Steele County Road 43 Area 

Near the intersection of SE 34th Street, the existing Highway 14 rural four-
lane section drops down to a rural two-lane section. The preferred alternative 
would continue the rural four-lane divided section (with a depressed center 
grass median) east on the existing alignment until just before the at-grade 
DM&E Railroad crossing. Here the highway alignment would remain south of 
the railroad corridor on a new alignment.  

Following the Draft EIS comment period, a series of interchange options for 
the County Road 43 Area were further refined and considered as part of 
developing the preliminary layout. Steele County and Havana Township 
independently hosted a public meeting to further receive input from area 
residents and landowners. Mn/DOT worked collaboratively with the County 
and Township to identify the best local interchange option that would 
minimize impacts and maintain adequate connections to local roadways. The 
preferred alternative includes construction of a standard diamond grade-
separated interchange at the existing Steele County Road 43 intersection. 
This interchange option was identified as the preferred option by Steele 
County in August 2009.  

Steele County, in cooperation with Mn/DOT, Owatonna, and Havana 
Township, are currently conducting the Owatonna North and East Beltline 
and Highway 14 Connection Environmental Assessment/Environmental 
Assessment Worksheet (EA/EAW) that will further consider local roadway 
improvements in this area of the County. The future federal/state 
environmental review findings and recommendations of the County EA/EAW 
would take the place of those contained in this EIS regarding interchange 
and local roadway connections in this area.    

Existing Highway 14 at-grade intersections with SE 34th Street, County Road 
43, and SE 54th Street would be closed as part of the proposed freeway 
design. Traffic currently using these intersections would likely be redirected 
to other local roadways (i.e. SE 28th Street, County Road 180, and SE 18th 
Street), which would ultimately provide a connection to the new County Road 
43 interchange. 

Claremont Area 

Near the City of Claremont, the preferred alternative swings south 
approximately ½-mile and utilizes the 630th Street corridor for a short 
segment (Claremont Bypass Option 4 from the Draft EIS). The location of this 
bypass alignment around Claremont was identified taking into consideration 
input provided by the City of Claremont and review of social and 
environmental issues.  

Based on a comment submitted on the Draft EIS and follow-up discussions 
with area landowners, it was determined that a slight alignment modification 
be considered west of Claremont (between Dodge County Road 1 and 110th 
Avenue). At this location the alignment drops south and away from the 
DM&E railroad right-of-way. This slight alignment change was considered 
because it would:  
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• Minimize farmland severance by paralleling the railroad corridor for a 
greater distance before swinging south toward 630th Street  

• Eliminate one additional at-grade railroad crossing  

As a result of balancing overall impacts to social and environmental resources 
with the needs of the highway and local transportation system, it was 
concluded that this alignment shift was the most prudent option despite 
introducing an additional relocation.  

The preferred alternative includes a Dodge County Road 1 overpass bridge 
that will allow local traffic direct access to and from Claremont along Dodge 
County Road 1. A standard diamond interchange along Highway 14 is 
proposed at Dodge County Road 3. East of Dodge County Road 3, the 
preferred alternative swings north and again parallels the south side of the 
railroad corridor. Other local roadway improvements are required to provide 
access to existing properties and to re-establish local roadway connections. 

Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 Area 

The preferred alternative generally follows the south side of the railroad 
corridor through this area. The Draft EIS showed a short extension of 630th 
Street from 150th Avenue to the east. Since publication of the Draft EIS, 
coordination with Claremont Township and Wasioja Township occurred 
determining a local connection between 150th Avenue and Dodge County 
Road 5 should be included to improve local circulation. As a result, the 
extension of 630th Street will continue east to intersect with Dodge County 
Road 5. This will provide a local connection to the Highway 56/Dodge County 
Road 5 and Highway 14 interchange.  

3.2 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
The traffic analysis was conducted as part of the Draft EIS (see Section 2.3 
and 4.1) and updated for the preferred alternative. The updated analysis 
primarily focused on the interchanges for the preferred alternative and on the 
potential traffic impacts that closing the Steele County Road 6/Austin Road 
right-in/right-out access points to Highway 14 would have on nearby streets. 

Under the preferred alternative, access to Highway 14 will be limited to the 
following five interchanges: 

• Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 interchange 

• Steele County Road 48/Highway 218/Highway 14 interchange 

• Steele County Road 43/Highway 14 interchange 

• Dodge County Road 3/Highway 14 interchange 

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5/Highway 14 interchange 

The Steele County Road 48/Highway 218/Highway 14 interchange was 
reconstructed in 2001, and the traffic analysis performed at that time for this 
interchange is sufficient to assure adequate operations at the interchange for 
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2030 forecast conditions. For the other four Highway 14 interchanges, 
additional traffic analyses were performed to determine the appropriate 
intersection control and lane geometry for the ramp terminal intersections. 

Under the Highway 14 preferred alternative, the Steele County Road 6 right-
in/right-out accesses to Highway 14 are proposed to be closed. The City of 
Owatonna has raised concerns about the traffic impacts the access closure 
may have on other nearby streets and intersections. A special study, entitled 
“County Road 6 Access Closure Analysis”, was conducted to determine the 
traffic impacts of the proposed access closure (see “Steele County Road 6 
Access Closure Impacts” in Final EIS Section 3.2 for additional information).    

Existing and Forecast Traffic Volumes 
Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes were obtained for Highway 14 from 
Mn/DOT and for side streets from field counts. The most recent ADT data 
was from 2006 and 2009 and is shown in Figure 3. Forecast ADT volumes for 
the year 2030 for the preferred alternative are shown in Figure 4. The 
greatest increase in traffic is expected to occur on the western portion of the 
study area near the City of Owatonna and Interstate-35. Throughout the 
study corridor, forecast traffic volumes are expected to more than double by 
2030. 

Forecast traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours for 2015 and 2030 
were also developed for the:  

• Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 interchange  

• Steele County Road 43/Highway 14 interchange  

• Dodge County Road 3/Highway 14 interchange  

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5/Highway 14 interchange   

The 2015 peak hour volumes for the four interchanges are shown in Figure 
5, and the 2030 peak hour volumes are shown in Figure 6.  

Interchange Analysis 
Since the publication of the Draft EIS, an Intersection Control Evaluation 
(ICE) has been conducted for the preliminary design of the preferred 
alternative. The ICE considers future traffic operations at interchange ramp 
terminal intersections and assists in determining the appropriate traffic 
control options for each location. A complete copy of the ICE Report is 
available for review at the Mn/DOT District 6 Offices in Rochester, Minnesota.  

The following interchange ramp terminal intersections have been investigated 
for the preferred alternative: 

• Steele County Road 45 at Highway 14 Eastbound (EB) Ramp 
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• Steele County Road 45 at Highway 14 Westbound  (WB) Ramp 

• Steele County Road 43 at Highway 14 EB Ramp 

• Steele County Road 43 at Highway 14 WB Ramp 

• Dodge County Road 3 at Highway 14 EB Ramp 

• Dodge County Road 3 at Highway 14 WB Ramp 

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 at Highway 14 EB Ramp 

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 at Highway 14 WB Ramp 

The traffic investigations included a warrant analysis, safety analysis, and 
traffic operations analysis. 

Warrant Analysis 
The Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MnMUTCD) 
provides guidance about when it may be appropriate to use all-way stop or 
signal control at an intersection.  This MnMUTCD guidance is provided in the 
form of “warrants,” or criteria, for when all-way stop or signal control may be 
justified. Though all-way stop or signal control should not be installed at an 
intersection unless a MnMUTCD warrant is met, meeting a warrant at an 
intersection does not in itself require the installation of that particular type of 
traffic control. The MnMUTCD does not have any warrants for roundabout 
control at an intersection.  However, according to ICE guidelines, 
roundabouts are considered warranted if traffic volumes meet the criteria for 
either all-way stops or traffic signals. An engineering study that considers 
factors, including warrants, should be performed to determine the “best” type 
of control at an intersection. 
 
Using 2030 forecast traffic volumes, the eight ramp terminal intersections at 
the four subject Highway 14 interchanges were analyzed to determine if any 
all-way stop or signal warrants were met. The results of the all-way stop 
warrant analysis with 2030 forecast volumes indicate only the two Steele 
County Road 45/Highway 14 ramp terminal intersections meet the all-way 
stop warrant under 2030 forecast conditions. Only the Steele County Road 
45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp intersection meets any signal warrants 
under 2030 forecast conditions. The all-way stop warrant is met at the Steele 
County Road 45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection and the all-way 
stop and signal warrants are met at the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 
Westbound Ramp intersection. Therefore roundabout control is also 
considered warranted at these two intersections and should be further 
studied as an alternative means of traffic control at these intersections.  

For 2030 conditions, all-way stop and signal warrants are not expected to be 
met at the ramp terminal intersections at the Steele County Road 
43/Highway 14 interchange, Dodge County Road 3/Highway 14 interchange, 
and Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5/Highway 14 interchange. This 
suggests that one-way stop control (stop control on the ramp approach only) 
is the best intersection control at these six ramp terminal intersections. No 
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further analysis of higher types of intersection control was required at these 
intersections. 

Safety Analysis 
As described above, the warrant analysis indicated that only the Steele 
County Road 45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection and Steele County 
Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp intersection may meet warrants for 
intersection control other than one-way stop control. Therefore, only these 
two intersections were investigated in the safety analysis.   

The annual number of crashes for each intersection was estimated for each 
type of warranted intersection control.  Crash estimates were made for 2015 
and 2030 Build conditions. Build conditions assume lane configuration 
improvements (i.e., adding turn lanes) will be made at the intersection.  
Traffic volume differences for future years were taken into account in 
calculating the crash estimates.  Crash estimates are based mainly on 
average crash rate information from Mn/DOT’s compilation of crash data by 
intersection type using 2006-2008 crash information.  The average crash 
rates for District 6 (Rochester) were used for the crash estimate calculations.  
The District 6 average crash rate of 0.5 crashes per million entering vehicles 
(MEV) for an unsignalized, urban or suburban thru/stop intersection was 
used for calculating crash estimates for one-way or two-way stop control 
intersections.  The District 6 average crash rate of 0.4 crashes per MEV for 
an unsignalized, all-way stop intersection was used for calculating crash 
estimates for all-way stop control intersections.  The District 6 average crash 
rate of 0.9 crashes per MEV for a signalized, low volume, low speed 
intersection was used for calculating crash estimates for signal control 
intersections.  There is no Mn/DOT average crash rate for roundabout control 
intersections.  Therefore, a crash rate for roundabout control was developed 
by assuming the crash rate for roundabout control would be 56 percent of 
the crash rate for signal control (this is based on the 44 percent crash 
reduction factor, indicated in FHWA’s Desktop Reference for Crash Reduction 
Factors, for changing to roundabout control at an intersection).  This results 
in an average crash rate of 0.5 crashes per MEV for roundabout control 
intersections. 

For the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection, the 
estimated annual crashes are shown in Table 3 for:  

• Build with two-way stop control 

• Build with all-way stop control 

• Build with roundabout control 

Note signal control was not warranted at this intersection, and, therefore, no 
crash estimates were made for signal control at the intersection.  As can be 
seen from Table 3, all-way stop control at the intersection provides the 
greatest safety benefit, while two-way stop and roundabout control provide 
the same safety benefit. 
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Table 3 – Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp Intersection – 
Annual Crashes by Intersection Control Type 

Year Entering 
ADT 

Build  
2-Way Stop 

Build  
All-Way Stop 

Build  
Roundabout 

2015 8,485 1.55 1.24 1.55 
2030 10,292 1.88 1.50 1.88 

 
For the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp intersection, 
the estimated annual crashes are shown in Table 4 for:  

• Build with one-way stop control 

• Build with all-way stop control 

• Build with signal control 

• Build with roundabout control 

As can be seen from Table 4, all-way stop control at the intersection provides 
the greatest safety benefit, while signal control provides the least safety 
benefit. 

Table 4 – Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp Intersection – 
Annual Crashes by Intersection Control Type 

Year Entering 
ADT 

Build  
2-Way Stop 

Build  
All-Way Stop 

Build  
Signal 

Build  
Roundabout

2015 11,332 2.07 1.65 3.72 2.07 
2030 13,745 2.51 2.01 4.52 2.51 

 
Though the safety analysis indicates that all-way stop control is expected to 
provide the least annual crashes at both subject intersections, the difference 
in annual crashes for all-way stop control compared to one-way/two-way 
stop control or roundabout control is small.  This suggests that factors other 
than safety should play a more important role in deciding which of these 
three types of intersection control is preferred at the County Road 
45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection and at the County Road 
45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp intersection.  In addition, due to the 
number of approach lanes on the County Road 45 approaches to these 
intersections and the fact that these intersections are in a speed transition 
area on County Road 45, it may be difficult for motorists to pick out and see 
the stop signs on County Road 45.  This may result in a higher than 
estimated number of crashes at the intersections under the all-way stop 
condition. 

Traffic Operations Analysis  
The traffic operations analysis was performed for the four subject 
interchanges using the AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes for 2030 traffic 
conditions. 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 27 
May 2010 

The warrant analysis suggests that one-way stop control is the best type of 
control at the ramp terminal intersections at the Steele County Road 
43/Highway 14 interchange, Dodge County Road 3/Highway 14 interchange, 
and Highway 56/Highway 14 interchange. The traffic operations analysis was 
performed for these six intersections for the AM and PM peak hour, assuming 
one-way stop control (stop control on the ramp approach only) and the 
preferred alternative lane geometry. The results of the analysis are shown in 
Table 5, which indicates that all six intersections are expected to operate at 
level of service1 (LOS) A, and all individual movements are expected to 
operate at LOS A, for the AM and PM peak hour under 2030 conditions. This 
suggests that, with one-way stop control, these intersections have 
considerable “reserve” capacity and should be able to handle traffic demands 
well into the future. 

Table 5 – 2030 Peak Hour Traffic Operation Results 

At the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection and 
Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp intersection, the 

                                                 
1 LOS is a measure of delay and operating conditions defined by the Highway Capacity Manual and is expressed as 
levels of service “A” through “F.”  LOS A represents the best operating conditions (no congestion) and LOS F 
represents the worst operating conditions (severe congestion). For the intersections at the Highway 14 interchanges, 
it was assumed that LOS C or better for the overall intersection and LOS D or better for individual intersection 
movements represented acceptable operating conditions. 
 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 28 
May 2010 

warrant analysis indicated that more than one type of intersection control 
may be warranted under 2030 conditions. Therefore, traffic operations 
analyses were performed for these two intersections with the different types 
of warranted intersection control, using 2030 AM and PM peak hour volumes. 
The intersection control alternatives investigated included:  

• Side street stop control at both intersections 
• All-way stop control at both intersections 
• Signal control at the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound 

Ramp intersection  
• Two-way stop control at the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 

Eastbound Ramp intersection (Note signal control is not expected to 
be warranted at this intersection, and it appears that two-way stop 
control functioned adequately under 2030 conditions) 

• Roundabout control at both intersections 

The results of the analysis are shown on the next page in Table 6, which 
indicates that both intersections are expected to operate at LOS A for the AM 
and PM peak hour under 2030 conditions, regardless of the type of 
intersection control employed. 

Interchange Recommendations 
For the preferred alternative, it is recommended that one-way stop control be 
implemented at the ramp terminal intersections at the Steele County Road 
43/Highway 14 interchange, Dodge County Road 3/Highway 14 interchange, 
and Highway 56/Highway 14 interchange. At the Steele County Road 
45/Highway 14 interchange, two alternatives are recommended to be carried 
forward to the next phase of the project. One option is to provide one-way 
stop control at the Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Westbound Ramp 
intersection, and two-way stop control at the Steele County Road 
45/Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp intersection. A second option is to provide 
roundabout control at both intersections.  

Steele County Road 6 Access Closure Impacts  
Under the preferred alternative, the existing right-in/right-out accesses on 
Steele County Road 6/Austin Road at Highway 14 are proposed to be closed. 
Since the publication of the Draft EIS, a study was performed to determine 
the traffic impacts of the access closure on other nearby intersections. The 
results of the study are provided in a technical memorandum, entitled, 
“County Road 6 Access Closure Analysis” (dated 8/27/09), and is available for 
review at the Mn/DOT District 6 Offices in Rochester, Minnesota. 

The study investigated traffic impacts of the access closure at the following 
intersections under 2030 conditions: 

• Steele County Road 45 and 18th Street 

• Steele County Road 45 and 22nd Street 

• Steele County Road 45 and Highway 14 Westbound Ramp 
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Table 6 – Steele County Road 45/Highway 14 Traffic Operations and Intersection Control Results 
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•  Steele County Road 45 and Highway 14 Eastbound Ramp 

• Austin Road and 18th Street 

• Austin Road and 22nd Street 

• Steele County Road 48 and 18th Street 

The traffic analyses included a review of:  

• Recent crash data for the intersections  

• An estimate of the amount of traffic (including truck traffic) expected 
to be shifted to other intersections due to the access closure 

• A traffic operations analysis for the 2030 AM and PM peak hour with 
the Steele County Road 6 accesses closed 

• A review of the ability of large trucks to turn at the intersections   

The traffic analyses performed indicate that the amount of traffic shifted from 
the Steele County Road 6 accesses to other intersections is expected to be 
relatively small compared to existing traffic at each intersection.  The amount 
of truck traffic expected to be shifted to other intersections due to the Steele 
County Road 6 access closure is expected to be less than one or two trucks 
for any particular movement at the intersections during the peak hours.  
Consequently, the County Road 6 access closure at Highway 14 is not 
expected to have any major traffic impacts at other nearby intersections.  
Some minor improvements at two study intersections are expected to be 
needed to address 2030 traffic conditions. The need for these improvements 
is being driven by existing conditions or future background traffic growth and 
not the shifted traffic from the County Road 6 access closure. 
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4.0 UPDATED SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this section is to present an update on the anticipated 
impacts of the preferred alternative on the social, economic, and natural 
environments, as they differ from the information presented in the Draft EIS. 
For impacts that have not changed, the information is summarized here, and 
the reader will be referred to the Draft EIS.    

4.1 WHAT ARE THE SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS? 
Right-of-Way and Relocation 
The amount of right-of-way to be acquired for the preferred alternative was 
calculated by taking the total amount of land within the preliminary right-of-
way corridor that falls outside any existing right-of-way.  To the extent 
possible, the preferred alternative has been designed to utilize existing state 
and local government-owned right-of-way in an effort to minimize right-of-
way needs. The following design guidelines were used in determining the 
right-of-way acquisition needs for the preferred alternative. 

• A 300-foot corridor is desirable for a rural four-lane highway section. 
All locations where no existing right-of-way exists were designed 
using a 300-foot right-of-way corridor. 

• Existing Highway 14 right-of-way ranges from approximately 100 feet 
in the east to approximately 300 feet in the west. 

• An existing 66-foot right-of-way was assumed and applied to all 
segments of an alternative that utilizes an existing roadway. 

• A 66-foot right-of-way corridor was applied to all new/reconstructed 
township and frontage roads. 

• A 100-foot right-of-way corridor was applied to all new/reconstructed 
county roads. 

The preferred alternative will require approximately 578 total acres of new 
right-of-way to accommodate the proposed improvements. This is a 
preliminary estimate of the right-of-way required for the project and will be 
refined as part of the final design and as a result of the right-of-way 
acquisition process. In addition, temporary construction easements may be 
required in areas where the construction limits extend beyond the proposed 
right-of-way. 

Table 7 – Potential Right-of-Way Acquisition 

Alternative 
Additional Highway 

Right-of-Way Needed1
Additional Local Road 
Right-of-Way Needed1

Preferred Alternative 502 acres 76 acres 

1 Impacts based on preliminary right-of-way and may change as part of the final design and right-of-way acquisition process. 
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Relocation 
Highway construction quite often requires the relocation of residential, 
commercial, and farm properties. The acquisition of property is one of the 
most obvious impacts associated with highway construction. The 
identification of potential relocations was completed by overlaying the 
preferred alternative alignment onto aerial photographs. The same right-of-
way corridor widths as above were also used in the assessment of potential 
relocations. Properties where the required right-of-way impacted the building 
or required a substantial portion of the lot were considered for relocation. 
Depending on the outcome of the right-of-way process, additional relocations 
may be considered if requested by the property owner.  

The preferred alternative will require acquisition of 17 residences/farmsteads.  
The project will not require any business relocations. Figures A1 through A8, 
located in Appendix A, depict the anticipated relocations. The alignment of 
the preferred alternative may be adjusted further in the final design phase to 
reduce these impacts.  

Mitigation 
The design phase of the preferred alternative will focus efforts to minimize 
residential impacts to the extent possible. The needs of each relocatee will be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis closer to the time of acquisition. See Draft 
EIS Section 4.1 – Right-of-Way and Relocation for further information. 

An analysis of the residential real estate market in the project area was 
conducted in order to gain a preliminary understanding of the market’s ability 
to absorb the residential/farmstead relocations associated with construction 
of the preferred alternative. The research indicated that as of September 
2009, there were over 260 existing residential/farmstead listings and over 
170 land/lots for sale listed through the Online Multiple Listing Service 
(OMLS) in:  

• City of Owatonna 

• Owatonna Township 

• Havana Township 

• City of Claremont 

• Claremont Township 

• City of Dodge Center 

• Wasioja Township 

The median price of these residential/farmstead and lot/land listings are 
approximately $160,000 and $50,000, respectively. The potential 
replacement housing supply under current conditions appears to be more 
than adequate for accommodating relocations from the proposed project. 
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Relocation Assistance 

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended and 49 CFR Part 24 provide that assistance be granted 
to persons, businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations that may be 
displaced by public improvements, such as this highway project. 

Mn/DOT will provide relocation assistance for persons displaced by the 
project without discrimination. Advisors are available to explain relocation 
details, policies, and procedures with potentially displaced individuals. The 
advisors will work with a displacee in locating comparable replacement 
property and will work directly with property occupants to assist with their 
specific relocation plans. 

Residential displacees are entitled to advisory services and the 
reimbursement of some of the costs associated with relocation. These may 
include moving expenses, replacement housing costs, increased 
rental/mortgage payments, closing costs, and other valid relocation costs. 
The replacement dwelling to which a displacee relocates must be “decent, 
safe, and sanitary”, meaning it must meet all the minimum requirements 
established by federal regulations and conform to all housing and occupancy 
codes. 

If necessary, Last Resort Housing provisions will be implemented to ensure 
comparable replacement housing is available to each displacee. These 
provisions may include increased replacement housing payments, 
construction of properties, or other alternate methods based on reasonable 
costs. 

Relocation assistance will also be made available to businesses, farms, and 
non-profit organizations. Acquisition and relocation will be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. In addition to advisory services, 
payment may be made for certain expenses pertaining to: 

• Moving Costs 

• Loss of tangible personal property as a result of relocation or 
discontinuance of a business 

• Reestablishment expenses 

• Costs incurred in searching for a replacement site 

• Fixed payment in lieu of moving and reestablishment costs 

Economic Environment 
The construction of the preferred alternative will impact the economy of the 
project area by converting agricultural land to highway uses and relocating or 
acquiring residences and farmsteads. The improved highway may also attract 
new development that would compensate for such losses. See Draft EIS 
Section 4.1 – Economic Environment for further discussion.  
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Indirect impacts to existing businesses may occur as a result of access 
changes and construction activities including potential traffic delays and 
detours. 

Mitigation 
Relocation assistance will be provided for all acquired properties, no other 
economic mitigation measures are proposed. 

Railroad Assessment 
Minnesota Rules 8830.2740 provides criteria for considering grade separation 
of at-grade railroad and roadway crossings. The existing Highway 14 crossing 
of the DM&E rail line in Steele County currently meets and/or exceeds several 
of these criteria. Furthermore, the Federal Railroad Administration, FHWA, 
and Mn/DOT have established initiatives to eliminate the number of at-grade 
railroad crossings on the National Highway System and all roadways.  

The preferred alternative improves safety conditions by eliminating several 
public and private crossings of the DM&E rail line within the project area. Up 
to ten public road at-grade crossings and four private crossings are proposed 
to be closed/eliminated since the eastern two-thirds of the Highway 14 
corridor is to be realigned south of the DM&E rail line. Three crossings, all 
within the City of Claremont, would remain under the preferred alternative 
including Dodge County Road 1, Elm Street, and Dodge County Road 3.  

Grade-separated crossings of other highways over the rail line would be 
added at Steele County Road 16 and the new Dodge County Road 5/Highway 
56 interchange. An analysis of the future exposure rate at the County Road 
43/DM&E railroad crossing in Havana Township was conducted. The future 
exposure rate was determined by multiplying the number of trains forecast to 
travel along the rail corridor and the number of forecast vehicles traveling 
along County Road 43 and crossing over the rail line. Based on the results of 
this analysis, the future conditions at this crossing do not warrant the need 
for a grade separated crossing and that installation of improved signage, 
flashing warning lights, and control gates are the appropriate safety 
improvements for this crossing. 

Mitigation 
No mitigation is proposed as part of the proposed highway improvements. 
Mn/DOT will continue to coordinate with the DM&E and local roadway 
jurisdictions as improvements to the rail line are proposed and as 
improvements to Highway 14 are further designed. 

Social and Community Environment 
Information regarding population, housing, and community resources is 
available in Draft EIS Section 4.1 – Social and Community Environment. The 
preferred alternative is anticipated to have minimal impacts on community 
resources. The potentially affected resources include the St Thomas 
Convention Center, the Claremont City Offices, and the Claremont Game 
Refuge. The preliminary construction limits indicate the impacts to these 
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resources would be limited. While access to these community resources 
would be altered, relocation of community resource structures is not 
proposed. Some local units of government have expressed concern regarding 
the creation of long dead end roadways that will impact emergency response 
and potential maintenance issues with cul-de-sacs. The preferred alternative 
will prohibit direct access to properties along the corridor. However, 
alternative access is to be provided by secondary streets.     

Mitigation 
Mitigation measures for acquisition and relocations are described under the 
Right-of-Way and Relocation section of this Final EIS. Mitigation for relocated 
access points will also be conducted as part of the right-of-way acquisition 
process. 

Land Use 
As discussed in Draft EIS Section 4.1 – Land Use, the preferred alternative 
will have some impact on land use in the project area. Right-of-way 
acquisition will impact seven homes and ten farmsteads along the corridor 
and will also convert farmland and wetland acreage to transportation uses. 
There is also the potential for the improved four-lane freeway section to 
attract additional development to interchange areas. It is assumed this 
development would primarily occur within the cities of Owatonna and 
Claremont. 

Based on the importance of Highway 14 to the affected communities, the 
preferred alternative is consistent and compatible with existing and future 
land use plans and maps.  

Mitigation 
Controlling potential land use changes that occur following implementation of 
the proposed improvements would be accomplished primarily through local 
government zoning authority and through highway access management 
(proposed freeway design). Mn/DOT has already coordinated with local units 
of government regarding the project and further discussions will occur to 
discuss land use and transportation planning efforts and any mitigation 
commitments once the preferred alternative has been selected.  Mitigation 
commitments, if needed, may include land use plan and zoning map 
modifications made by local governments. Furthermore, Mn/DOT encourages 
cities in the project area to use smart growth techniques and innovative best 
management practices for stormwater, such as those listed on the NEPA 
Stormwater Green Sheet that was provided by the EPA. A copy of the 
Stormwater Green Sheet is included in Section 8.2 of this Final EIS as part of 
the response to comments for the EPA comment letter on the Draft EIS. 

Parks and Public Recreational Areas 
Parks and public recreational areas are listed and discussed in Draft EIS 
Section 4.1 – Parks and Public Recreational Areas. Upon completion of the 
preliminary design, it was determined that the preferred alternative will have 
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no impacts on existing parks in the study area. However, the preferred 
alternative will impact the Claremont State Game Refuge and impact grant-
in-aid snowmobile trails.  

State Game Refuge 
The Claremont State Game Refuge (not managed by the MNDNR) is located 
within the Highway 14 project area. State Game Refuges are lands set aside 
as refuges for animals. Hunting is not allowed on these lands unless 
designated by the commissioner (Minnesota Statute 97A.085). According to 
Dodge County land records, more than 50 percent of the land contained 
within the Claremont State Game Refuge is privately owned property and, 
therefore, the refuge is not considered a Section 4(f) resource.  

The preferred alternative runs through approximately three miles of the 
Claremont State Game Refuge boundary and will require right-of-way 
acquisition of land within the boundary. The preferred alternative is not 
anticipated to substantially affect the Claremont Game Refuge because the 
land expected to be acquired for the proposed highway improvements is 
privately-owned agricultural land that is primarily located adjacent to the 
DM&E rail line. 

