
520 Lafayette Road North, Saint Paul, MN 55155| www.eqb.state.mn.us 
Phone: 651-757-2873 | Fax: 651-757-2343 

July 15, 2020 
Meeting Location:  Virtual via WebEx 

https://minnesota.webex.com/minnesota/j.php?MTID=m298930cdbabcbd87e7ae5a799ff7c186 
1:00 pm – 3:00 pm 

AGENDA 

Meeting Time and Location   
In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Environmental Quality Board Environmental Review 
Implementation Subcommittee (ERIS) meeting will convene its June Board meeting virtually through the 
WebEx platform. To access the meeting, use the link under the “Meeting Location” above. 

Accessibility: This material can be provided in different forms, like large print, braille, or on a recording. 
Please contact EQB staff at least one week prior to the event at info.EQB@state.mn.us to arrange an 
accommodation. 

Public Engagement Opportunities at EQB Meetings  
EQB encourages public input and appreciates the opportunity to build shared understanding with 
members of the public. During the July ERIS meeting, there will be opportunities for public comment via 
WebEx on agenda items IV and VI below. Members of the public may submit a written comment or 
make oral comments. Commenters are asked to keep their statements to fewer than three minutes of 
speaking (approximately 300 words). In advanced of the Board meeting, please review our “Guide to 
WebEx Participation” that starts on page 6 of this packet to learn how to use the WebEx platform for 
engaging in the EQB meeting. 

Meeting Objectives 
The ERIS will address two informational items: 

 Review and discuss the draft Environmental Review Data Management Plan and 2019 Performance
Report framework and metrics

 Engage ERIS members and members of the public in a discussion on the draft proposed framework
for integrating greenhouse gas (GHG) quantification and assessment requirements into the
Environmental Review Program
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Agenda: 
I. *Adoption of Consent Agenda & Minutes 
 Proposed Agenda for July 15, 2020, Board Meeting 
 January 22, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
    

II. ERIS Welcome & Introductions 
Sarah Strommen 
ERIS Chair; Commissioner 
Department of Natural Resources 
 

III. Executive Director’s Report 
Katie Pratt 
Executive Director 
Environmental Quality Board 
Katie.Pratt@state.mn.us 
 

IV. Environmental Review Program Data Management Plan and 2019 Environmental Review 
Program Annual Performance Report 
Under Minnesota Rules 4410, EQB is responsible for monitoring the effectiveness of the 
Environmental Review Program (ER Program) and taking appropriate measures to modify and 
improve its effectiveness. EQB staff will present a draft framework, called the ER Program Data 
Management Plan, for systematically monitoring and reporting the overall effectiveness of the 
ER Program. Concurrently, staff will present the 2019 ER Program Annual Performance Report. 
The performance report interprets 2019 and historical data to inform future data management 
practices and ER program improvement recommendations. 
 
Staff will consider comments received during this meeting to update the draft ER Program Data 
Management Plan and present a revised version for ERIS review at a future meeting. 
 
Presenters: 

Giuseppe Tumminello 
Project Coordinator 
Environmental Quality Board 
Giuseppe.Tumminello@state.mn.us  

Denise Wilson 
Director, Environmental Review Program 
Environmental Quality Board 
Denise.Wilson@state.mn.us  

 
Materials enclosed: 

 Draft Environmental Review Program Data Management Plan and 2019 Annual 
Environmental Review Program Performance Report 

 
Questions for ERIS and Public Reflection: 

 Does the proposed framework and metrics in the ER Program Data Management Plan (DMP) 
present meaningful information for making ER program improvements?  

o What aspects do you find most helpful?  
o What else would you like to see?  

 What considerations would you like EQB staff to keep in mind as we refine the ER DMP? 

                                                           
* Items requiring discussion may be removed from the Consent Agenda 
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V. Public Discussion on Agenda Item IV
The Board welcomes public comment on the ER Program Data Management Plan and Annual
Performance Report. Commenters are asked to keep their statements to fewer than 300 words
or three minutes of speaking. Please see the “Guide to WebEx Participation” on page 6 of this
packet to learn how to use the platform for engaging.

VI. Integrating Greenhouse Gas Quantification and Assessment Requirements into the
Environmental Review Program

In January 2020, members of the Environmental Review Climate Technical Team (ER Technical
Team) shared strategies and sought feedback for integrating climate considerations into the
Environmental Review Program. ERIS members approved those strategies and the ER Technical
Team began deliberations to develop recommendations.

Before moving forward to develop their recommendations, ER Technical Team members are 
requesting input on a proposed framework for integrating greenhouse gas quantification (GHG) 
and assessment requirements into the Environmental Review Program. The proposed 
framework recommends a two-phased approach and may require additional tools, resources, 
and funding. Additional discussion with ERIS and with the public will help advance the 
development of recommendations using this approach.  

Presenters: 
Denise Wilson 
Director, Environmental Review Program 
Environmental Quality Board 
Denise.Wilson@state.mn.us  

Materials enclosed: 

 ERIS GHG Quantification and Assessment Memo

 Draft Proposed Framework of GHG Quantification and Assessment

Questions for ERIS and Public Reflection: 

 Do you support a two-phased approach for integrating GHG quantification and assessment
requirements into the Environmental Review Program?

