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Environmental Quality Board

520 Lafayette Road North
Saint Paul, MN 55155

January 20, 2015

Hilary Dvorak

City of Minneapolis

250 South 4™ Street, Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55415

RE: Petition for an Environmental Assessment Worksheet for Downtown East Commons Urban Park
Dear Ms. Dvorak:

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) has received a petition requesting that an Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) be prepared for the project described in the petition, and has determined
that the City of Minneapolis is the appropriate governmental unit to decide the need for an EAW.

The requirements for environmental review, including the preparation of an EAW, can be found in the
Minnesota Rules, chapter 4410. The procedures to be followed in making the EAW decision are set forth
in part 4410.1100. Key points in the procedures include:

1. No final government approvals may be given to the project named in the petition, nor may
construction on the project be started until the need for an EAW has been determined. Project
construction includes any activities which directly affect the environment, including preparation
of land. If the decision is to prepare an EAW, approval must be withheld until either a Negative
Declaration is issued or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is completed (see part
4410.3100, subpart 1).

2. A first step in making the decision regarding the need for an EAW would be to compare the
project to the mandatory EAW, EIS, and Exemption categories listed in parts 4410.4300,
4410.4400, and 4410.4600, respectively. If the project should fall under any of these categories,
environmental review is automatically required or prohibited. If this should be the case, proceed
accordingly.

3. If preparation of an EAW is neither mandatory nor exempted, the RGU has the option to prepare
an EAW. The standard to be used to decide if an EAW should be done is given in part 4410.1100,
subp. 6. Note that this requires that a Record of Decision, including specific findings of fact, be
maintained.
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4. You are allowed up to 30 working days (Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays do not count) for your
decision if it will be made by a council, board, or other body which meets only periodically, or 15
working days if it will be made by a single individual. You may request an extra 15 days from the
EQB if the decision will be made by an individual.

5. You must notify, in writing, the proposer, the petitioners' representative, and the EQB of your
decision within 5 working days. I would appreciate if you would send a copy of your Record of
Decision on the petition along with notification of your decision for our records. This is not
required, however.

6. If for any reason you are unable to act on the petition at this time (e.g., no application has yet
been filed or the application has been withdrawn or denied), the petition will remain in effect for
a period of one year, and must be acted upon prior to any final decision concerning the project
identified in the petition.

Notice of the petition and its assignment to your unit of government has been published in the EQB
Monitor on Monday, January 19, 2015.

If you have any questions or need any assistance, please do not hesitate to call me. The telephone number
is 651-757-2873.

Sincerely,

Caroline Magnuson
Planner
Environmental Quality Board

CM:bt
Enclosure

cc: Jerold Bahls, Petitioner’s Representative(s) (email only)
Will Seuffert, EQB Executive Director (email only)
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Citizen Petition for Envirgniimental Assessment Worksheet for
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

The organizations Audubon Chapter of Minneapolis, Minnesota Citizens for the Protection of
Migratory Birds, and MN Legal Defense Fund for Migratory Birds, Inc, along with the attached
signatories, petition for an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) for the proposed
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in Minneapolis, Minnesota. Petitioners®
representative is Jerold Bahls.

This petition is submitted pursuant to Minnesota Statutes sec. 116D.04(2a)(c), which provides
that the appropriate Responsible Governmental Unit must prepare an EAW if a petition

that meets procedural requirements “demonstrates that, because of the nature or location

of a proposed action, there may be potential for significant environmental effects.”

Petitioners do not bear the burden of showing that there will be significant effects; that is

the purpose of the environmental review they are petitioning for. They only need show

that there may be potential for significant effects. The Downtown East Commons/Urban Park has
been proposed by the City of Minneapolis in an agreement with Ryan Companies US Inc. and
the Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (MSFA), and with a Memorandum of Agreement that
the property be transferred to the Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board and leased back to the
City. We submit that the park will be adjacent to the MSFA stadium that contains highly
transparent and highly reflective glass that is known to result in bird-window collisions that
result' in migratory bird deaths. In addition this proposed park property will be acquired land
that is part of an industrial development district intended to address blight caused by marginal
property and thus must be investigated for the presence of potential hazardous materials.

A. Project Description

The scope of the project is thoroughly described in Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board
Resolution 2014-371 dated December 17, 2014 which also contains the Memorandum of
Agreement (Downtown East Commons) (MOU) between the Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board dated December 17, 2014 and the City of Minneapolis. See Attachment 1. Further
descriptions of the project are found in the Development Agreement (the “DTE Development
Agreement”) dated February 10, 2014 among City of Minneapolis, Ryan Companies US, Inc.
(“Ryan”) and Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (“MSFA”). See Attachment 2. The Legal
Description of the Green Space Property is Tracts B and C, Registered Land Survey No. 1824,
Hennepin County, Minnesota. The general design is described in the following paragraph from
the above stated MOU. —

“Design; Construction. The design for Enhancements (as defined below), if any, to the Property
will be subject to the following conditions: (i) the design will be comparable to the standards for
Gold Medal Park, including mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without
the mound as develoned in Gold Medal Park: (ii) the design will provide for flexible
programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent structures on the perimeter;
and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality durable
turf. The design work by the consultant(s) to be selected pursuant to the RFP may, subject to
available funding, be incorporated into the Turnkey Improvements to be completed by Ryan



prior to the “Green Space Delivery Date” under the DTE Development Agreement (the “Interim
Enhancements”) and/or improvements to the Property after the Green Space Delivery Date (the
“Ultimate Enhancements™) (collectively with the Interim Enhancements, the “Enhancements™),
City (and/or its agents) will manage the design and construction of the Enhancements, if any.
City staff will collaborate with MPRB staff during the design of such Enhancements, if any, by
including an MPRB staff in membership on a technical advisory committee that will advise City
on the design, development and operations process for the Property (the “Technical Advisory
Committee™). City will provide opportunities for public engagement as part of the design process
which will be publicized on the City’s website. City will have final design approval.”

B. Project Proposer
The Project Proposer is the City of Minneapolis (Lessee). The contact person is:

Paul Aasen

City Coordinator

City of Minneanalic
City Hall Room 301M
350 South Fifth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Electronically contact him through the website http://www.minneapolismn.gov/coordinator/. His
phone number is (612) 673-2032.

The Proiect must be annroved bv the Minneanolis Park and Recreation Board (the Lessor). The
MPRB contact person is Jayne Miller.

Jayne Miller

Superintendent

Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board
2117 West River Road

Minneapolis, MN 55411

Her email address is jmiller@minneapolisparks.org. Her phone number is 612-230-6404,
C. Petitioners’ Representative

The Petitioners’ Representative is:
Jerold Bahls

7514 Alden Way

Fridley, MN 55432

His email address is jobaud@comcast.net. His phone number is 763 572-2333.




D. Potential environmental effects of the project

This project has the potential to release potential hazardous materials from, around and under the
many buildings that will be demolished. Also it is not known what materials were released in
this area by its occupants in the many years that they were occupied. The Minneapolis Water
Management Organization budget for 2015 has a potential line item for $800,000 for storm water
mitigation and infrastructure for trees for the Vikings Stadium. Some of these funds will

probably be used for the proposed park. The fact this is a blighted area of marginal properties
speaks of the need to investigate the area.

Also the construction of a building containing about 190,000 sq. ft. of highly transparent and
reflective glass®’ adjacent to this proposed park in one of the largest migratory bird flyways in
the world is a matter of very grave concern. Much evidence™'? is published about the danger that
highly reflective AND highly transparent glass poses to migratory birds. Birds do not perceive
the glass™® because they can’t detect it. They only see the objects beyond the glass or the
reflected image of the environment they have just been in. The consequence is that it is

estimated that as many as a billion’ migratory birds are killed each year from collisions with

windows.

Migratory birds need rest areas and feeding areas' along their migratory route to be able to
survive the flight. The Mississippi River in Minneapolis provides many such areas along it.
Natural areas and parks constitute many of these areas. The proposed park is within a half mile
of the Mississippi River and when completed will attract many migrating birds to it. The mature
trees planned for the park will be natural rest structures for the birds as well as feeding stations
that will harbor insects that nearly all migratory birds need to fuel their trip. Buildings with
highly transparent and reflective windows that have these parks adjacent to them have been
shown to have significantly higher collisions"" than those that do not. Intermediate sized
buildings' such as the MSFA stadium have been shown to have the highest potential for bird-
window collisions, making the proposed park even more dangerous for migratory birds.

A white paper, “White Paper on Birds and Window Collisions (BWC)” (see Attachment 3)
published recently discusses extensively the reasons buildings with highly transparent and
reflective glass pose a hazard to migratory birds. The paper conservatively estimates that the
MSFA Stadium with the adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park will cause the deaths of
up to 1,000 migratory birds per year when the Park has matured and contains mature trees.