State Trails 
Most of the recreational trails within and in close proximity to the project 
area are Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) grant-in-aid snowmobile 
trails. These trails are generally used for recreational purposes during winter 
months. The location of the trails can change as they require access 
easements through permission from property owners.   

Construction of the preferred alternative, which will be a controlled access 
freeway section, may affect the routes of grant-in-aid snowmobile trails since 
these trails will not be allowed within the highway right-of-way and will need 
to cross the highway corridor at grade-separated locations (interchanges and 
overpasses). 

Mitigation 
No mitigation measures are proposed for impacts to the Claremont State 
Game Refuge or grant-in-aid snowmobile trails. Coordination between the 
MNDNR and Mn/DOT will continue through the project development process. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Movements 
There are no pedestrian or bicycle facilities within the project area. From 
west to east, the preferred alternative will provide grade-separated crossings 
of Highway 14 at: 

• Steele County Road 45 (interchange with trail on bridge)  

• Highway 218 (existing interchange)  

• Steele County Road 43 (interchange)  
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• Steele County Road 16 (overpass)  

• Dodge County Road 1 (overpass)  

• Dodge County Road 3 (interchange)  

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 (interchange)  

These grade-separated crossings will allow for safe crossing of the highway 
corridor for pedestrians and bicyclists.   

Since publication of the Draft EIS, Mn/DOT has been approached by a group 
pursuing an extension of the Stagecoach regional trail that would potentially 
run through the eastern third of the project area. Currently, their preferred 
alignment for the trail would parallel the DM&E rail line from Dodge Center to 
Claremont. The preliminary design of the highway corridor was completed in 
a manner that would not preclude the future construction of a trail by a third 
party along the south side of the railroad tracks. 

A sidewalk extension is planned at Steele County Road 45 that will extend an 
existing sidewalk from SE 22nd Street across Highway 14 to the St. Thomas – 
Gainey Conference Center. A sidewalk currently exists along the east side of 
County Road 45 north of SE 22nd Street. The preferred alternative includes 
extending the sidewalk south along County Road 45 to the north ramp 
terminal intersection. Pedestrians will be directed to cross County Road 45 at 
this location. The sidewalk will further extend south along the west side of 
County Road 45 to the St. Thomas – Gainey Conference Center entrance. 
The County Road 45 Bridge over Highway 14 has been designed to include a 
sidewalk.     

Mitigation 
No other mitigation beyond the improvements discussed above is proposed 
at this time. 

Environmental Justice 
The Draft EIS included an evaluation of the entire project corridor for 
environmental justice issues including the potential effects to an identifiable 
low-income population located south of Highway 14 in the City of Claremont. 
The Draft EIS concluded there would be no disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority populations or low-income populations as a result 
of the proposed alternatives (see Draft EIS Section 4.1 – Environmental 
Justice).  

Mitigation 
No mitigation measures are proposed since no disproportionately high and 
adverse effects are anticipated on minority and/or low-income populations.  

Transit Services 
The preferred alternative will potentially have a positive impact on the quality 
of transit service along the corridor and beyond as a result of improved traffic 
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operations. Short-term adverse impacts to transit services may result from 
construction activities including minor detours or construction delays. See 
Draft EIS Section 4.1 – Transit Services for a description of transit options 
available in the project area. 

Mitigation 
No mitigation measures are proposed. 

Utilities 
Construction of the preferred alternative will require the relocation of some 
local and regional utility services. Coordination and cooperation with the 
utility service providers will occur during the final design phase of the project. 
See Draft EIS Section 4.1 – Utilities for a description of utilities located in the 
project area. 

Mitigation 
Coordination with utility providers will occur during the final design phase of 
the project to ensure all utilities within the area are identified, so avoidance 
and minimization measures can be further implemented. No other mitigation 
measures are proposed. 

As discussed in the Draft EIS, certain utilities require environmental analysis 
under the State of Minnesota environmental review program (Minnesota 
Rules 4410.4300) for utilities currently administered by the Minnesota 
Department of Commerce and Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. In 
addition, Minnesota Statutes 85.415 requires utility companies to obtain 
permits from the MnDNR to cross state owned lands and waters. Such 
permits include provision for environmental analysis and the 
minimization/mitigation of adverse impacts on the environment.  

Contaminated Properties 
The presence of potentially contaminated properties (defined as properties 
where soil and/or groundwater is impacted with pollutants, contaminants, or 
hazardous materials) is a concern in the development of highway projects 
because of potential liabilities associated with ownership of such properties, 
potential cleanup costs, and safety concerns associated with construction 
personnel encountering unsuspected wastes or contaminated soil or 
groundwater.  The primary step in recognizing and evaluating potentially 
contaminated properties is completing a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA). 

A Phase I ESA was completed in the summer 2007 followed by a 
supplemental Phase I ESA in June 2008. A complete summary of the sites 
identified in the Phase I ESA was documented in the Draft EIS (see Section 
4.1 – Contaminated Properties).  

According to the Phase I ESA, approximately 22 medium and high risk sites 
were identified within or in close proximity (approximately 500 ft.) of the 
preferred alternative improvements.  The potentially contaminated properties 
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(low-, medium-, high-risk sites) are depicted on Figures A1 through A8 found 
in Appendix A.  

Mitigation 
Prior to construction activities, properties identified as having the greatest 
potential to directly impact the preferred alternative will be further evaluated 
during the final design and associated processes.  During the final design and 
construction and/or right-of-way process, potentially contaminated properties 
with a potential to impact the preferred alternative may be drilled and 
sampled, if necessary, to determine the extent and magnitude of 
contaminated soil or groundwater. The results of these investigations will be 
used to determine if the impact of contaminated materials on the preferred 
alternative can be avoided and/or minimized through design refinements, 
right-of-way refinements, and determining if the improvements will be on a 
fill or cut section. Construction work will be conducted in compliance with all 
state and federal laws and regulations. 

If necessary, a plan will be developed by Mn/DOT for properly handling and 
treating contaminated soil and/or groundwater. Mn/DOT will work with the 
Petroleum Brownfields Program and/or the Voluntary Investigation and 
Cleanup Programs at the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), as 
appropriate, to obtain assurances that Mn/DOT’s contaminated site cleanup 
work and/or contaminated site acquisition will not associate it with long-term 
environmental liability for the contamination. 

Architectural and Archaeological Resources 
In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) of 1966 (36 CFR 800) and Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138), a cultural resources 
investigation of the proposed Highway 14 corridor was conducted. The Draft 
EIS Section 4.2 – Architectural and Archaeological Resources provided a 
summary of the Phase I and Phase II evaluations completed for this project. 
Copies of the Phase I and Phase II reports are available for review at the 
Mn/DOT District 6 Offices in Rochester, Minnesota. 

Based on the findings of the reports, there are a total of eleven historic 
resources recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) within the area of potential effect (APE) for the 
preferred alternative. Figures A1 through A8, located in Appendix A, depict 
the locations of the resources. The following historic resources have been 
further evaluated for the preferred alternative: 

• Arendts Farmstead (DO-CLT-014) 

• Four segments of the Winona & St. Peter Railroad Corridor (DO-CLT-
030, DO-CLT-017, DO-WAS-040, and ST-HAV-011) 

• Lehmann Farmstead (DO-CLT-031) 

• Lehmann Farmstead  (DO-CLT-047) 
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• A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse (ST-ONA-014) 

• One segment of the Burlington, Cedar Rapids & Northern Railroad 
Corridor (ST-ONA-015) 

• One segment of the Minnesota Central Railroad Corridor (ST-ONA-
018) 

• Homeyer Farm (ST-HAV-032) 

• Pichner Farmstead (ST-HAV-034) 

• Dunker Farmstead (ST-HAV-035) 

• Thompson Farmstead (ST-HAV-038) 

No NRHP-eligible archaeological sites will be impacted by the preferred 
alternative as documented in the findings from a Phase II Evaluation 
completed in June 2009. Adverse affects on historic structures can result 
from right-of-way/relocation impacts, as well as visual and auditory effects 
and other possible direct and indirect impacts during and after construction. 
Table 8 below identifies the determinations made whether or not a historic 
structure is adversely affected by the preferred alternative and what type of 
impact is anticipated.  The Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) has concurred with the findings presented in Table 8 (see Appendix B 
for Mn/DOT Cultural Resources and SHPO letters). 

Table 8 – Preferred Alternative Effects on Historic Resources 

Property Name SHPO Inventory 
Number 

Adverse Effect 
Yes/No Type of Effect 

Arendts Farmstead  DO-CLT-014 No N/A 

Segments of Winona & St. 
Peter Railroad Corridor 

DO-CLT-030, DO-CLT-
017, DO-WAS-040, 
and ST-HAV-011 

No N/A 

Lehmann Farmstead  DO-CLT-031 No N/A 

Lehmann Farmstead   DO-CLT-047 Yes 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 
and Removal of 
Structure 

A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse  ST-ONA-014 No N/A 

Burlington, Cedar Rapids & 
Northern Railroad Corridor  ST-ONA-015 No N/A 

Minnesota Central Railroad 
Corridor  ST-ONA-018 No N/A 

Homeyer Farm ST-HAV-032 Yes Right-of-Way Acquisition 
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Property Name SHPO Inventory 
Number 

Adverse Effect 
Yes/No Type of Effect 

Pichner Farmstead  ST-HAV-034 Yes Audible/Visual 

Dunker Farmstead  ST-HAV-035 Yes 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 
and Removal of 
Structure 

Thompson Farmstead  ST-HAV-038 Yes Audible/Visual 

 
The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (located in Appendix C) provides greater 
detail of potential effects to the Dunker Farmstead (ST-HAV-035), Homeyer 
Farm (ST-HAV-032), and Lehmann Farmstead (DO-CLT-047) since the 
proposed transportation improvement would result in a Section 4(f) use of 
these historic resources. 

Mitigation 
The mitigation measures have been incorporated into a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) prepared under Section 106 that was developed and 
executed by Mn/DOT, FHWA, and the SHPO (see Appendix B).  

Mitigation contained in the MOA includes further documentation, by Mn/DOT, 
of historic structures within the project area and prior to demolition of 
identified eligible properties. Mn/DOT is also required to seek the transfer of 
ownership of the Dunker (ST-HAV-035) and Lehman (DO-CLT-47) properties 
with the intent of the new owner moving/rebuilding the barns for use at new 
locations. Lastly, Mn/DOT will work with the construction contractor to 
protect unevaluated portions of archaeological Site 21DO0014. Further 
coordination with SHPO on these mitigation requirements will occur 
throughout the remaining phases of the project development process.   

4.2 WHAT ARE THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS? 
Noise 
With the identification of the preferred alternative, a more detailed analysis 
of noise impacts was completed. The objective of this analysis was to further 
quantify the potential impacts of the preferred alternative using a more 
detailed model that considers a specific alignment, locations of receptors, and 
topography of the area. The results of this modeling were then used to 
determine the feasibility and cost reasonableness of using noise walls to 
provide mitigation for the project’s impacts on receptors. 

Noise Description 

Noise is defined as any unwanted sound. Sound travels in a wave motion and 
produces a sound pressure level. This sound pressure level is commonly 
measured in decibels. Decibels (dBA) represent the logarithmic increase in 
sound energy relative to a reference energy level.  A sound increase of three 
dBA is barely perceptible to the human ear, a five dBA increase is clearly 
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noticeable, and a ten dBA increase is heard as twice as loud. For example, if 
the sound energy is doubled (e.g., the amount of traffic doubles), there is a 
three dBA increase in noise, which is just barely noticeable to most people. 
On the other hand, if traffic increases to where there is ten times the sound 
energy level over a reference level, then there is a ten dBA increase and it is 
heard as twice as loud. 

For highway traffic noise, an adjustment, or weighting, of the high- and low-
pitched sounds, is made to approximate the way that an average person 
hears sounds. The adjusted sound levels are stated in units of "A-weighted 
decibels" (dBA). In Minnesota, traffic noise impacts are evaluated by 
measuring and/or modeling the traffic noise levels that are exceeded ten 
percent and 50 percent of the time during the hour of the day and/or night 
that has the heaviest traffic. These numbers are identified as the L10 and L50 

levels. The L10 value is compared to FHWA noise abatement criteria. 

The following chart provides a rough comparison of the noise levels of some 
common noise sources. 

Sound Pressure Level (dBA) Noise Source    

140   Jet Engine (at 25 meters)  

130   Jet Aircraft (at 100 meters)  

120   Rock and Roll Concert  

110   Pneumatic Chipper  

100   Jointer/Planer  

90   Chainsaw  

80   Heavy Truck Traffic  

70   Business Office  

60   Conversational Speech  

50   Library  

40   Bedroom  

30   Secluded Woods  

20   Whisper 

Source:  “A Guide to Noise Control in Minnesota,” Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/pubs/noise.pdf and “Highway Traffic Noise,” FHWA, 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/htnoise.htm 

State of Minnesota Noise Regulations 

State noise standards are for a one-hour period and apply to outdoor areas. 
The standards are in terms of the L10 and L50 noise descriptors. The L10 is the 
sound level that is exceeded for ten percent, a total of six minutes, of the 
hour of interest. The L50 is the sound level that is exceeded for 50 percent, a 
total of thirty minutes, of the hour of interest. 
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Table 9 provides the Minnesota State Noise Standards for three Noise Area 
Classifications (NAC), and for daytime, nighttime, L10, and L50.  The standards 
for NAC-1 apply to residential areas and other uses intended for overnight 
sleeping (hotels, motels, mobile homes, etc.). The NAC-1 standards also 
apply to schools, churches, medical services, and park areas. The nighttime 
standards differ from the daytime standards only in areas intended for 
overnight sleeping.  The NAC-1 daytime standards apply during nighttime 
hours at other NAC-1 land-use areas not intended for overnight sleeping. The 
NAC-2 standards are applicable to certain NAC-1 land uses if the following 
criteria are met: 

• The building noise attenuation is at least 30 decibels (dBA); 

• The building has year-round, indoor climate control; 

• The building has no facilities for outdoor activities. 

Table 9 – Minnesota State Noise Standards 

Noise Area 
Classification 

General Land 
Use Type 

Sound Level (dBA) 
Daytime Nighttime 

L10 L50 L10 L50 
1 Residential 65 60 55 50 
2 Commercial 70 65 70 65 
3 Industrial 80 75 80 75 

 
Federal Noise Abatement Criteria 

In the Federal Noise Abatement criteria, a noise impact is defined as 
occurring when the predicted traffic noise levels: 

• Approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria (see Table 10); 

• Substantially exceed the existing noise levels. 

The Federal Noise Abatement Criteria (23 CFR, Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise) are in terms of the Leq or L10 
descriptor. In Minnesota, the L10 descriptor is used to identify impacts and 
has been used to identify impacts in this analysis.  The criteria for activity 
category E (Table 10) are in terms of interior noise levels and are applied 
where there are no exterior activities to be affected by traffic noise.  All other 
criteria are in terms of exterior noise levels. 

The State of Minnesota has defined “approach or exceed” as being within 
one dBA or less of the activity category of the NAC, and “substantially 
exceed” as an increase of five dBA or more over existing noise levels. 
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Table 10 – FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels 

Activity 
Category L10 (h) 

 
Description of Activity Category 

A 60 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and 
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

 
B 

 
70 dBA 

(Exterior) 

 
Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

 
C 

 
75 dBA 

(Exterior) 

 
Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B 
above. 

 
D 

 
No Limit 

 
Undeveloped Lands 

 
E 

 
55 dBA 

(Interior) 

 
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

 
Traffic-Related Noise Analysis  

As part of this EIS, a detailed noise analysis has been conducted, and a 
proposed noise mitigation plan prepared. Many residences are located 
adjacent to the project area, and receptor locations were chosen that are 
representative of the various groupings of residences.   

Methodology  

Existing (2009) and future (2030) noise levels were modeled using the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise prediction model STAMINA 
2.0, as modified for use by Mn/DOT. Noise projections were based on 2006 
traffic counts, 2030 forecasted peak-hour traffic volumes, time of day, vehicle 
speeds, mix of vehicles, roadway grades, and the distance from the roadway 
center-of-lanes to the receptor (horizontal and vertical). 

Noise Monitoring 

Noise level monitoring is commonly performed during a noise study to 
document existing noise levels. Monitored noise levels can be used as a 
baseline of the possible ambient levels that can occur. The monitoring done 
in this study was not intended to verify or validate the modeled noise levels. 
The monitoring was done without the collection of measured volumes, 
speeds, vehicle mixes, and lane distribution of traffic.  With the traffic volume 
variations that exist at the monitoring sites, noise modeling likely best 
describes the possible worst hour scenarios for both existing and future noise 
levels. 

The noise levels along Highway 14 were monitored on October 30, and 
November 2, 2006 in the near vicinity of modeled noise receptor locations 
within the project area. Three noise receptor locations (NM1 through NM3) 
were chosen for monitoring sites within the project area.  These sites are 
illustrated on the conceptual design layouts located in Appendix A. The 
monitoring results are provided in Table 11. Sound levels are expressed in 
dBA. 
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Table 11 – Monitored Noise Level 

Location General Location Time 

Monitored Noise 
Level (dBA) 

L10 L50 

NM1 
Located in the southeast quadrant 
of the Highway 14/County Road 

45 Interchange. 

3:04PM-4:04 PM (daytime) 64 60 

3:45-4:45 AM (nighttime) 58 53 

NM2 
Located along Elm Street south of 

downtown Claremont. 
4:07-5:07 PM (daytime) 62 56 

5:50-6:50 AM (nighttime) 59 53 

NM3 
Located south of existing Highway 
14 between County Road 5 and 

Highway 56 intersections. 

5:15-6:15 PM (daytime) 63 53 

5:55-6:55 AM (nighttime) 56 52 

 Shaded cells represent noise levels currently above MPCA State standards 

 
Application of State and Federal Regulations 

Mn/DOT’s Noise Policy is based on state and federal noise regulations. 
Projects without federal funding do not need to meet federal noise 
regulations. However, those projects that do not receive federal funding will, 
nevertheless, have to meet State noise regulations, be evaluated by Mn/DOT 
for need for noise mitigation, where necessary be evaluated for cost-
effectiveness and reasonableness of any mitigation, and all evaluations must 
be done using the same criteria and methodology that are applied to 
federally-funded projects. This procedure insures that Mn/DOT’s decisions on 
noise levels are made consistently with all projects, despite funding sources.  

In this project, future noise levels exceeded both the Federal Noise 
Abatement Criteria and the State Noise Standards at many sensitive noise 
receptors. Therefore, noise abatement measures are included in this analysis. 
The project must comply with both the State of Minnesota Noise Standards 
and the Federal Noise Abatement Criteria.  To do this, all reasonable and 
feasible noise mitigation measures are planned as a part of the project. Even 
with these noise mitigation measures, the Minnesota Noise Standards are 
exceeded at many locations. Therefore, a Noise Standards Exemption 
Request will be submitted to the Commissioners of the MPCA. This document 
is a means of demonstrating that all reasonably available noise mitigation 
measures are employed as part of the project. 

Noise Analysis Results 
The MINNOISE/STAMINA 2.0 noise model applied five scenarios for 
comparison of noise levels. The scenarios are:  

1. Existing conditions (2009)  

2. No Build Alternative (2030)  

3. Build Alternative 3 (2030) with no new noise barriers along the 
corridor  
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4. Build Alternative 3 (2030) with new 10-foot high noise barriers at 
select locations 

5. Build Alternative 3 (2030) with new 20-foot high noise barriers at 
select locations 

The noise analysis for the daytime L10 noise levels is referred to in this 
discussion. For purposes of addressing the Minnesota nighttime and L50 
standards, analysis results are also included in Tables 12 through 15 for the 
daytime L50, nighttime L10, and nighttime L50 noise levels. 

Noise modeling was conducted at 72 receptor sites. See Tables 12 through 
15 for the results of the noise analysis, and comparison to the Minnesota 
State Noise Standards and the Federal Noise Abatement Criteria. Receptor 
locations are shown on Figures A1 through A8, located in Appendix A.  Due 
to the length of the Highway 14 improvement corridor, it was divided into a 
western half and eastern half. Receptors were numbered based upon their 
location along the corridor. 

Due to the limited number of receptors that can be entered into MINNOISE, 
where applicable, some potential receptors were represented by similarly 
located receptors in the model.  The only registered plats for residential 
development identified along the corridor were those of a development north 
of Highway 14 and east of County Road 6.  These plats were represented in 
the model scenarios. 

All receptors were entered into the MINNOISE model using Alpha factors 
equaling 0.5. Alpha factors within MINNOISE are factors that control the rate 
at which noise is propagated, or at what rate over distance, noise diminishes. 
An Alpha factor of 0.5 within MINNOISE has a noise rate of decay of 4.5dBA 
per doubling of distance.  This is an appropriate value for propagation over 
soft ground with an at-grade roadway and first floor receptor.   

MINNOISE calculates the amount of potential noise directly related to traffic 
speeds, traffic mix (percent cars and heavy trucks), and peak hour 
percentages of predicted future traffic (Design Year 2030 “Build” and Design 
Year 2030 “No Build”). Total daily traffic volumes for Highway 14 were taken 
from the traffic analysis completed for the Draft EIS. Average peak traffic 
hours along TH 14 were determined to be: 

• The hour from 4:30PM to 5:30PM (Daytime) and 

• The hour from 6AM to 7AM (Nighttime). 

Hourly traffic counts were available at road crossings along Highway 14. The 
peak “daytime” traffic hour (between 7AM and 10PM) was the hour between 
4:30 and 5:30PM.  The peak “nighttime” traffic hour (between 10PM and 
7AM) was the hour between 6AM and 7AM. Hourly traffic volumes were 
calculated along Highway 14 based upon the percent of total daily volume for 
the above mentioned hours. Speed assumptions were based on existing 
posted speed of 55 mph and proposed speed of 65 mph.  
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Table 12 – East Peak Daytime Noise Levels (4:30 – 5:30 PM) 

Receiver 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L10 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Build 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L50 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Build 

R1 E 65 53.8 57.1 61.5 60 50.3 54.6 58.9 
R2 E 65 60.7 64.0 80.0 60 56.1 60.7 73.5 
R3 E 65 54.5 57.8 70.3 60 51.0 55.3 66.2 
R4 E 65 49.3 52.5 65.1 60 46.4 50.6 62.0 
R5 E 65 47.3 50.5 62.6 60 44.6 48.7 59.9 
R6 E 65 45.5 48.8 61.4 60 43.1 47.1 58.7 
R7 E 65 44.9 48.2 60.5 60 42.6 46.6 58.0 
R8 E 65 47.1 50.3 61.7 60 44.7 48.7 59.1 
R9 E 65 44.2 47.4 60.6 60 41.9 45.9 58.1 
R10 E 65 40.3 43.4 61.3 60 38.8 42.4 58.7 
R11 E 65 40.0 43.0 63.5 60 38.5 42.0 60.6 
R12 E 65 41.7 44.6 65.4 60 40.0 43.5 62.1 
R13 E 65 40.0 42.9 63.0 60 38.3 41.8 60.2 
R14 E 65 40.3 43.2 63.6 60 38.6 42.0 60.6 
R15 E 65 41.2 44.0 67.9 60 39.4 42.8 64.2 
R16 E 65 41.4 44.3 66.3 60 39.7 43.1 62.9 
R17 E 65 40.2 43.1 59.3 60 38.5 41.9 57.0 
R18 E 65 41.3 44.2 65.3 60 39.6 43.0 62.1 
R19 E 65 40.5 43.4 69.3 60 38.8 42.3 65.3 
R20 E 65 41.5 44.4 71.7 60 39.8 43.2 67.2 
R21 E 65 40.4 43.3 71.7 60 38.6 42.1 67.2 
R22 E 65 40.3 43.3 70.9 60 38.6 42.1 66.5 
R23 E 65 40.9 43.9 79.6 60 39.2 42.6 73.1 
R24 E 65 41.5 44.4 68.4 60 39.7 43.2 64.6 
R25 E 65 41.7 44.6 66.5 60 39.9 43.3 63.0 
R26 E 65 42.1 45.0 63.9 60 40.2 43.7 60.9 
R27 E 65 40.4 43.4 60.3 60 38.7 42.2 57.6 
R28 E 65 66.9 69.8 45.2 60 61.3 65.5 44.0 
R29 E 65 69.5 72.5 45.9 60 63.2 67.5 44.5 
R30 E 65 68.5 71.5 44.8 60 62.5 66.8 43.5 
R31 E 65 68.9 71.8 44.5 60 62.7 67.0 43.2 
R 32 E 65 71.2 74.3 44.5 60 64.5 68.9 43.2 
R33 E 65 66.8 69.7 44.6 60 61.2 65.4 43.3 
R34 E 65 66.8 69.7 43.9 60 61.2 65.4 42.6 
R35 E 65 69.2 72.1 43.0 60 62.9 67.3 41.7 
R36 E 65 66.0 68.9 43.5 60 60.7 64.8 42.2 
R37 E 65 65.5 68.3 42.5 60 60.1 64.2 41.2 
R38 E 65 65.8 68.6 42.6 60 60.3 64.5 41.3 
R39 E 65 65.0 67.8 42.7 60 59.6 63.8 41.5 
R40E 65 57.0 59.8 45.6 60 53.3 57.1 44.1 
 Shaded cells represent those locations exceeding applicable noise standards. Bold values approach/exceed the FHWA Criteria of 70 dBA. 
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Table 13 – East Peak Nighttime Noise Levels (6:00 – 7:00 AM) 

Receiver 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L10 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Build 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L50 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Build 

R1 E 55 51.9 55.2 59.7 50 47.5 52.1 56.4 
R2 E 55 58.7 62.1 77.8 50 53.2 58.1 70.4 
R3 E 55 52.6 55.9 68.3 50 48.3 52.8 63.3 
R4 E 55 47.4 50.6 63.2 50 43.9 48.2 59.3 
R5 E 55 45.4 48.6 60.8 50 42.1 46.3 57.3 
R6 E 55 43.7 46.8 59.5 50 40.6 44.7 56.2 
R7 E 55 43.1 46.2 58.6 50 40.1 44.2 55.5 
R8 E 55 45.3 48.3 59.8 50 42.2 46.3 56.5 
R9 E 55 42.3 45.5 58.7 50 39.5 43.5 55.5 
R10 E 55 38.4 41.4 59.3 50 36.4 40.0 56.1 
R11 E 55 38.1 41.0 61.6 50 36.2 39.7 57.9 
R12 E 55 39.8 42.6 63.4 50 37.7 41.1 59.4 
R13 E 55 38.1 40.9 61.0 50 36.0 39.4 57.5 
R14 E 55 38.4 41.2 61.6 50 36.2 39.7 57.9 
R15 E 55 39.3 42.1 65.9 50 37.0 40.5 61.4 
R16 E 55 39.5 42.3 64.3 50 37.3 40.8 60.1 
R17 E 55 38.3 41.1 57.3 50 36.1 39.6 54.4 
R18 E 55 39.4 42.2 63.3 50 37.2 40.7 59.3 
R19 E 55 38.6 41.5 67.2 50 36.5 40.0 62.3 
R20 E 55 39.6 42.5 69.6 50 37.4 40.9 64.2 
R21 E 55 38.5 41.5 69.6 50 36.2 39.9 64.2 
R22 E 55 38.4 41.4 68.8 50 36.2 39.9 63.9 
R23 E 55 39.0 42.0 77.2 50 36.7 40.5 69.8 
R24 E 55 39.6 42.6 66.4 50 37.2 41.0 61.7 
R25 E 55 39.8 42.8 64.5 50 37.4 41.2 60.2 
R26 E 55 40.2 43.2 61.9 50 37.8 41.5 58.2 
R27 E 55 38.5 41.5 58.3 50 36.3 40.0 55.0 
R28 E 55 64.8 67.8 43.1 50 58.2 62.6 41.6 
R29 E 55 67.3 70.4 43.8 50 60.1 64.6 42.1 
R30 E 55 66.4 69.5 42.7 50 59.4 63.8 41.0 
R31 E 55 66.7 69.8 42.4 50 59.6 64.1 40.7 
R 32 E 55 69.0 72.2 42.4 50 61.3 65.9 40.7 
R33 E 55 64.7 67.7 42.5 50 58.2 62.5 40.9 
R34 E 55 64.7 67.7 41.8 50 58.2 62.5 40.2 
R35 E 55 67.0 70.1 40.9 50 59.8 64.3 39.3 
R36 E 55 63.9 66.9 41.4 50 57.7 62.0 39.8 
R37 E 55 63.4 66.4 40.4 50 57.1 61.4 38.8 
R38 E 55 63.7 66.7 40.6 50 57.3 61.6 38.9 
R39 E 55 62.9 65.9 40.7 50 56.6 60.9 39.1 
R40E 55 55.1 57.9 43.6 50 50.5 54.6 41.7 
 Shaded cells represent those locations exceeding applicable noise standards. Bold values approach/exceed the FHWA Criteria of 70 dBA. 
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Table 14 – West Peak Daytime Noise Levels (4:30 – 5:30 PM) 