 If yes,
1. How should the ER Technical Team consider the need to balance urgency in providing

climate information, with the need for consistency and reliability with how that
information is assessed?

2. Are there additional elements that you think should be included in phase one
requirements?

3. Phase two will require resources and staff time to carry out. Is the proposed framework
a realistic approach in light of resource availability and constraints? Do you have
suggestions for potential creative solutions for moving phase two forward?
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VII. Public Discussion on Agenda Item VI 
The Board welcomes public comment on the Integrating GHG Quantification and Assessment 
Requirements into the ER Program agenda item. Commenters are asked to keep their 
statements to fewer than 300 words or three minutes of speaking. Please see the “Guide to 
WebEx Participation” on page 6 of this packet to learn how to use the platform for engaging. 

 

VIII. Closing Remarks  
 

IX. Adjourn  

4



 

EQB Guide to Participating in WebEx Meetings 
 

If you have any questions or technical difficulties regarding the Board meeting or WebEx, please 

contact EQB staff at (651) 757 2873.  

Contents 
 Connecting to WebEx 

 Submitting Oral Comment 

 Submitting Written Comment (Written Comments will be included in the subsequent Board 

Packet) 

Connecting to WebEx 
 

Step 1: Join WebEx through the provided link found on our website or public meeting notification 

through GovDelivery. 

Step 2: Input your name and email address, then select join. 

 

Step 3: If you have not already used WebEx before, follow the prompts to download the plug-in for your 

web browser. This typically does not take long, but be sure to budget time in advanced to connect to the 

meeting. 
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Step 4: Configure your Audio and Video 

Connection, if you wish to use your 

computer’s microphone and camera, 

select “Call Using Computer.” If you 

prefer to connect by phone you can 

either call in or have the WebEx system 

call a number that you provide.  

 

Note: you will be muted upon entry to 

the conference call. If you are joining 

audio by phone, you will only be able to 

unmute through your computer. 

 

If you wish to provide oral public comment: 

Step 5: Open the chat by clicking the chat bubble icon. 

 
Step 6: Then select “Environmental Quality Board (Host)” and notify staff which agenda topic you wish 

to make comment on. 

 

 

 

 

 

Step 7: Your name will be called when it is time for you to comment. You will need to turn on your 

microphone by clicking the microphone icon. 

 

 

Note: Commenters are asked to keep their statements to fewer than 3 

minutes of speaking (approximately 300 words). 
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If you wish to submit written public comment 
Note: Written comments will not be visible to the Board in real time. They will be included in the 

subsequent Board packet. 

 

 

Step 5: Open the chat clicking the chat bubble icon. 

 

 
Step 6: Then in the chat box, select “Environmental Quality Board (Host)” to submit your written 

public comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

Having trouble with hearing or speaking? Try joining by phone. 
 

Step 1: Open 

the options by 

selecting the 

three dots icon. 

Step 2: Select 

“Audio Connection” 

in the menu. 

Step 3: Select “Switch Connection.” 

Step 4: Press 

“I will call in” 

to get unique 

call in 

information 

for your 

phone’s 

connection. 
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MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD – Environmental Review Implementation 
Subcommittee 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

January 22, 2020 
Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee Meetings 

Meeting Location:  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
Lower Level Conference Room 

520 Lafayette Rd N 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
1:00 pm – 3:00 pm 

 
Subcommittee Members Present: Laura Bishop, Steve Kelley (proxy Katherine Blauvelt), Alan 
Forsberg, Sarah Strommen, Kristen Eide-Tollefson, Bryan Murdock 
 
Subcommittee Members Absent: Margaret Anderson Kelliher, Jan Malcolm, Benjamin Yawakie 
 
EQB Members Present: Gerald van Amburg, Sue Vento 
 
Activity Audio* 

I. Introductions and Opening Remarks 
ERIS members introduced themselves. ERIS Chair Commissioner Sarah Strommen 
reviewed December Listening Session Key Takeaways and provided an overview of 
agency efforts on climate change. 

 

00:00:30 

II. Draft Strategies for integrating climate considerations into the Environmental Review 
Program  
State agency staff Denise Wilson, Louise Miltich and Kate Fairman provided 
background on draft strategies developed by the ER Climate Technical Team for 
producing recommendations on integrating climate considerations into the 
Environmental Review Program. They then discussed how the ER Climate Technical 
Team will use these strategies to develop recommendations for future review by the 
Board. 
 

00:10:30 

III. Open Discussion on Draft Strategies 
ER Climate Technical Team staff lead a discussion on draft strategies. ERIS members review 
draft strategies and work plan, and provide guidance to the team . Members of the public also 
offered comment. 
 

00:36:57 

IV. Conclusions and recommendations to the ER Climate Technical Team 
ERIS provides direction to ER Climate Technical Team for next steps on draft strategies and 
recommendations. 

01:45:30 

V. Adjourn 02:01:09 
  
* Recording and presentations of January 22nd meeting resides on our website: 
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/content/environmental-review-implementation-subcommittee-eris  
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Minnesota Environmental Review Program 

Data Management Plan 
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Introduction  

Minnesota Statute 116D grants the authority to implement the environmental review procedures established by 

the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act to the Environmental Quality Board (EQB or Board). The ER Program 

procedures are implemented through Minnesota Rules (MR) chapter 4410. Minnesota Rules 4410.0400 assigns 

EQB the responsibility to monitor the effectiveness of the ER Program procedures and take appropriate measure 

to modify and improve program effectiveness, as well as assist Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs) and 

interested persons in understanding and implementing the rules.  