While the MSFA has supposedly agreed (no agreement document is in the public record) to
abide by Bird-Safe lighting guidelines'’, no such agreement has been extended to the adjacent
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, which will be used by the MSFA for about 40 days per
year during the fall migratory bird period in Minnesota. Nor has the City of Minneapolis agreed
to the bird-safe lighting guidelines for the park the rest of the year. Lights can attract birds
migrating at night to any structure”'!, whether or not it had windows, and using these lighting
guidelines has resulted in reductions’ in bird collisions at many buildings, but it has not
eliminated them. Lighting is totally independent of the threat to birds posed by reflective glass,
particularly during daytime.'*



Petitioners feel strongly that the public should have the opportunity to learn more about effects
this park will have on the MSFA stadium bird-window collisions. The November 2012

“People’s Stadium Environmental Impact Statement” contained no public environmental review
of this proposed park in relation to the stadium and its potential for many migratory birds dying
from collisions with the stadium glass. This lack of review has resulted in a situation where there
has been little outreach to the public, at a time when concern about the potential has been widely
publicized, and in spite of being advised of the potential problem as early as November 2012 and
told explicitly by Audubon Minnesota in July 2013. The migratory birds of concern here are not
just a Minnesota resource, but a national and international resource as well. They belong to
everyone, and we all have the right to know about potential threats to any of them.

E. Attached Supporting Evidence

Attachment 1: Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Resolution 2014-371 dated
December 17, 2014 (Electronic version:
http://minneapolisparksmn.igm?2.com/Citizens/Detail Meeting.aspx?ID=1344 Resolution
Printout [Snapshot-8502.pdf])

Attachment 2: Development Agreement (the “DTE Development Agreement”) dated
February 10, 2014 among City of Minneapolis, Ryan Companies US, Inc. (“Ryan”) and
Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (“MSFA”) (Electronic version:
http://minneapolisparksmn.igm?2.com/Citizens/Detail Meeting.aspx?ID=1344 Urban

Park Use Agreement Final Snapshot-8510.pdf)

Attachment 3: “White Paper on Birds and Window Collisions (BWC)?”, Jerry Bahls,
Ph.D., Elise Morton, Ph.D., and James V. Gambone, Ph.D. (Electronic version:

(Electronic version: http:/audubonchapterofminneapolis.org/wpaudubon/wp-

content/uploads/2014/11/WhitePaper BWC 2014.pdf)

Please note that Attachment 2 is not included due to the size of the document. The
project proposer has these documents in their possession.
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Attachment 1: Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board Resolution 2014-371

Resolution 2014-371

Resolution Approving the Memorandum of Understanding and Lease Between the City
of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board for the Downtown East
Commons

Whereas, The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) was created by the Minnesota
Legislature in April 1883 and has the authority to manage and operate park facilities;

Whereas, The Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board (MPRB) is the steward of Minneapolis
parks;

Whereas, In December 2013 the City of Minneapolis approved the Downtown East
Development which included a two block parcel with 1 full block and 2/3 of the second block
designated a public park near the new Vikings Stadium with specified terms:

Whereas. An Urban Park Use Agreement was executed in Februarv 2014 between Rvan
Companies and the Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (MSFA) based on the terms agreed to
by the City of Minneapolis in December 2013;

Whereas, The term of the agreement is for 30 years plus an additional 20 years or 50 vears and
coincides with the Stadium Use Agreement between the Vikings and the MSFA;

Whereas, This public park is part of a 5 block mixed-use project that will include office space, a
parking ramp, multi-family housing, retail space, skyway connections and a park/plaza/open
space and Ryan Companies has agreed to convey the portion of the development that is legally
described as “Urban Park” to the City or to its designee;

Whereas, The City has agreed to accept a conveyance of the Urban Park (or its designee to
accept a conveyance of the Urban Park), subject to the use rights granted to MSFA and other
terms and conditions set forth in the Urban Park Use Agreement;

Whereas, The MPRB did a thorough analysis of the Urban Park Use Agreement, and as a result
of the analysis of the agreement, the MPRB, as the operator, would face conflicts with existing
MPRB permitting policies, and would face significant financial challenges in finding
development and operations funding that would not negatively affect all other existing park
priorities especially in racially diverse underserved areas;

Whereas, The MPRB analysis estimated Turnkey (basic park) development at $6,000,000 and
complete development of the enhanced park at$20,000,000;
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Whereas, Turnkey operating and maintenance costs would be close to $500,000 annually, with
annual operating and maintenance costs for the enhanced park running between $2,000,000
and $3,000,000;

Whereas, Conflicts with park permitting policies; limited opportunities for the MPRB to
generate revenue to assist with the development, operation, and maintenance cests for the
park; the MPRB does not believe it is in the best interest of the public or the MPRB to bhe
involved in developing the park or serving as the Operator of the park at this time;

Whereas, On August 6, 2014 the Board of Commissioners resolved that with the current Urban
Park Use Agreement in place, with prior control given to both the MFSA and the Vikings, does
not allow this space to truly qualify as a public park:

Whereas, On August 6, 2014 the Board of Commissioners determined that the Minneapolis
Park & Recreation Board will not be involved in the development, maintenance or operation of
the “Downtown East Urban Park” given that at this time 1) there is no funding for the
development and annual operating and maintenance costs that does not supplant
development, operations, or maintenance funding for other MPRB properties currently under
the authority of the MPRB, 2) there is no opportunity to generate enough income to fund
development and annual operating and maintenance costs under the Urban Park Use
Agreement terms, and 3) the same terms preclude the space from following MPRB permitting
policies;

Whereas, On August 6, 2014 the Board of Commissioners released the City from further
discussion with the MPRB regarding ownership and operation of the space;

Whereas, The City is now referring to the “Urban Park” as the Downtown East Commons;

Whereas, The City requested that the MPRB enter into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) and lease with the City to establish a framework for how the City and MPRB will
cooperate in the ownership and operation of the Property, which could include a third party
conservancy, in order to promote the public interest and ensure compliance with state law and
the City Charter; and

Whereas, The Park Board President, Superintendent and legal counsel, and City staff drafted
the attached Memorandum of Understanding and lease for Downtown East Commons;

RESOLVED, That the Board of Commissioners approve the Memorandum of Understanding and

lease between the City of the Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board for
the Downtown East Commons; and
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RESOLVED, That the President of the Board and Secretary to the Board are authorized to take
all necessary administrative actions to implement this resolution.
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TO: Administration & Finance Committee

FROM: Jayne Miller, Superintendent

DATE: December 17, 2014

SUBIECT: Resolution Approving the Memorandum of Understanding and Lease Between the City
of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board for the Downtown East
Commons

BACKGROUND

In December 2013 the City of Minneapolis approved the Downtown East Development.
Included in the development project is a two block parcel with 1 full block and 2/3 of the
second block designated a public park near the new Vikings Stadium with specified terms. An
Urban Park Use Agreement was executed in February 2014 between Ryan Companies and the
Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority (MSFA) based on the terms agreed to by the City of
Minneapolis in December 2013.

The term of the agreement is for 30 years plus an additional 20 years for a total of 50 years and
coincides with the Stadium Use Agreement between the Vikings and the MSFA. This public park
is part of a 5 block mixed-use project that will include office space, a parking ramp, multi-family
housing, retail space, skyway connections and a park/plaza/open space. Pursuant to a separate
agreement, Ryan Companies has agreed to convey the portion of the development that is
legally described as “Urban Park” to the City or to its designee, possibly the Minneapolis Park &
Recreation Board (MPRB). The City has agreed to accept a conveyance of the Urban Park (or its
designee to accept a conveyance of the Urban Park), subject to the use rights granted to MSFA
and other terms and conditions set forth in the Urban Park Use Agreement.

Per the City Charter, the Minneapolis City Council and the MPRB have the authority to purchase
land for parks. The City Charter gives the MPRB the authority to devise, operate and maintain
parks and to designate property to be appropriated for such purposes in the City of
Minneapolis. The City Charter does not give the City Council authority to devise, operate and
maintain parks. As a result of court proceedings, the City took action agreeing to work with the
MPRB to find a solution regarding the development and operation of the public park.

MPRB staff did a thorough analysis of the Urban Park Use Agreement and that analysis, spelled
out the terms of the complex agreement and the implications of the agreement for the
“Operator” of the park, in particular with the MPRB serving as the Operator. It is the terms of
this agreement which inhibit the feasibility of the MPRB owning and operating this public park.
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As a result of the analysis of the agreement. the MPRB. as the operator. would face conflicts
with existing MPRB permitting policies, and would face significant financial challenges in finding
development and operations funding that would not negatively affect all other existing park
facilities. Currently there is no designated funding for the development, maintenance and
operation of the park. In today’s dollars, Turnkey development will cost $6,000,000 and
comnlete development of the enhanced park would cost $20.000.000. Again. in todav’s dollars.
Turnkey operating and maintenance costs would be close to $500,000 annually. Annual
operating and maintenance costs for the enhanced park will run between $2,000,000 and
$3,000,000. '

With the conflicts with MPRB park permitting policies; limited opportunities for the MPRB to
generate revenue to assist with the development, operation, and maintenance costs for the
park; and the lack of funding designated for the development, operations and maintenance of
the park, the MPRB does not believe it is in the best interest of the public or the MPRB to be
involved in developing the park or serving as the Operator of the park at this time. In addition,
with the current Urban Park Use Agreement in place, with prior control given to both the MFSA
and the Vikings, this space does not follow MPRB permitting policies.

