
Gregg, 
  
I have a couple of comments on the proposed categories. 
  
1. For the nonmetallic mineral mining - it would be nice to see an acre-feet of excavation versus 
an acre-depth.  We commonly have a proposal of 35 acres in area and no limit on the depth.  A 
35 acre project 25 feet in depth has a greater impact than a 40 acre project 10 feet in depth.  If 
there was a threshold of 400 acre feet (or any other number), we will be addressing all the 
impacts of similar magnitude. 
2. For residential developments (EAW) -  I suggest eliminating Subpart 19a.B - I think we need to 
stick with the 25 units and 50 units as proposed in "A" and not worry if they are looking at a 15% 
increase in density.  This will discoourage people from doing PUD's, which commonly need the 
multiplier increases to make the projects financially feasible.  In Aitkin County PUD's are not 
doing well.  We have had our first PUD replatted to a lot and block subdivision based on lack of 
sales.  The multipliers are needed to make PUD's viable.  The multipliers are given based on 
increased performance standards, protection of the shore impact zone, preservation of open 
space and consolidation of facilities.  To penalize the project by requiring environmental review at 
this level will surely discourage the use of PUD's and Conservation subdivisions.  
3. Residential development (EIS) - Subpart 14a, A - This exceeds the current thresholds - the 
max for nonsewered areas is 150 units.  A suggestion is 50 units in a sensitive area and 100 units 
in a nonsensitive area. 
  
4. Residential development (EIS) - Subpart 14a, B - suggest eliminating.  These thresholds are 
more restrictive than the EAW thresholds.  If a commercial development converts to a residential 
development, it is my understanding they have to bring the project into compliance as it is a 
change of use.  So, why not eliminate this subpart and let the EAW process work first, and if the 
project meets the thresholds in Subpart A they have to do the EIS!  I see no need to have any 
other threshold for residential development than the thresholds in Subpart A. 
  
If you have nay questions, please give me a call at 218-927-7342 or by e-mail.   
  
Terry Neff 
 



Gregg,  
Thanks. I don't really see anything here that is unreasonable for current owner operated 
resorts.  
 
I would   just state that the language should be VERY clear so that there is no "grey" area 
when it comes to interpretation. The number of additional units to be added requiring an 
EAW and/or EIS should clearly say "additional" units, and should not be worded so that 
it can be misconstrued as "total" units. 
 
Jennifer  
Congress of Minnesota Resort 
-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=-=- 
Jennifer Bateman 
www.twoinlets.com 
 
Two Inlets Resort 
32240 County Hwy 50 
Park Rapids, MN 56470 

 



Greetings Mr. Downing, 
  
My comment would be to make E.I.S. a requirement when it involves impaired waters in the state 
no matter where the location might be. We here in the Osakis area feel the average people who 
cannot afford big lawyer fees to protect our enviroment and water resources are being ignored. I 
know you have spent many phone conversations with Bud Manders and understand part of what I 
am trying to get across. When people can't afford lawyers and you probably know better than I 
that lawyers today want big money to fight these kinds of battles.  
Most RGU's do not have all the knowledge needed to handle all the rules and regulations 
connected to EAW and EIS studies. We feel this developement should not be happening on an 
impaired lake. The Sauk River Watershed wrote enough concerns that should have sparked and 
EIS as did a request by the Osakis Lake Association, but the remark they came to late  should 
not have mattered when it was still before the Todd County Commissioners to vote for a neg. or 
positive. It was still the same commissioners who vote on this project to go forward when they 
don't consider the people or what the impact on Osakis will be. We know the old saying just vote 
them out of office. That sounds good to some, but for us here our commissioner is representing 
us, but three others don't care it's not their district and I am sure they know we can't vote them 
out of office.  
There needs to be some changes where we the public could file for an appeal for an EIS with the 
EQB without paying a high cost lawyer.  
Thanks for listening and maybe some where in all this injustice there will come change to help the 
average people like us who are retired and live on limited incomes.  
Sincerely, 
Fred and Kathern Edenloff 
12603 170th Street 
Osakis, MN 56360 
 



Greg:    The following are my thoughts for the proposed thresholds: 
 
EAW 
 
Residential Development 
 
I think the thresholds are too low.  The category for “Any new lake access lots for 
nonriparian lots.” Looks like a new vehicle for blocking new access to the lake.  If there 
is to be a threshold for this category, it should be based upon the number of access’s and 
the lake classification.  Many shoreland ordinances allow a number of docks per lot plus 
a few based upon the width of the lot.  This seems to work rather well.  Resort or other 
commercial conversions I have worked on, have had the densities reduced to the standard 
residential densities.  If the DNR is enforcing their shoreland rules this threshold is not 
needed. 
 