 

Minnesota Rules (4410.0300) also describe objectives for an effective ER Program process. An effective ER 

Program process is designed to: 

 provide usable information to the project proposer, governmental decision makers and the public 

concerning the primary environmental effects of a proposed project; 

 provide the public with systematic access to decision makers, which will help to maintain public 

awareness of environmental concerns and encourage accountability in public and private decision 

making; 

 delegate authority and responsibility for environmental review to the governmental unit most closely 

involved in the project; 

 reduce delay and uncertainty in the environmental review process; and 

 eliminate duplication. 

 

In 2018, EQB conducted a strategic planning process as a guide to the Board’s action and decision-making over 

the subsequent five years. The plan identified six priority results, two of which describe the priorities that 

pertain directly to the Environmental Review program:  

3. The EQB’s environmental review process is transparent, accountable, efficient, and creates/sustains 

a healthy environment and strong economy for Minnesota.  

6. The EQB provides support to local governments on environmental review and the implementation of 

environmental policies and programs.  

 

The Environmental Review (ER) Program Data Management Plan creates a framework consistent with the values 

of transparency, accountability, and efficiency in the 2018 Strategic Plan and the objectives identified in MR 

4410.0300. The purpose of plan is to standardize data management and set baselines of the data tracked so that 

the EQB can systematically monitor and report overall effectiveness of the ER Program. 

 

On behalf of the Board, EQB staff monitor and track data identified in the ER Program Data Management Plan. 

Annually, EQB staff produce an ER Program Performance Report to interpret this data, to consider its 

implications on the ER Program, and to share its findings with the EQB and members of the public. 
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Desired Outcomes of the ER Data Management Plan 

1. Inventory of Active Projects – A current inventory of all projects undergoing Environmental Review, 

sortable by project type, location, RGU, and mandatory category if applicable, with associated public 

comment timelines, and public meetings.  

2. Historical Record – A historical record of environmental reviews, sortable by project type and 

location, date completed, and RGU, including Environmental Review documents.  

3. Program Effectiveness – A well-informed understanding of how effectively the current 

Environmental Review program meets objectives laid out in 4410.0300. 

4. Framework for Annual Performance Reports – A successful data management plan establishes a 

framework for annual performance reports that assesses ER Program effectiveness. Ideally, a 

successful data management plan designates robust metrics within the data that remain static for 

continuous reliable and consistent program evaluation.  

Desired Outcomes of the ER Annual Performance Report 

1. Provide meaningful interpretation of data to assess ER Program Effectiveness. 

2. Identify recommendations for the EQB to: 

a. improve ER program effectiveness; 

b. adjust the data management plan; 

c. develop and revise ER Program guidance; and 

d. inform initiatives (e.g. targeted surveys, stakeholder engagement) to enhance understanding of 

the ER program.  

Tools for Change 

EQB has the authority to implement changes for improving effectiveness of the ER program through the 

following processes and efforts: 

Rulemaking EAW Form Generic EIS 
Alternative Review 

Approval 

Training, Outreach 

and Guidance 

Regulatory Authorities    

MS 116D.04 subd. 

5a; 

MS 116D.04 subd. 

2a(a) and MR 

4410.1300 

MR 4410.3800 MS 116D.04 subd. 4a and 

MR 4410.3600 

Board and Staff 

Directed 

 

Used to create or 

modify 

Environmental 

Review Program 

requirements in 

MR 4410. 

Adjust standard EAW 

form that includes 

required information 

for all project types or 

custom form for a 

specific category of 

projects. 

A means of 

providing a 

comprehensive 

analysis of a given 

region, issue, or 

type of activity. 

Alternative review 

processes must address 

substantially the same 

issue as the EAW and EIS 

process and use 

procedures similar in 

effects to those of the 

EAW and EIS process. 

EQB staff can provide 

technical assistance, 

presentations, and 

web guidance to 

improve 

implementation of the 

rules. 
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Data Sources 

EQB Monitor Submission Form: The EQB Monitor is a weekly publication for notices required by MR 4410. The 

submission form is available on the EQB website and is used by RGUs, consultants, and governmental staff to 

provide content for the Monitor. These submissions account for most project specific data. 

Historical ER Program Data: Since 2015, the EQB has collected data through annually updated Monitor 

submission forms and surveys. Data collection methodology varied between 2015 and 2020, but the data sets 

from those years are valuable to set a baseline for trends. 

Survey Results: Following completion of an ER project, EQB staff automatically distribute surveys to the RGU and 

project proposers via their contact email provided through the Monitor submission form. EQB staff also host a 

citizen survey on the EQB website, available for citizens to respond and provide feedback about the ER program. 

Technical Assistance Tracking: EQB provides information on Minnesota’s Environmental Review Program to 

RGUs, project proposers, consultants, and citizens via a telephone help line. Staff track data related to the calls 

made. 

* Data sources will be reviewed annually to ensure EQB staff include up-to-date data management analysis 

technologies, methods, and availability. 