On August 6, 2014 the MPRB Board of Commissioners passed Resolution 2014-259 which states
that the MPRB not be involved in the development, maintenance or operation of the
“Downtown East Urban Park”. This decision was based on the fact that there is, at this time, no
funding for the development and annual operating and maintenance costs that does not
supplant development, operations, or maintenance funding for other MPRB properties
currently under the authority of the MPRB. Additionally, there is no opportunity to generate
enough income to do so under the Urban Park Use Agreement terms, and the same terms do
not follow MPRB permitting policies. The action also released the City from further discussion
with the MPRB regarding ownership, development, and operation of the space.

The City is now referring to the “Urban Park” as the Downtown East Commons. The City
subsequently requested that the MPRB enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
and lease with the City to establish a framework for how the City and MPRB will cooperate in
the ownership and operation of the Property in order to promote the public interest and
ensure compliance with state law and the City Charter, without financial investments or risk on
the part of the MPRB during the terms of the existing covenants. The Park Board President,
Superintendent and MPRB legal counsel along with the City drafted the attached MOU and
lease for the Downtown East Commons and are requesting Board action on the proposed MOU
and lease.

RECOMMENDATION
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It is recommended that the Board of Commissioners approve the Memorandum of
Understanding and lease between the City of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Park and

Recreation Board for Downtown East Commons.

HISTORY:
12/03/14 Administration & Finance Committee
ATTACHMENTS:
° DTE Commons MOU-Lease 12-1-14 REVISED (PDF)
e  DTE Commons MOU-Lease 12-1-14 REVISED Redlined (PDF)
. DTE Commons MOU-Lease 12-1-14 (PDF)
° Urban Park Use Agreement Final (PDF)

Prepared By: Jayne Miller, Superintendent, Superintendent's Office

Review:

Jayne Miller Completed  12/02/2014 9:29 AM

Administration & Finance Committee Completed  12/03/2014 5:40 PM
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Pending 12/17/2014 5:00 PM

Resolution 2014-371

ADOPTED
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Attachment 3: “White Paper on Birds and Window Collisions (BWC)”

White Paper on Birds and
Window Collisions (BWC)

Prepared for the Minnesota Legal Defense Fund for Migratory Birds

by Jerry Bahls, Ph.D., Elise Morton, Ph.D., and James V. Gambone, Ph.D.

The photos shown are courtesy of Stephanie Beard—
one of the many courageous volunteers who collect dead
and injured birds in Minneapolis and St. Paul,

All birds in these photos collided with windmws (in
buildings or skyways) within the vicinity of the new
Vikings’ stadium.



©2014, Minnesota Legal Defense Fund for Migratory Birds
You may copy and print this White Paper without permission!
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Executive Summary

We estimate that several hundred to over 1,000 migratory birds will be killed annually in
glass collisions with the new Vikings’ stadium.

Background

Since there are no empirically tested bird-glass collision predictive models for individual
buildings, an estimate of annual bird morrality resulting from collisions with the new Vikings
stadium should it be built with the current choice of highly reflective and unfritred glass. The
following estimate was generated based on (1) partial count dara for bird window collisions
(BWC) for several Minneapolis buildings and (2) count data for other urban buildings that
share similar qualities with che stadium.

With the unprecedented nature of the stadium featuring approximately 200,000 fr of
highly reflective (30% reflectivity — close to mirror quality) glass positioned at a height
demonstrated to pose increased risks for birds; coupled with the adjacent 4.6 acre park that
will atrract birds to the immediate vicinity, we are prepared to make a conservative estimate
that close to 1,000 birds are likely to die or be seriously injured annually by colliding with
the stadium during migration on the Mississippi Flyway.

Note: This Paper does not include other birds that will be killed or maimed outside migratory

months.

Assumptions

1. The primary factors leading to high numbers of bird-window collisions (BWC) are:

A. Tunneling: the effect created by glass-faced buildings coupled with interior
illuminated objects like scoreboards and large video screens (Klem et al., 2009
and Martin, 2011).

B. Transparency: birds cannot detect the presence of glass and attempt to fly
through (Johnson and Hudson, 1976).

C. Reflectivity: glass reflects habitat and open space causing collisions (Banks,
1976)

D. Adjacent habitat: attracts birds and is reflected in buildings (Gelb and
Delacretaz, 2006). A 4.6 acre park makes this stadium different from most
downtown buildings and will attract more migrating birds to a glass colliding
death.

E. Migration: increases the number of birds which pass through an area
exponentially, particularly birds that are not adapted for urban buildings
(Codoner, 1995 and Collins et al., 2008). This stadium is closer to the
Mississippi River corridor than buildings downtown.

2. Highly reflective, transparent glass kills migratory birds (J. Harden, 2002 and Klem,
1989, Loss et al., 2014) and fritted glass significantly reduces such collisions (Klem
et al., 2009).

3. Turning out building lights can reduce the bird-window collisions occurring at nighe
(Evans-Ogden, L.J., 2002). However, the Vikings Stadium is planned to be used for
events at night so that any “lights out/lights down when possible” policy will be less
effective at reducing deaths of migratory birds because the stadium will be in use
with lights on a great amount of the time.
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4. We have access to 3 years of data summarizing the number of birds that have been
killed and injured after colliding with several Minneapolis buildings (Zink and
Eckles, 2010). Because volunteers counted birds only once a day and several times
aweel, this is likely a marked underestimate of actual mortality, particularly those
arising from diurnal collisions, (Klem et al., 2004 and Hager et al, 2012) as birds
which were removed by cleaning crews, the public, or scavengers were not included
with these data.

5. Minneapolis and other cities monitor many “skyscrapers,” though less than 1%
of mortality is estimated to occur at “high rises,” compared to 56% at “medium-
rise,” non-residential buildings such as the stadium (Loss et. al. 2014). Unlike the
buildings on the Bird-Safe routes, there are several buildings that begin to approach
the stadium in terms of magnitude and/or empirically demonstrared BWC risk
qualities for which long-term quantitative data of BWC mortalities are available:
McCormicks Place (L = unknown, A = 1.3 million ft*; BWC = 1500-2000/yr),
World Trade Center Twin Towers (L = 1664 ft; A = 80,000 ft*; BWC >350/yr), and
the Metropolitan Museum of Art (L = 180 fi; A = N/A; BWC = 120/y1). L = length
of windows in collision zone, A = building area with windows (Gelb and Delacretaz,
2006 and Sloan, 2007).

6. Bird populations are experiencing significant declines with over half of North
American Birds being predicted for extinction by the end of the century if we don't
prioritize their conservation (Norcth American Bird Conservation Initiative, 2014).
Migratory birds are at a particular risk, in part due to the expansive range of habitat
on which they depend. Window collisions along migration routes was proposed as
a potential reason for the observed annual reduced survival in birds for which loss

of crucial breeding and overwintering habitat could not explain (Vernouillet et al.,
2014).

The Analysis

Based on the above assumptions, we have developed a predictive estimate of annual BWC
mortalities caused by the new Vikings stadium. We know from sparse bird-window collisions
data available for one Minneapolis building there were 250 bird deaths that occurred during
the migration seasons from 2007-2009. The top 5 buildings accounted for 662 BWC
mortalities. It is important to note that all of these surveyed buildings exhibit qualities A~E
of assumption #1 to a markedly lesser extent than the proposed stadium. For example, on the
stadium, half of the 200,000 ft of glass will be positioned to directly reflect habitat of the 4.6
acre adjacent park and the remaining glass will be positioned such that the park is visible on

the other side of the stadium, creating the deadly illusion that direct passage from the river to
the park is possible.

[n addition and in contrast to the buildings surveyed on the Bird Safe route, there are several
examples of well-monitored buildings that approach the new stadium with respect to bird
collision risk factors. These buildings (noted in assumption #5) kill at least 350-2000 birds
annually during migration.

Based on these data, we estimate that in the absence of modifications to the current glass
choice, the new Vikings stadium will kill in the range of 1,000 migratory birds pet year.

We also emphasize that this is a conservative number and will likely increase depending on

the effect of synergy berween the above assumprions once the stadium and the park space are
complete.
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We sincerely urge there be caretul monitoring of the BWC around the stadium—if the glass
remains unchanged—to determine the death toll on protected migratory and other birds.