Receiver 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L10 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Build 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L50 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Build 

R1W 65 43.7 46.4 61.0 60 41.1 44.6 58.6 
R2 W 65 67.5 70.4 53.2 60 61.6 65.8 51.4 
R3 W 65 60.8 63.5 51.0 60 56.3 60.2 49.4 
R4 W 65 60.1 62.9 52.0 60 56.0 59.8 50.3 
R5 W 65 65.8 68.7 56.0 60 60.4 64.6 54.1 
R6 W 65 61.2 63.9 54.7 60 56.9 60.7 52.8 
R7 W 65 59.3 62.1 63.2 60 55.4 59.2 60.3 
R8 W 65 60.3 63.0 55.0 60 56.2 60.0 53.2 
R9 W 65 60.3 63.0 55.5 60 56.2 60.0 53.6 
R10 W 65 67.9 70.8 58.4 60 62.0 66.3 56.2 
R11 W 65 54.8 57.5 73.7 60 51.6 55.3 68.7 
R12 W 65 56.0 58.8 64.4 60 52.7 56.3 61.3 
R13 W 65 58.3 61.1 66.9 60 54.5 58.3 63.4 
R14 W 65 59.8 62.5 60.2 60 55.8 59.6 57.8 
R15 W 65 54.9 57.6 61.8 60 51.7 55.4 59.1 
R16 W 65 60.1 62.9 63.1 60 56.0 59.9 60.1 
R17 W 65 64.1 67.1 68.6 60 59.0 63.2 64.7 
R18 W 65 61.3 64.2 65.7 60 56.8 60.9 62.3 
R19 W 65 58.6 61.4 62.9 60 54.7 58.6 60.0 
R20 W 65 54.1 56.9 58.4 60 51.0 54.7 56.0 
R21 W 65 61.2 64.1 65.5 60 56.8 60.8 62.1 
R22 W 65 67.9 70.8 72.2 60 62.9 67.1 68.4 
R23 W 65 61.6 64.4 65.7 60 58.0 61.9 63.0 
R24 W 65 66.5 69.4 70.7 60 61.9 66.0 67.2 
R25 W 65 67.5 70.5 71.7 60 62.8 67.0 68.0 
R26 W 65 61.7 64.5 65.7 60 58.1 62.0 63.1 
R27 W 65 59.3 62.2 63.4 60 56.1 60.0 61.0 
R28 W 65 67.3 70.2 71.4 60 62.6 66.8 67.7 
R29 W 65 66.9 69.9 71 60 62.3 66.5 67.5 
R30 W 65 67.3 70.3 71.4 60 62.6 66.8 67.8 
R31 W 65 68.9 71.6 73.0 60 64.1 68.0 69.3 
R32 W 65 67.3 69.3 69.6 60 62.3 65.3 65.9 

 Shaded cells represent those locations exceeding applicable noise standards. Bold values approach/exceed the FHWA Criteria of 70 dBA. 
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Table 15 – West Peak Nighttime Noise Levels (6:00 – 7:00 AM) 

Receiver 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L10 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L10 (dBA) 

Build 

Applicable 
Noise 

Standard 
L50 (dBA) 

Existing 
Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 
No-Build 

Daytime 
L50 (dBA) 

Build 

R1 W 55 41.8 44.5 59.2 50 38.6 42.2 56.1 
R2 W 55 65.3 68.4 51.3 50 58.5 62.9 49.0 
R3 W 55 58.8 61.6 49.1 50 53.4 57.5 47.0 
R4 W 55 58.2 61.0 50.0 50 53.2 57.2 47.9 
R5 W 55 63.7 66.7 54.2 50 57.4 61.7 51.6 
R6 W 55 59.2 62.0 52.7 50 54.0 58.1 50.4 
R7 W 55 57.4 60.2 61.3 50 52.6 56.6 57.7 
R8 W 55 58.3 61.1 53.1 50 53.4 57.4 50.8 
R9 W 55 58.3 61.1 53.6 50 53.4 57.4 51.2 
R10 W 55 65.7 68.8 56.5 50 59.0 63.4 53.7 
R11 W 55 52.9 55.6 71.6 50 49.0 52.8 65.7 
R12 W 55 54.2 56.9 62.5 50 50 53.8 58.7 
R13 W 55 56.4 59.2 65.0 50 51.8 55.7 60.7 
R14 W 55 57.9 60.7 58.3 50 53.0 57.0 55.2 
R15 W 55 53.0 55.8 59.9 50 49.1 52.9 56.6 
R16 W 55 58.2 61.0 61.2 50 53.1 57.3 57.5 
R17 W 55 62.1 65.1 66.7 50 56.0 60.4 61.9 
R18 W 55 59.3 62.3 63.8 50 53.9 58.2 59.6 
R19 W 55 56.6 59.5 61.0 50 51.9 56.0 57.4 
R20 W 55 52.2 55.0 56.5 50 48.3 52.2 53.5 
R21 W 55 59.2 62.2 63.6 50 53.9 58.1 59.4 
R22 W 55 65.8 68.8 70.2 50 59.9 64.3 65.6 
R23 W 55 59.6 62.5 63.8 50 55.2 59.3 60.4 
R24 W 55 64.5 67.5 68.8 50 59.0 63.3 64.5 
R25 W 55 65.5 68.6 69.7 50 59.8 64.3 65.2 
R26 W 55 59.8 62.7 63.8 50 55.4 59.5 60.5 
R27 W 55 57.4 60.3 61.5 50 53.5 57.5 58.5 
R28 W 55 65.3 68.3 69.5 50 59.6 64.1 65.0 
R29 W 55 64.9 68.0 69.1 50 59.4 63.8 64.7 
R30 W 55 65.3 68.4 69.5 50 59.7 64.1 65.0 
R31 W 55 66.8 69.7 71.1 50 61.2 65.2 66.5 
R32 W 55 65.2 66.2 67.7 50 59.3 61.3 64.0 

 Shaded cells represent those locations exceeding applicable noise standards. Bold values approach/exceed the FHWA Criteria of 70 dBA. 

 

Noise Wall Mitigation Analysis 

When noise impacts are identified, a noise wall mitigation analysis must be 
performed. Figures A1 through A8, located in Appendix A, illustrate the noise 
receptor locations and noise mitigation measures (walls) that have been 
analyzed for cost-effectiveness. The figures illustrate the location of all 
analyzed noise walls that were considered for determining acoustic 
effectiveness (5 dBA or greater reduction) and cost effectiveness.  

With noise levels exceeding state and federal noise standards, a mitigation 
analysis was required and completed to determine if measures, such as a 
noise wall, are reasonable and effective in attenuating the noise at those 
locations. 
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To have a noise wall considered for mitigation, one of the following factors 
must exist: 

• The existing noise levels are in excess of the state noise standards. 

• The predicted noise levels are in excess of the state noise standards 
in the design year for the project.  

• The noise levels are predicted to be “substantially” above current 
noise levels in the project design year. “Substantial” is defined as a 5 
dBA or greater increase in noise. 

• The predicted noise levels for the design year approach or exceed the 
appropriate federal NAC limits.  “Approaching” is defined as noise 
levels being within 1 dBA of the FHWA NAC.  In most instances, levels 
predicted as 69 dBA or greater, yet less than 70 dBA, are considered 
as approaching the FHWA NAC of 70 dBA. 

With noise levels exceeding state and federal noise standards within the 
Highway 14 project area, a mitigation analysis was required to determine if 
measures, such as a noise wall, are feasible to construct, effective in 
attenuating noise (≥5 dBA reduction), and reasonable in terms of cost-
effectiveness. 

Noise Wall Feasibility and Reasonableness 

The Federal Highway Administration states that “feasibility deals primarily 
with engineering considerations (e.g., can a barrier be built given the 
topography of the location; can a substantial noise reduction be achieved 
given certain access, drainage, safety, or maintenance requirements; are 
other noise sources present in the area, etc.).  Reasonableness is a more 
subjective criterion than feasibility.  It implies that common sense and good 
judgment were applied in arriving at a decision.” 

The FHWA identifies the following to consider when determining whether or 
not a mitigation measure is reasonable: 

1. Noise Abatement Benefits 

a. Amount of noise reduction provided 

b. Number of people protected 

2. Cost of Abatement 

a. Total cost 

b. Cost variation with degree of benefits provided 

3. Views of the Impacted Residents 

a. Community wishes 

b. Aesthetic impacts (e.g., barrier height, material type, etc.) 

c. Desire for a surrounding view 
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4. Absolute Noise Levels 

a. Existing noise levels 

b. Future traffic noise levels 

c. Context and intensity of noise levels (see 40 CFR, Part 
1508.27) 

5. Change in Noise Levels 

a. Difference between the future traffic noise levels and the 
existing noise levels 

b. Difference between the future traffic noise levels for the build 
alternative and the no-build alternative 

6. Development Along the Highway 

a. Amount of development that occurred before and after the 
initial construction of the highway 

b. Type of development (e.g., residential, commercial, mixed, 
etc.) 

c. Extent to which zoning or land use is changing 

d. Effectiveness of land use controls implemented by local 
officials to prevent incompatible development 

7. Environmental Impacts of Abatement Construction 

a. Effects on the natural environment 

b. Noise reduction during highway construction 

Taking these factors into consideration, there are 26 receptors within this 
analysis that exceed MPCA noise standards and merit noise wall 
consideration.  Thirteen noise walls were modeled and analyzed to determine 
the level of noise reduction provided for each receptor that exceeded MPCA 
noise standards. The thirteen noise walls were all considered to be feasible 
from a constructability standpoint.  Figures A1 through A8, show the noise 
receptor locations and noise mitigation measures that have been analyzed for 
acoustic effectiveness and cost effectiveness. Multiple scenarios were run to 
optimize the length of the noise walls.  Only the wall length scenarios that 
showed the most effective noise reduction are included.  

Table 16 illustrates the complete noise impact survey including Design Year 
2030 levels without a noise barrier, Design Year 2030 with a noise barrier, 
and resulting noise level differences for the Daytime and Nighttime scenarios.  
Table 16 also illustrates the modeled noise reduction with 10- and 20-foot 
walls at each receptor. The number of residences with at least a 5 dBA 
reduction is also included in Table 16. A total of seven analyzed noise walls 
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were determined to be acoustically effective, which required they proceed in 
the process to determine whether or not they are cost-effective. 

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

For noise walls to be considered reasonable, the cost-effectiveness shall not 
exceed $3,250 per decibel of reduction per residence. The cost-effectiveness 
is calculated for individual barrier segments.  For barriers to be warranted, 
they must be acoustically effective by providing a meaningful reduction in 
noise, defined as a five decibel reduction or more. The noise wall cost-
effectiveness calculations for the seven walls determined to be acoustically 
effective are included in Table 16. Noise walls might not be cost-effective for 
the following reasons: 

• Cross-streets may create a situation where noise mitigation cannot be 
constructed continuously along the noise source. 

• Residential density is low. 

Evaluation of Other Noise Abatement Measures 

Noise walls have been chosen as the most cost-effective noise mitigation 
measure available for this project.  Other noise mitigation measures have 
been considered, as listed in 23 CFR 772.13(c). They are addressed below: 

• Traffic management measures: 

The primary purpose of the facility is to move people and goods. 
Restrictions of certain vehicles or speeds would be inconsistent with the 
purpose of the project.  

• Alteration of horizontal and vertical alignments: 

The project was realigned for practical reasons based on grade and 
safety. The chosen alignment results in a minimum of impacted sensitive 
receptor sites. 

• Acquisition of real property or interests therein (predominantly 
unimproved property) to serve as a buffer zone to preempt 
development that would be adversely impacted by traffic noise: 

Acquisition of property for noise mitigation purposes is not a part of the 
project scope.  However, efforts will be made through local planning 
authorities to regulate land development in such a way that noise-
sensitive land uses are either prohibited from being located adjacent to a 
highway, or that the developments are planned, designed, and 
constructed in such a way that noise impacts are minimized. 

• Noise insulation of public use or nonprofit institutional structures: 

This is a noise abatement measure that would not affect the noise level 
violations of Minnesota State Noise Standards because these standards 
are exterior standards.  FHWA guidelines and Mn/DOT policy recommend 
that only public buildings, such as schools and hospitals, be considered 
for acoustical insulation. No public buildings are located within the 
Highway 14 noise modeling area. 
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Mitigation 
Traffic noise impacts occur for Highway 14 when modeled traffic noise levels 
approach or exceed the FHWA NAC-1 (70 dBA) level by one decibel, when 
impacts are modeled exceeding state noise guidelines, or those which noise 
levels exceed the FHWA NAC category B criteria of a 5 dBA or more increase 
per receptor.   

A mitigation analysis was performed to determine the feasibility of 
constructing noise walls, the acoustical effectiveness of 10-foot and 20-foot 
noise walls at feasible locations, and the reasonableness of the noise walls in 
terms of cost-effectiveness. The mitigation analysis identified 26 receptors 
that exceeded MPCA noise standards and that merited noise wall 
consideration.  Thirteen noise walls were modeled and analyzed to determine 
the level of noise reduction provided for each receptor that exceeded MPCA 
noise standards.  

The thirteen noise walls were all considered to be feasible from a 
constructability standpoint.  A total of seven analyzed noise walls were 
determined to be acoustically effective (≥5 dBA reduction), which required 
they proceed in the process to determine whether or not they are cost-
effective. The cost-effectiveness analysis revealed that a 20-foot noise wall at 
a location north of Highway 14 and east of Steele County Road 45 (receptors 
R22W, R23W, R25W, R26W, R28W, R29W, and R30W) is both acoustically 
effective in mitigating noise and also meets the Mn/DOT cost criteria of 
$3,250.00 per decibel of reduction per residence, making it economically 
reasonable. The registered undeveloped residential plats were represented in 
these cost effectiveness calculations as R22 and R26.  Based upon the 
location of this analyzed wall, taking into account the proper setback, sight 
lines, and location, a 20-foot noise wall that is approximately 4,700 feet in 
length is a feasible noise mitigation alternative. Taking this into account, a 
noise wall should be considered at this location for design and construction. 

As the final design stage of this project progresses, the noise analysis may 
need to be refined to take into account any major design changes. The 
construction materials, exact location, and height of this wall will be finalized 
during the detail design process and/or during the development of the noise 
exemption request.  

In accordance with FHWA procedures, Mn/DOT will solicit input from the 
residents directly affected by the potential noise wall that was shown to have 
met the cost reasonableness criteria. The purpose of the process will be to 
determine whether a majority of the residents do or do not support 
construction of the identified noise wall adjacent to their property. The 
process will involve sending informational material to each affected residence 
explaining the noise analysis process and the specifics of the noise wall being 
considered adjacent to their property. The materials will also include a 
response form to officially declare support or opposition to the proposed 
noise wall.  Coordination with residents directly affected by the potential 
noise wall will occur during the final design phase of the project. 
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Table 16 – Noise Barrier Cost Effectiveness 

Wall Receptor Land Use 
Number of 
Receptors 

Represented 

Modeled 
Existing Noise 

(dBA) 

No Build 2030 
Noise (dBA) 

Build 2030 Noise Level (dBA) with Noise Reduction 
(dBA) with Barrier 

Number of Receptors 
with 5 dBA 
Reduction 

Wall Length 
(feet) 

Wall Height 
(feet) 

Acoustically 
Effective (≥5 dBA) 

(Yes/No) 

Cost 
Effectiveness 

(cost/dBA/Res) 

Wall 
Proposed 
(Yes/No) No Barrier Barrier 

A1 R22W Residential 1 67.9 70.8 72.2 70.5 1.7 

0 4700 10 No N/A No 

A1 R23W Residential 10 61.6 64.4 65.7 65.4 0.3 
A1 R25W Residential 1 67.5 70.5 71.7 69.7 2.0 
A1 R26W Residential 12 61.7 64.5 65.7 65.3 0.4 
A1 R28W Residential 3 67.3 70.2 71.4 69.7 1.7 
A1 R29W Residential 2 66.9 69.9 71.0 69.2 1.8 
A1 R30W Residential 20 67.3 70.3 71.4 69.6 1.8 
B R24W Residential 1 66.5 69.4 70.7 69.7 1.0 0 690 10 No N/A No 
C R21W Residential 1 61.2 64.1 65.5 65.2 0.3 0 550 10 No N/A No 
D R17W Residential 1 64.1 67.1 68.6 68.3 0.3 0 2060 10 No N/A No D R18W Residential 2 61.3 64.2 65.7 65.3 0.4 
E R12W Residential 1 56.0 58.8 64.4 63.2 1.2 0 1556 10 No N/A No E R13W Residential 1 58.3 61.1 66.9 66.3 0.6 
F R24E Residential 1 41.5 44.4 68.4 66.2 2.2 0 626 10 No N/A No F R25E Residential 1 41.7 44.6 66.5 65.1 1.4 
G R19E Residential 1 40.5 43.4 69.3 68.6 0.7 0 710 10 No N/A No 
H R17E Residential 1 40.2 43.1 59.3 59.0 0.3 0 1135 10 No N/A No H R18E Residential 1 41.3 44.2 65.3 64.9 0.4 
I R15E Residential 1 41.2 44.0 67.9 67.1 0.8 0 2588 10 No N/A No I R16E Residential 1 41.4 44.3 66.3 65.5 0.8 
J R12E Residential 1 41.7 44.6 65.4 64.4 1.0 0 776 10 No N/A No 
K R1E Residential 1 53.8 57.1 61.5 60.0 1.5 

0 2534 10 No N/A No K R2E Residential 1 60.7 64.0 80.0 80.0 0.0 
K R3E Residential 1 54.5 57.8 70.3 67.7 2.6 
K R4E Residential 1 49.3 52.5 65.1 64.8 0.3 
L R31W Residential 1 68.9 71.6 73.0 70.9 2.1 0 842 10 No N/A No 

A1 R22W Residential 8 67.9 70.8 72.2 64.4 7.8 

39 4700 20 Yes $2,661 Yes 

A1 R23W Residential 10 61.6 64.4 65.7 61.5 4.2 
A1 R25W Residential 1 67.5 70.5 71.7 63.6 8.1 
A1 R26W Residential 52 61.7 64.5 65.7 60.6 5.1 
A1 R28W Residential 3 67.3 70.2 71.4 63.8 7.6 
A1 R29W Residential 2 66.9 69.9 71.0 63.3 7.7 
A1 R30W Residential 20 67.3 70.3 71.4 63.6 7.8 
B R24W Residential 1 66.5 69.4 70.7 65.5 5.2 1 690 20 Yes $39,808 No 
C R21W Residential 1 61.2 64.1 65.5 62.9 2.6 0 550 20 No N/A No 
D R17W Residential 1 64.1 67.1 68.6 64.2 4.4 0 2060 20 No N/A  

No D R18W(2) Residential 2 61.3 64.2 65.7 61.0 4.7 
E R12W Residential 1 56.0 58.8 64.4 60.9 3.5 1 1556 20 Yes $93,360 No E R13W Residential 1 58.3 61.1 66.9 61.9 5.0 
F R24E Residential 1 41.5 44.4 68.4 64.3 4.1 0 626 20 No N/A No F R25E Residential 1 41.7 44.6 66.5 63.5 3.0 
G R19E Residential 1 40.5 43.4 69.3 64.1 5.2 1 710 20 Yes $40,962 No 
H R17E Residential 1 40.2 43.1 59.3 57.8 1.5 0 1135 20 No N/A No H R18E Residential 1 41.3 44.2 65.3 61.9 3.4 
I R15E Residential 1 41.2 44.0 67.9 62.4 5.5 2 2588 20 Yes $69,946 No I R16E Residential 1 41.4 44.3 66.3 60.7 5.6 
J R12E Residential 1 41.7 44.6 65.4 61.8 3.6 0 776 20 No N/A No 
K R1E Residential 1 53.8 57.1 61.5 56.9 4.6 

1 2534 20 Yes $88,395 No K R2E Residential 1 60.7 64.0 80.0 80.0 0.0 
K R3E Residential 1 54.5 57.8 70.3 61.7 8.6 
K R4E Residential 1 49.3 52.5 65.1 63.9 1.2 
L R31W Residential 1 68.9 71.6 73.0 65.7 7.3 1 842 20 Yes $34,603 No 
M R32W Residential 1 67.3 69.3 69.6 67.4 2.2 0 230 20 No N/A No 
 Shaded cells represent locations exceeding applicable noise standards. Bold values approach or exceed the FHWA Criteria of 70 dBA. 
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In this project, future noise levels exceeded both the Federal Noise 
Abatement Criteria and the State Noise Standards at many sensitive noise 
receptors. Therefore, noise abatement measures are proposed and are 
included in this analysis. The Highway 14 roadway improvements must 
comply with both the State of Minnesota Noise Standards and the Federal 
Noise Abatement Criteria.  To do this, all reasonable and feasible noise 
mitigation measures are planned as a part of the project. Even with these 
noise mitigation measures, the Minnesota Noise Standards are exceeded at 
locations south of Highway 14. Therefore, a Noise Standards Exemption 
Request is required to be submitted to the Commissioners of the MPCA. This 
document is a means of demonstrating that all reasonably available noise 
mitigation measures are employed as part of the project. 

Air Quality 
Draft EIS Section 4.2 – Air Quality describes the air quality analysis 
completed for the proposed improvements, including an analysis of the likely 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) emission impacts of this project. The project 
is not located in an area where conformity requirements apply, and the scope 
of the project does not indicate that air quality impacts will be expected. 
Therefore, it has been determined that no further air quality analysis is 
necessary. 

Mitigation 
No mitigation measures are proposed. 

Water Quality and Surface Water Drainage 
The existing water quality impacts that occur directly from Highway 14 are 
associated with maintenance of the roadway surface, deicing during the 
winter, and storm water runoff. In large part, pollutants from deicing and 
storm water are transported to vegetated road ditches prior to reaching 
receiving water bodies.  However, in areas where the road is close to a water 
resource, such as bridges over the Straight River and Dodge Center Creek, 
there is limited area for treatment and any existing buffers are narrow.  

The project will increase the existing impervious surface area which will result 
in additional storm water runoff and greater discharge rates. The most 
common contaminants in highway runoff include sediments, nutrients, heavy 
metals, oil, grease, and deicing chemicals. However, impacts from erosion 
and sedimentation will be addressed both during and after construction 
according to the conditions of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit (NPDES) Construction Stormwater permit. For a description of 
these permit requirements see Draft EIS Section 4.2 – Water Quality and 
Surface Water Drainage section. Since publication of the Draft EIS, further 
detailed analysis has been conducted and is summarized below.  

Based on the preliminary design, the preferred alternative will increase the 
impervious surface area of Highway 14 by approximately 123 acres. This 
calculation is important in determining the water quality strategies that have 
been proposed to ensure compliance with state permit requirements.  Both 
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the Straight River (ID# 07040002-535) and the Lower Branch of the Middle 
Fork of the Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) (ID# 07040004-592) are 
listed as Impaired Waters by the MPCA for aquatic life based on turbidity.  
Turbidity is a measurement of the amount of solid particles (e.g., silt) that 
are suspended in water that result in a loss of clarity or transparency.  When 
constructed, the project’s water quality treatment design must conform to 
the most current requirements (presently, infiltration) as expressed through 
the NPDES permit. 

Existing drainage patterns and features (i.e. topography, hydrographic 
information, drainage ditches, culverts, etc.) were reviewed at the onset of 
the water quality and surface water drainage assessment. For purposes of 
this assessment, the preferred alternative corridor has been divided into 29 
sub-drainage areas. These drainage areas range in size and were primarily 
defined by topography and existing hydrology.  

The proposed rural four-lane divided highway design for the preferred 
alternative will include roadside ditches, as well as a center grassed median 
between the eastbound and westbound lanes. The strategies best suited for 
containing and treating the storm water runoff on rural design projects are 
grassed swales with separating berms and the vegetated filter/infiltration 
strips and areas. Most of the runoff from the preferred alternative will drain 
to a grassed median, roadside ditch, or storm water treatment detention 
ponds.  

Grassed swales or vegetated swales are densely vegetated drain ways with 
slightly sloped bottoms. The role of the vegetation is to reduce flow velocity 
and provide sediment settling and filtration. Typically, tall rigid grasses with 
extensive root systems are desirable. The grassed swales can be 
implemented along the median and along the roadside ditches. Berms, 
perpendicular to the direction of flow, may be installed to slow the flow 
velocity and retain the runoff. It is important to note that separating berms 
cause grass swales to function essentially as detention basins and can 
virtually retain all of the sediment washed away by storm water runoff. Thus, 
the grassed swales can simultaneously provide excellent runoff control and 
storm water treatment. Swales can also provide additional benefits, such as 
erosion control and pleasant aesthetics. 

Storm water detention ponds have also been planned at 14 locations along 
the corridor. These wet detention ponds will be used as end of the line runoff 
control and storm water treatment. Wet detention ponds have been 
strategically placed in order to capture substantial amounts of the roadway 
runoff for treatment (see Figures A1 through A8 located in Appendix A for 
proposed pond locations). Since Highway 14 is a rural roadway section, it is 
not feasible or economical to capture and treat all of the storm water from 
the roadway in detention ponds. Note these pond sites are based on the 
preliminary design and specific locations and sizes may be altered if deemed 
necessary during the final design phase of the project. 

Other BMPs, such as sodding, seeding, erosion control mat, biorolls, 
bioengineering, and rock ditch checks will be used on all disturbed areas of 
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the project to reduce sediment and pollutant loading to surface waters. 
Additional BMPs may be suggested by the MPCA and will be determined as 
part of the permitting process. 

New/replacement culverts and ditches associated with the transportation 
improvements will need to be constructed in order to maintain drainage 
patterns. If increased capacity is needed for a culvert(s), this could be 
achieved by larger or multiple culverts, increased grade on culverts, and/or 
more hydraulically efficient inlets. Any culvert improvements would need to 
consider stream slope, erosion potential, upstream and downstream 
conditions, and watercourse capacity.  

Mitigation 
As part of the final design phase for the preferred alternative, a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is required as part of the NPDES 
Permit, will be prepared that will outline the practices to be used for this 
project to prevent impacts to the quality of the receiving waters. The SWPPP 
would be incorporated and made part of the construction documents. 

A DNR Public Waters Work Permit is required for any activity affecting the 
course, current, or cross-section of public waters unless specifically exempted 
in Minn. Rules Chapter 6115.  Based on the preliminary layout, no placement 
of fill or temporary impacts to public waters is anticipated. Following the 
completion of the final design, if the project requires the placement of fill 
material within the channel or temporary impacts, a DNR Public Waters Work 
Permit will be required.   

The preferred alternative will also require a permit from the MPCA that will 
ensure potential impacts from erosion and sedimentation will not adversely 
impact water quality. A more detailed discussion of water quality related 
permit requirements and BMPs was provided in the Water Quality and 
Surface Water Drainage section of the Draft EIS.  

Floodplains and Water Body Modifications 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Study 
(FIS) and associated floodway maps for Dodge and Steele Counties, 
Minnesota have been used for this analysis. 

Highway 14 currently crosses the Lower Branch of the Middle Fork of the 
Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) near the eastern termini of the project 
and the Straight River near the western termini of the project. The preferred 
alternative will not encroach on the Dodge Center Creek and Straight River 
floodplains. 

Nature of Encroachments 

Existing bridges transversely cross the floodplains at both the Straight River 
and the Lower Branch of the Middle Fork of the Zumbro River (Dodge Center 
Creek). Roadway work would minimally affect these bridges as both 
crossings currently carry four-lane traffic and no roadway embankment work 
is anticipated that would encroach on floodplains or floodways. The Straight 
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River bridges are proposed to be replaced in their existing location while the 
Lower Branch of the Middle Fork of the Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) 
bridge is not proposed to be replaced. 