Environmental Review Program Metrics 

Accountability 

One of the primary objectives of the requirements in Minnesota’s Environmental Review (ER) Program rules (MR 

4410) is to encourage accountability in both public and private decision-making. EQB staff assess the 

effectiveness of the ER program in meeting the intended objective for accountability by tracking and reporting 

the following fields of data: 

 

Objective Data tracked Data Source  

 Encourage accountability in public 

and private decision-making by 

providing project information to 

other governmental units and 

citizens early in decision-making 

process. 

 Delegate authority and 

responsibility to the governmental 

unit most closely involved in the 

project. 

 Frequency of ER Program Process 

Types; (Baseline 2015) 

 Frequency of Mandatory 

Categories and RGUs; (Baseline 

2019)  

 Frequency and Completeness of 

Citizen Petitions; (Baseline 2012) 

 Total number of comment letters 

submitted on ER projects; 

(Baseline 2021)  

 EQB Monitor Submission 
Form 

 Historical EQB Program 
Data 

Efficiency 

Primary objectives of the Environmental Review (ER) Program rules are to reduce delay and uncertainty with 

how these requirements are implemented; as well as to eliminate duplication with other similar regulatory 

requirements that may apply to those proposed projects (MR 4410.0300). EQB staff assess the effectiveness of 

the ER program in meeting the intended objective for efficiency by tracking and reporting the following fields of 

data: 
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Objective Data Tracked Data Source  

 Reduce delay in implementing 
the ER program procedural 
requirements.  

 Reduce uncertainty with 
interpreting, applying and 
implementing MR 4410 
requirements. 

 Assist Responsible Governmental 

Units (RGUs) and interested 

persons in understanding and 

implementing the rules. 

 Where relevant, eliminate 

duplication between ER Program 

procedures and requirements of 

other approvals. 

 Average time of project review, 
for each process type; (Baseline 
2015, Revised 2021) 

 Frequency, type, and effectiveness 
of phone and email technical 
support provided by EQB staff; 
(Baseline 2015)  

 Cost of environmental review; 
(Baseline 2015, Revised 2020)* 

 EQB Monitor 

Submission Form 

 Historical EQB 

Program Data  

 Technical Assistance 

Tracking 

 Minnesota 

Department of 

Administration Master 

Contract* 

Transparency 

Two primary objectives of the requirements in the Environmental Review (ER) Program include providing the 

public with systematic access to decision makers and providing useable information concerning the potential 

environmental effects of a proposed project (4410.0300). EQB staff assess the effectiveness of the ER program 

in meeting the intended objective for transparency by tracking and reporting the following fields of data: 

 

Objective Data Tracked Data Source  

 Provide usable information to the 

project proposer, governmental 

decision makers and the public. 

 Provides the public with 

systematic access to decision 

makers. 

 Usable Information in ER 

documents; (Baseline 2019; 

Revised 2021)  

 Perceptions from citizen 

participation in ER process 

(Baseline 2019)  

 Frequency of unique public 

participation opportunities 

provided by ER Program; (Baseline 

2021) 

 EQB Monitor 

Submission Form  

 Survey Results 
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2019 Environmental Review Program Performance Report 
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Background 

Annually, EQB staff produce an ER Program Performance Report to interpret data identified in the Data 

Management Plan, consider the data’s implications, and share its findings with the EQB and members of the 

public. The report is segmented into three sections, 1) accountability, 2) efficiency, and 3) transparency, which 

are thematically aligned with objectives of the ER Program identified in MR 4410.0300 and values expressed in 

the 2018 Strategic Plan. Recommendations presented in these sections will guide program improvements as 

well as updates to the Data Management Plan designed to further understanding of the ER Program. 

Accountability in Environmental Review 

One of the primary objectives of the requirements in Minnesota’s Environmental Review Program rules (MR 

4410) is to encourage accountability in both public and private decision-making. Environmental review 

documents contain information that addresses the potential for significant environmental effects of a proposed 

action. Through required notices, public meetings and responses to comments, the ER process requirements 

encourage project proposers and responsible governmental units to be accountable for providing project 

information to other governmental units and citizens early in the decision making process.  

The information provided in ER Program documents is meant to be used as a guide in issuing, amending, and 

denying permits and carrying out other responsibilities of governmental units to avoid or minimize adverse 

environmental effects and to restore and enhance environmental quality. However, these documents are not 

intended to be used to justify a decision, nor should indications of adverse environmental effects necessarily 

require that a project be disapproved (MR 4410.0300).  

EQB staff assess the effectiveness of the ER program in meeting the intended objective for accountability by 

tracking and reporting three fields of data; assessed annually and with trends over time:  

 Frequency of ER Program Process Types; 

 Frequency of Processes by Mandatory Category and RGU; and 

 Frequency and Completeness of Citizen Petitions. 

Frequency of ER Program Process Types 

In 2015, EQB staff began tracking the types of ER Program processes 

implemented and the reasons the processes were required. These 

data are used to better understand the statewide impact of the ER 

Program requirements. 

In 2019, a total of 71 final decisions of environmental review 

documents were completed; including 52 (73%) Environmental 

Assessment Worksheets (EAWs), 5 (7%) Alternative Urban Areawide 

Reviews (AUARs), 12 (17%) Citizen Petitions, and 2 (3%) Environmental 

Impact Statements (EISs) (Figure 1).  