Implications

The Minnesota Sports Facility Authority (MSFA) has not acknowledged that significant
numbers of migratory birds will be killed wich their transparent and reflective glass. The
reason they will not admit this is because migratory birds are protected by internarional,
federal, and state environmental laws. This Paper shows migrating birds are in imminent

danger of being killed or severely injured unless the MSFA is held accountable and made to
obey the law. Change the glass now!
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Pefition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in andf/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (jii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: funneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is

made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is

made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadiurn site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (i) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contribuling to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (i) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other "Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/own property in the state of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Metal
Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements™ as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the gnaranteed deaths of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed
park and the stadium are not separate entities — in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a
perfect storm for bird-windows collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the
five primary building features contributing to bird window collisions. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity,
and migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park
will be a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are
creating a deceptively attractive death trap for migratory birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and

scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been

subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to occur before any agreement is made

to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an expansion of a
Sports facility covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/or own property in the State of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Medal
Park; (i) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (jii) the design may, but is not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of thousands of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed park
and the stadium are not separate entities—in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a perfect
storm for bird-window collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary
building features contributing to bird window collision risks. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown
East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and
migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be
a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a
deceptively attractive death trap for migrating birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to be occur before any agreement is
made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an
expansion of a Sports facilty covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/own property in the state of Minnesota and have concerns about the
potential environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for Downtown East Commons/Urban Park
Project, located in Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property
into a public park and possibly include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but
without the mound as developed in Gold Metal Park: (ii) the design will provide for flexible
programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent structures on the perimeter; and (iii)
the design may, but not required to, include a playing field with high quality durable turf and other
“Enhancements” as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an Environmental
Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time developing
the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban
Park, will cause the guaranteed deaths of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This
proposed park and the stadium are not separate entities — in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park
creates part of a perfect storm for bird-windows collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window
Collisions (page 1) lists the five primary building features contributing to bird window collisions. 1D
highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the
other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity, and migration; will contribute to the unnecessary
death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park will be a very attractive stopover site
for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are creating a deceptively attractive
death trap for migratory birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the
magnitude and scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The
proposed park has not been subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to
occur before any agreement is made to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under
4410.4344 as the property is an expansion of a Sports facility covered under Subp.34.
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Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the

Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/own property in the state of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly

include mature trees, seating, lighting,

and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Metal

Park; (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements™ as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed
park and the stadium are not separate entities — in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a
perfect storm for bird-windows collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the
five primary building features contributing to bird window collisions. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed

Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling,

transparency, reflectivity,

and migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park
will be a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are
creating a deceptively attractive death trap for migratory birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and

scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to occur before any agreement is made
to the fate of this land. We feel a imandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an expansion of a
Sports facility covered under Subp.34.

Number

Name

Address

Signature

[

Kid ety 5h0s

3427 @rwof/qlws f‘fnl%

<

Kirskon LA Seat

2415 (el Ave §.

W

beans. Seal

i w L W

s PRV A
|22 elo

Lok Y Muto

3540 | e s MAS

YA Y 1)

@uﬂh AReusS

ﬁﬂi%w

i 7{ ora ([(oes

3SYS | 9T W e Sp )i verto

2L2 2 e men i RS D o

S 15H Ave § Myl S5

ngnd«\ Greg vileld

IS (S Ao S Mpls ST

72

CSHS]LQM '[P-QA".I';L\%

ER 031 Zewdls A«AS SSHo /fé

)

J




Petition for an EAW (Environmental Assessment Worksheet) for the
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project

We, the undersigned, live in and/own property in the state of Minnesota and have concerns about the potential
environmental effects of the project titled: Petition for Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project, located in
Minneapolis, Minnesota. There is pending action for the city to develop this property into a public park and possibly
include mature trees, seating, lighting, and pavement treatments, but without the mound as developed in Gold Metal
Park: (ii) the design will provide for flexible programming of the space with an open core, locating any permanent
structures on the perimeter; and (iii) the design may, but not required to, include a playing field with high quality
durable turf and other “Enhancements™ as of yet undefined by the City of Minneapolis. We request that an
Environmental Assessment Worksheet be completed prior to a decision to spend public funds and staff time
developing the Downtown East Commons/Urban Park Project. Our request is based on the potential for significant
environmental impacts as listed below and fully explained on the attached submitted petition.

Summary of Environmental Concerns (see attached case and supportive documents)
The stadium, due to the current glass choice and the proposed adjacent Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, will
cause the guaranteed deaths of legally protected migratory birds.

Twice a year, over half of all North American birds use the Mississippi River Flyway for migration. This proposed
park and the stadium are not separate entities — in fact, to birds, they are inseparable. The park creates part of a
perfect storm for bird-windows collisions. The attached White Paper on Bird Window Collisions (page 1) lists the
five primary building features contributing to bird window collisions. 1D highlights adjacent habitat. The proposed
Downtown East Commons/Urban Park, which coupled with the other 4 factors: tunneling, transparency, reflectivity,
and migration; will contribute to the unnecessary death and maiming of legally protected birds. This proposed park
will be a very attractive stopover site for migrating birds. But instead of creating a supportive habitat, we are
creating a deceptively attractive death trap for migratory birds.

The current EIS was limited to the stadium site alone. As such, it is an inaccurate estimation of the magnitude and
scope of the stadium’s environmental effects on legally protected migratory birds. The proposed park has not been
subjected to any environmental review, and at the very least an EAW needs to occur before any agreement is made
to the fate of this land. We feel a mandatory EAW is required under 4410.4344 as the property is an expansion of a
Sports facility covered under Subp.34.
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FINAL MITIGATION PLAN

This Final Mitigation Plan is submitted as part of the Final AUAR to provide reviewers and regulators
with an understanding of the actions which are advisable, recommended, or necessary to protect the
environment and minimize the potential impacts caused by the proposed Development Scenarios.
This Final Mitigation Plan has been revised and updated based on comments received during the
Draft AUAR comment period (see Appendix A).

The mitigation plan is intended to satisfy the AUAR rules that require the preparation of a mitigation
plan that specifies measures or procedures that will be used to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the
potential impacts of development within the AUAR Study Area. Although mitigation strategies are
discussed throughout the AUAR document, this plan will be formally adopted by the City of
Minneapolis as their action plan to prevent significant environmental impacts.

The primary mechanism for mitigation of environmental impacts is the effective use of ordinances,
rules, and regulations. The plan does not modify the regulatory agencies’ responsibilities for
implementing their respective regulatory programs, nor create additional regulatory requirements. The
mitigation plan specifies the legal and institutional arrangements that will assure that the adopted
mitigation measures are implemented.

There were no impacts identified in Sections 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, 19, 22, 23,, 26, 27, 29, or 30
therefore, these areas require no mitigation and are not included in the Final Mitigation Plan. The
remaining sections have identified regulatory requirements and/or mitigation measures that reduce
the level of potential impact of development within the Study Area. The plan is formatted consistent
with the sections of the AUAR for ease of reference.

Downtown East Final AUAR 60 October 2013



Section 8. Permits and Approvals Required

Unit of Government
. Federal

Federal Aviation
Administration

 State

Type of Application

Status

Airspace hazard permit (for any

structures more than 200 feet
| above ground level)

To be applied for

Minnesota Department of
Health

~ Abandonment of Water Wells
- Water Main Installation Permit
Drainage Permit

. To be applied for

To be applied for, if needed

" To be applied for, if needed

Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources

Groundwater Appropriation
Permit

To be applied for, if needed

Minnesota Historical Society

Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency

_Regional

Minnesota Historic Sites Act
Minnesota Field Archaeology
| Act
NPDES/SDS Construction
Stormwater Permit

Sanitary Sewer Extension

Permit

Provisions will be met during
construction, as applicable

To be applied for

To be applied for, if needed

Soil and Groundwater
Remediation Plan Approval
Storage Tank Registration

To be applied for, if needed

' To be applied for, if needed

Intent to Perform a Demolition

' Asbestos Related Work

Notification

' _Notification, if needed

P

Metropolitan Council

Middle Mississippi River

Watershed Districted (which

defers to the City of
~Minneapolis for permitting)
Local

City of Minneapolis

Downtown East Final AUAR

Sanitary Sewer Extension
| Permit

No formal review process

" Building permits

To be applied for

To be applied for, if needed

NA

Demolition permit -
Emergency Generator Fuel
Storage Permit

Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan Approval and
Permit

To be applied for

To be applied for

To be applied for

Stormwater Management Plan
Approval

Planned Unit Development
 Review and Approval

Land Subdivision

To be applied for
" To be applied for

To be applied for

Temporary Water Discharge
Permit

To be applied for, if needed

~ After Hours Work Permit
Lane Obstruction Permit

To be applied for, if needed

_ ~ To be applied for, if needed
Right-of-Way Excavation Permit

To be applied for, if needed

Encroachment Permit

' Utility Repair Permit

61

~ To be applied for, if needed
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Unit of Government Type of Application Status

Utility Connection Permits ~ To be applied for, if needed
Sidewalk Construction Permit  To be applied for, if needed
Testing and Inspection

. Agreement ]
glzgﬁ;agoaggggtlon Bonds for . T(_) be applied for
Department of Employment and
Economic Development grants
for redevelopment, and for

| demolition and clean up . -

. Final AUAR and Mitigation Plan | In process

To be applied for, if needed

To be applied for

Section 9. Land Use

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for land
use.