Commercial/Industrial 
 
This category makes sense and may have too high of a threshold.  This use has the 
greatest potential for environmental problems. 
 
EIS 
 
Residential Development 
 
The thresholds seem low.  There should be some distinction between sewered and 
unsewered development and the lake classification.  The threshold of 10 boats for 
nonriparian owners should not even be part of this discussion.  The requirement will be 
used to discourage/block development by forcing EIS’s for minor or insignificant 
impacts.  Same comment as above for conversions.  It has been my experience that the 
DNR can control the density with there existing rules. 
 
Commercial/Industrial 
 
I think the thresholds are probably high.  There is a lot of non-riparian land for this type 
of use. 
 
As a general comment I think there are too many EAW’s prepared for residential 
development.  There usually is negligible impact or no impact from residential 
development.  If the regulating authority is doing its’ job and the storm water sanitary 
serer are handled properly, the environment is protected.  We would be better served to 
look at existing shoreland developments and bring them up to current standards for storm 
water and waste water treatment.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
Lynn P. Caswell, L.S. 



President 
John Oliver & Associates, Inc. 
580 Dodge Ave 
Elk River, MN  55330 
(763) 441-2072 Fax (763 441-5665 
lcaswell@er.joliverassoc.com
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Greg, as president of the Maple Lake Association I feel that allowing a EAW on major 
developments on lakes is a huge mistake.  How can a development that encompasses 15-
20% of the lakeshore on a lake, not have an adverse affect on the environment of the lake 
and surrounding area.  This is exactly what happened on Maple Lake in Todd County.  
Despite petitions to the PCA, County Commissioners, opposition to the development 
from the DNR, Watershed District, and other State and Federal Agencies this 
development went through without having an EIS done.  Osakis Lake is currently 
fighting a development that includes moving a County road and a State highway yet it 
was determined that all that was needed is an EAW.  How can this happen and not affect 
the environment especially in a lake that is classified as impaired waters?  The Maple 
Lake Association and many other Associations feel that your organization should initiate 
a rules change that requires an EIS on all developments on Minnesota's lakes and rivers.  
Supposedly there is a petition process that can force an EIS but the MPCA just seems to 
ignore this when citizens try to use this method to force the issue.  I personally received 
form letters on petitions I have filed on developments.  I took one of these petitions to an 
attorney, after receiving the letter from the MPCA, and he informed me that we had met 
all the requirements as set forth in the law and that my petition should be heard.  When I 
resent the petition, I received basically the same form letter back.  When I showed both 
letters to the attorney he informed me we could sue, but it would be costly.  So much for 
the petition process.  In lieu of my experiences with the EAW/EIS and the development 
of Minnesota's lakes and rivers I feel that an EIS should be required on all developments 
in the future.  Thank You, Peter Klick, 9956 Walnut Grove Ln N, Maple Grove, Mn 
55311.  Phone 763-515-0048                































Gregg Downing 
Environmental Quality Board 
300 Centennial Building, 658 Cedar Street 
St.Paul, MN  55155 
 
Reference: 
Public Notice. 
EQB seeks input on revised proposed 
Mandatory EAW & EIS categories 
For projects in shore lands. 
 
Gregg Downing, 
 
The Todd/Stearns COLA Board fully supports the revising of the mandatory EAW & EIS 
categories for projects in shorelands. The increased demand for the development certainly 
requires more and closer scrutiny than there has been. The reduced water quality and the 
listing of more and more lakes and rivers as impaired demonstrate this. 
 
We propose the following areas have more stringent criteria: 
 
The sensitive area needs expanding. We know all shore land is sensitive therefore the 
number of lots triggering review should be reduced to four or more. 
 
The controlled accesses. Lots intended to be used for common docking facilities or to 
provide common or controlled access to public waters shall not be a permitted use in any 
zoning district. This provision shall not apply to Department of Natural Resources public 
accesses. 
 
Second and third tier lot development is becoming a key issue. The topography of these 
lots has a profound affect on the ability to control storm water runoff. Much of this land 
surrounding the lakes slopes towards the lakes and is full of gullies, revines, washouts 
and unvegitated swales. When impervious surfaces are added to this land it is a formula 
for disaster. Therefor any lot developed in these areas should be closely controlled. 
 
The destruction of natural vegetation in the first fifty feet of shoreline depth shall be 
prohibited. this includes trees. Shoreline stabilization is critical in maintain water quality 
as well as preserving the fishery and wildlife. 
 
The definition of shore land along rivers should be expanded from 300ft.to the 1000ft as 
rivers are as susceptible to water quality issues as well as fisheries and wildlife as are the 
lakes. 
 