Consistently, over the past 5-years, the EAW has been the most 

frequent environmental review process type completed. EISs are 

regularly the least frequently completed environmental review 

documents (Figure 2).While the total number of projects that went 

through the environmental review process may change year by year, 

Figure 1: 2019 Environmental Review 
Completed by Type 

73%

3%

7%

17%

EAW EIS AUAR Citizen Petition
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2019 data shared similar proportion of the frequency of types of environmental review with previous years. For 

example, EAWs, continue to comprise roughly 75% of all environmental reviews. 

 
 

If the threshold for environmental review is not met under 

a mandatory category, environmental review can be 

completed at the discretion of an RGU or volunteered by a 

Project Proposer, so long as the project is not exempt from 

review under 4410.4600. EAWs that are required as the 

result of a decision on a Citizen Petition are also considered 

discretionary EAWs (Table 1). Discretionary review and 

citizen petitions are processes that provide any member of 

the public with the ability to encourage accountability in 

decision-making by requesting review that would not otherwise be required through Mandatory Category. 

Regardless of the requirement for preparation, RGUs must provide an opportunity for members of the public 

and other government agencies to review their ER documents and submit comments for consideration in 

decision-making. These RGUs are accountable for providing justification of their decision by the requirement to 

respond to those comments and prepare a record of decision.  

Recommendations  

1. Develop standardized collection and reporting procedures for assessing the frequency of process types 

by establishing an ER Data Management Plan. 

Since 2015, EQB staff collected data through the Monitor submission form to track ER projects. Year-by-year 

EQB staff have approached more consistent data tracking on ER projects, however, currently it is a bit 

haphazard. While much of the data is useful, we do not anticipate need for all of the data we are collecting and 

have data gaps. Continued and reliable data tracking is essential for EQB to monitor and ensure effectiveness of 

the ER Program. Standardizing the data collection, retrieval, and reporting will allow us to continue tracking 

long-term trends with meaningful significance.  

2. Expand data collection to include tracking and reporting the total annual number of ER project-related 

comment letters received. 

Providing public comment on ER documents is one mechanism that members of the public can hold decision-

makers accountable for responding to specific environmental concerns. RGUs are expected to maintain a record 

of comments received with specific responses to all substantive and timely comments on ER documents (EAW 

4410.1700 Subp. 4; EIS 4410.2600 Subp. 4b; AUAR 4410.3610 Subp. 5c). Number of comment letters per project 

functions as a proxy for the accountability encouraged by the public in public and private decision-making. 

48

86

79

67

61

4

1

1

6

2

1

1

4

11

5

15

11

5

5

12

9

5

12

8

2 0 1 9

2 0 1 8

2 0 1 7

2 0 1 6

2 0 1 5

EAW Joint EA/EAW EIS Joint EIS AUAR Petition

Table 1: 2019 Discretionary and Joint 
Federal/State Review 

# of 
Projects 

Mandatory EAW 48 

Discretionary EAW - RGU 0 

Discretionary EAW - Project Proposer  1 

Discretionary EAW - Citizen Petition  0 

Joint EA/EAW 4 

Joint EIS 0 

Discretionary EIS 0 

Figure 2: Environmental Review Trends over Years by Types 
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Frequency of Processes by Mandatory Category and RGU 

Environmental review is required for a project type that falls into one 

of the mandatory categories, if they exceed the thresholds described in 

Minnesota Rules 4410.4300 and 4410.4400. Depending on the 

mandatory category, different state agencies or local governments are 

designated to complete the review. These rules also set thresholds for 

project types that identify the appropriate review process, based on 

the potential for significant environmental effects of that project type. 

In 2019, 24 RGUs were designated for environmental review projects. 

Of the designated RGUs in 2019, local governments completed 83% of 

environmental reviews, and state agencies completed 17% (Figure 3). 

37 mandatory categories require preparation of an EAW and 28 mandatory categories require preparation of an 

EIS. In 2019, 20 of the 37 EAW and 2 of the 28 EIS mandatory categories triggered review (Table 2).  

Table 2: 2019 EAW Mandatory Categories  
That Required Review 

Total # 
of 

Projects 

State 
RGU 

Projects 

Local 
RGU 

Projects 

RGU  

Subp. 3, Electric-generating facilities 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 6, Transmission lines 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 10, Storage facilities 1 1 0 MPCA 

Subp. 12, Nonmetallic mineral mining 3 0 3 LGU 

Subp. 17, Solid waste 2 2 0 MPCA 

Subp. 18, Wastewater 1 1 0 MPCA 

Subp. 19, Residential Development 4 1 3 LGU/ DNR 

Subp. 20, Campgrounds and RV parks 3 0 3 LGU 

Subp. 20a Resorts, campgrounds, and RV parks in shorelands 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 21, Airport projects 1 0 0 MAC 

Subp. 22, Highway Projects 4 1 2 LGU/DOT 

Subp. 26, Stream diversion 4 1 3 LGU/DOT 

Subp. 27, Wetlands and Public Waters 5 1 4 LGU/ DNR 

Subp. 29, Animal feedlots 4 4 0 MPCA 

Subp. 31, Historical Places 2 0 2 LGU 

Subp. 32, Mixed residential and industrial-commercial projects 4 0 4 LGU 

Subp. 34, Sports or entertainment facilities 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 35, Release of genetically engineered organisms 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 36, Land use conversion, including golf courses 1 0 1 LGU 

Subp. 37, Recreational trails 4 2 2 LGU/DNR 

 

All of the EISs completed in 2019 were required because 

they exceeded a mandatory category threshold (Table 3).  