Potential Impacts

e Zoning inconsistencies for either Development Scenario, such as floor area ratio or building
height, may occur.

e The Phase | ESA identified 26 petroleum underground storage tanks (USTs) and six above
ground storage tanks (ASTs) in the Study Area.

e Four releases from the USTs were reported; two on Block 3 and two on Block 5, and all four
have been closed by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). There are also three
listings for Blocks 3 and 4 which are reported as closed on the MPCA SPILLS database.

* According to the MPCA’s What's in My Neighborhood? database, there are 10 potentially
contaminated sites within the AUAR Study Area. Two are active sites, and eight are inactive.

Mitigation Strategies

9.1 A zoning change may be requested for the five blocks within the Study Area boundary.
This will be coordinated through the City of Minneapolis Planned Unit Development
(PUD) process, if required.

9.2 Removal of all tanks and associated piping will occur in accordance with state and
federal laws.
9.3 Mitigation measures for environmental contamination in the State of Minnesota will be

undertaken, as necessary, in coordination with the MPCA. Mitigation measures for known
and unknown contamination are addressed under Section 20.

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City's development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

Mitigation measures to address site contaminants will be undertaken in coordination with MPCA.

Section 13. Water Use

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for
water use.
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Potential Impacts

e  Abandonment of two on-site wells.
e Temporary dewatering may occur during construction of the buildings.

Mitigation Strategies

13.1 If any additional wells are encountered during construction, they will be relocated (if
necessary) or capped and sealed according to Department of Health regulations.

13.2 Water pumped during construction dewatering activities will be tested for contaminants to
determine if discharge can be to sanitary or storm sewer system.

13.3 Obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City's development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable
All water pumped during construction dewatering activities will be discharged in compliance with the
City and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) requirements and the NPDES permit.

Section 16. Erosion and Sedimentation

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for
erosion and sedimentation.

Potential Impacts

e Construction activities that involve moving soil and/or excavation may cause erosion and
sedimentation impacts to storm sewer infrastructure or surface waters.

Mitigation Strategies

16.1 Require project proposers to acquire NPDES General Stormwater Permit for
Construction Activity from the MPCA prior to initiating earthwork for each phase of the
project. This permit requires that the MPCA's Best Management Practices be used to
control erosion and that all erosion controls be inspected after each significant rainfall.

16.2 Require project proposers to meet the erosion and sediment control regulations in all
applicable regulations, ordinances, and rules of the City and MPCA.

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City's development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

The developer must apply for and MPCA must issue an NPDES permit.

Section 17. Water Quality: Surface Water Runoff

Storm water runoff from the Study Area will be reduced under both Development Scenarios with
development of two blocks as public plaza/park.

Downtown East Final AUAR 63 October 2013



Potential Impacts

» No impacts were identified assuming water quality management standards are implemented.

Mitigation Strategies

171 Require stormwater management systems to be developed in accordance with City of
Minneapolis code, MPCA, and Mississippi Water Management Organization, as needed.

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City's development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

The developer must apply for and MPCA must issue an NPDES permit.

Section 20. Solid Waste, Hazardous Waste, Storage Tanks

The potential to encounter contaminants is the same under both Development Scenarios.
Potential Impacts

e |tis estimated that the demolition would generate 50,000 tons of concrete/asphalt debris and
5,000 tons of miscellaneous construction debris.

e The Phase | ESA found that 26 petroleum underground storage tanks (USTs) were reported
to have been previously removed from the Study Area according to the MPCA registered tank
files. Six above ground storage tanks (ASTs) were reported as inactive. Several leak sites
were also reported, as noted in Section 9.

Mitigation Strategies

20.1 A Pre-Demolition Survey has been completed for the three buildings to be removed from
the Study Area to determine if any regulated materials are present. An Abatement Plan is
being prepared to address removal and proper disposal of any regulated materials
identified in the Pre-Demolition Survey.

20.2 The project will be enrolled in the MPCA's Voluntary Investigation and Cleanup (VIC)
Program and Petroleum Brownfields Program (PBP) and all investigation and
remediation activities will be consistent with the VIC Program’s policies and procedures.

20.3 A Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (Phase Il ESA) is now being completed for
the Study Area. Based upon the results of the Phase || ESA and previously conducted
environmental investigations within the Study Area, a Response Action Plan (RAP) will
be prepared and submitted to the VIC and PBP Programs for review and approval to
address proper handling and treating of contaminated soil and/or groundwater within the
context of, and consistent with, the proposed redevelopment activities.

20.4 A Construction Contingency Plan (CCP) will be developed and submitted to the MPCA
with the RAP to address proper handling, treating, storing, and disposing of solid wastes,
hazardous materials, petroleum products, and other regulated materials/wastes that are
used or generated during construction.

20.5 There will be a corporate recycling program established in the two office buildings and a
recycling program for the residential component. There will be a dedicated storage/trash
area in the loading dock area that will be used for recycling management and pickup.
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206 It is estimated that up to 90 percent of the solid wastes generated during demolition will
be recycled. The remainder will be disposed at a state permitted landfill. Construction-
related waste materials such as wood, packaging, excess materials, and other wastes,
will be either recycled or disposed in the proper facilities.

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City’s development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

The developer will coordinate with the MPCA regarding the required plans, material handling and
disposal of demolition materials, and operate consistent with the VIC Unit's policies and procedures
relating to the investigation and remediation of hazardous substances, if any are identified.

Section 21. Traffic

Potential Impacts

Minimum Development Scenario Impacts:
For the Baseline Roadway Network the following impacts were identified:

e Near-capacity operations at the Washington Avenue/11™ Avenue intersection in the AM peak,
in addition to the operational issues identified in the No Build scenario in the PM peak.

e Increased delay on northbound 11" Avenue at 6" Street due to the impact of left-turning
vehicles in the PM peak.

Maximum Development Scenario Impacts:

Under the Maximum Development Scenario, two additional intersections are impacted.

The AUAR is intended to capture the likely minimum and maximum development size. As the project
details are determined through the development process, changes are likely to occur; however, the
Minimum and Maximum Scenarios evaluated within the traffic study are expected to capture the
range of impacts that may occur. As site plans are developed, land uses and trip generation
difference will be compared to the traffic analysis to confirm the mitigation measures needed.

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City’s development review process. Proposed PUD and/or site
plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City. The design of the
proposed public plaza/park should provide access to the stadium in a way that reduces
pedestrian/vehicle conflict for major events at the new Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium.

Involvement by Other Agencies, If applicable

Coordination with Hennepin County, MSFA, Metro Transit, and the City of Minneapolis will continue.
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Mitigation Strategies

Table 21-11. Mitigation Strategies Summary and Potential Impacts of Mitigation Strategies

Baseline
RGEGTE
Network | potential Im i
Ui ) pacts of | Potential Secondary .
Midgation atiategy Option Mitigation Strategy | Mitigation Strategies Ratimated Cost
| e Lane alignment on |
: 11" Ave ;
| Add northbound left * Polental widening of | Goordination needed |
F 2141 turn lane at 6th St/ X X 5t diti::ofue 0 | with Stadium roadway | $80,000 to $125,000
1 | i [
\ Sl southbound right turn design ’
‘ lane at 6" St as part
L | - ~of Stadium project _ S -
1 Reduce LRT green Installation of LRT
213 time at 5 Stand x | Impactsto LRT delay | getection on 5™ st at $35,000 to $55,000
Park Ave ) and sche “ B Park Ave
o Restrict or eliminate
f on-street parking
: e — o Potential signal
i phasing changes ‘
; 21.11° | :;%réh:to;"?g] Iiﬁet;lm X such as protected $100,000 to $165,000
E Washington Ave aw% P?rwsgal:iltdphasmg.
! necessitate signal
equipment changes
o Restrict or eliminate
on-street parking
Add second f o Potential signal
southbound left ' phasing changes
21.12°  turn lane at 11th X such as protected ' $100,000 to $165,000
Ave/ Washington ' only or split phasing, '
Ave which would
necessitate signal
equipment changes - o

# Minimum Development Scenario
® Maximum Development Scenario
“ Requires modification to bike lane, either remove or share with through lane

Section 24. Odors, Noise, and Dust

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for

traffic and construction Noise.

Potential Impacts

e Construction noise will occur during demolition and construction.

 Traffic noise increases will be less than three dBA at most receptors, and therefore barely
perceptible to the human ear. Noise barrier mitigation is not feasible in the downtown

streetscape.
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Mitigation Strategies

241 Construction hours will follow City code (limited to Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m., unless and after hours work permit is secured from the City).