Impact Analysis 

Under state law, the floodplain is considered to be the land adjoining lakes 
and rivers that is covered by the "100-year" or "regional" flood. This flood is 
considered to be a flood that has a one percent chance of occurring in any 
given year.  The area of the 100-year flood is divided into a floodway and a 
floodway fringe.  The floodway is the channel of a stream plus any adjacent 
flood plain areas that must be kept free of encroachment so that the 100-
year flood may be carried out without substantial increases in flood heights. 
The area between the floodway and the boundary of the 100-year flood is 
termed the floodway fringe.  Construction or fill in the floodway fringe should 
not substantially affect the flood levels because the activity would not 
obstruct the primary flood flows occurring in the floodway. 

The impact analysis is summarized as follows: 

1) There would be no interruption or termination of a transportation 
facility, which is needed for emergency vehicles or provides the only 
evacuation route for a city or surrounding communities. All roadways 
would remain above the 100-year flood elevation.  

2) No substantial adverse impact on natural and/or beneficial floodplain 
values should result from this project.  

a) No fisheries impact is anticipated.  

b) The project improvements would not increase flow velocities in the 
rivers for most flow conditions. 

c) The project would not involve any State or Federal Wild and Scenic 
River. The project will involve State Canoe and Boating Rivers of the 
Straight River and the Zumbro River. The Straight River is listed as 
a canoeing river just south of the project area. The South Branch 
Middle Fork Zumbro River confluence with the larger Zumbro River 
is listed as a canoe river at the City of Oronoco in Olmsted County 
(located northeast of the project area). The preliminary layout of 
the preferred alternative includes the replacement of the single 
span highway bridges over the Straight River in their existing 
location. Slight design modifications to accommodate wider 
shoulders are planned for the replacement bridges. Best 
management practices will be utilized to minimize the effects of the 
proposed improvements.  

d) Surface water bodies include previously mentioned streams, ditches 
or intermittent runs. Several small open water ponds created for 
wetland mitigation are located along the highway corridor. There 
are also numerous seasonally flooded wetland areas. The preferred 
alternative would have minor impact on several wetlands. These 
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effects would be minimized by utilizing best management practices 
for surface water runoff. Impacts to wetlands would be properly 
mitigated following state and federal regulations (see Wetlands and 
Water Quality sections of this Final EIS). 

e) Threatened and endangered plant and/or animals have been 
identified in the project area. Impacts on these resources are 
anticipated to be minimal and are not directly associated with 
floodplains (see Threatened and Endangered Species section of this 
Final EIS). 

f) Appropriate turf establishment and erosion control measures would 
be used. Contractors would comply with Mn/DOT specifications 
regarding erosion control and protection of public waters. As is 
discussed in the Erosion Section, an erosion control plan and best 
management practices would be employed. Erosion control 
measures, temporary and permanent, would apply to the preferred 
alternative. Measures would include use of temporary seeding, bale 
ditch checks, silt fences, temporary sedimentation basins, ditch 
blocks, energy dissipaters and re-vegetation of disturbed areas with 
native species. 

3) No substantial increased risk of flooding would result. No roadway 
embankment work would encroach on floodplains or floodways. There 
are no known existing flooding problems or concerns within the project 
area. 

County and Judicial Ditches and crossings would be maintained both 
during and following construction of the proposed improvements. 
Orders for crossing three drainage ditches will be obtained from 
requisite ditch authorities. During design, these flood prone areas and 
drainage ways will be examined for any localized flooding problems and 
corrected to the extent practicable. 

4) This project should not result in any incompatible floodplain 
development. The proposed improvements are consistent with local 
land use and zoning regulations.  

Mitigation 
Based on the above floodplain assessment, the preferred alternative is not 
expected to cause substantial floodplain impacts. 

Geology/Groundwater 
Impacts to aquifers from construction of the preferred alternative will be 
negligible due to the confining layers of loam to clay loam overlying the 
aquifers. According to Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) records, 
drinking water aquifers in the area are covered by one or more layers of fine-
grained material that would likely protect it from any potential source of 
contamination. Potential minor impacts could occur near areas where 
streams or other surface waters, such as wetlands, may have connections to 
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surficial sand and gravel aquifers. It is also anticipated that the preferred 
alternative will require the abandonment of private wells and impact 
agricultural drain tile systems as a result of right-of-way acquisitions and 
relocations. For further information, see Draft EIS Section 4.2 – 
Geology/Groundwater.  

A more detailed consideration of farm drainage systems has been included in 
preliminary design of the preferred alternative. On February 24, 2009, a 
special public meeting was held in the City of Claremont to discuss potential 
farm drainage impacts and to request drain tile information such as surveys 
and drawings from agricultural landowners. As a result of this meeting and 
several one-on-one conversations with landowners, drain tile information for 
a majority of the preferred alternative corridor was obtained and utilized in 
the preliminary design of the preferred alternative.  This information will be 
further utilized in the final design to define drainage outlets, design capacity 
of systems, and hydraulic gradients.   

Mitigation 
Construction BMPs will be used during construction to minimize potential 
impacts to surface water and ground water. 

Farm drainage systems are vitally important to area farmers. The information 
gathered during the preliminary design phase will be utilized in final design to 
protect the integrity of each field tile drainage system as much as possible, 
while still allowing for the proposed highway construction. Special attention 
will also be given to construction activities to ensure soils characteristics are 
not compromised through soil compaction.  

The abandonment of any wells will be conducted in accordance with 
Minnesota Department of Health requirements. Continuity of existing 
farmland drain tile systems will be sustained during and after construction.  

Wetlands 
A preliminary analysis of wetlands and potential impacts was conducted for 
the Draft EIS (see Draft EIS Section 4.2 – Wetlands). Since the completion of 
the Draft EIS and identification of the preferred alternative, a detailed 
wetland delineation process has been undertaken using the methodology of 
the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, 1987, and the Midwest 
Regional Supplement. This delineation was completed on May 20-21, and 
June 17, 2009. Wetlands were identified and mapped in the field with the 
assistance of MNDNR staff. The Routine Onsite Determination Method 
(RODM) was used for the delineation as most of the areas are small and do 
not require multiple transects. Field notes, samples, and photographs were 
taken at representative locations in each basin and transferred to RODM data 
sheets. The results of the analysis are summarized below, and the 
delineation methodology, process, and detailed results are described further 
in the Highway 14 Wetlands Delineation Report, which is available for review 
at the Mn/DOT District 6 Office in Rochester, Minnesota. A copy of this report 
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was forwarded to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The wetland delineation evaluated all areas that met wetland criteria within 
the proposed right-of-way of the preferred alternative.  Areas that are clearly 
natural wetlands or are within the right-of-way and contain remnant wetland 
vegetation have been identified as wetlands. Within the project area, 
particularly along the existing Highway 14 right-of way, the DM&E railroad 
right-of-way, and the various connecting roadways are many areas of 
roadside ditch.  These roadside ditches often meet wetland criteria, but may 
have been created to convey road runoff, and may not have been wetland 
prior to road construction. For the purposes of this environmental review, 
roadside ditches have been included and quantified as a potential impact. 
The determination of the jurisdiction of these ditches will be evaluated with 
the permitting process in place at the time of project construction.   

A total of 16 wetlands were identified and mapped within the construction 
limits of the preferred alignment (see Figures A1 through A8, located in 
Appendix A). A majority of the wetlands are located within agricultural areas, 
and often have row crop agriculture up to the edge of the wetland. In some 
instances, wetlands are being farmed, at least in part. The larger basins tend 
to be shallow marshes that are a part of a larger drainage system and are 
too wet to farm. All of the wetlands delineated exhibited some signs of 
disturbance, mostly through drainage or dominance of invasive vegetation, 
such as reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea).  Table 17 is a summary of 
the wetlands delineated, and the area of impact based on the proposed 
construction limits of the preferred alternative improvements. 

Table 17 – Summary of Wetland Characteristics 

Basin 
ID 

Cowardin1 
Classification 

Circular 392 
Classification Eggers and Reed3 Description 

Area of 
Impact 
(acres) 

Basin Size4 
(acres) 

1 PFO1A Type 7 Floodplain Forest Floodplain forest 0.34 71.005 

2 PEMB Type 2 Sedge Meadow Native-wet prairie 0.03 0.03 

3 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Reed canary grass 
ditch 0.05 0.05 

4 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Reed canary grass 
ditch 0.01 0.01 

5 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Reed canary grass 
meadow 2.37 3.10 

6 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Reed canary grass 
meadow 1.34 3.10 

7 PEMC Type 3 Shallow Marsh Cattail fringe of larger 
wooded swamp 0.40 6.50 

8 PEMC Type 3 Shallow Marsh Shallow marsh portion 
of wooded swamp 0.02 0.10 

9 PEMA Type 1 Seasonally Flooded 
Basin 

Depression in horse 
pasture 0.31 0.34 

10 PEMA Type 1 Seasonally Flooded 
Basin 

Depression in horse 
pasture 0.18 0.35 

11 PSS1B Type 6 Shrub-carr Depression in horse 
pasture 0.06 0.37 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 63 
May 2010 

Basin 
ID 

Cowardin1 
Classification 

Circular 392 
Classification Eggers and Reed3 Description 

Area of 
Impact 
(acres) 

Basin Size4 
(acres) 

12 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow 
Small drainage 

channels in upland 
woods 

0.09 3.00 

13 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Reed canary grass 
meadow 1.18 2.64 

14 PUBG Type 4 Deep Marsh Excavated pond 0.02 1.58 

15 PEMA Type 1 Seasonally Flooded 
Basin Farmed wetland 0.16 0.16 

16 PEMB Type 2 Wet Meadow Farmed wetland 1.16 2.06 

Total 7.72 acres  
 1 Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States. (Cowardin et al., December 1979).

2 Wetlands of the United States, Circular 39. (Shaw and Fredine, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 1956). 
3. Wetland Plants and Plant Communities of Minnesota and Wisconsin (Eggers and Reed, 1987). 
4. Estimated using aerial photographs if the wetland extends beyond the area delineated.  
5. Wetland contains channel and riparian areas, which extend linearly beyond the project area, and cannot be 
quantified.  Area present in table is portion of wetland within the immediate project vicinity. 

 
For the delineated wetlands, the largest wetland type impacted is wet 
meadow (with 6.12 acres, or 80 percent of the impacts occurring to this 
type), which is dominated by reed canary grass. Other types are substantially 
less by area and percentage, but are in some cases higher in quality as they 
have less invasive species and tend to be larger, less disturbed complexes. A 
summary of wetland impacts by wetland type is summarized in Table 18. 

Table 18 – Summary of Wetland Impacts by Wetland Classification 

Wetland Classification Number of Basins Total Area of 
Impact (acres) 

Floodplain Forest 1 0.34 

Seasonally Flooded Basins 3 0.65 

Wet Meadow 7 6.20 

Sedge Meadow 1 0.03 

Shallow Marsh 2 0.42 

Deep Marsh 1 0.02 

Scrub Shrub 1 0.06 

Total 7.72 acres 
 

In addition to the wetlands, a total of 69 roadside ditches were also identified 
within the construction limits of the preferred alternative. As previously 
discussed, the ditches are being summarized independently from the other 
wetlands, as there may be variable jurisdiction when the project is permitted.   

The ditches located throughout the project area are either created or 
modified from existing wetlands to facilitate conveyance of water. These 
ditches are often saturated, but have water levels that vary substantially 
depending on precipitation or the water levels in the receiving bodies (usually 
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larger, regional drainage ditches). Vegetation in these basins is almost 
exclusively cattails (Typha spp.) or reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) 
depending on duration of inundation. This designation also includes portions 
of the channels dominated by open, flowing water that are components of 
the larger regional drainage system. Within the project area, a majority of 
the wet ditches are Type 3 reed canary grass swales, although cattail ditches 
are also very common.  A few sedge meadow areas were observed, but most 
tended to be within the DM&E railroad right-of-way, and generally not within 
the project construction limits. A summary of the drainage ditch impacts are 
presented in Table 19.  

Table 19 – Summary of Roadside Ditch Impacts By Habitat Type 

Habitat Classifications Number of Basins Total Area of 
Impact (acres) 

Reed canary grass ditch 31 4.53 
Cattail ditch 19 3.63 

Total 8.16 acres 
For all the areas delineated, a total of 7.72 acres of wetland, and 8.16 acres 
of drainage ditch that may be regulated as wetland could potentially be 
impacted.  

The analysis completed as part of the Draft EIS indicated 15.25 to 17.48 
acres of wetland impact under Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment, which 
is within the actual impacts identified in this Final EIS. The reasons for the 
variability in the values include the following: 

• Wetland impacts in the Draft EIS were based on NWI mapping with 
field verification. More accurate delineations of wetland boundaries 
have been completed in May and June 2009 for the Final EIS. 

• The Draft EIS included a conservative estimate using the required 
right-of-way required for each alternative in order to represent a 
“worst case” scenario. The right-of-way corridor and construction 
limits for the preferred alternative have been refined in the Final EIS, 
and the preferred alternative alignment has been shifted in several 
places to minimize impacts. 

• Although the amount of drainage ditch was greater than estimated, 
the amount of wetland was actually less, which reduced the total 
impact areas slightly.   

Wetland Jurisdiction 
The jurisdiction of all wetlands will be determined during the permitting 
process under the rules in place at that time. Based on current rules it is 
anticipated that the following agencies would have jurisdiction over the 
wetlands in the project area: 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates all wetlands 
and ditches, provided they meet the criteria of the 1987 Manual and the 
subsequent regional supplements. This includes drainage ditches, as there is 
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no recognition of incidental wetlands. Currently, the USACE has no authority 
over isolated wetlands. Many of the wetlands in the project area appear to be 
isolated, but a Jurisdictional Determination will need to be completed to 
establish which basins are regulated by USACE and which are not.   

The Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) also regulates wetlands, and 
is administered by Mn/DOT when impacts occur within its right-of-way.  The 
WCA regulates all wetlands, regardless of isolation. This process recognizes 
created areas as incidental, which would include many of the drainage 
ditches.   

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) also regulates wetlands 
through two primary mechanisms. The first is through review of the project 
with regards to compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. This 
project is anticipated to require an Individual Permit from the USACE, which 
also requires 401 water quality certification from the MPCA. The MPCA also 
regulates wetland through Minnesota Rules 7050.0186, which attempts to 
prevent degradation of wetlands and waters, requires sequencing to avoid 
and minimize impacts, and provide compensatory mitigation if impacts 
cannot be avoided.   

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) regulates Public 
Waters, and is a participant if projects occur within 1,000 feet of a Public 
Water. The proposed project includes the crossing of the Straight River on 
the west side of the project, and the Lower Branch of the Middle Fork of the 
Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) on the east end of the project. The 
preferred alternative includes improvements that will also pass within 300 
feet of Dodge Center Creek in order to maintain connectivity of several local 
roadways. A DNR Public Waters Work Permit is required for any activity 
affecting the course, current, or cross-section of public waters unless 
specifically exempted in Minn. Rules Chapter 6115.  Based on the preliminary 
layout, no placement of fill or temporary impacts to public waters is 
anticipated. Following the completion of the final design, if the project 
requires the placement of fill material within the channel or temporary 
impacts, a DNR Public Waters Work Permit will be required.   

Sequencing 
Wetland impact sequencing includes three steps: impact avoidance, impact 
minimization, and impact compensation/mitigation. Each wetland was 
evaluated individually for opportunities to avoid or minimize impacts.  

Wetland impacts were avoided where possible, however reasons for not 
avoiding impacts to a specific wetland included one or more of the following: 

• Need to provide safe roadway geometrics; 

• Alignment cannot be shifted to the north because of railroad corridor; 

• Shifting the alignment would isolate the wetland in the median; and 

• Shifting the alignment would create impacts to other wetlands or to 
other social, environmental, or natural resources. 
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If wetland avoidance was not possible, the next step in the sequencing 
process, minimization was considered. Several minimization measures were 
considered in the design of the preliminary layout for the preferred 
alternative including:  

• Use of the existing roadway alignments wherever possible. By using 
an existing roadway alignment (state highway, county road, or 
township road), only the new width of the roadway causes impacts to 
wetlands. 

• Increase in ditch slope. Increasing the slope of the ditch adjacent to 
the outside lanes would reduce the footprint of the roadway. The 
typical rural cross section calls for 1:6 (vertical:horizontal) slopes. 
Thus, either a 1:5 or 1:4 slope with additional unpaved shoulder 
width are acceptable strategies to minimize wetland impacts. Steeper 
slopes are not acceptable because of the hazard presented to drivers 
running off the road or hitting guard rail. Also, the slope near culverts 
will be gentle so as to cover the culvert. 

• Reduction in the elevation of the road profile. Lowering the road 
profile can reduce the footprint of the roadway. This strategy has 
limited application because the roadway should be at least five feet 
above the water level to prevent water damage to the roadbed, and 
in some areas, the roadway should be at least four feet above the 
adjacent ground to allow snow to blow off the road to decrease the 
hazard posed by drifting snow. Also, there must be sufficient cover 
over culverts. 

• Construction of bridges. Bridging over wetlands is applicable only 
where there are exceptional wetlands because of the cost of bridging 
and the reduction in safety. There are no such wetlands impacted by 
the Highway 14 project, so construction of bridges is not an 
appropriate minimization strategy.  

In order to minimize water quality impacts to wetlands, water quality 
treatment best management practices (BMPs) have been designed and 
incorporated into the preliminary layout (see Water Quality section in this 
Final EIS). 

In general, the minimization strategies listed above can be difficult to 
implement where there are small wetlands not close to one another.  

Mitigation 
A Combined Wetland Permit Application and Replacement Plan will be 
prepared and submitted for the preferred alternative prior to construction. A 
Pre-Section 404 Permit Application meeting was held in July 2007. The 
purpose of the meeting was to initiate early coordination between the USACE 
and Mn/DOT on the Highway 14 Improvement Project. Jurisdiction 
Determination procedures were discussed and will be further considered as 
the project progresses into more detailed design and eventually permitting. 
Upon completion of the environmental review process, with particular 
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emphasis to wetland impacts, it shall be requested that the USACE provide a 
determination supporting that the least environmentally damaging practical 
alternative has been selected. 

Replacement of lost wetlands will be in accordance with state and federal 
regulatory requirements at the time of project construction. Replacement will 
occur prior to or concurrent with the wetland impacts, and will include all 
efforts to provide “in-kind”, “in place” and “in-advance” wetland replacement. 
Furthermore, efforts will be made to replace all lost functions and values. 
This will likely require the use of wetland banking, which is currently the 
preferred method of mitigation for both the USACE and the WCA.   

Mn/DOT’s existing wetland bank system may provide eligible credit, to date 
there are existing accounts and wetland credits held by Mn/DOT within the 
Bank Service Area and assuming the potentially long term of the project 
schedule, additional bank sites could be developed over the next several 
years to accommodate the project needs. The specific method(s) for 
mitigating impacts to wetlands will be determined during the final design 
phase and permitting of the project. The Highway 14 Wetlands Delineation 
Report will be reviewed and revised as needed prior to project construction. 

No Practicable Alternative Finding 

Based on the findings of the Wetland Delineation Report and summary 
above, it has been determined that there are no practicable alternatives to 
the proposed action, and the proposed action includes all practicable 
measures to minimize harm to wetlands.  

Vegetation 
The present day vegetation within and adjacent to the preferred alternative 
corridor is dominated by agricultural row crops and hay fields. Areas of 
Native vegetation can be found in limited areas within the study area. Small 
areas of remnant prairie can be found adjacent to the DM&E railroad corridor 
and along a small number of county/township road ditches. Bottomland 
hardwood forest is found near the Straight River and Lower Branch of the 
Middle Fork of the Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) riparian corridors. 

The remnant prairie areas were identified and mapped in the field with the 
assistance of MNDNR staff. The boundaries of these areas were utilized in 
avoidance and minimization measures as part of the preliminary design of the 
preferred alternative. However, based on the preliminary construction limits 
of the preferred alternative, there are five remnant prairie areas that will be 
encountered, resulting in approximately 0.5 acres of direct impact.    

The preferred alternative will impact a small number of woodland areas 
(larger tracts of forestlands and densely vegetated farmsteads/building sites). 
There is approximately 23 acres of woodlands within the right-of-way of the 
preferred alternative. These impacts primarily occur along the fringe of these 
areas. For safety purposes, all mature vegetation within the highway clear 
zone will be removed.    
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Mitigation 
Impacts to vegetation have been avoided and minimized in the preliminary 
design and will be further considered in the final design phase. Construction 
of the preferred alternative is not yet programmed and will not likely be 
constructed for several years. Reevaluation of prairie remnant sites prior to 
the completion of the final design and start of construction should happen. 
Efforts to limit right-of-way acquisition and construction activities within these 
natural vegetation areas will be made including appropriately locating staging 
areas needed during the construction phase and through the use of 
protective fencing for areas within the right-of-way that occur outside the 
limits of construction. A substantial amount of right-of-way will be available 
with the preferred alternative that may be appropriate for prairie vegetation 
establishment. Mn/DOT specifications will be modified to require use of local 
ecotypes of native grasses and forbes in reestablishing vegetation along this 
project. Where existing prairie remnants are impacted, topsoil will be 
salvaged for re-application to the impacted area so that the native seed bank 
and soil microbes can be re-established. 

Mn/DOT’s integrated roadside management planning guidelines will assist in 
minimizing the potential spread of invasive plant species through 
reestablishment of native plant communities in all disturbed areas as well as 
routine maintenance of the state highway right-of-way corridor.  

Fish and Wildlife 
The preferred alternative will impact wetlands, likely impacting the associated 
wildlife habitats.  

The preferred alternative will also pass through the Claremont Game Refuge, 
which includes habitat for many birds and mammal species. Potential impacts 
may include higher than average deer collision rates. As identified in Table 6 
of the Draft EIS, there were 37 reported crashes involving animals on this 
segment of Highway 14 during the five-year crash history review period (Jan. 
2001 – Dec. 2005).   

Under the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Mn/DOT has 
established a policy and process for mitigating impacts to nesting swallow 
concentrations on bridges. No existing impacts to swallow colonies are 
anticipated. 

Existing effective fish passage at the Straight River and the Lower Branch of 
the Middle Fork Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek) will be maintained.   

Mitigation 
Impacts to wetlands and vegetation have been discussed and proposed 
mitigation is described in each respective section. 

Since the preferred alternative remains adjacent to the southern edge of the 
DM&E railroad corridor and fish passage will remain as it currently exists, 
impacts to fish and wildlife will be minimal.  
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Deer-car collisions are most likely to occur during wintering season in the 
area of the Claremont Game Refuge. Mitigation for deer-car collisions will be 
further discussed with the MNDNR and considered as part of the final design. 
Mitigation options may include planting non-preferred vegetation in the right-
of-way, adding more frequent deer crossing signs, and installing wildlife 
passages with fencing and periodic one-way gates or jump ramps along the 
right-of-way.  

Mn/DOT will adhere to the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

State/Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 
The Draft EIS included an assessment of threatened and endangered species 
(see Draft EIS Section 4.2 – State/Federal Threatened and Endangered 
Species).  

Because the proposed action is not yet programmed and will not be 
constructed for several years and since this information is subject to change, 
Mn/DOT acting as the non-federal representative for the Federal Highway 
Administration has stated that any determination of effect made at this time 
would be premature and therefore recommends that the action be 
reevaluated and consultation reinitiated within three years prior to the start 
of construction. The response letter from Mn/DOT’s Office of Environmental 
Services (OES) is included in Appendix D of the Draft EIS. This letter also 
states that the project is within the distribution range of the dwarf trout lily 
(Erythronium propullans) and the prairie bush clover (Lespedeza 
leptostachya), both federally-listed species.  No occurrence of candidate 
federal species or listed critical habitat has been identified within the 
proposed right-of-way limits for the preferred alternative. 

Correspondences with MNDNR staff have occurred in the early planning and 
design phases of the project. Several state-listed threatened and special 
concern mussel species are found in the Straight River. No impacts to the 
riverbed are anticipated.   

Wood turtles (Clemmys insculpta), a state-listed threatened species, have 
been sighted in the vicinity of the Lower Branch of the Middle Fork of the 
Zumbro River (Dodge Center Creek). The preferred alternative will not impact 
the bridges over the river or floodplain habitat. The MNDNR has 
recommended that effective erosion and sediment control practices be 
implemented and maintained in the area to avoid potential impacts.  

Several mesic prairie remnants have been identified within the project area. 
These sites have been field verified and delineated. To the extent practical, 
the preliminary design of the preferred alternative minimized impacts to 
these locations. However, upon further review of the preferred alternative, it 
has been determined that the preferred alternative will impact 5 locations 
where prairie remnants currently exist, resulting in approximately 0.5 acres of 
impact.  
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Mitigation 
If state listed species are encountered within the construction limits or 
staging areas, the MNDNR will be consulted for plant salvage possibilities. 
Mn/DOT and the MNDNR have a well established and reputable plant salvage 
program to implement when there are unavoidable impacts to native plants. 

Coordination between the MNDNR and Mn/DOT will continue through the 
project development process, which may result in additional measures (e.g. 
construction staging, fencing prairie areas, etc.) to minimize effects. 

Prime and Statewide Important Farmland 
An extensive study of the potential effects of the proposed improvements to 
farmland in the project area was completed for the Draft EIS (see Draft EIS 
Section 4.2 – Prime and Statewide Important Farmland). As indicated in the 
Draft EIS, the preferred alternative (Alternative 3 with Claremont South 
Bypass Option 4) will convert nearly 600 acres of land classified as prime, 
unique, and/or of statewide importance to a transportation use. This 
calculation includes all areas (i.e. wetlands, farmsteads, public rights of way, 
and agricultural fields) that have underlying soil types that are classified in 
the soil surveys for each county that have been classified as prime, unique, 
and/or of statewide importance. Based on data contained in the Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating Form (CPA 106), the amount of farmland 
converted in Dodge County and Steele County by the preferred alternative 
will be approximately 0.1 percent of the total farmland in the counties. The 
CPA 106 Form is included in Appendix E of the Draft EIS along with 
correspondence letters to the County Natural Resources Conservation Service 
office. 

The preferred alternative will also have direct and indirect impacts on farming 
operations. There are a number of farms that are within the proposed right-
of-way limits that would lose cultivated land and buildings that are currently 
in use. Most of the farmland impacts created by the preferred alternative are 
the result of acquisition of strips of right-of-way from those farms located 
along either existing Highway 14 or the DM&E rail line. 

Indirect impacts will occur in areas where farm parcels are triangulated or 
severed by the proposed highway corridor and farming operations become 
less efficient and cost-effective. It is estimated that the preferred alternative 
will cause approximately twelve farm severances/triangulation. These impacts 
are estimates based on the preliminary layout. These impacts are primarily 
associated with the Steele County Road 43 interchange, Claremont South 
Bypass and Dodge County Road 3 interchange, and Highway 56/Dodge 
County Road 5 interchange.  

A controlled access highway will also result in fewer access points than 
currently exist making farming operations more difficult in some areas. It is 
proposed that grade-separated crossings along the project corridor will occur 
at the following locations:  

• Steele County Road 45  
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• Highway 218  

• Steele County Road 43  

• Steele County Road 16  

• Dodge County Road 1  

• Dodge County Road 3  

• Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5  

The identification of Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative will allow the 
existing Highway 14 alignment to be utilized for farm operations and 
movement of farm machinery.     

As discussed in the Geology/Groundwater section, a more detailed 
consideration of farm drainage systems has been included in the preliminary 
design of the preferred alternative. Individual landowners/operators were 
contacted to discuss potential farm drainage impacts on all agricultural lands 
affected by the preferred alternative. Drainage information such as locations 
of existing culverts, tile lines, and intakes was requested and incorporated 
into the preliminary design. This information was used to establish a roadway 
drainage system that will have minimal effects on agricultural properties.  

Mitigation 
Without compromising the design of the preferred alternative, all practical 
measures to minimize harm to prime, unique, and/or statewide important 
farmlands and overall farm operations have been applied to the preliminary 
design. Furthermore, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, will be followed with regards to 
farmland acquisition and relocation of farmsteads. 

Mn/DOT is committed to reestablishing effective field tile drainage systems. 
Potential impacts to individual properties will be determined on a case-by-
case basis as part of the final design and right-of-way acquisition process. 

Visual Quality 
As described in Section 4.2 – Visual Quality in the Draft EIS, the construction 
of the preferred alternative will create impacts to visual quality. The preferred 
alternative will have an effect on the existing visual scene and resources for 
both travelers and neighbors. The proposed highway improvements will 
require additional pavement and clearing of some natural areas. The south 
bypass alignment of the preferred alternative will also introduce a highway to 
a previously agricultural area.  