Recommendations  

1. Conduct periodic evaluations of the mandatory 

category thresholds, in coordination with state and local RGUs, (in accordance with expectations of 

116D.04 Subd. 5b); and 

2. Track and report geographical location of required review by which mandatory categories are triggered. 

An overwhelming majority of completed EAWs occur because they triggered a mandatory category (over 90% in 

2019). Few EAWs result in determination of need for an EIS. This may be because project designs mitigate 

potentially significant environmental effects. It may also be an indication that mandatory EAW and mandatory 

Table 3: EIS Mandatory 
Categories 

# of Projects RGU 

Subp. 6, Transmission lines 1 PUC 

Subp. 24, Pipelines 1 PUC 

Figure 3: 2019 RGUs Conducting 
Environmental Review 

State 
Agency

17%

County
29%

City
46%

Other
8%
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EIS thresholds sufficiently address projects respective of their potential for significant environmental effects. 

Periodic evaluations of mandatory category thresholds can inform whether thresholds set by mandatory 

categories sufficiently address the significant environmental effects of a proposed action. Geographical locations 

of review required by mandatory categories can inform EQB guidance for RGUs specific (e.g. ensuring that EQB 

staff provide the guidance on a particular mandatory category to the appropriate audience.) 

While LGUs comprise a majority of the RGUs, most individual LGUs do not prepare multiple environmental 

reviews in a given year. EQB should: 

3. Revise and implement targeted surveys to provide an opportunity for local RGUs to influence ER 

program improvement efforts and guidance. 

Frequency and Completeness of Citizen Petitions 

The roles of the EQB and RGU in the petition process are 

defined in Minnesota statute and rule (Minn. Stat. 

116D.04 and MR 4410.1100). EQB staff review the 

petition; determine that it complies with the signature 

and content requirements, designate the RGU, and 

forward the petition to the designated RGU. Once the 

RGU receives the petition, they evaluate the material 

evidence submitted by the petitioners and make the 

decision on the need for an EAW based on criteria 

defined in rule. 

In 2019, the EQB received 13 citizen petitions. Twelve 

petitions were deemed complete and were assigned to 

an RGU. Between 2012 and 2019, an average of 86% of 

the petitions received were deemed complete (92% of 

those received in 2019 were complete petitions). The 

total number of complete citizen’s petitions received 

varied from 5 to 13 per year (Figure 4).  

Of the complete citizen petitions received since 2012, an 

average of 20% result in a positive decision on the need 

for an EAW. Of the 2019 petitions, one had a positive 

EAW need decision and will be resolved in 2020. Since 

2012, at least one citizen petition lead to a positive need 

for an EAW per year (Figure 5).  

Recommendations  

1. Continue to track frequency and completeness of 

citizen petitions; and 

2. Survey citizens that complete and sign petitions about their experience with the petition process. 

Citizen petitions provide an opportunity in the ER process for members of the public to encourage accountability 

of potential environmental impacts on projects that do not trigger a mandatory category. By completing a 

petition, a member of the public holds decision makers accountable by ensuring they provide information on 

potential environmental effects of a proposed project. Responses from interviews can inform EQB training and 

guidance. 
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Efficiency in Environmental Review 

Primary objectives of the Environmental Review (ER) Program rules are to reduce delay and uncertainty with 

how these requirements are implemented; as well as to eliminate duplication with other similar regulatory 

requirements that may apply to those proposed projects (MR 4410.0300). 

Minnesota Rules chapter 4410 describe the types of projects that require mandatory review, the procedures for 

how the review will be performed and criteria used for making decisions on environmental documents. By 

including these requirements in rule, project proposers can anticipate when review is required and how long 

portions of the process will require. Rule procedures and EQB guidance and assistance aids government 

agencies in efficiently applying the rules to a proposed project and make it clear when public engagement is 

required. 

Because ER Program rules delegate the authority to apply these rules to other government agencies 

(Responsible Governmental Units MR 4410.0400), EQB solicits information from these RGUs to monitor and 

report ER program efficiency. The data used to track and report ER program efficiency include the: 

 Average time necessary for project review, for each process type;  

 Perceived financial cost of environmental review; and 

 Effectiveness of technical support and guidance, provided by EQB staff. 

From 2015 to present, each time a project review decision was submitted to the EQB for publication in the 

Monitor publication, staff sent surveys to RGUs and Project Proposers. A link to a survey was also available on 

the EQB website, for citizens who participated in any Minnesota environmental review process type. In 2019, 

surveys were completed by 15 RGUs, and 7 Project Proposers, and 25 citizens. 

Environmental Review: Cost and Time 

MN Rules (EAW - MR 4410.1000-.1700; EIS - MR 

4410.2000-.3200; AUAR – MR 4410.3610; Citizen 

Petitions - MR 4410.1100) describe the timeline and 

steps for each environmental review process type. 

RGUs are required, by rule, to submit notification 

after they make a decision on the need for an EIS, 

adequacy on an EIS or AUAR, and the need for an 

EAW. EQB staff publish the notice of availability of 

initial and final ER documents in the EQB Monitor. Public comment periods begin when notices are published.  