How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Mitigation will be regulated through the City’s development review process. The developer's
agreement will address relevant mitigation measures prior to final approval by the City.

Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

Not applicable.

Section 25. Nearby Resources

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for
historic resources and trails.

Potential Impacts

» Known properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in the vicinity of
the AUAR boundary include: Minneapolis Armory (500 6™ Street S): Minneapolis City Hall
(350 5" Street S); Grain Exchange Building (400-412 4™ Street S); Northern Implement Co.
(616 3" Street S); and Advanced Thresher/Emerson Newton Co. (700-08 3™ Street S).

e The main building at 425 Portland Avenue was identified in the early 1980s as a potential |
local historic resource. In 2011, a City-sponsored Historic Resources Inventory was
completed by Mead & Hunt and recommended 425 Portland Avenue along with 62 other
properties in the Central Core Survey Area, as good candidates for intensive-level research
to determine eligibility for local and/or National Register designation.

Mitigation Strategies
251 Demolition permits will be requested for the existing buildings on site.
How Mitigation Will be Applied and Assured

Proposed PUD, land use and/or site plans must address relevant mitigation measures prior to
approval by the City. The Star Tribune building is located on a block (Block 5) which may be
considered part of the “stadium infrastructure” by the Minnesota Sports Facility Authority within the
meaning of the Minnesota Multi-Use Stadium Act (Laws 2012, Chapter 299).

Involvement of Other Agencies, if applicable

Not applicable.

Section 28. Impact on Infrastructure and Public Services

Potential impacts and mitigation measures are the same under both Development Scenarios for
public services.

Potential Impacts

o Development would increase the residential population, as well as increase the number of
employees and public plaza/park users, which may increase the demand for transit,
emergency medical and public safety services.
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Mitigation Strategies

281 Discussions will take place with Metro Transit and City during site planning regarding bus
and other public services.

How Mitigation will be Applied and Assured
To be determined after site plans are submitted.
Involvement by Other Agencies, if applicable

To be determined after site plans are submitted.
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AUAR



Minnesota Department of Natural Resources fresote

Central Region
16543 Haven Road ; .
. . fe
Little Falls, Minnesota 56345 DEPARTIENT OF
(320) 616-2450 Ext. 248 | HATURAL RESOURCES |

August 26, 2013

Hilary Dvorak, Principal City Planner

City of Minneapolis

250 South 4™ Street, Room 300

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

RE: Downtown East Draft Alternative Urban Area Review

Dear Ms. Dvorak:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR}) Central Region has reviewed the Draft AUAR for
the Downtown East redevelopment project. We have no comments to offer at this time.

Al Thank you for the opportunity to review this project and the Draft AUAR.

If you have any questions about these comments, please call me at 320-616-2450 ext 248, or hy
e-mail at michael.north@state.mn.us.

Sincerely,

M e CR Vst

Michael R. North
Environmental Assessment Ecologist

CC: Randall Doneen, Liz Harper
Boh Patton (EQB)

ERDB #20130334

Downtown East Final AUAR A-1 October 2013



A: Comment noted. Thank you for your review.
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

520 Lafayette Road North | St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 | 651-296-6300

800-657-3864 | 651-282-5332 TTY | www.pcastatemn.us | Equal Opportunity Employer

September 18, 2013

Ms. Hilary Dvorak

Principal City Planner

City of Minneapolis

250 South 4" Street, Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: Downtown East Development Draft Alternative Urban Areawide Review
Dear Ms. Dvorak:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Alternative Urban Areawide Review
(AUAR) for the Downtown East Development project (Project) located in the city of Minneapolis,
Minnesota. The Project consists of a residential, office, and retail development with a public park/plaza.
Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory
responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff has the following comments for your consideration.

Permits and Approvals (Item 8)

® Table 8.1in this section of the EAW lists a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction Stormwater (CSW) Permit. Please note that this project will require coverage under the
new permit that became official on August 1, 2013. The new permit has significantly more stringent
requirements for permanent stormwater treatment than the current permit in situations regulated
under Appendix A of the permit (within a mile of special or impaired waters). It also affects projects
not regulated under Appendix A (projects outside of the one mile radius from impaired or special
waters), for which there will now be required treatment for 1 inch of runoff, as opposed to 0.5
inches, per acre of new impervious surface. Information on the new CSW Permit is available on the
MPCA website at: http://www.pca.state.mn.us/y3daf96. Questions regarding CSW Permit
requirements should be directed to Roberta Getman at 507-206-2629.

e Table 8.1also lists Storage Tank Registration; however, the Draft AUAR does not mention the need

B for storage tanks for the planned future uses. Please clarify if the existing Aboveground Storage

Tanks will be removed and if new storage tanks are planned.

Solid Wastes, Hazardous Wastes, Storage Tanks (ltem 20)

Regarding the demolition of the existing buildings, please note that a “Notification of Asbestos Related
Work” must be submitted to the Minnesota Department of Health by a licensed asbestos inspector 10
working days prior to conducting abatement activities, if abatement of 160 square feet, 260 linear feet,
or 35 cubic feet of RACM is required. A “Notification of Intent to Perform a Demolition” must be

C |submitted to the MPCA 10 working days prior to the commencement of demolition. Flaking lead based
paint that may be present on the structure should be encapsulated or removed and properly disposed of
offsite at the appropriate disposal facility prior to demolition activities. Any lead based paint chips that
are present on the ground following demolition should also be removed and properly disposed of offsite
at the appropriate disposal facility. If you have any questions regarding demolition issues or asbestos
and lead paint abatement, please contact Sean O'Connor in our St. Paul office at 651-757-2620.
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A: The Draft AUAR (page 15, Table 17-1) acknowledged the August 1, 2013 rule changes and
subsequent requirements. The stormwater management criteria table in the Final AUAR has
been updated to remove references to current and future CSW permit conditions, and now
references the August 1, 2013 requirements as the "current requirement." Specific reference is
made to the volumes of treatment and detention.

B: Storage tank installation is noted on page 20 of the Draft AUAR. No storage tanks are known to
exist within the AUAR Study Area. If any tanks are encountered, state requirements for tank
removal will be followed.

C: The notification requirements provided by the MPCA have been added to Table 8-1 in the Final
AUAR.
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~ Ms. Hilary Dvorak
Page 2
September 18, 2013

Low Impact Design

The MPCA advocates the use of Low Impact Design (LID) practices to aid in the minimization of
stormwater impacts. LID is a stormwater management approach and site-design technique that
emphasizes water infiltration, values water as a resource, and promotes the use of natural systems to
treat water runoff. Examples include:

e special ditches, arranged in a series, that soak up more water

e vegetated filter strips at the edges of paved surfaces

D e trees or swales between rows of cars

e residential or commercial rain gardens designed to capture and soak in stormwater
e porous pavers, concrete and asphalt for sidewalks and parking lots

e narrower streets

e rain barrels and cisterns

e green roofs

LID concepts may be found in the State of Minnesota Stormwater Manual, dated November 2005
located on the MPCA website at: http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/stormwater/stormwater-
manual.html.

In addition, the MPCA LID webpage provides a description and examples of LID features such as
permeable pavement, rain gardens, and green roofs. Links to other resources on LID are available as
well. The website is located at: http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/stormwater/stormwater-lid.html.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please be aware that this letter does not
constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the purpose of pending or
future permit action(s) by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the Project proposer to secure
any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit conditions. If you have any questions
concerning our review of this Draft AUAR, please contact me at 651-757-2508.

Sincerely,

Uven Womav

Karen Kromar

Planner Principal

Environmental Review Unit

Resource Management and Assistance Division

KK:bt
cc: Craig Affeldt, MPCA, St. Paul

Doug Wetzstein, MPCA, St. Paul
Roberta Getman, MPCA, Rochester
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D: The stormwater BMPs for the project will include infiltration measures recognizing that water is a
valuable resource, and the design will incorporate natural systems as a means to treat
stormwater runoff. This approach is in line with the goals of LID practices.
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6. Response to Comments on the
Draft EIS

6.1 Opportunities for Public Comment and Guidelines for
Responding to Comments

A notice of availability of the Draft EIS was published in the EQB Monitor on April 29, 2013, and in
local media sources. The document was distributed to agencies and organizations on the official
EQB distribution list, additional agencies and organizations that had requested a copy of the
document, and agencies, organizations, and individuals who had commented on the Scoping
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)/Draft Scoping Decision Document (SDD). It was also
posted on the MSFA website (www.msfa.com). A public open house was held on May 22, 2013,
from 5:00-7:00 pm at the Hubert H. Humphrey Metrodome — Vikings Lounge. Twenty-eight
individuals signed in at the meeting.

The comment period extended from April 29 to June 6, 2013. Comments were received in writing by
email, US mail, or submittal directly to the MSFA at the public open house. Verbal comments were
also received at the public open house and were transcribed by a court reporter.