Mitigation 
No mitigation is required for visual impacts. During the final design phase, a 
corridor landscaping plan will be prepared. Minimizing visual impacts from 
tree removal and/or creating irregular edges in the tree line will be 
considered. 
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Indirect Impacts 
See Draft EIS Section 4.3 for a complete discussion of Indirect Impacts. 
Potential short-term and long-term indirect impacts resulting from the 
preferred alternative include: 

• Increased travel time effects for some area residents and business 
patrons occurring. This segment of Highway 14 will become a 
controlled access freeway and will require additional travel time 
to/from the proposed interchange locations along the proposed 
freeway section of highway. 

• Potential for land use changes, especially on land surrounding new 
interchange locations. 

Each of these potential indirect impacts is further discussed below. 

Increased Travel Time 
With the exception of the highway corridor itself, travel times will potentially 
increase for area residents, farm operators, and business patrons that will no 
longer have direct highway access. They will be required to travel longer 
distances to the points of highway access and/or overpasses. Additional 
travel time and expenses associated with access closures are likely to be 
offset by the benefits of improved safety over time provided by a controlled 
access highway corridor (freeway section).   

Land Use Changes 
Future land use in the project area is determined by many factors, including 
access to the transportation system, the availability of municipal services 
(sewer and water), environmental amenities, and economic conditions. 
Construction of a new or improved highway can create conditions that can 
aid in the change of development patterns. Highway construction by itself 
does not cause new development if there are not market forces that support 
new development and changes in land use. In order for potential land use 
changes to occur, the development plans have to be consistent with local 
land use and zoning regulations.  

Most new commercial development is expected within the quadrants of the 
planned interchange locations of the preferred alternative. The desire to 
occupy the site may precede the ability to extend orderly municipal services 
to the site. This may result in longer utility lines until contiguous development 
can “catch up” to the property desiring services. The desire to occupy these 
locations can also artificially raise land prices and may affect property values 
of undeveloped adjoining parcels. Potential development at interchange areas 
will be regulated by City and/or County zoning regulations.  Most of the 
proposed interchange areas are currently zoned for agriculture, so local 
zoning/comprehensive plan changes would need to be enacted for future 
development to occur. The timeframe of project construction and City/County 
zoning regulations will determine if, when and where future development 
may occur. 
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Mitigation 
No mitigation has been identified for travel time change indirect impacts.  
Given the existing regulatory framework, where local governments control 
land use planning, zoning and other development regulatory activities, 
indirect impacts of the project are expected to be minimal. Potential indirect 
land use impacts may be avoided and/or minimized through land use controls 
and roadway access restrictions. 

Cumulative Impacts 
See Draft EIS Section 4.2 – Cumulative Impacts for a complete discussion of 
potential cumulative effects resulting from the incremental effects of the 
Highway 14 Improvement Project along with all past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the study area vicinity. 
Cumulative impacts are defined by the CEQ as the following: 

“Impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions.” (40 CFR 158.7) 

The proposed project spans both Steele and Dodge Counties and is located 
within the Cannon River and Zumbro River watersheds.  Within Minnesota, 
the Cannon and Zumbro River watersheds comprise approximately half of the 
Lower Mississippi River watershed.  Based on data provided by the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources, this agriculturally intensive watershed has 
lost more than 97 percent of the presettlement wetlands.  The remaining 
wetlands tend to be farmed, drained, or highly modified by changes in 
surrounding land use or alteration of hydrology.  Similarly, this conversion of 
land to agriculture has resulted in a loss of more than 99 percent of the 
native vegetation present prior to settlement.  Small areas of native prairie 
remnants remain, but are small, isolated, and not sustainable without 
protection and management.   

Immediately west of the project area, Highway 14 is being reconstructed on 
a new alignment extending west from the current Interstate-35/Highway 14 
interchange in the City of Owatonna to Waseca. The transportation 
improvements completed both state and federal environmental reviews that 
indicated the project will result in direct impacts to the built environment 
(homes, businesses, and historic structures/properties) and the natural 
environment (wetlands, vegetation, water quality). This four-lane freeway 
section west of Interstate-35 will enhance the mobility between Mankato and 
Rochester and improve travel safety along this segment of Highway 14.  

The Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern (DM&E) Railroad has undergone 
environmental review to construct/reconstruct new and existing rail line to 
reach the coal mines of Wyoming’s Powder River Basin. Within the Highway 
14 study area, the DM&E project will primarily involve reconstruction of the 
existing tracks and the potential of a rail siding track west of Claremont. 
Therefore, impacts within the Highway 14 study area are anticipated to be 
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associated with the speed and number of trains traveling along the rail line. 
Minor impacts to the natural environment may occur as a result of 
reconstructing the existing tracks and rail siding track. 

Local economic development within the project area, such as the Al-Corn 
Clean Fuels facility in Claremont, is anticipated to occur within the project 
area. A mix of commercial and residential development within the 
communities of Owatonna, Claremont, and Dodge Center will likely occur 
over time. The submitted comment letter from the Environmental Protection 
Agency encourages the cities in the project area to follow the examples of 
other progressive cities and use smart growth techniques and innovative best 
management practices for stormwater and building projects (see Final EIS 
Section 8.3 – Agency Comments and Responses for additional information).   

Conclusion 
Potential cumulative impacts exist in issue areas related to land consumption, 
land development, wetlands, water quality, farmlands, and vegetation/wildlife 
habitat.  These potential impacts are typically considered through local and 
county comprehensive planning efforts.  These cumulative impacts can be 
best avoided and/or minimized through land use controls and roadway access 
restrictions.  Furthermore, local and state resource agencies such as the 
MNDNR, MPCA, Board of Water and Soil Resources, Soil and Water 
Conservation District, and others can work with local jurisdictions to develop 
resource preservation plans and land use standards that focus on preserving 
natural and environmental resources.  Local development controls could 
greatly assist in protecting or even enhancing sensitive resources in the study 
area, if local units of government are willing to implement protective actions 
and enforce strong land use regulations. 

The Highway 14 Improvement Project along with the cumulative effects from 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects is not anticipated to result 
in substantial impacts to any one or combination of resources. This 
determination has been made in the context of the existing regulatory 
framework and the mitigation activities proposed for project impacts, and 
with respect to:  

• Simultaneous land use planning and local government regulatory 
activities and implementation of BMPs  

• The incremental impact on the built environment (homes/businesses, 
historic structures, etc.)  

• The natural environment (wetlands, farmlands, water quality, etc.)  

4.3 WHAT ARE THE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS? 
Precautions will be taken to limit impacts connected with highway and 
interchange construction activities. Potential environmental effects associated 
with construction can include traffic congestion, traffic detours, economic 
(business access), noise, water quality and soil erosion, borrow and excess 
materials, utility disruption, and farmland impacts.  The potential impacts 
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along with applicable mitigation measures for each of these areas are 
discussed below. 

Traffic Congestion 
Construction of the project is expected to take at least two construction 
seasons to complete, cause traffic delays, cause travel difficulty to adjacent 
developments, and increase congestion within the project area. A 
construction staging plan will be developed during the final design phase of 
the project that will further assess potential traffic congestion impacts 
associated with construction. The staging plan will attempt to address the 
need for property access, while minimizing the total length of construction 
time. 

Traffic Detours 
A construction staging plan will be completed during the final design stage of 
the project, identifying potential detours. This plan will attempt to minimize 
disruptions to traffic patterns while maximizing directness of detoured routes. 
This would minimize short-term impacts on emergency services (police, fire, 
and rescue) and transit services throughout the project area. 

Economic (Business Access) 
The proposed project is expected to generate both direct construction jobs 
and indirect jobs to support construction related activities. The exact number 
of jobs cannot be determined at this time. The Federal Highway 
Administration recently calculated that for every million dollars spent on 
highway and bridge construction, approximately 27 jobs could be supported 
throughout the economy.  

The preferred alternative will prohibit direct access to properties along the 
corridor. However, alternative access is to be provided by secondary streets.    
Existing businesses within the project area may experience negative short-
term impacts during construction due to traffic disturbances/detours. The 
preferred alternative will limit potential adverse economic impacts since a 
large portion of the improvements will be constructed on a new alignment. 
As part of the construction staging plan, efforts will be made to ensure that 
traffic movements and access to businesses are maintained. 

Construction Noise 
The construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed 
project will result in increased noise levels relative to existing conditions.  
Noise levels due to construction activities in the project area will vary 
depending on the types of equipment used, the location of the equipment, 
and the operating mode. During a typical work cycle, construction equipment 
may be idling, preparing to perform tasks, or operating under a full load. 
Equipment may be congregated in a specific location or spread out over a 
larger area. Some construction could potentially occur in close proximity to 
existing noise-sensitive land uses. Adverse impacts resulting from 
construction noise are expected to be localized and temporary. All 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 76 
May 2010 

construction equipment will be properly equipped to minimize potential 
construction noise impacts. 

Table 20 shows peak noise levels monitored at 50 feet from various types of 
construction equipment. This equipment is primarily associated with site 
grading/site preparation, which is generally the roadway construction phase 
associated with the greatest noise levels. 

Table 20 – Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels at 50 feet 

Equipment 
Type 

Manufacturers 
Sampled 

Number of 
Models in Sample

Peak Noise Level (dBA)
Range Average 

Backhoes 5 6 74-92 83 
Front Loaders 5 30 75-96 85 

Dozers 8 41 65-95 85 
Graders 3 15 72-92 84 
Scrapers 2 27 76-98 87 

Pile Drivers N/A N/A 95-105 101 
Source:  US EPA and FHWA 

Elevated noise levels are, to a degree, unavoidable for this type of project.  
Mn/DOT will require that construction equipment be properly muffled and in 
proper working order. While Mn/DOT and its contractor(s) are exempt from 
local noise ordinances, it is the practice to require contractor(s) to comply 
with applicable noise restrictions and ordinances to the extent reasonable. 
Advanced notice will be provided to affected communities of any planned 
abnormally loud construction activities.  Night construction may sometimes 
be required to minimize traffic impacts and to improve safety, but 
construction will be limited to daytime hours as much as possible. 
Construction is expected to last at least two construction seasons. Any 
proposed noise barriers will be built as early as construction staging allows.  

Any associated high-impact equipment noise, such as pile driving, pavement 
sawing, or jack hammering, will be unavoidable with construction of the 
proposed project. Pile-driving noise is associated with any bridge construction 
and sheet piling necessary for retaining wall construction. While pile-driving 
equipment results in the highest peak noise level, as shown in Table 20, it is 
limited in duration to the activities noted above (e.g., bridge construction). 
The use of pile drivers will be prohibited during nighttime hours. 

Water Quality and Soil Erosion 
The potential for soil erosion and impacts on water quality are greatest at the 
time a project requires the removal of vegetation and topsoil for initial 
clearing, grubbing, and grading activities. Areas adjacent to water resources 
have the highest potential for adverse impacts. Erosion control measures as 
suggested by the MPCA will be installed to minimize potential soil erosion 
impacts from construction activities. These practices may include, but are not 
limited to, the following, sedimentation basins, silt control devices (silt 
fences, hay bails), slope drains, and rapid revegetation of exposed 
construction areas. As part of the final design of the preferred alternative an 
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erosion control plan, also known as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), will be prepared and submitted as part of the NPDES permit.  

Borrow or Excess Material 
The selection of borrow material for the construction of the proposed 
improvements will be the responsibility of the construction contractor. 
Existing gravel/borrow sites, in some instances, are identified in the contract 
special provisions. Due to the cost of hauling aggregate resources, it is 
assumed that the potential area of effect would be within close proximity of 
the corridor. The haul distance could be shorter or longer because it is highly 
dependent upon the number of trucks being used by the contractor.  

Mn/DOT has no authority over land use outside the state’s right-of-way. Such 
matters, including gravel mining, generally fall under the jurisdiction of local 
units of government as part of land use ordinances. The State of Minnesota 
has designated local units of government as the RGU for environmental 
review and analysis of gravel mining operations. Any new sites would be 
subject to environmental reviews under Minnesota Rule Chapter 4410.4300, 
Subp. 12 and will require an archaeological survey of the site. At the time of 
construction, Mn/DOT will be notifying the Planning and Zoning Department 
of both Dodge County and Steele County informing them of the potential 
gravel needs for the proposed action. The extraction of gravel resources 
could affect sensitive environmental resources in the area. Both Dodge 
County and Steele County have existing land use regulations that ensure 
appropriate environmental reviews occur for any gravel mining requests.  

The disposal of excess material will be conducted in accordance with Mn/DOT 
specifications, environmental regulations, and according to a project disposal 
plan that will be prepared by the Contractor and approved by Mn/DOT. 

Utility Disruption 
Construction activities may result in temporary impacts to local utilities. 
Coordination and cooperation with the local service providers has been and 
will continue to be maintained throughout the project development process.  

Farmland Impacts 
Within the study area, construction activities may temporarily disrupt farm 
operations and/or farm businesses such as planting, growing, and harvesting 
of crops. Temporary impacts could also result from loss of productivity of 
croplands directly adjacent to construction activities or loss of customers to a 
farm-related business during construction of the highway improvements.  

Temporary farm-related impacts may include soil compaction from 
construction equipment, removal and replacement of drain tile, and the 
removal of crops and topsoil for staging areas and construction.  Some loss in 
yield will occur from soil compaction in these areas or from loss of drain tile 
efficiencies.  Soil compaction impacts are expected to last no more than one 
to two years following completion of construction and field drain tile systems 
will be replaced or restored to pre-construction effectiveness. These impacts 
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are considered minor relative to the area of cropland affected when 
compared to the permanent loss of cropland from new right-of-way. 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of 
Man’s Environment and the Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 
All highway projects require the investment or commitment of some portion 
of resources found in the existing environment. Short-term refers to the 
immediate consequences of the project whereas long-term relates to its 
direct or secondary effects on future generations. 

Potential Adverse Use 
Temporary Reduction of Energy and Material Resources 
The materials consumed in the construction of the proposed improvements 
will be unavailable for other uses. These include the construction of other 
non-highway related facilities. The energy consumed in the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of the facility is slightly higher than the energy 
consumed by the No-Build Alternative (in the short-term). 

Temporary Loss of Vegetation 
In addition to permanent vegetation loss as a result of an expanded highway, 
construction activities will result in additional short-term losses of vegetation 
adjacent to the roadway improvements. If necessary, Mn/DOT and MNDNR 
staff will consider and coordinate plant salvage of important or rare native 
vegetation that could be affected by the preferred alternative. Revegetation 
design will be coordinated with visual quality, erosion control, and shoreline 
and embankment stabilization components of the project to ensure minimal 
impacts as a result of temporary vegetation loss. 

Temporary Loss of Wetlands 
The preferred alternative will directly impact existing wetlands. Due to the 
scattered distribution of wetlands, the impact on wetlands cannot be 
completely avoided. See Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands for a discussion of 
avoidance and minimization efforts as well as compensatory mitigation 
opportunities associated with the preferred alternative. 

Temporary Impacts on Water Resources 
The preferred alternative has the potential to create temporary impacts on 
water resources due to the close proximity of drainage ditches and wetlands. 
Every practical effort will be made to minimize impacts on water resources. 

Short-Term Economic Impacts 
The construction of the expanded highway will require the acquisition of 
property and will remove this land from the tax rolls resulting in some short-
term loss of property tax revenues. This short-term loss is anticipated to be 
offset due to the increased value of land served by the new highway.  

Also, the preferred alternative requires a number of relocations. Depending 
on the availability and location of replacement housing and farms, such 
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acquisitions could affect the tax base for local units of government through a 
short-term loss in tax revenues. Short-term construction detours may require 
that typical business relationships be temporarily altered. This may include 
short-term changes in the conduct of business and trade activities until the 
highway improvements are fully integrated. 

Inconveniences from Construction 
Construction will cause minor traffic delays and short-term inconveniences for 
motorists in the area. Construction detours and higher levels of congestion 
may result due to construction activities.  

Significant Capital Investment 
Financial commitments to the project include acquisition, relocation, and 
construction costs. These public dollars will not be available for other uses. In 
addition, the land converted to highway use represents a reduction in tax 
base. These costs are to be recovered through more efficient travel and 
reduced user costs and an increase in the overall tax base due to the 
improved accessibility and mobility within the project area and region. 

Long-Term Gains in Productivity 
Improved Mobility and Accessibility 
Due to the expanded capacity of the highway, travel times within and 
through the project area will be improved.  

Reduction in Travel Time and Cost of Travel 
A four-lane highway has the ability to accommodate high volumes of traffic. 
The presence of free flowing traffic will reduce motorist travel times and fuel 
consumption, which will reduce the overall cost of travel. 

Economic Benefit 
The economic advantage lies in the long-term efficiencies that an improved 
transportation system will provide. These efficiencies include travel time 
savings, increased safety, business expansion opportunities, and increased 
tourism. The preferred alternative has some degree of beneficial economic 
impacts. The travel time savings will be a benefit to trucking companies, 
shippers, salespeople, tourists, and to commuters going to and from work. 
The travel time saved by shippers and salespeople will result in reduced costs 
for businesses, making them more competitive in the marketplace.  

Reduction of Crashes 
The construction of a rural four-lane divided (grass center median), full 
access controlled freeway (interchanges) will improve safety for motorists 
using the highway and will reduce the severity of crashes (i.e., head-on and 
side-swipe collisions).  

Improvements in Surface Water Drainage 
Within the project study area, there are currently very few storm water 
management techniques being practiced. The proposed highway 
improvements will incorporate storm water treatment facilities that will collect 
and treat highway runoff prior to discharging to receiving water bodies. 
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Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 
Land Consumption 
The preferred alternative will require the acquisition of undeveloped and 
developed land for the purpose of roadway construction. Within the 
foreseeable future, this commitment of property to roadway use is 
considered irreversible and irretrievable as long as the facility continues to 
serve the public good. However, if a greater need arises for use of the land 
or if the highway facility is no longer needed, the land could be converted to 
another use. At present, there is no reason to believe such a conversion 
would ever be necessary or desirable. 

Social and Cultural Resources 
The displacement and relocation of residences and other resources (including 
historic properties) of the built environment (public and private) are 
considered to be irreversible and irretrievable. The potential number of 
relocations, including historic properties, for the preferred alternative was 
based on structures (historic property boundaries) that fall within the 
proposed right-of-way. Avoidance measures will be further considered during 
the final design phase of the preferred alternative that may reduce the 
number of acquisitions or impacts. These avoidance measures may include 
minor alignment shifts of the preferred alternative or new frontage roads or 
extensions of existing or proposed frontage roads. 

Construction Materials 
The project will result in the commitment of such materials as steel, cement, 
aggregate, and bituminous. These resources are largely irretrievable except 
for those items that have some salvage value and can be recycled. A benefit-
cost analysis was completed for the preferred alternative and was presented 
in the Benefit-Cost Analysis section of the Draft EIS (see Section 4.1). Part of 
the analysis considered the cost of construction materials as well as the value 
of material that could be salvaged sometime in the future. Therefore, all 
construction materials needed for the preferred alternative are not 
considered to be fully irretrievable resources. 

Financial Resources 
The improvements will require a considerable amount of federal and state 
financial commitment. The total cost for the preferred alternative is estimated 
to be $151.2 million. While these public funds are not directly retrievable, the 
investment will enhance the safety of the users of Highway 14, the cost of 
travel along the roadway, and the economic vitality of the region. 

Natural Resources 
The proposed improvements may require the commitment of natural 
resources including the loss of vegetation, wetland functions and values, and 
other wildlife habitat. The commitment of these resources may in part be 
irreversible and irretrievable. Avoidance and minimization measures will be 
incorporated into the final design of the preferred alternative. Mitigation 
measures will be employed in an attempt to counter all remaining impacts. 
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5.0 WHAT PERMITS AND APPROVALS ARE 
REQUIRED FOR THE PROJECT? 

It is anticipated that federal, state, and other local permits/approvals/ 
concurrence may be required for the proposed action. The following 
permits/approvals/concurrence will likely be required prior to construction of 
the proposed action: 

 Adequacy Determination from Mn/DOT 

 Record of Decision from FHWA 

 Section 404 Permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) 

 Section 401 Water Quality Certification from Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) 

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 
Stormwater Permit from the MPCA 

 Noise Exemption from the MPCA 

 Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) from Mn/DOT 

 Municipal Approval from the City of Claremont and the City of Owatonna 

 Public Waters Work Permit from the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (MNDNR) 

 Orders for crossing three drainage ditches will be obtained from requisite 
ditch authorities 
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6.0 WHO RECEIVED COPIES OF THE FINAL 
EIS/FINAL SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION? 

6.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 Natural Resources Conservation Service 
 U.S. Department of Interior 

 

6.2 STATE AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS 
 Environmental Quality Board 
 Board of Water & Soil Resources 
 Minnesota Department of Public Service 
 Minnesota Department of Commerce 
 Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
 Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
 Legislative Reference Library 
 Minnesota Department of Health 
 Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

 

6.3 LOCAL AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS 
 City of Dodge Center 
 City of Claremont 
 City of Owatonna 
 Triton School District #2125 
 Owatonna School District #761 
 Dodge County 
 Steele County 
 Dodge County Soil and Water Conservation District 
 Steele County Soil and Water Conservation District 
 Wasioja Township 
 Claremont Township 
 Havana Township 
 Owatonna Township 

 

6.4 OTHER 
 Rochester Public Library 
 Owatonna Public Library 
 Dodge Center Library 
 Highway 14 Partnership  

 

 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 83 
May 2010 

7.0 WHAT TYPE OF PROJECT COORDINATION 
AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT HAS OCCURRED 
SINCE THE DRAFT EIS? 

Mn/DOT is committed to public involvement/outreach at all levels in decision-
making related to the Highway 14 Improvement Project.  Mn/DOT has 
engaged community organizations, area property owners, business owners, 
residents, and local, county, regional, and state agencies in the development 
of the project.  See Draft EIS Section 7.0 for a description of activities that 
took place prior to its publication.  Since publication of the Draft EIS, public 
involvement activities have included: 

 Draft EIS Public Hearings 

 Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meetings 

 City Council and County Board Workshops 

 Public Open House Meeting 

 Project Newsletters 

 Project Website Updates 

Informational and coordination meetings have also been held with 
representatives from local, state, and federal agencies with approval and/or 
permit authority to discuss appropriate analysis methodology for different 
resource areas. 

7.1 PROJECT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PAC) 
The PAC was formed to establish a communication link with the affected 
communities, organizations, and agencies. The committee represents local 
units of government (cities, counties, and townships) to communicate their 
concerns to the PAC through their representative to ensure that their 
community values/interests are expressed. To date, the PAC has met 13 
times. The PAC comprises representatives from each of the following groups. 

 City of Dodge Center 
 City of Claremont 
 City of Owatonna 
 Dodge County 
 Steele County 
 Wasioja Township 
 Claremont Township 
 Havana Township 
 Owatonna Township 
 Minnesota Legislative Representatives 
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7.2 COMMUNITY MEETINGS 
Throughout the project development process city, township, and county 
meetings have been held along the corridor that were aimed at gaining a 
better understanding of the perspectives and priorities of the residents and 
local officials. Notice for these meetings was provided through a combination 
of local meeting notices, press releases, and posting on the project web site. 
All of the open houses and public meetings provided an opportunity for the 
public to participate in the project development process and to review project 
information and comment on the project.  

7.3 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES 
In addition to the community open house meetings discussed above, 
Mn/DOT has hosted open house meetings/public hearings at key points in 
the project development process. On December 12, 2006, a project scoping 
open house meeting was held at the Triton High School in Dodge Center. The 
purpose of the meeting was:  

• To inform individuals of the upcoming EIS and design efforts  

• To gather information from the public regarding the full range of 
alignment alternatives addressed in the Scoping Document  

• To inform the public of opportunities to get involved in an important 
transportation project  

On April 19, 2007 an open house was held to provide an update on the Draft 
EIS and to share the results of the access and interchange location analysis 
conducted for the corridor. Draft EIS public hearings were held on October 
27th, 2008 at Triton High School in Dodge Center and October 30th, 2008 at 
the Mn/DOT District 6 Office in Owatonna. The public hearings included a 
presentation on the information contained in the Draft EIS as well as to 
obtain public input and comments on the document.    

7.4 AGENCY/PUBLIC COORDINATION 
Mn/DOT has regularly involved resource and regulatory agencies in the 
project development process.  This practice has been established by 
incorporating the Participating Agency provisions outlined in the federal 
SAFETEA-LU regulations. The Participating Agency guidance calls for inviting 
and actively engaging federal, state, regional, and local governmental entities 
early in the project development process.  The Highway 14 Participating 
Agency Committee includes members from local, state, and federal resource 
agencies. This includes, but is not limited to, cities, townships, school 
districts, counties, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, MNDNR, MPCA, 
MDA, EPA, USFWS, NRCS, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  An Agency 
and Public Coordination Plan was assembled at the onset of the project to 
facilitate the overall communication and coordination process. The interested 
reader may refer to Appendix A of the Scoping Document to review this plan, 
which is available for download on the project website. Additional 
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coordination meetings with various resource agencies and departments have 
occurred including extensive coordination with the local units of government 
through the use of the PAC and special city, county, and township meetings.  

7.5 PROJECT NEWSLETTERS AND MAILINGS 
A series of informational newsletters and mailings have been prepared and 
distributed to property owners and business owners in the project area with 
the intent of providing up-to-date project related information. 

7.6 PROJECT WEB PAGE 
An informational project web page has been established on the World Wide 
Web at (http://www.dot.state.mn.us/d6/projects/hwy14/). The site provides 
an additional means of distributing information and gathering input with an 
e-mail reply feature. The site is periodically updated to reflect project 
developments, planning/design changes, and to address new issues.  
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8.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 
The following section provides a response to public and agency comments 
received during the comment period for the Draft EIS. Public comments have 
been summarized by topic. 

8.1 OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT AND 
GUIDELINES FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS 
The Draft EIS for the Highway 14 Project was distributed in October 2008 to 
agencies and organizations on the official distribution list, as well as 
additional agencies/organizations that had either requested a copy of the 
document, and/or that could be affected by the proposed project. The 
comment period for the Draft EIS officially closed on November 17, 2008. 

Two public hearings to receive comments on the proposed project and Draft 
EIS were held as follows: 

Monday, October 27, 2008, 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. 
Triton High School 

813 West Highway Street 
Dodge Center, MN 55927 

Thursday, October 30, 2008, 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. 
Minnesota Department of Transportation District 6 Office  

1010 21st Ave. NW 
Owatonna, MN 55060 

At the public hearings, attendees were invited to provide comments through 
one of two ways:  

• Written Statements: Attendees were invited to submit written 
comments on cards provided at the open house or in letter form. 
Comments could also be submitted via e-mail. 

• Oral Statements: Attendees were invited to verbally cite their 
comments to a tape recorder provided at the sign-in table. 

A total of 39 comments were received from private citizens, business 
representatives, interest groups, agencies, and other government entities 
during the comment period. No oral testimonies were given at the public 
hearings. All written comments from individuals were published as part of the 
Public Hearing Record for the Draft EIS, available upon request from the 
Mn/DOT Project Manager.  

Consistent with state and federal environmental review rules, substantive 
comments are responded to in this Final EIS. Written responses have been 
provided for comments pertaining to analysis conducted for and documented 
in the Draft EIS. Specifically, responses have been prepared for statements 
noting incorrect or unclear information or content requirements. Comments 
agreeing with the Draft EIS/project information, general opinions, statements 
of fact, or statements of preference were not formally responded to in this 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 87 
May 2010 

Final EIS. Written comments are summarized and responded to in Section 
8.2. Copies of all government, agency, and organized interest group letters 
are included and responded to in Section 8.3 of this Final EIS. 

8.2 SUMMARY AND RESPONSE TO WRITTEN PUBLIC 
COMMENTS 
Response to Comments Regarding Right-of-Way Acquisition/Property 
Impacts 

1) Comments regarding property acquisition included concern over the 
right-of-way process, property values, property owners against 
acquisition, and general concern regarding the acquisition of residences 
and businesses. 

Response: Where possible, the preferred alternative has been modified 
to reduce right-of-way impacts. The properties that have been 
identified for acquisition are either directly impacted by the 
reconstructed roadway or are parcels where reasonable access cannot 
be maintained. The project will not require any business relocations. 
Right-of-way acquisition will be conducted in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended, and 49 CFR part 24. See Final EIS Section 4.1 
Right-of-Way and Relocation. Persons interested in obtaining additional 
information can contact the Mn/DOT District 6 Land Management 
Supervisor at (507) 285-7500. 

2) One business representative located near the existing intersection of 
Steele County Road 6 and Highway 14 requested a service road from 
either Steele County Road 45 or Highway 218 to mitigate the perceived 
economic impact from the proposed access closure at Steele County 
Road 6. 