Variation in date between project submissions could occur due to pace of completion and extensions of public 

comment period and decision-making. Tracking the average time it takes between publications in the EQB 

Monitor provides an indication of duration for each environmental review process. In 2019, the average number 

of days between an initial EAW decision and Decision on Need for an EIS in the Monitor was 81 days (Table 4). 

Time between initial and final notice of ER documents for EIS, AUAR, and Citizen Petitions are 676, 55, and 57 

days, respectively.  

The RGU assesses reasonable costs incurred in preparing, reviewing and distributing environmental review 

processes (Minn. Statute 116D.045). Project proposers pay the RGU for the fully assessed cost of the 

environmental review process. Thirteen of the RGUs and six project proposer respondents provided a cost 

estimate of completing environmental review. For RGUs and project proposers, a majority of the costs were 

under $50,000 (Table 5). 

Table 4: Average time for ER process between initial 
and final publication of ER documents in the Monitor  

ER Program Process Type # of Days 

Environmental Assessment Worksheet 81 

Environmental Impact Statement 676 

Alternative Urban Areawide Review 55 

Citizen Petition 57 
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Recommendations  

1. Develop a process to systematically track 

and report the period of time between 

when the submittal is considered complete 

and the ER documents are available for 

public comments. 

2. Develop a process to systematically track 

and report the period of time from public 

comment period to the record of final 

decision. 

Minnesota Rules (4410.0300 Subp. 4) states an 

objective for the environmental review program to 

“reduce delay and uncertainty in the environmental 

review process.” Time and cost it takes for 

environmental review projects can be difficult to 

consistently track for several reasons. For example, 

time is spent on the environmental review process prior to submission to EQB staff and self-reporting of cost 

may vary among submitters without standardized reporting criteria. Our current data submission form does not 

track environmental processes from “cradle-to-grave.” An update to our data submission form could allow us 

track each process in its entirety for any given project. Regardless, accurate tracking and reporting would reduce 

uncertainty about how much time and financial cost project proposers and RGUs will have to invest in the 

environmental review process. 

3. Regularly track and report environmental review master consultant contract bids and length of 

contracts. 

Environmental consultants prepare many ER Program documents. They are often hired by project proposers to 

assist in submitting their project data and by RGUs to assist in preparing technical assessments of project data. 

While not a measure of complete cost, regular tracking and reporting of the environmental review master 

contract bids and length of contract will provide a standardized and reliable proxy for environmental review 

process costs and time of projects. 

Altogether, the time it takes to complete ER Program procedures, as well as, the costs for preparing ER Program 

documents, will be monitored and help identify when ER Program improvements are needed. These metrics will 

inform EQB on the impacts of the environmental review process on RGUs and project proposers.  

Frequency, Type, and Effectiveness of Technical Assistance provided by EQB Staff   

In 2019, environmental review staff logged the phone 

calls answered via the “environmental review help line.” 

In total, 175 calls were logged. Calls came from all 

environmental review user groups but over three 

quarters of questions came from RGUs and citizens 

(Figure 6).  

On average, environmental review staff received 15 calls 

per month (range: 0-33). Calls were placed uniformly 

during all seasons of the year (Winter - 47; Spring - 46; 

Summer - 45; Fall - 37). Due to staff turnover and 

Table 5: 2019 Environmental Review Costs  

Estimate the total cost to prepare the final 
environmental review document: 

 RGUs 

(n = 15) 

Project Proposers 

(n = 7) 

$0 – 10,000 31% 0% 

$10,001 – 25,000 8% 33% 

$25,001 – 50,000 46% 33% 

$50,001 – 75,000 15% 0% 

$75,001 – 100,000 0% 0% 

$100,001 – 150,000 0% 17% 

$150,001 – 200,000 0% 0% 

Above $200,000 0% 17% 

Figure 6: Calls to Environmental Review Technical 
Assistance by User 

RGU Project Proposer Citizen Consultant Other
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inconsistencies in data tracking, it is likely that these numbers is a conservative approximation of the number of 

actual calls received in 2019. 

The EQB provides a range of technical support 

resources to RGUs, Project Proposers, and Citizens 

to facilitate their implementation and 

understanding of the Environmental Review 

Program. Overall, users vary on their use of EQB 

guidance and technical assistance (Table 6). 

For those that provided survey response feedback, 

many indicated that they are satisfied with the 

technical support available to them through the 

EQB in the form of guidance documents, web 

content, and phone and email conversations with 

staff. RGUs provided additional suggestions about how 

to improve guidance from the EQB. 

Most citizens that responded reported using EQB 

resources in the past (80%). The EQB website, and 

guidance documents on the EAW and EIS processes, 

were the most commonly used resources and all 

resources were used more than in 2018. Citizens who 

indicated using EQB resources also reported high rates 

of satisfaction with the support provided directly to 

them by EQB staff (Table 7).  

Recommendations  

The environmental review help line and environmental 

review email address are the two primary methods to 

connect with EQB staff for ER Program technical 

assistance. Environmental review practitioners regularly 

utilize the environmental review staff helpline with 

approximately one call per business day. EQB staff 

currently track report calls by frequency and caller. EQB 

staff should: 

1. Categorize calls received according to the 

subject matter of inquiry (i.e. aspects or phases 

of particular environmental review processes)  

2. Begin to track emails in the same manner as 

calls currently are tracked. 