A total of 19 comment letters/emails and one oral comment were received from government
agencies and private citizens during the comment period. Consistent with state environmental review
rules, the written responses to all substantive comments are included as part of this Final EIS.
Written responses have been provided for all comments pertaining to the environmental analysis
conducted for and documented in the Draft EIS. Additional responses have been prepared for
statements noting incorrect or unclear information or content requirements. A written response was
not provided for comments agreeing with the Draft EIS information, general opinions, statements of
fact, or statements of preference. A copy of each comment letter followed by responses to
comments is included in Section 6.2.

6.2 Agency, Organization, and Individual Comments and
Responses

Comment letters were received from the following governmental agencies:

m Minnesota Department of Health

m  Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

m Minnesota Department of Transportation

= Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

m State Historic Preservation Office

m  Metropolitan Council

m Hennepin County

m City of Minneapolis

The following private citizens provided written comments on the Draft EIS:

m Tom Becker

m James Glockner

6-1 July 2013
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m  Phillip Koski
= Willard Shapira
m Brad Worcester

m Alex Adams

m Debra Adams

m  Suzanne Begin

m Claudia Fuglie

m  Kathy Gyro

= Jordan Moulton

One anonymous individual provided an oral comment at the public open house on May 22, 2013.

The remainder of this section presents each comment letter with each comment for which a
response has been prepared highlighted and numbered. The response to each numbered comment
is included on the page following the comment.
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6.2.2 Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources Evea
Central Region
1200 Warner Road
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55106 T
(651) 259-5738 NATURAL RESOURCES

TRANSMITTED VIA E-MAIL
June 6, 2013

Steve Maki, Project Manager
Minnesota Sports Facilities Authority
900 South 5' Street

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415
Steve.maki@msfa.com

RE: Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DRAFT EIS)
Dear Mr. Maki:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Central Region has reviewed the Draft EIS for
the proposed construction of the Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium and associated

infrastructure located in the City of Minneapolis, Hennepin County. The DNR offers the
following comments for your consideration.

Pertaining to Section 3.2 Water Use, the current lack of a DNR Water Appropriations permit
should not be assumed to indicate that the volumes pumped are under the threshold that
requires a permit to authorize the dewatering. The elevation of the water table and bedrock
aquifers in the downtown area may be significantly higher than when the Metrodome was
constructed due to a more recent statutory prohibition of once-thru heating and cooling
systems using ground water. 2-1

In order to determine if a DNR Water Appropriations permit is necessary; an engineering
analysis of the water table and bedrock aquifer water levels compared to proposed bottom
elevations of the proposed stadium should be conducted. Part of that study could include
monitoring the existing Metrodome groundwater interception system until demolition of -
the stadium. Parameters included should be the discharge volume and rate of ground water
that is dewatered. If it is determined that a DNR Water Appropriations permit is not
necessary at this time, the DNR recommends that the groundwater interception system
continue to be metered for the new stadium to be sure discharge rates stay below 10,000
gallons per day and under 1 million gallons per year.

In October 2012, the DNR provided comments during the Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping
Decision Document review. One comment stated the DNR encouraged project designers to 5D
consider bird-friendly building designs to help reduce the potential for bird collisions to
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2-1:  Section 3.2.2.1 of the Final EIS provides additional information regarding groundwater
pumping rate estimates.
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—_—

TMINNESOTA ‘ ‘
s Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium
AUTHORITY

' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium Draft EIS
DNR Comments
June 6, 2013

occur. The DNR is aware that project designers have been meeting with Audubon Minnesota
to discuss bird-friendly project design considerations. Mitigation measures identified as a
result of coordination with the Audubon Society should be included in the Final EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS for the proposed construction of the
Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium. If you have any questions about these comments, please
call Melissa Doperalski, Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist, at 651-259-5738, or

by e-mail at melissa.doperalski@state.mn.us.

Sincerely,
~7 o,
s F i
S 7 4

rd Melé::s;DopEEJSM
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist

CC: Randall Doneen, Steve Colvin, Chris Niskanen, Liz Harper, Lisa Joyal, Central Region REAT and Technical
Reviewers (DNR)
Bob Patton (EQB)

MSFA MN Stadium_Draft EIS_.DNR Comments_06June2013.doc
ERDB #20130099-0004

2|Page
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2-2:  The MSFA has met with representatives from the Audubon Society to discuss potential
mitigation measures to minimize bird impacts by this project. The MSFA will implement
operational measures to minimize interference with migrating birds, such as turning off
stadium lighting during the overnight hours in spring and fall.

6-12 July 2013



MINN?\%EJ@S . .
ORIy : Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadiurm

' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

6.2.6 Metropolitan Council

ja: Metropolitan Council

June 5,2013

Steve Maki, Director of Facilities & Engineering
Minnesota SLPOHS Facilities Authority

900 South 5" Street

Minneapolis, MN 55415

RE: Minnesota Multi-Purpose Stadium — Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
City of Minneapolis, Hennepin County, Minnesota
Metropolitan Council Review File No. 21040-2
Metropolitan Council District §

Dear Mr. Maki:

The Metropolitan Council received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Minnesata Multi-
Purpose Stadium project in Minneapolis on April 26, 2013. The proposed project includes the construction of a
new stadium on the current Hubert H. Humphrey Metrodome site. The project includes demolition of the existing
Metrodome and construction of a new 65,000-seat stadium facility (with expansion of to 73,000 seats, and
associated infrastructure improvements and changes in the surrounding area.

Metropolitan Council staff completed its review of the DEIS to determine its accuracy and completeness in
addressing regional concerns. Staff offers the following technical comments concerning issues that need to be
addressed or clarified in the Final DEIS.

Section 3.4 — Water Quality, Surface Water Runoff (Jim Larsen, 651-602-1159)

The DEIS indicates that currently there is little pre-treatment of stormwater runoff on the project’s 46+ acre
site, with. over 91 percent impervious cover. In addition, all four downstream stormwater conveyance systems
(the 1 1™ Avenue, Chicago Avenue, Portland Avenue, and MnDOT tunnels) serving the site have capacity
constraints, and most also have condition issues. The DEIS estimates that the proposed project will add 1.3
acres of impervious surface to the current 43+ acres of impervious area on the site.

This construction project presents an opportunity to mitigate for a large amount of runoff volume on a scale
that will not likely be realized elsewhere in the area for decades to come. The document indicates that
stormwater best management practices will be designed with a goal of maintaining existing discharge rates
where practicable in each of the sub-watersheds on the site. The Council encourages the MSFA, the City, the
Mississippi WMO, MnDOT, and the MPCA to work together to achieve the maximum amount of stormwater
runoff volume and pollutant reduction possible within the site — reducing peak discharges, runoff volumes,
and pollutant constraints where possible.

Section 3.5.1.2 — Water Quality, Wastewaters (Roger Janzig, 651-602-1119)
The DEIS indicates that “estimated peak sanitary sewer flow generated by the new Stadium is 2,000 gpd.” (&{g-2
This appears to be a typo and should be corrected to read 2,000 gallons per minute, rather than per day.

Section 3.7 — Transportation (Mark Filipi, 651-602-1725)
The DEIS includes a project description indicating that the proposed stadium will have 65,000 seats with

expansion up to 73,000 seats. In Section 2.2.1, the description of the No Action Alternative assumes
continued use of the Metrodome by the Minnesota Vikings and other uses, with a maximum

seating capacity of 63,962. Table 3.7-2 of the DEIS indicates that the stadium capacity of the No Action
Alternative is 65,000 attendees, which is also reiterated in Section 3.7.1.5 on the Freeway Network — Event
Analysis.

www.metrocouncil.org

390 Robert Street North ¢ St. Paul, MN 55101-1805 * (651) 602-1000 ¢ Fax(651) 602-1550 * TTY (651) 291-0904
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To achieve the water quality requirements for the site, the current design includes
underground infiltration practices. Through this method of stormwater management, volume
reduction is also provided. Other infiltration practices will be explored as the design
progresses.

Section 3.4 has been updated from the Draft to Final EIS to reflect advancement in the new
Stadium design plans. Section 3.4.1.3 concludes that “with the implementation of the BMPs,
it is expected that the Proposed Project will reduce runoff volumes and discharge rates
below those of the No Action Alternative.”

Correction made to text of Section 3.5 as noted in comment.
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While the difference between 63,962 (the existing stadium seating capacity as listed in Section 2.2.1) and
65,000 (the base seating capacity of the new stadium) is minimal, the comparison of changes in the levels-of-
service at the various intersections evaluated may understate the impacts to those intersections. As such, some
of the mitigation efforts may also be understated. If the No Action Alternative that is referenced in the
intersection analysis tables is the current Metrodome but with 65,000 seats and 5" Street closed, then the
comparison is not accurate, and a No Build comparison should be added to the DEIS.

o
w

Section 3.7.1.3 states that the current volume on the segment of 5™ Street, proposed to be closed, 1s 2,900. The
MnDOT AADT maps (currently publicly accessible on the MnDOT website) indicate a 2011 volume of
3,300.