Response: The existing Steele County Road 6/Austin Road and Highway 
14 right-in/right-out intersections will be closed as part of the proposed 
freeway design. Traffic currently using these limited access 
intersections will be directed to other roadways that connect to either 
the Steele County Road 45 interchange or the Highway 218 
interchange. Access to the business will be maintained via County Road 
18 (SE 28th Street) which will function as a backage road to the area 
south of the existing intersection. The preferred alternative also 
includes a cul-de-sac to the south of this existing intersection which will 
require the acquisition of right-of-way from this business.  Right-of-way 
negotiations will occur in this area as part of the land acquisition 
process. 

Response to Comments Regarding Potential Noise Impacts 
1) Several respondents stated the project may further increase the 

existing noise problem along Highway 14 and asked what measures are 
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being proposed to abate possible increases in noise levels within the 
study area. 

Response: The noise analysis indicated that future noise levels at many 
sensitive noise receptors exceeded both the Federal Noise Abatement 
Criteria and the State Noise Standards under the build alternative.  
Further noise analysis, including noise abatement feasibility, has been 
performed for the preferred alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.2 Noise. 

The mitigation analysis, documented in this Final EIS, revealed that a 
20-foot noise wall at a location north of Highway 14 and east of Steele 
County Road 45 is both acoustically effective in mitigating noise and 
also meets the Mn/DOT cost criteria of $3,250.00 per decibel of 
reduction per residence, making it economically reasonable. Based upon 
the location of this analyzed wall, taking into account the proper 
setback, sight lines, and location, a 20-foot noise wall that is 
approximately 4,700 feet in length is a feasible noise mitigation 
alternative. Taking this into account, a noise wall should be considered 
at this location for design and construction. 

Response to Comments Regarding Road Design & Access 
1) One commenter suggested that County Road 18 be extended east 

along SE 28th Street to Highway 218 due to the closure of County Road 
6. 

Response: According to the Steele County Transportation Plan (2005 – 
2025), this segment has already been designated as County Road 18.  
County Road 18 extends from the West Beltline to County Road 43 
(East Belt Line). 

2) One commenter suggested that the land area in between the ramps 
and mainline along County Road 59 Option 1 be used for storm 
retention ponds/wetland mitigation so that it could feed into the 
intermittent stream just west of the interchange area. 

Response: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the project team has 
further refined the Steele County Road 43 (referenced in the Draft EIS 
as County Road 59) area interchange option to minimize the impact of 
the proposed improvement. Storm water detention ponds are planned 
at 14 locations along the corridor, including the area identified by the 
commenter. These wet detention ponds will be used as end of the line 
runoff control and storm water treatment. Wet detention ponds have 
been strategically placed in order to capture substantial amounts of the 
roadway runoff for treatment (see Figures A1 through A8 located in 
Appendix A for proposed pond locations). Note these pond sites are 
based on the preliminary design and specific locations and sizes may be 
altered if deemed necessary during the final design phase of the 
project. See Final EIS Section 4.2 Water Quality and Surface Water 
Drainage for additional information.   
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3) One commenter suggested that County Road 180 be reconstructed to 
tie directly into existing Highway 14, east of the at-grade DM&E 
crossing. 

Response: The preliminary design for the preferred alternative includes 
the reconstruction and realignment of a short segment of County Road 
180 with existing Highway 14 to improve safety conditions along the 
local street network. 

4) One commenter suggested a slight jog to the south in the vicinity of SE 
64th Street to reduce impacts to wetlands #41, #42, and #43.  The 
commented also suggested that the excess land created between the 
mainline and the DM&E railroad by this jog could be used for wetland 
mitigation or landscaping/tree reforestation. 

Response: The preliminary design considered a range of design 
modifications for the preferred alternative.  An alignment shift to reduce 
impacts to wetlands #41, #42, and #43 was considered but not made 
due to the resulting right-of-way, relocation, farmland, and additional 
wetland impacts. 

5) One commenter suggested a slight jog to the south to reduce impact to 
wetland #12 about ½ mile east of SE 64th Street. 

Response: See response to comment #4 in this section. 

6) One commenter suggested the triangulated area bounded by County 
Road 3, Highway 14, and the DM&E Railroad be used for wetland 
mitigation and/or landscaping/tree reforestation if Option 2 is chosen. 

Response: Based on the comments and supporting analysis in the Draft 
EIS, Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment with Claremont Bypass 
Option 4 was identified as the preferred alternative and Claremont 
Bypass Option 2 was dismissed from further consideration.   

7) One commenter suggested a slight jog to the south to reduce impacts 
to Wetland #62 east of 150th Avenue. 

Response: Where possible, the preferred alternative has been modified 
to reduce wetland impacts. Avoidance and minimization measures have 
been explored to the greatest extent possible without compromising the 
safety of the improvements.  The reasons for not avoiding impacts to a 
specific wetland and the minimization measures that were considered in 
the design of the preliminary layout for the preferred alternative are 
discussed in Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands. In particular, the wetland 
impacts at the identified location have been minimized in the design of 
the preliminary layout for the preferred alternative (see Figure A7 in 
Appendix A). Furthermore, the extension of 630th Street has been 
lengthened to continue east to intersect with Dodge County Road 5, 
which will provide a local connection to the Highway 56/Dodge County 
Road 5 and Highway 14 interchange. 
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8) One commenter suggested a slight jog to the southeast of the proposed 
Highway 14/Highway 56/County Road 5 interchange to reduce impacts 
to forested areas and to eliminate the relocation need in the northwest 
quadrant of existing Highway 14/County Road H. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, the design of the Highway 
56/Dodge County Road 5 and Highway 14 interchange has been slightly 
modified with input from Wasioja Township and area property owners 
to minimize impacts on area residents and farm operations. 

9) One commenter suggested that existing Highway 14 be reconstructed 
to tie directly into old Highway 14/County Road 34.  The commenter 
noted that this would preserve old Highway 14/County Road 34 as the 
primary road into Dodge Center proper, instead of County Road H, and 
provides for a continuous local access road, parallel to the new Highway 
14, from Owatonna to Kasson. 

Response: The design of the preferred alternative connects directly to 
existing Highway 56, which provides access to Dodge Center via County 
Road 34 and County Road H. 

10) One commenter suggested that the intersection at County Road 59 be 
moved to the west to prevent residential and business impacts.   

Response: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, additional public and 
agency coordination (i.e. Steele County, City of Owatonna, Havana 
Township, Owatonna Township) has occurred that helped determine 
the preferred interchange option at Steele County Road 43 (referenced 
in the Draft EIS as County Road 59). A series of interchange options 
were further refined and considered as part of developing the 
preliminary layout.  Steele County and Havana Township independently 
hosted a public meeting to further receive input from area residents 
and landowners. Mn/DOT worked collaboratively with the County and 
Township to identify the best local interchange option that would 
minimize impacts and maintain adequate connections to the local 
transportation network. As a result of this process, a standard diamond 
interchange located at the existing County Road 43/Highway 14 
intersection was identified as the preferred alternative for the Final EIS. 
Steele County, in cooperation with the City of Owatonna, and Havana 
Township, are considering an Eastern Beltway Study that will further 
consider local roadway improvements in this area of the County. If 
upon the conclusion of the study analysis it is recommended that the 
interchange location and/or configuration should be reconsidered, then 
the County will complete an independent environmental review that will 
comply with local, state, and federal requirements.    

11) One commenter suggested that Mn/DOT designate 34th Ave to the east 
as the eastern beltway.  The commenter noted that this would minimize 
displacement issues, mitigate wetland impacts, be a safer route, and 
stimulate greater use rather than County Road 59.  Furthermore, the 
commenter noted that it would provide a direct route to Highway 218 
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for those using a north, south route and access to Highway 14 more 
efficiently. The commenter also suggested an “option two” type of 
configuration, but moved to the West and located at 34th Ave, which 
would route traffic from County Road 59 West to the East Beltway. 

Response: It is Mn/DOT’s understanding that Steele County will be 
proceeding with an independent study to determine their future eastern 
beltway.  The alignment of this route will be determined as a result of 
this additional study. 

12) One commenter identified specific impacts to their farming operation 
including increased travel time effects as a result of the proposed 
Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5 and Highway 14 interchange. 

Response: See Final EIS Section 4.2 Prime and Statewide Important 
Farmland for a discussion of indirect impacts to farming operations.  A 
controlled access highway will result in fewer access points than 
currently exist making farming operations more difficult in some areas. 
Additional travel time and expenses associated with access closures are 
likely to be offset by the benefits of improved safety over time provided 
by a controlled access highway corridor (freeway section). Since 
publication of the Draft EIS, the design of the Highway 56/Dodge 
County Road 5 and Highway 14 interchange has been slightly modified 
with input from Wasioja Township and area property owners. 

8.3 AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Copies of comments submitted by the governmental agencies/organizations 
listed below are included on the following pages with “footnote” responses in 
the margin. 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

• U.S. Department of the Interior 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

• Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

• Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

• Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

• Dodge County 

• Dodge County Trails Association 

• Steele County 

• City of Claremont 

• Claremont Township 

• Havana Township 

• Wasioja Township 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Page 1 of 3) 

 

Response 1: The No-Build Alternative would involve no improvements being made to the 
existing Highway 14 corridor. The No-Build Alternative does not preclude ongoing maintenance 
work.  Impacts from spot safety improvements would be minor, but cannot be accurately 
determined because no specific locations and/or types of improvements have been defined.  

Response 2: The identified project termini (I-35 on the west and Dodge Center Bypass on the 
east) were selected because they represent the last segment of Highway 14 between the City of 
Mankato and the City of Rochester to be improved and expanded to a continuous four-lane 
highway (see Section II in the Scoping Document/Draft Scoping Decision Document and/or Draft 
EIS Section 2.1 Description of Project).  Furthermore, a Pre-Section 404 Permit Application 
meeting was held in July 2007 with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (see Draft EIS Section 7.4 
Agency/Public Coordination). The purpose of the meeting was to initiate early coordination 
between the USACE and Mn/DOT on the Highway 14 Improvement Project.  Mn/DOT will 
continue to engage the Corps in the development of the project. 

1 

2 

3 
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Response 3: Comment Noted.  The Highway 14 Wetlands Delineation Report will be reviewed 
and revised as needed prior to project construction and delineations will be verified if more than 
five years have passed. 

 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 94 
May 2010 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Page 2 of 3) 

 

Response 4: Since the publication of the Draft EIS and identification of the preferred alternative, 
a detailed wetland delineation process has been undertaken using the methodology of the Corps 
of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, 1987, and the Midwest Regional Supplement.  The 
delineation methodology, process, and detailed results are described in the Highway 14 Wetlands 
Delineation Report, which is available for review at the Mn/DOT District 6 Office in Rochester, 
Minnesota.  A copy of this report was forwarded to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. See Final EIS Section 
4.2 Wetlands for additional information regarding impacts to wetlands. 

Response 5: The impact of the preferred alternative on delineated wetlands is discussed in Final 
EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands. The wetland impacts associated with the preferred alternative are listed 
in this Final EIS in accordance with the Cowardin, the Circular 39, and the Eggers and Reed 
wetland classifications systems. 

Response 6: See Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands for a discussion of compensatory mitigation 
opportunities associated with the preferred alternative. Replacement of lost wetlands will be in 
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accordance with state and federal regulatory requirements at the time of project construction. 
Replacement will occur prior to or concurrent with the wetland impacts, and will include all 
efforts to provide “in-kind”, “in place” and “in-advance” wetland replacement. Furthermore, 
efforts will be made to replace all lost functions and values. This will likely require the use of 
wetland banking, which is currently the preferred method of mitigation for both the USACE and 
the WCA. 

Mn/DOT’s existing wetland bank system may provide eligible credit, to date there are existing 
accounts and wetland credits held by Mn/DOT within the Bank Service Area and assuming the 
potentially long term of the project schedule, additional bank sites could be developed over the 
next several years to accommodate the project needs. The specific method(s) for mitigating 
impacts to wetlands will be determined during the final design phase and permitting of the 
project. The Highway 14 Wetlands Delineation Report will be reviewed and revised as needed 
prior to project construction. 

Response 7: Avoidance and minimization measures have been explored to the greatest extent 
possible without compromising the safety of the improvements.  The reasons for not avoiding 
impacts to a specific wetland and the minimization measures that were considered in the design 
of the preliminary layout for the preferred alternative are discussed in Final EIS Section 4.2 
Wetlands. 

Response 8: A detailed discussion of wetland functions and values can be found in the Highway 
14 Wetlands Delineation Report which is summarized in Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands.  A copy 
of this report was forwarded to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Response 9: The amount of soil to be moved will be quantified as final design progresses. 
Section 4.3 of this Final EIS discusses borrow and excess materials that may be associated with 
the construction of the preferred alternative.   

Response 10: The amount of permanent wetland impacts, and possible compensation, associated 
with the preferred alternative is discussed in Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands. 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Page 3 of 3) 

 

Response 11: Agricultural activity has degraded or impacted a majority of the wetlands in the 
project corridor either directly or indirectly.  See Final EIS Section 4.2 – Cumulative Impacts for 
a complete discussion of potential cumulative effects resulting from the incremental effects of the 
Highway 14 Improvement Project along with all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects within the study area. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior (Page 1 of 2) 

 

Response 1: An executed copy of the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer is included in Appendix B. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior (Page 2 of 2) 

 

1 (continued) 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Page 1 of 5) 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Page 2 of 5) 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Page 3 of 5) 

 

Response 1: The impact calculations represented in the Draft EIS (and Final EIS) includes the 
interchange option and associated local roadway improvements. 

Response 2: The submitted comment letter from the City of Claremont outlines the local impacts 
associated with the two Claremont bypass options.  Claremont South Bypass Option 4 was 
identified as part of the preferred alternative because it avoids dividing the City of Claremont and 
provides for desirable future land development opportunities.   

Potential development at interchange areas will be regulated by City and/or County zoning 
regulations. Most of the proposed interchange areas are currently zoned for agriculture, so local 
zoning/comprehensive plan changes would need to be enacted for future development to occur. 
The timeframe of project construction and City/County zoning regulations will determine if, 
when and where future development may occur.  

Response 3: The NEPA Stormwater Green Sheet is discussed in Final EIS Section 4.1 – Land 
Use and is included in this response to comments section. 
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Response 4: Since the publication of the Draft EIS and identification of the preferred alternative, 
a more detailed analysis of noise impacts was completed (see Final EIS Section 4.2 Noise).  The 
objective of this analysis was to further quantify the potential impacts of the preferred alternative 
using a more detailed model that considers a specific alignment, locations of receptors, and 
topography of the area. The results of this modeling were then used to determine the feasibility 
and cost reasonableness of using noise walls to provide mitigation for the project’s impacts on 
receptors. 

Mn/DOT’s Noise Policy is based on state and federal noise regulations. Projects without federal 
funding do not need to meet federal noise regulations. However, those projects that do not receive 
federal funding will, nevertheless, have to meet State noise regulations, be evaluated by Mn/DOT 
for need for noise mitigation, where necessary be evaluated for cost-effectiveness and 
reasonableness of any mitigation, and all evaluations must be done using the same criteria and 
methodology that are applied to federally-funded projects. This procedure insures that Mn/DOT’s 
decisions on noise levels are made consistently with all projects, despite funding sources.  
Mn/DOT does not have a decibel threshold for seeking approval from FHWA for cases cited in 
23 CFR Section 772.13(d). 

Response 5: Mn/DOT currently uses the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) STAMINA 
model to model sound levels retrofitted to use Minnesota vehicle emission data. The name of this 
model is MINNOISE.  The MINNOISE traffic noise prediction model is an FHWA approved 
model which must be used when a proposed project is reviewed by the Mn/DOT Office of 
Environmental Services. 

FHWA uses the Traffic Noise Model (TNM). Minnesota was exempted from using TNM in the 
final rule (23 CFR Part 772). Information on the Traffic Noise Model is available at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/tnm/index.htm. 

Response 6: Further noise analysis, including noise abatement feasibility, has been performed for 
the preferred alternative. See Final EIS Section 4.2 Noise. 

The mitigation analysis revealed that a 20-foot noise wall at a location north of Highway 14 and 
east of Steele County Road 45 is both acoustically effective in mitigating noise and also meets the 
Mn/DOT cost criteria of $3,250.00 per decibel of reduction per residence, making it economically 
reasonable. Based upon the location of this analyzed wall, taking into account the proper setback, 
sight lines, and location, a 20-foot noise wall that is approximately 4,700 feet in length is a 
feasible noise mitigation alternative. Taking this into account, a noise wall should be considered 
at this location for design and construction. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Page 4 of 5) 

 

Response 7: The preferred alternative will impact a small number of woodland areas (larger 
tracts of forestlands and densely vegetated farmsteads/building sites). There is approximately 23 
acres of woodlands within the right-of-way of the preferred alternative. These impacts primarily 
occur along the fringe of these areas. For safety purposes, all mature vegetation within the 
highway clear zone will be removed. The cover type conversions assume complete impact of the 
entire proposed right-of-way corridor.  This conservative approach does not take into account 
woodland areas that may remain within the proposed right-of-way that fall outside the designated 
clear zones.  During the final design phase, a corridor landscaping plan will be prepared and 
efforts will be considered that minimize tree loss. 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Page 5 of 5) 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA Stormwater Green Sheet Attachment) 

 

Note: The EPA’s comment letter on the Highway 14 Participating Agency (Review Draft) Draft 
EIS (dated January 24, 2008) encouraged Mn/DOT and FHWA to distribute a copy of the NEPA 
Stormwater Green Sheet to the project cities as a way to share information about smart growth 
techniques and innovative best management practices for stormwater. 
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Minnesota Department of Agriculture (Page 1 of 1) 

 

Response 1: A more detailed consideration of farm drainage systems has been included in the 
preliminary design of the preferred alternative (see Final EIS Section 4.2 Geology/Groundwater). 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (Page 1 of 2) 

 

Response 1: The preferred alternative will pass through the Claremont Game Refuge, which 
includes habitat for many birds and mammal species. Potential impacts include higher than 
average deer collision rates. Deer-car collisions are most likely to occur during wintering season 
in the area of the Claremont Game Refuge.  

As identified in Table 6 of the Draft EIS, there were 37 reported crashes involving animals on this 
segment of Highway 14 during the five-year crash history review period (Jan. 2001 – Dec. 2005). 
The additional study being requested to determine if the 0.19 animal hit-rate along this segment 
of Highway 14 is inordinately high would be difficult to determine because accurate data is not 
easy to obtain since many animal related crashes are not reported.   

Mitigation for deer-car collisions will be further discussed with the MNDNR and considered as 
part of the final design. Mitigation options may include planting non-preferred vegetation in the 
right-of-way, adding more frequent deer crossing signs, and installing wildlife passages with 
fencing and periodic one-way gates or jump ramps along the right-of-way.   
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Response 2: The preliminary layout of the preferred alternative includes the replacement of the 
single span highway bridges over the Straight River in their existing location.  Slight design 
modifications to accommodate wider shoulders are planned for the replacement bridges.  The 
design of the replacement bridges will also include wildlife passage benches to accommodate 
migrating animals. 

A single span two-way bridge is not cost effective at this location since the proposed 
improvement consists of a rural section.  This type of bridge would unnecessarily create 
additional impervious surface. 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (Page 2 of 2) 
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (Page 1 of 2) 

 

 

 

Response 1: Mn/DOT will work with the Petroleum Brownfields Program and/or the MPCA 
Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup Unit, as appropriate, to obtain assurances that Mn/DOT’s 
contaminated site cleanup work and/or contaminated site acquisition will not associate it with 
long-term environmental liability for the contamination. 

Response 2: The MPCA requirements for wetland mitigation are described in Final EIS Section 
4.2 Wetlands. 

 

2 

1 



 

Highway 14 Final Environmental Impact Statement A-MNDOT0531.00 
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 111 
May 2010 

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (Page 2 of 2) 

 

Response 3: The specific method(s) for mitigating impacts to wetlands will be determined during 
the final design phase and permitting of the project (see Final EIS Section 4.2 Wetlands). 
Replacement of lost wetlands will be in accordance with state and federal regulatory requirements 
at the time of project construction. Replacement will occur prior to or concurrent with the wetland 
impacts, and will include all efforts to provide “in-kind”, “in place” and “in-advance” wetland 
replacement. Furthermore, efforts will be made to replace all lost functions and values. This will 
likely require the use of wetland banking, which is currently the preferred method of mitigation 
for both the USACE and the WCA. 

Mn/DOT’s existing wetland bank system may provide eligible credit, to date there are existing 
accounts and wetland credits held by Mn/DOT within the Bank Service Area and assuming the 
potentially long term of the project schedule, additional bank sites could be developed over the 
next several years to accommodate the project needs. The specific method(s) for mitigating 
impacts to wetlands will be determined during the final design phase and permitting of the 
project. The Highway 14 Wetlands Delineation Report will be reviewed and revised as needed 
prior to project construction. 
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Dodge County (Page 1 of 1) 

 

Response 1: Based on the comments and supporting analysis in the Draft EIS, Alternative 3 – 
South Bypass Alignment with Claremont Bypass Option 4 was identified as the preferred 
alternative.  Therefore, the impacts described under this item would not occur with the preferred 
alternative. 
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Dodge County Trails Association (Page 1 of 4) 
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Dodge County Trails Association (Page 2 of 4) 

 

 

Response 1: The planning efforts of the Dodge County Trails Association, as it relates to the 
possible extension of the Stagecoach regional trail through the eastern third of the project area, is 
acknowledged in the Final EIS. Currently, the Association’s preferred alignment for the trail 
would parallel the DM&E rail line from Dodge Center to Claremont.  The preliminary design of 
the highway corridor was completed in a manner that would not preclude the future construction 
of a trail by a third party along the south side of the railroad tracks. 
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Dodge County Trails Association (Page 3 of 4) 
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Dodge County Trails Association (Page 4 of 4) 
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Steele County (Page 1 of 2) 

 

Response 1: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the project team has further refined the Steele 
County Road 45 area interchange option and associated roadway design through additional public 
and agency coordination (i.e., Steele County and the City of Owatonna) to minimize the impact of 
the proposed improvement.  Detailed traffic investigations for the preliminary design of the 
preferred alternative, including the proposed Steele County Road 45 interchange, is discussed in 
Final EIS Section 3.2 Traffic Analysis. Coordination and cooperation with Steele County and the 
City of Owatonna will continue to occur during the final design phase of the project.   
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Steele County (Page 2 of 2) 

 

Response 2: References to County Road 59 have been replaced with Steele County Road 43 in 
the Final EIS. 

Response 3: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, an analysis has been conducted to determine 
the future exposure rate for the proposed Steele County Road 43/DM&E Railroad crossing in 
Havana Township.  The results of the study are provided in a technical memorandum entitled, 
“County Road 43/DM&E At-Grade Crossing – Exposure Rate” (dated 3/13/09), and is available 
for review at the Mn/DOT District 6 Offices in Rochester, Minnesota.  This memorandum was 
shared with Steele County.  Based on the results of this analysis, the future conditions do not 
warrant the need for a grade-separated crossing (overpass) and that installation of improved 
signage, flashing warning lights, and control gates across the lanes of traffic are the appropriate 
safety improvements for this crossing.  Mn/DOT will continue to coordinate with Steele County, 
Havana Township, and the DM&E during the final design phase to determine the future 
configuration of the roadways impacted by the interchange and county road realignment.   

Response 4: Based on the comments and supporting analysis in the Draft EIS, Alternative 3 – 
South Bypass Alignment was identified as the preferred alternative. Therefore, Steele County will 
not need to take over jurisdiction of this segment of township road. 
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City of Claremont (Page 1 of 7) 
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City of Claremont (Page 2 of 7) 
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City of Claremont (Page 3 of 7) 
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City of Claremont (Page 4 of 7) 

 

Response: Comments Noted.   
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City of Claremont (Page 5 of 7) 
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City of Claremont (Page 6 of 7) 
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City of Claremont (Page 7 of 7) 
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Claremont Township (Page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: Comments Noted.   
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Havana Township (Page 1 of 1) 

 

Response: Comments Noted.   
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Wasioja Township (Page 1 of 1) 

 

 

 

Response: Comments Noted.   
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9.0 PREPARERS 
Agency/Organization 

and Name Final Environmental Impact Statement Responsibility 

Federal Highway Administration 

Phil Forst and Cheryl 
Martin 

Review of Final EIS; Assure Compliance with Federal Regulations 
Including SAFETEA-LU 

Minnesota Department of Transportation – District 6 

Heather Lukes Mn/DOT District 6 Project Manager 

Greg Paulson Review of Final EIS, Special Studies, Technical Memoranda 

Mike Kempinger Review of Final EIS, Special Studies, Technical Memoranda 

Richard Augustin Review of Final EIS, Special Studies, Technical Memoranda 

Chad Hanson Review of Project Purpose & Need, Traffic Analysis, and Forecasting 

Minnesota Department of Transportation – Central Office 

Jennie Ross Final EIS review; Assure Compliance with Mn/DOT Guidance/Procedures 

Jason Alcott Section 7 (Federal Threatened & Endangered Species); Wildlife 

Karlene French Contaminated Properties 

Liz Abel Cultural Resources (Historical and Architectural) 

Teresa Martin Cultural Resources (Archaeological), Section 106 compliance 

Short Elliott Hendrickson (SEH) Inc. 

Mark Benson Consultant Project Manager 

Bob Rogers Final EIS Coordination and Preparation 

Sam Turrentine Final EIS Preparation 

George Calebaugh Traffic Analysis and Forecasting 

Nathan Blanchard Conceptual Layouts, Alignment Impact Assessment 

Deric Deuschle Fish & Wildlife, Wetlands 

Jill Mickelson Contaminated Properties 

Erik Tomlinson Noise Analysis 

Steve Hack GIS: Alignment Impact Assessment, Graphics 

Subconsultants 

Yaggy Colby – Dan 
Shiefert and Ben Johnson 

Floodplain, Water Quality, Surface Water Drainage, 
Geology/Groundwater 

Gemini Research – Scott 
Kelly, Sue Granger 

Architectural and Historical Property Investigations   

Florin Cultural Resources 
Service – Frank Florin 

Archaeological Investigations 



 

 

Appendix A 
Preliminary Layouts for Preferred Alternative 

(Figures A1 through A8) 
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Appendix B 
Historic Properties Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 

 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 


(36 CFR 800), AS AMENDED, BETWEEN 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA) AND 


THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE (SHPO) 

REGARDING RECONSTRUCTION OF U.S. HIGHWAY 14 (State Project [S.P.]2001-32) 


BETWEEN OW A TONNA AND DODGE CENTER, MINNESOTA 


WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is providing Federal-Aid Highway 
Program funds the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnIDOT) for reconstruction and 
realignment ofa segment of U.S. Highway 14 between Owatonna and Dodge Center (S.P. 2001
32); and 

WHERAS, the FHW A has found that the undertaking will have adverse effects on five historic 
properties the FHWA has determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places; and 

WHEREAS, the FHW A has consulted with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) and the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnlDOT) pursuant to 36 CFR 
800.6(b)(1) to resolve the adverse effects of the undertaking on historic properties; and 

WHEREAS, the FHW A has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the 
Council) of its finding of adverse effects pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1) and has provided the 
documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.l1(e), and the Council has chosen not to participate in 
the consultation; 

WHEREAS, the FHW A has invited the MnlDOT to become a signatory to this memorandum of 
agreement (MOA) pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(c)(2); and 

NOW, WHEREFORE, the FHWA, the SHPO and the MnlDOT agree that upon the FHWA's 
decision to proceed with the undertaking, the FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations 
are implemented in order to take into account the effects of the undertaking on historic 
properties, and that these stipulations shall govern the undertaking and all of its parts until this 
MOA expires or is terminated. 

Stipulations 

1. Terms 

(A) The MnlDOT will complete a context study of timber-frame barns in the project area that 
exhibit German influence in their design and construction. The scope and requirements of the 
study will be developed through consultation between the MnlDOT and the SHPO. 

(B) The MnlDOT will complete Level I historic documentation of the Dunker Barn/Silo (ST
HA V -035) and the Lehmann Barn/Silo (DO-CL T -47) according to the Minnesota Historic 
Property Record Guidelines developed by the SHPO (revised June 2009). The MnlDOT will 



submit the completed documentation to the SHPO for approval prior to the removal or 
demolition of the barns. 