Haven Wiegers 
Todd/Stearns County COLA 
21057 Farewell Dr. 
Osakis,MN 56360 



I am writing in response to your request for input on proposed new 
mandatory EAW and EIS categories for shoreland development.  I 
currently own some shoreland on Cokato Lake in southwestern Wright 
County and am participating in the USDA's Conservation Reserve Program.  
Within the past couple years, this lake has seen a large campground 
converted to a cooperative with some small park model mobile homes 
increasingly replacing campers.  It has also seen a residential 
subdivision that has incorporated holding ponds improving the existing 
drainage system and replacing farm fields with row crops that extended 
within fifteen to twenty-five feet of the shore of the lake.  My 
thinking on the new mandatory categories is that they are needed for 
resort and campground conversions.  However, I don't think they are 
needed for residential subdivisions, where existing controls are 
adequate.  As a former member of Minnesota Waters, I became concerned 
about that organization anti-development agenda and wonder if the main 
function of the new mandatory categories isn't to discourage 
development by adding unnecessary costs to the developers when existing 
regulations will produce similar results.  With repsect to resort and 
campground conversions, however, I do think additional controls are 
justified. 
 
Finally, I think you should delete the nonriparian lots category.  
While they are not the same as public accesses, some of the philosophy 
is similar.  Also, what would prevent a shoreland owner from renting or 
making available dock space to a neighbor without shoreland? 
 
___________________________________- 
Judith Ann Trolander 
Professor 
Department of History 
University of Minnesota Duluth 
Duluth, MN 55812 
 



I own land on Cokato Lake, a general recreational lake in southwestern 
Wright. This lake has recently seen some residential development and a 
major campground conversion. While I do think the county and other 
local agencies were able to work with the developer on the residential 
project with positive results, it was a different story with the 
campground conversion. To repeat my earlier email, I do favor tougher 
standards at the state level for resort and campground conversions, but 
I also think that local government can handle residential development 
better. The geology of lakes and the surrounding land uses are very 
different in central Minnesota from northern Minnesota. 
 
Judith Ann Trolander 
Professor 
Department of History 
University of Minnesota Duluth 
Duluth, MN 55812 
 
 



From: Mike & Sue North [tjnorth@brainerd.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 02, 2007 8:05 PM 
To: Gregg Downing 
Subject: Re: EQB proposed shoreland categories: draft rule text 
Sorry that this reply is late, but The Wildlife Society approves of the general approach taken here, 
i.e., easily understood, specifc thresholds, rather than the more nebulous thresholds that came 
out of the panel process.  We do suggest that an exemption category be developed for projects 
that permanently preserve a significant amount of natural shoreline; developers may like this if it 
means they could avoid NIMBY petitions. 
  
Mike North 



app 

          

July 9, 2007 
 
VIA EMAIL and U. S. Mail

 
 

Mr. Greg Downing 
Environmental Quality Board 
300 Centennial Building 
658 Cedar Street 
St. Paul, MN  55155 
 
 
RE:  Environmental Review Board Informal Request for Comments on Proposed 
Amendments to Rules Governing Environmental Review Program, Minnesota 
Rules, Chapter 4410, Phase II 
 
Dear Mr. Downing: 
 
The Builders Association of Minnesota (BAM) serves the homebuilding and 
remodeling industry throughout Minnesota on a variety of policy and regulatory 
issues that affect the residential construction industry.  This letter acknowledges 
your May 4, 2007 email, as well as your subsequent June 12, 2007, email with 
the preliminary draft rule language for the EQB’s proposed shoreland categories 
for Informal Comments on Proposed Amendments to Rules Governing the 
Environmental Review Program, Minnesota Rules, Chapter 4410-Phase II. 
 
BAM wishes to comment on the three substantive changes made to draft rule 
language. 
 

1) Under the EAW category at subpart 36a, where the threshold is written 
in terms of altering 800/1320 feet of shoreline.  BAM supports this 
clarification.  It is important to eliminate any ambiguous application to the 
rules. 

  
2) Under the EIS category at subpart 14a, where the EQB plans to drop 
the  “exception” proposal for consistency in stormwater plan standards.  
BAM respectfully opposes an across the board standard for stormwater . 



 
3) BAM supports the decision to drop the requirement of an EIS for 
controlled access lots serving 10 or more boats.  At this time there are no 
similar EIS threshold for existing marinas. 

 
Please note that these are preliminary comments.  As the process moves 
forward, BAM will offer more substantive comments on these and related topics.  
BAM will continue to seek comments from its membership. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lisa Frenette 
Builders Association of Minnesota 
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