2

The combination of the actual AADT of the segment of 5™ Street next to the Metrodome being almost 14%
higher than cited in the DEIS and the use of the lower range build alternative for comparisons is a
methodology issue that needs to be addressed. The evaluation of the transportation impacts needs to use the
most current available data, and the impacts of the build alternative need to be compared to the true No Build
(the current stadium with seating of 63,962 and 5™ Street open to traffic).

o
)

Section 3.7 — Transit & Pedestrian Access (James Harwood, 612-349-7339)

Section 3.7.1.2, Assumptions and Methodology, does not include an analysis of traffic and other issues at the
intersection of 4™ Street and Chicago Avenue. In the Council’s letter dated October 30, 2012, regarding the
Scoping EAW and Scoping Decision Document (SDD), the Council requested that this analysis be included.

The DEIS does not include this for either the event or non-event scenarios.

Section 3.7.1.8, Traffic Mitigation Strategies, states that LRT operations will not be significantly impacted
due to traffic signal timing changes under mitigation option #1 and #2. Although an LOS-analysis is included
in the DEIS, this is a rough tool for use when estimating impacts to transit service and the customers using the
service. A better and more thorough analysis and understanding of impacts to the transit level of service is
required for the Council to assess impacts to the transit system.

i
3

Section 3.7.1.8 refers to the development of a Traffic Management Plan. A detailed analysis of pedestrian
connection from points of transit within the project area to stadium entrances/exits should be included as part
of developing this plan.

Section 3.7.2.1, Pedestrian Facilities, does not provide sufficient information regarding the impact of the
pedestrian volumes crossing the interscction of 4" Street and Chicago Avenue, nor any specific mitigation
fneasures to address the impacts. Additional analysis is required for traffic, transit (bus and LRT), and
pedestrian impacts resulting from the proposed project. This also applies to the discussion of this intersection
in the second full paragraph on page 3-57 of the document.

Section 3.7.3.3 discusses the operational issues associated with the existing Downtown East transit station
during events. The DEIS states that “the existing plaza area is not designed to conveniently and effectively
accommodate queuing and loading of LRT passengers at the Downtown East Station.” The DEIS goes on to
discuss the anticipated increases in event ridership in both 2017 as well as in 2030 at full build out of the Blue @E
Line and Green Line extensions representing “about 42 percent of Stadium capacity.” However, the DEIS
does not address the need for modifications to the existing station, platforms, and plaza area in order to
accommodate this increased transit demand as a mitigation measure. The need for these modifications should

—5 & &
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The No Action Alternative reflects the existing Metrodome capacity and the existing roadway
network. The text and tables have been corrected in the Final EIS to reflect 63,962 seats
under the No Action Alternative.

The City of Minneapolis Traffic Count Management System shows that the most recent daily
traffic count was conducted in 2010 and that the most recent turning movement counts along
5" Street were conducted in 2011. These are the most current available traffic counts and
were used for the analysis.

The most current traffic data and the existing Metrodome seating capacity were the basis for
the analysis. 5" Street is closed during existing NFL events at the Metrodome,; therefore, no
analysis with 5" Street open during event conditions is needed.

Section 3.7.3.1 and Section 3.7.3.3 of the Final EIS include discussion regarding potential
impacts and proposed mitigation measures for the 4" Street/Chicago Avenue intersection
under the Preferred Alternative. Section 3.7.3.3 specifically states, “As the design plans
advance for the Proposed Project, the MSFA, in consultation with the City of Minneapolis,
Metro Transit, and the Vikings will work to design plaza areas and infrastructure that
effectively address the high pedestrian volumes in the plaza area and the potential conflicts
at the 4" Street/Chicago Avenue intersection.”

Section 3.7.1.8 now includes the following statement, “The current phasing of the 5" Street/
Park Avenue intersection limits the northbound Park Avenue approach to approximately 30
seconds because of the LRT and the resulting unique geometrics and phasing at the
intersection. Signal timing adjustments at this intersection should be evaluated in detail
during the development of the event signal timing plans, in order to best balance the needs
of the vehicle traffic with LRT station-to-station progression.”

As stated throughout Section 3.7 of the Final EIS, a Traffic Management Plan will be
prepared for the proposed project. The Traffic Management Plan would include additional
pedestrian analysis and development of mitigation measures.

As stated in The People’'s Stadium Scoping Decision Document (page C-3), “A qualitative
assessment of pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the site, including from parking and transit
facilities, and leading to the site will be conducted as part of the EIS.” Section 3.7.3.1 of the
Final EIS includes updated pedestrian analysis to reflect the advancement in the new
Stadium design since the publication of the Draft EIS, as well as further evaluation of
potential pedestrian impacts and proposed mitigation measures in response to comments
provided on the Draft EIS.
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be clearly identified as a recommended mitigation measure in the Final EIS in order to accommodate the
projected Stadium event ridership numbers assumed in the DEIS.

The Mitigation Measures included in Section 3.7.3.3 state: “As the design plans advance for the Proposed
Project, pedestrian crossing of the LRT line at 4" Street/Chicago Avenue will be needed in order to efficiently én
move trains in and out of the station. This should be revised to state that “a grade-separated pedestrian
crossing of the LRT” will be needed.

[e)]
-

Section 3.15.1.2 discusses road closures due to construction. However, the DEIS does not identify impacts to

existing transit service (both LRT and bus) that may occur during the construction. Because an active LRT
line exists adjacent to the proposed stadium, all impacts to transit service due to construction access, staging,

lay down areas;-etc:, should be identified in the document.

Section 5.1 — Coordination and Permits Required (Russ Owen, 651-602-1724)
The DEIS states that an airspace hazard permit will be needed. When construction begins, FAA form 7460-1

shall also be submitted to the FAA for airspace compliance.

\Additional Concerns

An area of concern that needs to be addressed in the Final EIS that was not raised during the SDD, Scoping
EAW, or the Draft EIS is the high probability that the new stadium structure will present a significant threat
for bird strikes. This issue was not raised as one needing further analysis in the EIS documents at an earlier 614
juncture because the idea that the future structure’s design would consist of so much transparent glass or that
its planned height would exceed that of the current facility by approximately 100 feet were unknown. The
DEIS will need to be augmented to discuss this threat, and indicate what measures will be considered and
|incorporated to address this issue in the final project.

If you have any questions or need further information with respect to these matters, please contact the technical
reviewer indicated in a particular section or contact me at (651) 602-1895.

Sincerely,

LisaBeth Barajas, Manager
Local Planning Assistance

CC:  Julie Monson, MHFA
Tod Sherman, Development Reviews Coordinator, MnDOT - Metro Division

Adam Duininck, Metropolitan Council District 8
Michael Larson, Sector Representative
Raya Esmaeili, Reviews Coordinator

N:ACommDewv\LPA\Agencies\MSFA\MSFA 2013 DEIS Multi-Purpose Stadium 21040-2.docx
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The MSFA is the “proposer” of and the “responsible governmental unit” for the new Stadium
“project,” as those terms are defined in MEPA and Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410. The new
Stadium project does not include any physical changes to the Downtown East LRT station,
which is operated by Metro Transit, an operating division of the Metropolitan Council. The
MSFA is not responsible for LRT passenger queuing and loading and has no authority to
upgrade or madify the Downtown East LRT station. However, the MSFA will encourage the
Metropolitan Council to ensure that the Downtown East LRT station is able to conveniently
and efficiently accommodate the queuing and loading of LRT passengers. In addition, the
new Stadium project will expand the existing plaza area on the west side of the Metrodrome
stadium, near the Downtown East LRT station. The expanded new Stadium plaza should
improve pedestrian movement in the vicinity of the LRT station.

Section 3.7.3.3 of the Final EIS reflects refinements to the proposed mitigation measures
since the publication of the Draft EIS.

See response to Comment 6-10.
Table 5.1-1 has been modified to reflect the preparation of FAA Form 7460-1.

The MSFA has met with representatives from the Audubon Society to discuss potential
mitigation measures to minimize bird impacts by this project. The MSFA will implement
operational measures to minimize interference with migrating birds, such as turning off
stadium lighting during the overnight hours in spring and fall.
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6.2.10 James Glockner

From: JimGlockner
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 6:34 PM
To: Steve Maki

Subject: New Vikings Stadium - Bird impact

Hello Steve
would like to express my concern with the new stadium and it's proposed structure in regards to the glass

oors / walls and the threat this would have on our birds. There are many examples throught our country not too {154
ention the world for deaths due to birds that fly into our glass structures. Pls help reduce our human inprint by
lowing a more friendly structure that will allow our bird friends avoid death and injury.

thank you
James Glockner
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10-1: The MSFA has met with representatives from the Audubon Society to discuss potential
mitigation measures fo minimize bird impacts by this project. The MSFA will implement
operational measures to minimize interference with migrating birds, such as turning off
stadium lighting during the overnight hours in spring and fall.
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