(C) If the MnlDOT purchases the Dunker Bam/Silo (ST-HAV-035) and/or the Lehman 
Bam/Silo (DO-CL T -04 7), they will seek to transfer ownership of acquired properties prior to 
their demolition. 

1. 	 The MnlDOT will give preference to parties who propose to rebuild the barns for use at 
new locations. 

11. 	 The MnlDOT will develop a marketing plan for the barns in consultation with the SHPO. 
The completed plan will be forwarded to the SHPO for their review and concurrence 
prior to advertising. The MnlDOT will consult with the SHPO regarding appropriate 
venues for advertising the barns for sale. 

111. 	 If the MnlDOT receives acceptable offers for ownership of the barns, the MnlDOT will 

provide the SHPO with copies of the offers and may proceed with transfer of the 

properties. 


IV. 	 If the MnlDOT receives no acceptable offers for transferring ownership of the barns by 
December 31, 2010, the Mn/DOT may proceed with demolition of these properties. 

(D) The MniDOT will work with the construction contractor to protect unevaluated portions of 
archaeological Site 21 DOOO 14. This will include provisions in the construction documents and 
plans to ensure that construction will not extend beyond the boundaries of the archaeological 
survey area and that temporary fencing will be erected to protect undisturbed portions of the site 
adjacent to construction or construction-related activities (i.e., storage, stockpiling, etc.). 
Construction documents and plans containing these provisions will be submitted to the MnlDOT 
CRU and the SHPO for review and concurrence prior to the start of construction. 

2. Administrative Provisions 

(A) Dispute Resolution. Any party to this MOA may object to its terms or the implementation of 
its terms by providing a written objection to the FHW A. The FHW A shall consult with the party 
to resolve their objection. If, after consultation, the FHWA determines that the objection cannot 
be resolved, the FHW A will forward all documentation relevant to the objection to the Council, 
including the FHWA's proposed response to the objection. Within 30 (thirty) days of receiving 
adequate documentation from the FHW A, the Council shall exercise one of the following 
options: 

i. 	 The Council shall advise the FHWA that it concurs in the FHWA's proposed response to 
the objection, whereupon the FHW A will respond to the objection accordingly; or 

ii. 	 The Council shall provide the FHWA with recommendations, which the FHW A shall 

take into account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection. 


111. 	 The FHWA may assume the Council's concurrence in its proposed response to the 
objection if the Council does not exercise one of the above options within 30 (thirty) days 
of receiving all pertinent documentation. 
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IV. 	 The FHWA shall take into account any Council recommendation or comment provided in 
accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the objection; the 
FHWA's responsibility to carry out all actions under this MOA that are not the subject(s) 
of the objection shall remain unchanged. 

(B) Public Objection. If a member of the public raises an objection pertaining to this MOA or 
the effects of the undertaking on historic properties during implementation of the MOA's 
stipulations, the FHWA shall notify the parties to this MOA and take the objection into account, 
consulting with the objector and, if the objector requests, with any of the parties to this MOA to 
resolve the objection. 

(C) Amendments. Any signatory to this MOA may ask for an amendment by making a written 
request to the FHWA, whereupon the parties to the MOA shall consult to consider the proposed 
amendment. The regulations at 36 CFR 800 shall govern the execution of any such amendment. 

(D) Termination. Any signatory to this MOA may terminate it by providing 60 (sixty) days 
written notice to the FHWA and the other signatories, provided the FHWA and the other 
signatories consult during the period prior to termination to agree on amendments or other 
actions that would avoid termination. 

(E) Termination Date. If the terms of this MOA have not been implemented within five (5) 
years of its full execution date, the MOA shall be considered null and void. If the FHWA 
anticipates that the MOA will not be implemented within this timeframe, it will notify the parties 
to the MOA in writing at least 60 (sixty) days prior to the MOA becoming invalid. The MOA 
may be extended by the written concurrence of the signatories. If the MOA becomes invalid and 
the FHWA elects to continue with the undertaking, the FHWA will reinitiate review of the 
undertaking pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 

Execution of this MOA and implementation of its terms evidences that the FHWA has taken into 
account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties and afforded the Council a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking. 

-:rfz?-h0 
Date 

M ESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE (SHPO) 

By: 1 . I "'/.. to 

Date 


L IGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA) 

~y: . 
~Derrell ~rner, Division Administrator 
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Invited Signatories: 

MfNNES~ENT OF TRANSPORTATION (MnIDOT) 

By: .~ "c-~ 7 -"22-Ct) 
Thomas K. Sorel, Commissioner Date 
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Purpose of Section 4(f) Evaluation 
The Section 4(f) legislation as established under the Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966 (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138) and as revised in 2005 by the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) [which included moving the Section 4(f) regulations to 23 CFR 774] 
provides protection for publicly owned parks, recreation areas, public and private 
historic sites, wildlife, and/or waterfowl refuges from conversion to a transportation 
use. The Federal Highway Administration may not approve the use of land from a 
significant publicly owned park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any 
significant historic site unless a determination is made that: 

 There is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property; 
and  

 The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use (23 CFR 774.17). 

Additional protection is provided for outdoor recreational lands under the 
Section 6(f) legislation (16 USC 4602-8(f) (30)) where Land and Water Conservation 
(LAWCON) funds were used for the planning, acquisition, or development of the 
property. These properties may be converted to highway use, but only if 
replacement land of the same fair market value and equal usefulness is made 
available. No Section 6(f) properties were identified within the project area. 

The purpose of this Final Section 4(f) Evaluation is to document the information 
ultimately required by the Secretary of Transportation to make a decision regarding 
the use of properties protected by Section 4(f) legislation proposed for acquisition.  

This document describes all identified Section 4(f) properties, which may be acquired 
or partially acquired for the proposed Trunk Highway (Highway) 14 Improvement 
Project, potential impacts on those properties, and mitigation measures to minimize 
impacts. 

The Section 4(f) process requires that any impacts from the use of a park, recreation 
area, historic site, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge for highway purposes be evaluated 
in context with the proposed highway construction/reconstruction activity. An 
inventory of properties of these types was initially completed for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and was based on a review of general right-
of-way corridor alignments. Subsequent effects associated with the preferred 
alternative documented in the Final EIS were than examined using a more detailed 
level of preliminary design to refine the proposed footprint of the preferred 
alternative for this Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

Description of Proposed Action and Need for Project 
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) proposes improvements to 
Highway 14, in Dodge County and Steele County, Minnesota. The project limits 
extend from the existing four-lane bypass of Dodge Center, Minnesota to Interstate 
35 (I-35) in the City of Owatonna, Minnesota. The total length of the project corridor 
is approximately 17.9 miles (see Figure 1).  
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From the west project termini, the preferred alternative (Alternative 3 from the Draft 
EIS) follows the existing alignment as a rural four-lane divided highway to a point 
where the existing highway crosses the DM&E Railroad tracks in Havana Township, 
Steele County. At this point, the preferred alternative continues east on a new 
alignment south of the railroad corridor. The preferred alternative parallels the 
railroad corridor to the greatest extent possible but pulls slightly away (south) from 
the railroad corridor near the City of Claremont. East of Claremont the preferred 
alternative swings back to the north and continues to run adjacent to the railroad 
corridor to the eastern project limit in Wasioja Township, Dodge County. A detailed 
description of the proposed improvements is located in Section 3.0 of the Highway 
14 Improvement Project Final EIS and figures illustrating the preferred alternative 
can be found in Appendix A of the Final EIS. 

The primary purpose for the Highway 14 Improvement Project is to address the 
safety, traffic operation, system continuity, and design deficiencies that characterize 
the existing highway corridor. A complete description of the project purpose and 
need was presented in Section 2.5 of the Highway 14 Draft EIS. 

A brief description of each alternative considered in the Draft EIS is provided below. 
A more detailed description is provided in Section 3.0 of the Highway 14 Draft EIS.  

Alternative 1 – No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, Highway 14 improvements would be limited to 
normal pavement maintenance and minor transportation system management 
improvements, including shoulder widening, turn lanes, periodic shoulder bypass 
lanes, access consolidation, and minor geometric changes. 

Alternative 2 – Existing Alignment 
This alternative would reconstruct Highway 14 as a rural four-lane freeway (full 
access control) along the existing highway alignment (see Figure 1). Grade 
separated interchanges would be located near Owatonna (Steele County Road 45, 
State Highway 218, and Steele County Road 43), in Claremont (Dodge County Road 
1), and near Dodge Center (State Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5).  

Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment 
This alternative shares the same alignment as Alternative 2 from I-35 to a point just 
west of the existing at-grade highway and railroad crossing in Steele County. At this 
point Alternative 3 would remain south of the railroad corridor to the eastern project 
limit near Dodge Center. Alternative 3 would reconstruct/construct a rural four-lane 
freeway (full access control) along new and existing highway alignment (see Figure 
1). Grade separated interchanges would be located near Owatonna (Steele County 
Road 45, State Highway 218, and Steele County Road 43), in Claremont (Dodge 
County Road 3), and near Dodge Center (State Highway 56/Dodge County Road 5).  

Alternative 3 with Claremont South Bypass Option 4 has been identified as the 
preferred alternative. The process of identifying a preferred alternative consisted of 
several steps including scoping a full range of alternatives, evaluating alternatives 
against the project purpose and need objectives, assessing potential impacts, and 
considering public and agency input/comments. The identification of Alternative 3 
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(South Bypass Alignment) with the inclusion of Claremont Option 4 as the preferred 
alternative was made by Mn/DOT after careful consideration of the alternative’s 
ability to meet the project purpose and need objectives (see below): 

Maintain Highway Mobility: 
• Alternative 3 provides the most efficient travel through the study area by 

providing a limited access high-speed route and because the distance of the 
corridor is shorter than other alternatives considered. 

• Alternative 3 provides a better long-term solution for local operational issues 
because the existing highway alignment has the ability to serve as a parallel 
route for local and agricultural related traffic, therefore eliminating the need to 
upgrade other existing township/county roads to serve these needs. 

Improves Travel Safety: 
• Alternative 3 improves travel safety through the construction of a four-lane 

freeway section. Over a five-year period (2001-2005), this segment of Higwhay 
14 experienced 195 crashes, including 9 crashes that resulted in fatalities. The 
design of the preferred alternative (rural four-lane divided highway section with 
no at-grade intersections) is anticipated to substantially reduce the total number 
of crashes as well as the severity of crashes. 

• Another safety benefit that will be realized as a result of Alternative 3 will be the 
elimination of up to ten public road at-grade crossings and four private crossings 
of the Dakota, Minnesota & Eastern rail line. This action is compliant with Federal 
Railroad Administration, FHWA, and Mn/DOT safety initiatives. 

Enhances System Continuity: 
• Alternative 3 is consistent with the design of Highway 14 both east and west of 

the study area as it will be a four-lane freeway section that remains south of the 
railroad corridor.  

Fosters Economic Development: 
• Alternative 3 with the inclusion of Claremont South Bypass Option 4 avoids 

dividing the City and provides Claremont with future development opportunities.  

All potential social, economic, and environmental impacts documented in the Draft 
EIS were also considered along with input from municipalities, local, state, and 
federal agencies, and the public.   

• Social, economic, and environmental impacts are not substantially greater or less 
than other alternatives/options considered. 

• Alternative 3 had the highest benefit-cost ratio indicating the benefits of the 
project outweigh the costs. 

• Alternative 3 has a lower estimated construction and right-of-way cost. 

• Alternative 3 with Claremont Option 4 received the greatest amount of support 
from the public and local governmental units during the comment period. 
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Potential Section 4(f) Resources in the Project Area 
The first step in completing the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Highway 14 
Improvement Project was to conduct a comprehensive review of the project study 
area to identify all potentially affected Section 4(f) and/or Section 6(f) resources. 
Based on a field review, research of available databases and documents, and the 
results of the cultural resource (historical and archaeological) investigations, the 
following potential Section 4(f) resources have been identified in the project study 
area (see Figure 2). A determination as to whether the proposed transportation 
improvements would result in a Section 4(f) use is included in the description of 
each resource below. There were no Section 6(f) properties identified in the project 
area.  

Winona and St. Peter Railroad Corridor 
The Winona and St. Peter Railroad Corridor (also known as the Dakota, Minnesota, 
and Eastern (DM&E) Railroad) parallels Highway 14 throughout much of the project 
corridor and in two locations is currently crossed by the highway (one at-grade and 
one grade-separated crossing). Within the project area, several segments of the 
railroad corridor were determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Both Alternatives 2 and 3 involve improvements adjacent to and/or 
across the railroad right-of-way. However, based on the assessment of proposed 
highway improvements, it was determined that the preferred alternative will not 
result in a use of Section 4(f) property from the railroad corridor.  

Burlington, Cedar Rapids and Northern Railroad Corridor 
The Burlington, Cedar Rapids and Northern Railroad Corridor (also known as the 
Union Pacific Railroad) crosses under Highway 14 approximately one-half mile east 
of I-35 in the City of Owatonna. Based on the assessment of proposed highway 
improvements, it was determined that the preferred alternative will not result in a 
use of Section 4(f) property from the railroad corridor. 

Minnesota Central Railroad Corridor 
The Minnesota Central Railroad Corridor (also known as the Iowa, Chicago and 
Eastern (IC&E) Railroad) crosses under Highway 14 at the Highway 218 interchange 
near the City of Owatonna. Based on the assessment of the preferred alternative, it 
was determined that the improvements will not result in a use of Section 4(f) 
property from the railroad corridor. 

Westside/Memorial Park and Henning Park 
Westside/Memorial Park and Henning Park are located in the City of Claremont. 
Westside/Memorial Parks are adjacent to one another and are located south of 
Dodge County Road 3 (Front Street) and north of the DM&E rail corridor, which runs 
through the City of Claremont. These parks, which are owned and maintained by the 
City of Claremont provide recreational opportunities including play equipment, ball 
fields, and picnic facilities for area residents. Based on an assessment of the 
proposed highway improvements, it was determined that the preferred alternative 
will not result in a use of Section 4(f) property from these parks. 
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Section 4(f) Resources
[Site Number]

Project Study Area

Preferred Alternative Alignments

Preferred Alternative Study Area

County Boundary

Municipality Boundary

Roads

Railroad

Lakes

Streams

SITE NO. SITE DESCRIPTION
1 Winona & St. Peter Railroad Corridor
2 Burlington, Cedar Rapids, & Northern Railroad Corridor
3 Minnesota Central Railroad Corridor
4 Westside/Memorial Park
5 Henning Park
6 Arendts Farmstead
7 Lehmann Farmstead (barn/silo only)
8 Kent Farmstead
9 Sanford Farmstead (barn/silo only)

10 Nelson Farmstead
11 Homeyer Farm
12 Pichner Farmstead (barn/silo only)
13 Dunker Farmstead (barn/silo only)
14 Thompson Farmstead (barn/silo only)
15 A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse
16 Lehmann Farmstead (barn/silo only)
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Kaplan Woods Park 
Kaplan Woods Park is located in the City of Owatonna. A portion of the property is 
located in the northwest quadrant of the Steele CSAH 45/Highway 14 interchange. 
The park, which is owned and maintained by the City of Owatonna provides several 
recreational opportunities, however, the area adjacent to the highway corridor is 
primarily open space. Alternatives 2 and 3, from the Draft EIS, include improvements 
to the interchange and Steele County Road 45. However, based on the preliminary 
design of the preferred alternative, the proposed improvements will not require 
acquisition from park property and therefore will not constitute a Section 4(f) use. 

Arendts Farmstead 
The Arendts Farmstead is located in Section 25, of Claremont Township, in Dodge 
County. The site, which is privately owned, was determined to be eligible for the 
NRHP. The preferred alternative will require the closure of 630th Street across the 
DM&E rail line and construction of a vehicle turn around along 630th Street. Based on 
the assessment of the proposed improvements, the Arendts Farmstead located in 
Section 25 of Claremont Township will not be directly impacted by the preferred 
alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because no land will 
be acquired.  

Lehmann Farmstead (Barn & Silo only) 
The Lehmann Farmstead is located in Section 30, of Claremont Township, in Dodge 
County. The site, which is privately owned, was determined to be eligible for the 
NRHP. Based on the assessment of the proposed improvements, the Lehmann 
Farmstead located in Section 30 of Claremont Township will not be directly impacted 
by the preferred alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use 
because no land will be acquired.  

Kent Farmstead 
The Kent Farmstead is located in Section 19, of Wasioja Township, in Dodge County. 
This privately owned site was determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on the 
assessment of the highway improvements, the Kent Farmstead will not be impacted 
by the preferred alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use 
because no land will be acquired. 

Sanford Farmstead (Barn & Silo only) 
The Sanford Farmstead is located in Section 30, of Wasioja Township, in Dodge 
County. The site, which is privately owned, includes a barn and silo that were 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on the assessment of the highway 
improvements, the Sanford Farmstead will not be impacted by the preferred 
alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because no land will 
be acquired.  

Nelson Farmstead 
The Nelson Farmstead (also known as the Gasner Farmstead) is located in Section 
21, of Havana Township, in Steele County. The site, which is privately owned, was 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on an assessment of the highway 



 

Highway 14 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation  
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page 8 

improvements, the Nelson Farmstead would not be directly impacted by the 
preferred alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because no 
land will be acquired.  

Homeyer Farm 
The Homeyer Farm (also known as the Carroll Farm) is located in Section 25, of 
Havana Township, in Steele County. The building site and adjoining farmland, which 
are privately owned, were determined to be an eligible property for the NRHP. Based 
on an assessment of the build alternatives considered in the Draft EIS, the Homeyer 
Farm would be directly impacted (i.e. land acquisition) by both Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 (preferred alternative) and as a result it is addressed as a Section 4(f) 
resource.  

Pichner Farmstead (Barn & Silo only) 
The Pichner Farmstead is located in Section 26, of Havana Township, in Steele 
County. The site, which is privately owned, was determined to be eligible for the 
NRHP. Based on the assessment of the highway improvements, the Pichner 
Farmstead will not be directly impacted by the preferred alternative and therefore 
does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because no land will be acquired.  

Dunker Farmstead (Barn, Silo, Milk House, Stock Tank only) 
The Dunker Farmstead (also known as the Hruska Farmstead) is located in Section 
26, of Havana Township, in Steele County. The site, which is privately owned, 
includes a barn and silo that were determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on 
the assessment of the proposed highway improvements, the site will be directly 
impacted (i.e. land acquisition and relocation of structures) by the preferred 
alternative and as a result it is addressed as a Section 4(f) resource.  

Thompson Farmstead (Barn & Silo only) 
The Thompson Farmstead (also known as the Ripka Farmstead) is located in Section 
27 of Havana Township, in Steele County. The site, which is privately owned, was 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on an assessment of the highway 
improvements, the Thompson Farmstead will not be directly impacted by the 
preferred alternative and therefore does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because no 
land will be acquired.  

A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse 
The A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse (part of the Gainey Conference Center) is located 
in Section 21, of Owatonna Township, in Steele County. The site, which is owned by 
the University of Saint Thomas, includes a farmhouse that was determined to be 
eligible for the NRHP. Based on the assessment of the highway improvements, the 
site will not be directly impacted by the preferred alternative and therefore does not 
constitute a Section 4(f) use because no land will be acquired.  

Lehmann Farmstead (Barn & Silo only) 
The Lehmann Farmstead is located in Section 32, of Claremont Township, in Dodge 
County. The site, which is privately owned, includes a barn and silo that were 
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determined to be eligible for the NRHP. Based on the assessment of the proposed 
highway improvements, the site will be directly impacted (i.e. land acquisition and 
relocation of structures) by the preferred alternative and as a result it is addressed 
as a Section 4(f) resource.  

Assessment of Affected Section 4(f) Resources 
The following properties were identified in the previous section as Section 4(f) 
resources that maybe used by one of the project alternatives:  

• Homeyer Farm 

• Dunker Farmstead (barn & silo only) 

• Lehmann Farmstead (barn & silo only) 

Homeyer Farm 
The Homeyer Farm (farmstead and accompanying farmland) have been identified as 
eligible for listing on the NRHP. Figure 3 depicts the boundary of eligible property 
and the layout of the farmstead. The farmstead and accompanying farmland area is 
considered a Section 4(f) resource.  

Location and Size 
The Homeyer Farm is located on the south side of existing Highway 14 
approximately ½-mile east of the Highway 14/Steele County Road 16 intersection 
and is found in Section 25, of Havana Township, in Steele County. The building site 
and adjoining farmland (approximately 60 acres) were determined to be an eligible 
property for the NRHP. The farmstead and eligible property are depicted in Figure 3. 

Ownership and Type of Section 4(f) Property 
The Homeyer Farm is privately owned. The farmstead and accompanying farmland 
are considered Section 4(f) resources because they are eligible for listing on the 
NRHP under Criterion C guidelines (structure embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction). 

Function of Available Activities on the Property 
The Homeyer Farm is a family-operated farm consisting of a farmhouse, agricultural 
buildings, and agricultural lands.  

Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 
The insert map on Figure 3 depicts the existing buildings and land associated with 
this eligible property. The building site is located south of existing Highway 14 and 
north of the DM&E rail line. The majority of agricultural production (farmland) is 
located on the south side of the DM&E rail line. There are no known planned 
facilities associated with the farmstead and accompanying farmland.  

Access 
A private driveway onto existing Highway 14 provides access to the Homeyer Farm 
approximately ½-mile east of the Highway 14/Steele County Road 16 intersection.   
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Figure 3 – Homeyer Farm 
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Relationship to Other Similarly Used Lands in the Vicinity 
Numerous other single-family rural residential sites are located in the vicinity of the 
Homeyer Farm. According to the Phase I and II (Identification and Evaluation) 
Investigation of Historic Structures Along Highway 14 Between Owatonna and Dodge 
Center Report, November 2007, there are two other historic building sites and a 
railroad corridor within an approximate one-mile radius of the Homeyer Farm that 
are eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Applicable Clauses Affecting the Ownership 
The Homeyer Farm, including the farmstead and accompanying farmland, is 
privately owned.   

Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property That Either Reduce or Enhance 
the Value of All or Part of the Property 
The Homeyer Farm meets the farm study Criterion C guidelines (structure 
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction) as a well-preserved example of a family-operated diversified farm built 
and operated in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, and embodies the physical 
characteristics that distinguish Minnesota’s diversified family farms of that period. 
The Homeyer Farm is an unusual resource in that not only the building site but also 
the associated farmland have been determined eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Impacts to the Homeyer Farm  
Each of the Build Alternatives considered in the Draft EIS would result in impacts to 
the Homeyer Farm. Alternative 2 (Existing Alignment) would require the existing 
access to the Homeyer Farm to be removed since this alternative proposes a full 
access-controlled freeway section. In order to reestablish access to the Homeyer 
Farm as well as two additional properties to the east, Alternative 2 would require the 
acquisition of land and construction of a frontage road along the northern boundary 
of the Homeyer Farm, which was determined to be an adverse effect. The preferred 
alternative (Alternative 3 - South Bypass Alignment) also requires acquisition of 
landfrom the Homeyer Farm, but retains the existing access to the Farm through the 
use of old Highway 14. The preferred alternative involves constructing the new 
highway corridor immediately south of the DM&E rail line and since the Homeyer 
Farm property (including the NRHP eligible farmland) extend south across the 
railroad corridor the preferred alternative will result in an adverse effect on the 
property. Figure A5, located in Appendix A of the Final EIS, illustrates the impact to 
the Homeyer Farm. 

Avoidance Alternatives 

As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Highway 14 Draft EIS, a full range of alternatives 
were considered to address the existing and forecasted Highway 14 issues and 
needs. An assessment of alternatives that included capacity expansion on new 
highway corridors, which would have provided partial or complete avoidance of 
impacting the Homeyer Farm was conducted. These corridor alternatives, with the 
exception of Alternative 3, were dismissed from further consideration for the reasons 
described in ‘Description of the Proposed Action’ section above.  
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Alternatives 1 (No-Build), as presented in the Draft EIS, would avoid any impacts to 
the Homeyer Farm. However, this alternative does not address the project purpose 
and need objectives.  

Alternative 2 (Existing Alignment) – This alternative would impact the portion of the 
Homeyer Farm located north of the DM&E railroad corridor. Several design options 
were considered to avoid impacts to the site. These options included:  

• Allowing private access in this section of the highway to remain thus 
eliminating the need for a frontage road along the south side of Highway 14. 
This avoidance option does not comply with the access requirements of a full 
access-controlled freeway section. 

• Shifting the highway alignment north of the existing alignment, while leaving 
the existing roadway in-place thus providing access to the farmstead. This 
avoidance option would require acquisition of additional right-of-way to 
accommodate the new highway corridor, would create four additional 
residential relocations, created additional impacts to surrounding wetlands 
and farmlands, and result in increased project costs. 

Alternative 3 (South Bypass Alignment) – This alternative would impact the portion 
of the Homeyer Farm located south of the DM&E railroad corridor. The existing 
Highway 14 roadway would remain unchanged and access to the farmstead site 
would remain as it currently exists. However, as described above the new Highway 
14 corridor would cross and impact the Homeyer Farm (agricultural land) located 
immediately south of the rail line. The only avoidance option under Alternative 3 
would be to shift the highway alignment south of the Homeyer Farm NRHP-eligible 
property boundary. This avoidance option would create greater impacts to 
surrounding wetlands and farmlands, impact a county drainage ditch, require the 
roadway to cross an old lake bed (poor soils), and result in substantially higher 
project costs. 

Due to the location of the Homeyer Farm, other physical constraints (wetlands, 
farmlands, residences), and the nature of the scope of proposed improvements 
(access controlled freeway section), it was determined that none of the build 
alternatives considered in the Draft EIS could completely avoid direct impacts to the 
Homeyer Farm. Therefore, there are no practical avoidance measures. 

Potential Measures to Minimize Harm to the Homeyer Farmstead 
To minimize harm and mitigate impacts to the Section 4(f) property, Mn/DOT has 
been working with the SHPO and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been 
executed that describes the impacts to the historic resource, as well as the agreed 
upon mitigation measures (see Attachment A). In summary, the mitigation measures 
include locating the new highway corridor immediately adjacent to the railroad right-
of-way, thus eliminating the potential for any remnant strips of farmland falling 
between the highway and rail line. This design minimizes the impacts on the amount 
of farmland and operations of remaining farmland associated with the Homeyer 
Farm. Mitigation for right-of-way acquisition will follow the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and 49 
CFR Part 24.   
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Coordination 
The Mn/DOT Cultural Resource Unit has met several times with SHPO to discuss the 
Historic property impacts, including the Homeyer Farm, to define impacts, and 
determine mitigation measures. A MOA has been executed that describes the 
impacts to the historic resource, as well as the agreed upon mitigation measures 
(see Attachment A).   

Conclusion 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of land occupied by the Homeyer Farm, and the 
proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Homeyer 
Farm resulting from such use. 

Dunker Farmstead (barn & silo) 
The Dunker Farmstead contains a circa 1900 barn and circa 1940 cement stave silo 
that have been determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Figure 4 shows the 
layout of the farm and the eligible property boundary. The barn and silo, including 
the area surrounding these structures is a Section 4(f) historic resource.  

Location and Size 
The Dunker farmstead is located on the west side of Steele County Road 16 and 
immediately south of the DM&E railroad corridor, in Section 26, of Havana Township, 
in Steele County. The size of the parcel and eligible land is approximately 7.5 acres. 
Since publication of the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, the recommended boundary of 
the NRHP-eligible property has been expanded to include the entire building site and 
not just the area around the barn and silo (see Figure 4). 

Ownership and Type of Section 4(f) Property 
The Dunker Farmstead is privately owned. The barn and silo and associated land are 
considered Section 4(f) resources because they are historic structures eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. 

Function of Available Activities on the Property 
The Dunker site is a single-family rural residential farmstead. 

Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 
The site is located south of the DM&E railroad on the west side of County Road 16. 
The building layout of the farmstead is depicted in the insert map on Figure 4. There 
are no known planned facilities associated with the barn and silo or the entire 
farmstead. 

Access 
A private driveway onto Steele County Road 16 provides access to the Dunker 
Farmstead approximately 1/4-mile south of Highway 14. 
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Figure 4 – Dunker Farmstead (barn & silo) 
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Relationship to other Similarly Used Lands in the Vicinity 
Numerous other single-family rural residential sites are located in the vicinity of the 
Dunker Farmstead. According to the Phase I and II (Identification and Evaluation) 
Investigation of Historic Structures Along Highway 14 Between Owatonna and Dodge 
Center Report, November 2007, there are three other historic farm sites and a 
railroad corridor within an approximate one-mile radius of the Dunker Farmstead 
that are eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Applicable Clauses Affecting the Ownership 
The Dunker Farmstead, including the barn and silo, is privately owned. 

Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property That Either Reduce or Enhance 
the Value of All or Part of the Property 
The Dunker barn and silo meet the farm study Criterion C guidelines (structure 
embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction) as a fairly well-preserved example of a turn of the century transverse 
frame, or three-portal, barn with timber-frame construction. 

The Dunker Farmstead does not appear to be associated with an important event or 
broad pattern of history (Criterion A), or an important person (Criterion B). 
Furthermore, the entire Dunker Farmstead does not meet the guidelines for Criterion 
C eligibility due to loss of integrity including the removal of several agricultural 
livestock buildings and the addition of several post-1960 elements. 

Impacts to the Dunker Farmstead (barn & silo)  
Under the preferred alternative (Alternative 3 - South Bypass Alignment) the 
highway improvements will require removal of the barn and silo and may result in 
acquisition of the Dunker Farmstead. Whether the entire farmstead will be acquired 
as part of the preferred alternative will be determined as part of the final design and 
right-of-way acquisition process.  Figure A5, located in Appendix A of the Final EIS, 
illustrates the impact to the Dunker Farmstead. 

Avoidance Alternatives 
Alternative 1 (No-Build) - This alternative would avoid any impacts to the Dunker 
farmstead barn and silo. However, this alternative does not address the project 
purpose and need objectives.  

Alternative 2 (Existing Alignment) – This alternative would avoid any direct 
impacts to the Dunker farmstead barn and silo. However, this build alternative 
was not identified as the preferred alternative for the reasons described above in 
the Description of the Proposed Action section. 

Alternative 3 (South Bypass Alignment) – a design option was considered to 
avoid impacts to the Dunker farmstead barn and silo. This option included 
shifting the highway alignment south of the Dunker Farmstead. Due to the 
proximity and location of the Homeyer Farm (another Section 4(f) resource), the 
Dunker avoidance option proposed to shift the highway alignment so it is also 
south of the Homeyer Farm NRHP-eligible property boundary. This avoidance 
option would require acquisition of additional right-of-way to accommodate the 
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new highway corridor, would create greater impacts to surrounding farmland 
(acquisition, access, and operations), would require the County Road 16 
overpass bridge be shifted further south thus leaving the at-grade crossing with 
the DM&E rail line in-place, would impact a county drainage ditch, require the 
roadway to cross an old lake bed (poor soils), and result in substantially higher 
project costs.  

Potential Measures to Minimize Harm to the Dunker Farmstead 
To minimize harm and mitigate impacts to the Section 4(f) property, Mn/DOT has 
been working with the SHPO and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been 
executed that describes the impacts to the historic resource, as well as the agreed 
upon mitigation measures (see Attachment A). In summary, the mitigation measures 
include preparation of a Minnesota Historic Property Record. The historical narrative 
will be prepared and made available to county and local historical societies for their 
use in the interpretation of historical farmsteads. Mitigation for right-of-way 
acquisition will follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and 49 CFR Part 24. 

Coordination 
Mn/DOT has met several times with SHPO to discuss the Historic property impacts, 
including the Dunker Farmstead, to define impacts, and determine mitigation 
measures. A MOA has been executed that describes the impacts to the historic 
resource, as well as the agreed upon mitigation measures (see Attachment A).   

Conclusion 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of land occupied by the Dunker Farmstead, and the 
proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Dunker 
Farmstead resulting from such use. 

Lehamann Farmstead (barn and silo only) 
The Lehmann Farmstead contains a circa 1919 barn and a circa 1950 silo that have 
been determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Figure 5 depicts the layout of 
the farmstead including the eligible property boundary. The barn and silo, including 
the area surrounding these structures is considered a Section 4(f) resource.  

Location and Size 
The Lehmann Farmstead is located on the west side of Dodge County Road 1/120th 
Avenue and immediately south of 630th Street, in Section 32 of Claremont Township, 
in Dodge County. The size of the parcel and eligible land is approximately 3.4 acres. 
Since publication of the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, the recommended boundary of 
the NRHP-eligible property has been expanded to include the entire building site and 
not just the area around the barn and silo (see Figure 5). 

Ownership and Type of Section 4(f) Property 
The Lehmann Farmstead is privately owned. The barn and silo and associated land 
are considered Section 4(f) resources because they are historic structures eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. 
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Figure 5 – Lehmann Farmstead (barn & silo) 
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Function of Available Activities on the Property 
The site of the barn and silo is a single-family rural residential farmstead. 

Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 
The site is located on the west side of Dodge CSAH 1 and immediately south of 630th 
Street. The building layout of the farmstead is depicted on the insert map in Figure 
5. There are no known planned facilities associated with the barn/silo or farmstead. 

Access 
A private driveway onto Dodge CSAH 1/120th Ave provides access to the site. 

Relationship to other Similarly Used Lands in the Vicinity 
Numerous other single-family rural residential sites are located in the vicinity of the 
Lehmann Farmstead. According to the Phase I and II (Identification and Evaluation) 
Investigation of Historic Structures Along Highway 14 Between Owatonna and Dodge 
Center Report, November 2007, there is one other historic farm site and a railroad 
corridor within an approximate one-mile radius of the Lehmann Farmstead that are 
eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

Applicable Clauses Affecting the Ownership 
The Lehmann Farmstead, including the barn and silo, is privately owned. 

Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property That Either Reduce or Enhance 
the Value of All or Part of the Property 
The Lehmann Farmstead barn and silo meet the farm study Criterion C guidelines 
(structure embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction) as a fairly well-preserved example of a turn of the century barn with 
timber-frame construction. 

The Lehmann Farmstead does not appear to be associated with an important event 
or broad pattern of history (Criterion A), or an important person (Criterion B). 
Furthermore, the entire Lehmann Farmstead does not meet the guidelines for 
Criterion C eligibility due to loss of integrity including the removal of several 
agricultural livestock buildings and the addition of several post-1960 elements.  

Impacts to the Lehmann Farmstead (barn & silo)  
Under the preferred alternative (Alternative 3 - South Bypass Alignment) the 
highway improvements will require acquisition of the farmstead and removal of the 
barn and silo. Figure A6, located in Appendix A of the Final EIS, illustrates the 
impacts to the Lehmann Farmstead. 

Avoidance Alternatives 
Alternative 1 (No-Build) - This alternative would avoid any impacts to the Lehmann 
farmstead barn and silo. However, this alternative does not address the project 
purpose and need objectives.  

Alternative 2 (Existing Alignment) – This alternative would avoid any direct impacts 
to the Lehmann farmstead barn and silo. However, this build alternative was not 
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identified as the preferred alternative, for the reasons described in ‘Description of 
the Proposed Action’ section above. 

Alternative 3 (South Bypass Alignment) – several design options for the preferred 
alternative were considered to avoid impacts to the Lehmann farmstead barn and 
silo and to bypass the City of Claremont to the south. These options were 
coordinated through the Claremont City Council, Claremont Planning Commission, 
and Claremont Town Board and included the following: 

• Shift the highway alignment south of the Lehmann Farmstead. This 
avoidance option would require acquisition of additional right-of-way to 
accommodate the new highway corridor, would create greater impacts to 
surrounding farmland, and would directly impact an existing cemetery. 

• Shift the highway alignment north of the Lehmann Farmstead. Three 
northern alignment shift options were previously considered as part of the 
Draft EIS. These design options were not identified as part of the preferred 
alternative because they would require acquisition of additional residential 
properties located north of 630th Street in the City of Claremont, would 
potentially encroach upon several known high risk contaminated sites 
(including an old City Dump), and would adversely impact the City of 
Claremont’s future plans for development in the southern portion of the 
community.  

Potential Measures to Minimize Harm to the Lehmann Farmstead 
To minimize harm and mitigate impacts to the Section 4(f) property, Mn/DOT has 
been working with the SHPO and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been 
executed that describes the impacts to the historic resource, as well as the agreed 
upon mitigation measures (see Attachment A). In summary, the mitigation measures 
include preparation of a Minnesota Historic Property Record. The historical narrative 
will be prepared and made available to county and local historical societies for their 
use in the interpretation of historical farmsteads. Mitigation for right-of-way 
acquisition will follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and 49 CFR Part 24. 

Coordination 
The Mn/DOT Cultural Resource Unit has met several times with SHPO to discuss the 
Historic property impacts, including the Lehmann Farmstead, to define impacts, and 
determine mitigation measures. A MOA has been executed that describes the 
impacts to the historic resource, as well as the agreed upon mitigation measures 
(see Attachment A).   

Conclusion 
Based upon the above considerations, it is determined there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of land occupied by the Lehmann Farmstead, and the 
proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Lehmann 
Farmstead resulting from such use. 
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LEAST OVERALL HARM ANALYSIS Of ALTERNATIVES 
THAT USE SECTION 4(f) PROPERTY 
Numerous alternatives were studied as part of the Highway 14 project development 
process, including during the project scoping phase and as part of the Draft EIS.  As 
previously explained, two “build” alternatives (Alternatives 2 – Existing Alignment 
and Alternative 3 – South Bypass Alignment) were studied in the Draft EIS and Draft 
section 4(f) Evaluation after alternatives that were not feasible and prudent were 
eliminated. After weighing the ‘least overall harm’ factors identified in 23 C.F.R. § 
774.3(c), FHWA concludes that Section 4(f) impacts are not substantially different 
among the build alternatives. Therefore, factors other than Section 4(f) impacts 
were taken into account in selecting a preferred alternative from among the two 
build alternatives under consideration. 

Least Overall Harm Analysis  

The following Section 4(f) properties were identified as potentially impacted by the 
“build” alternatives studied in the Draft EIS. 

 Winona and St. Peter Railroad Corridor 
 Burlington, Cedar Rapids and Northern Railroad Corridor 
 Minnesota Central Railroad Corridor 
 Westside/Memorial Park and Henning Park 
 Kaplan Woods Park 
 Arendts Farmstead 
 Lehmann Farmstead 
 Kent Farmstead 
 Sanford Farmstead 
 Nelson Farmstead 
 Homeyer Farm 
 Pichner Farmstead 
 Dunker Farmstead 
 Thompson Farmstead 
 A. and R. Kasper Farmhouse 

Many of the resources are privately owned properties that have been determined 
eligible for listing on the NRHP and are therefore considered Section 4(f) properties.  

Ability to Mitigate Adverse Impacts  

The impacts to the Homeyer Farm would occur under both build alternatives 
considered in the Draft EIS. Under the preferred alternative, access to the Homeyer 
Farm building site will remain unchanged. However, access to farmland located on 
the south side of the railroad corridor will be affected. Impacts to the Homeyer Farm 
will be minimized by locating the new highway corridor immediately adjacent to the 
railroad right-of-way, thus eliminating the potential for any remnant strips of land 
falling between the highway and rail line. This design minimizes the impacts on the 
amount of farmland and operations of remaining farmland associated with the 
Homeyer Farm. Access to the farmland located south of the railroad corridor and 
future highway corridor will be provided from Steele CSAH 16, which is proposed to 
be a grade separated overpass of both the rail line and highway.    
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As previously discussed, impacts to the Dunker Farmstead and Lehmann Farmstead 
were also determined to be unavoidable. The preferred alternative requires the 
acquisition of both the Dunker Farmstead and Lehmann Farmstead. Mitigation for 
right-of-way acquisition will follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and 49 CFR Part 24.   

Other mitigation for impacts to the Homeyer Farm, Dunker Farmstead, and Lehmann 
Farmstead will be provided consistent with the executed Section 106 MOA for this 
project (see Appendix B of the Final EIS).  

Severity of Remaining Harm After Mitigation  

All the build alternatives would create unavoidable impacts to the Homeyer Farm. 
However, mitigation measures have been identified in cooperation with the agencies, 
with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource, to minimize the severity of harm to 
the activities, attributes, and features of the resource.  

The Dunker Farmstead and Lehmann Farmstead are anticipated to be directly 
impacted (i.e. land acquisition and relocation) under the preferred alternative 
(Alternative 3). Alternative 2 would have no direct impacts to the Dunker Farmstead 
or Lehmann Farmstead. However, Alternative 2 would have substantial impacts on 
the Sanford Farmstead (another NRHP-eligible property) including land acquisition 
and building relocation.   

Historical narratives for the Dunker Farmstead and Lehmann Farmstead will be 
prepared following the Minnesota Historical Property Records requirements. This 
action was determined to be the appropriate mitigation measure through the process 
of completing a Section 106 MOA. These historical narratives will be prepared and 
made available to county and local historical societies for their use in the 
interpretation of historical farmsteads. This completes the mitigation requirements 
for impacts to the Homeyer Farm, Dunker Farmstead, and Lehmann Farmstead.   

Significance of Section 4(f) Property  

Relative significance of the Section 4(f) properties was not a factor in determining 
the extent of impact to each resource. All three properties are associated with 
privately owned farmsteads that have been determined NRHP-eligible.  

Views of Officials with Jurisdiction 

The views of officials from SHPO, counties (Steele and Dodge), cities (Owatonna, 
Claremont, and Dodge Center), and townships (Owatonna, Havana, Claremont, 
Wasioja) and other local, state, and federal agencies were taken into account in 
decisions regarding which alternatives to considered in the Draft EIS and in 
identifying the preferred alternative.  

The three Section 4(f) properties are privately owned farmsteads that have been 
determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP. Therefore, the SHPO and federal 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation have been consulted with regarding 
potential impacts and mitigation strategies affecting these facilities. See Appendix B 
of the Final EIS for a copy of the executed MOA. 
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Degree to Which the Alternative Meets the Purpose and Need 

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3) best meets the transportation needs 
associated with the Highway 14 study area. The preferred alternative provides 
transportation system improvements designed to solve travel safety, 
congestion/mobility, and system continuity needs identified in Section 2.0 of the 
Draft EIS and the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.  

Magnitude of Adverse Impacts to Non-Section 4(f) Resources After 
Mitigation 

As documented in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Alternative 2 would directly 
impact two farmsteads and Alternative 3 would directly impact three farmsteads that 
were determined eligible for listing on the NRHP and therefore considered Section 
4(f) properties. Although the preferred alternative (Alternative 3) has a greater 
number of Section 4(f) property impacts, this alternative was identified as the 
preferred due to the reasons previously discussed in this Final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation and in Section 3.1 of the Final EIS.  

No non-Section 4(f) resources protected by federal regulations (e.g., wetlands, T& E 
species, farmland) would be impacted by this project as a result of Section 4(f) 
avoidance alternatives; therefore, magnitude of impacts to other federally-protected 
resources was not a consideration minimizing harm to Section 4(f) resources. 

Substantial Difference In Cost 

The Highway 14 Draft EIS provided cost estimates for the build alternatives, ranging 
from $143 - $150 million for Alternative 3 and $165 - $168 million for Alternative 2. 
However, avoidance/mitigation of Section 4(f) impacts was not a substantial factor in 
the cost differences among alternatives; therefore, cost was not a factor in 
determining the magnitude of Section 4(f) impacts among the Draft EIS alternatives. 

Least Overall Harm Alternative 

The presence of rural developments/farmsteads, the DM&E rail line, prime farmland, 
wetlands, and other natural communities within the Highway 14 study area creates a 
unique challenge when considering the construction of a four-lane rural freeway. 
The avoidance and mitigation strategies employed on this project are the result of a 
careful balance between minimizing impacts to the natural environment and the 
need to protect/minimize impacts to important man-made features.   

Although Alternative 3 proposes impacts to three Section 4(f) resources, the parties 
with jurisdictional or other interests in the resources have agreed that adequate 
measures were taken to minimize harm to the resources (to the extent possible), 
and that the mitigation measures are acceptable compensation for impacts.  

Based upon the above analysis, Alternative 3 has been determined to best meet the 
purpose and need for the proposed project and to cause the least overall harm when 
considering impacts to Section 4(f) properties (including mitigation) as well as other 
social, economic and environmental resources. 

 


	Final EIS_TH14_August 2010
	Final EIS_TH14_August 2010
	FEIS cover
	Fiure 1_LocationMap
	Figure 2_Draft EIS Alternatives
	Figure 3_Existing ADT
	Figure 4_InterchangeLocations&2030volumes
	Figure 5_2015 AM-PM movements
	Figure 6_2030 AM-PM movements
	Final EIS_TH14_August 2010
	signed th 14 feis signature sheet
	signed th 14 moa owatonna to dodge center


	Insert
	Appendix C Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
	Section 4(f) Table of Contents
	Section 4(f) Figure 1
	Section 4(f) Figure 2


	mn0531 EIS_FIG A1
	mn0531 EIS_FIG A3


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AcadEref
    /AEViewSymbols
    /AIGDT
    /AmdtSymbols
    /AMGDT
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BankGothicBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /Banks
    /Batang
    /BigBox
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /CarRental_Repair
    /Carriers
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CityBlueprint
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CommercialPiBT-Regular
    /CommercialScriptBT-Regular
    /Complex
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CountryBlueprint
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Ddvia07b
    /Ddvia08b
    /Ddvia09b
    /Ddvid03e
    /Ddvks07b
    /Ddvks08b
    /Ddvmi10c
    /Ddvmi11c
    /Ddvmi12c
    /Ddvmn01b
    /Ddvmn02b
    /Ddvmn03b
    /Ddvmn04b
    /Ddvmn05b
    /Ddvmn06b
    /Ddvmn07b
    /Ddvmn08b
    /Ddvmn09b
    /Ddvmn10b
    /Ddvmn11b
    /Ddvmn12b
    /Ddvmn13b
    /Ddvmn14b
    /Ddvmn15b
    /Ddvmn16b
    /Ddvmn17b
    /Ddvmn18b
    /Ddvmn19b
    /Ddvmt13f
    /Ddvmt14f
    /Ddvmt15f
    /Ddvnd01b
    /Ddvnd02b
    /Ddvnd04b
    /Ddvnd05b
    /Ddvne10c
    /Ddvne11c
    /Ddvne12c
    /Ddvsd07b
    /Ddvsd08b
    /Ddvtx16a
    /Ddvtx17a
    /Ddvtx18a
    /Ddvtx19a
    /Ddvtx20a
    /Ddvwi01b
    /Ddvwi02b
    /Ddvwi03b
    /Ddvwi04b
    /Ddvwi05b
    /Ddvwi06b
    /Ddvwi07b
    /Ddvwi08b
    /Ddvwi09b
    /Ddvwi10b
    /Ddvwi11b
    /Ddvwi12b
    /Ddvwi13b
    /Ddvwi14b
    /Ddvwi15b
    /Dutch801BT-Bold
    /Dutch801BT-BoldItalic
    /Dutch801BT-ExtraBold
    /Dutch801BT-Italic
    /Dutch801BT-Roman
    /ESRIAMFMElectric
    /ESRIAMFMGas
    /ESRIAMFMSewer
    /ESRIAMFMWater
    /ESRIArcPad
    /ESRIArrowhead
    /ESRIBusiness
    /ESRICartography
    /ESRICaves1
    /ESRICaves2
    /ESRICaves3
    /ESRIClimate&Precipitation
    /ESRICommodities
    /ESRIConservation
    /ESRICrimeAnalysis
    /ESRIDefaultMarker
    /ESRIDimensioning
    /ESRIDistrict4
    /ESRIElements
    /ESRIEnviroHazardAnalysis
    /ESRIEnviroHazardIncident
    /ESRIEnviroHazardSites
    /ESRIEnvironmental&Icons
    /ESRIFireIncidentNFPA
    /ESRIGeology
    /ESRIGeologyAGSO1
    /ESRIGeologyUSGS95-525
    /ESRIGeometricSymbols
    /ESRIHazardousMaterials
    /ESRIHydrants
    /ESRIIGLFont16
    /ESRIIGLFont20
    /ESRIIGLFont21
    /ESRIIGLFont22
    /ESRIIGLFont23
    /ESRIIGLFont24
    /ESRIIGLFont25
    /ESRIMilMod01
    /ESRIMilMod02
    /ESRIMilRed01
    /ESRIMilSym01
    /ESRIMilSym02
    /ESRIMilSym03
    /ESRIMilSym04
    /ESRIMilSym05
    /ESRINIMACityGraphicLN
    /ESRINIMACityGraphicPT
    /ESRINIMADNCLN
    /ESRINIMADNCPT
    /ESRINIMAVMAP1&2LN
    /ESRINIMAVMAP1&2PT
    /ESRINorth
    /ESRIOilGasWater
    /ESRIOrdnanceSurvey
    /ESRIPipelineUS1
    /ESRIPublic1
    /ESRISDS1.951
    /ESRISDS1.952
    /ESRISDS2.001
    /ESRISDS2.002
    /ESRIShields
    /ESRISurveyor
    /ESRITelecom
    /ESRITransportationCivic
    /ESRIUSForestry1
    /ESRIUSForestry2
    /ESRIUSMUTCD1
    /ESRIUSMUTCD2
    /ESRIUSMUTCD3
    /ESRIWeather
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EuroRoman
    /EuroRomanOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gas_ConvienceStores
    /Gautami
    /GDT
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GothicE
    /GothicG
    /GothicI
    /GreekC
    /GreekS
    /GroceryStores
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Home_CommercialRealEstate
    /Hotels
    /Impact
    /Insurance
    /ISOCP
    /ISOCP2
    /ISOCP3
    /ISOCPEUR
    /ISOCPEURItalic
    /ISOCT
    /ISOCT2
    /ISOCT3
    /ISOCTEUR
    /ISOCTEURItalic
    /Italic
    /ItalicC
    /ItalicT
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Monospace821BT-Bold
    /Monospace821BT-BoldItalic
    /Monospace821BT-Italic
    /Monospace821BT-Roman
    /Monotxt
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /PanRoman
    /Pharmacy
    /Proxy1
    /Proxy2
    /Proxy3
    /Proxy4
    /Proxy5
    /Proxy6
    /Proxy7
    /Proxy8
    /Proxy9
    /Raavi
    /Recreation
    /Restaurants
    /Retail
    /RomanC
    /RomanD
    /RomanS
    /RomanT
    /Romantic
    /RomanticBold
    /RomanticItalic
    /SansSerif
    /SansSerifBold
    /SansSerifBoldOblique
    /SansSerifOblique
    /ScriptC
    /ScriptS
    /Shruti
    /Simplex
    /SimSun
    /StylusBT
    /SuperFrench
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Syastro
    /Sylfaen
    /Symap
    /Symath
    /SymbolMT
    /Symeteo
    /Symusic
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Technic
    /TechnicBold
    /TechnicLite
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /TrafficArrows
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Txt
    /UniversalMath1BT-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinetaBT-Regular
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AcadEref
    /AEViewSymbols
    /AIGDT
    /AmdtSymbols
    /AMGDT
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BankGothicBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /Banks
    /Batang
    /BigBox
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /CarRental_Repair
    /Carriers
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CityBlueprint
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CommercialPiBT-Regular
    /CommercialScriptBT-Regular
    /Complex
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CountryBlueprint
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Ddvia07b
    /Ddvia08b
    /Ddvia09b
    /Ddvid03e
    /Ddvks07b
    /Ddvks08b
    /Ddvmi10c
    /Ddvmi11c
    /Ddvmi12c
    /Ddvmn01b
    /Ddvmn02b
    /Ddvmn03b
    /Ddvmn04b
    /Ddvmn05b
    /Ddvmn06b
    /Ddvmn07b
    /Ddvmn08b
    /Ddvmn09b
    /Ddvmn10b
    /Ddvmn11b
    /Ddvmn12b
    /Ddvmn13b
    /Ddvmn14b
    /Ddvmn15b
    /Ddvmn16b
    /Ddvmn17b
    /Ddvmn18b
    /Ddvmn19b
    /Ddvmt13f
    /Ddvmt14f
    /Ddvmt15f
    /Ddvnd01b
    /Ddvnd02b
    /Ddvnd04b
    /Ddvnd05b
    /Ddvne10c
    /Ddvne11c
    /Ddvne12c
    /Ddvsd07b
    /Ddvsd08b
    /Ddvtx16a
    /Ddvtx17a
    /Ddvtx18a
    /Ddvtx19a
    /Ddvtx20a
    /Ddvwi01b
    /Ddvwi02b
    /Ddvwi03b
    /Ddvwi04b
    /Ddvwi05b
    /Ddvwi06b
    /Ddvwi07b
    /Ddvwi08b
    /Ddvwi09b
    /Ddvwi10b
    /Ddvwi11b
    /Ddvwi12b
    /Ddvwi13b
    /Ddvwi14b
    /Ddvwi15b
    /Dutch801BT-Bold
    /Dutch801BT-BoldItalic
    /Dutch801BT-ExtraBold
    /Dutch801BT-Italic
    /Dutch801BT-Roman
    /ESRIAMFMElectric
    /ESRIAMFMGas
    /ESRIAMFMSewer
    /ESRIAMFMWater
    /ESRIArcPad
    /ESRIArrowhead
    /ESRIBusiness
    /ESRICartography
    /ESRICaves1
    /ESRICaves2
    /ESRICaves3
    /ESRIClimate&Precipitation
    /ESRICommodities
    /ESRIConservation
    /ESRICrimeAnalysis
    /ESRIDefaultMarker
    /ESRIDimensioning
    /ESRIDistrict4
    /ESRIElements
    /ESRIEnviroHazardAnalysis
    /ESRIEnviroHazardIncident
    /ESRIEnviroHazardSites
    /ESRIEnvironmental&Icons
    /ESRIFireIncidentNFPA
    /ESRIGeology
    /ESRIGeologyAGSO1
    /ESRIGeologyUSGS95-525
    /ESRIGeometricSymbols
    /ESRIHazardousMaterials
    /ESRIHydrants
    /ESRIIGLFont16
    /ESRIIGLFont20
    /ESRIIGLFont21
    /ESRIIGLFont22
    /ESRIIGLFont23
    /ESRIIGLFont24
    /ESRIIGLFont25
    /ESRIMilMod01
    /ESRIMilMod02
    /ESRIMilRed01
    /ESRIMilSym01
    /ESRIMilSym02
    /ESRIMilSym03
    /ESRIMilSym04
    /ESRIMilSym05
    /ESRINIMACityGraphicLN
    /ESRINIMACityGraphicPT
    /ESRINIMADNCLN
    /ESRINIMADNCPT
    /ESRINIMAVMAP1&2LN
    /ESRINIMAVMAP1&2PT
    /ESRINorth
    /ESRIOilGasWater
    /ESRIOrdnanceSurvey
    /ESRIPipelineUS1
    /ESRIPublic1
    /ESRISDS1.951
    /ESRISDS1.952
    /ESRISDS2.001
    /ESRISDS2.002
    /ESRIShields
    /ESRISurveyor
    /ESRITelecom
    /ESRITransportationCivic
    /ESRIUSForestry1
    /ESRIUSForestry2
    /ESRIUSMUTCD1
    /ESRIUSMUTCD2
    /ESRIUSMUTCD3
    /ESRIWeather
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EuroRoman
    /EuroRomanOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gas_ConvienceStores
    /Gautami
    /GDT
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GothicE
    /GothicG
    /GothicI
    /GreekC
    /GreekS
    /GroceryStores
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Home_CommercialRealEstate
    /Hotels
    /Impact
    /Insurance
    /ISOCP
    /ISOCP2
    /ISOCP3
    /ISOCPEUR
    /ISOCPEURItalic
    /ISOCT
    /ISOCT2
    /ISOCT3
    /ISOCTEUR
    /ISOCTEURItalic
    /Italic
    /ItalicC
    /ItalicT
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Monospace821BT-Bold
    /Monospace821BT-BoldItalic
    /Monospace821BT-Italic
    /Monospace821BT-Roman
    /Monotxt
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /PanRoman
    /Pharmacy
    /Proxy1
    /Proxy2
    /Proxy3
    /Proxy4
    /Proxy5
    /Proxy6
    /Proxy7
    /Proxy8
    /Proxy9
    /Raavi
    /Recreation
    /Restaurants
    /Retail
    /RomanC
    /RomanD
    /RomanS
    /RomanT
    /Romantic
    /RomanticBold
    /RomanticItalic
    /SansSerif
    /SansSerifBold
    /SansSerifBoldOblique
    /SansSerifOblique
    /ScriptC
    /ScriptS
    /Shruti
    /Simplex
    /SimSun
    /StylusBT
    /SuperFrench
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Syastro
    /Sylfaen
    /Symap
    /Symath
    /SymbolMT
    /Symeteo
    /Symusic
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Technic
    /TechnicBold
    /TechnicLite
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /TrafficArrows
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Txt
    /UniversalMath1BT-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinetaBT-Regular
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