3. Ask follow-up questions from those who reach out for technical assistance. 

The categorization will inform EQB about frequent environmental review practitioner needs and could identify 

gaps in our guidance or web organization. Tracking emails alongside calls will offer a comprehensive view of 

technical assistance provided by EQB staff. The follow-up questions will provide direct and immediate feedback 

towards understanding effectiveness of technical assistance and how it can improve. 

Table 6: User satisfaction with EQB Technical Support 
Resources 

Did you refer to any EQB guidance or technical 
support during the environmental review process?  

 RGUs  

(n=15) 

Project Proposers 

(n=7) 

Citizens 

(n=25) 

Yes 39% 0% 80% 

No 61% 100% 20% 

Table 7: Citizen satisfaction with EQB Staff 
Support (n=25) 

EQB staff were responsive and punctual 

Strongly agree 67% 

Somewhat agree 17% 

Neutral 16% 

Somewhat disagree 0% 

Strongly disagree  0% 

EQB staff were courteous and professional 

Strongly agree 83% 

Somewhat agree 17% 

Neutral 0% 

Somewhat disagree 0% 

Strongly disagree  0% 

EQB staff were knowledgeable on the topic 

Strongly agree 50% 

Somewhat agree 33% 

Neutral 17% 

Somewhat disagree 0% 

Strongly disagree  0% 
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Transparency in Environmental Review 

Two primary objectives of the requirements in the Environmental Review Program include providing the public 

with systematic access to decision makers and providing useable information concerning the potential 

environmental effects of a proposed project (MR 4410.0300). 

The ER Program requirements implement these objectives by: 

 identifying the Responsible Governmental Units in the applicable mandatory category of project type 

(MR 4410.4300 and 4400); 

 providing the opportunity for members of the public and other government agencies to review and 

comment on the environmental documents (MR 4410.1500); 

 requiring responses to comments received during the comment period (MR 4410.1700); and 

 publishing the notice of the record for RGU decisions on the ER documents (MR 4410.1700).  

“A first step in achieving a more harmonious relationship between human activity in the environment is 

understanding the impact which a proposed project will have on the environment” (MR 4410.0300). ER process 

requirements ensure transparency in disclosing information about any potential environmental effects of a 

proposed project, ensure the opportunity for the public and other government agencies to provide additional 

information, and require publication based on RGU decisions. In addition, final ER documents include 

information that can be used to support meaningful participation in other government decision making. 

Tracking and reporting the effectiveness of ER Program transparency is currently implemented through surveys 

to project proposers, RGUs and members of the public, and includes questions that identify: 

 perceptions of whether the ER process provided usable information, 

 opportunities for citizen participation in the ER process; and 

 perceptions of citizen participants in the ER process. 

Usable Environmental Review Information 

The Environmental Review Program is designed to provide usable information about potential environmental 

effects of a project. Of the RGUs (46%), Project Proposers (100%), and Citizens (66%) who responded to the 

survey, most agreed that the process provided them with usable information about potential environmental 

effects of the proposed project (Figure 7). Survey data is limited as the Citizen Survey was not distributed prior 

to 2018 and the Project Proposer survey was not distributed prior to 2017. 
 

Figure 7: Percent of users by year who feel that the Environmental Review process provides usable 
information regarding the proposed project’s potential environmental review effects. 
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RGUs and Project Proposers were asked if the document 

provided usable information on possible environmental 

effects of a project. Of those who responded, 60% of RGUs 

and 100% of Project Proposers agreed that the document 

provided usable information (Table 8).  

Data Management Plan Modification 

Recommendation 

1. The EQB Monitor data submission form should 

track, (Yes or No) “The ER process provided usable 

information on the environmental effects of a 

proposed project that would not have otherwise 

been identified by required governmental 

approvals, including permits.” 

The majority of responses from RGUs and project 

proposers indicate that the environmental review process 

provided them with usable information. However, the number of survey responses vary from year-to-year, 

resulting in inconsistent data. Tracking this type of data through the submission form, as opposed to survey, will 

increase the consistency and response rates. 

Citizen Participation in Environmental Review 

Citizen participation is an important 

part of the environmental review 

process. Citizens participate through 

citizen petitions, attending public 

meetings, providing comments during 

public comment periods, and 

appealing final decisions. The 

environmental review process 

improves public access to decision 

makers throughout the state (Figure 

8). The map at right, shows all of the 

projects that were noticed in the EQB 

Monitor in 2019.   

Not all ER Program process types 

require that an RGU holds a public 

meeting. However, even though not 

required for an EAW 31% of RGUS 

held at least one public meeting for 

EAWs completed in 2019; several 

RGUs held multiple (Figure 9). EIS procedures require public meetings during both the EIS scoping (MR 

4410.2100) and upon release of a draft EIS (MR 4410.2600). 

In 2018, the EQB started a survey that was made available on the EQB website, advertised in the EQB Monitor, 

and shared via social media. The survey gathered information on citizen involvement and attitudes towards 

environmental review in Minnesota. 

Table 8: 2019 Environmental Review Process 
Survey Responses 

The ER document provided useable information 
on the environmental effects of the project.  

 RGUs 

(n=15) 

Project Proposers 

(n=7) 

Strongly agree 20% 29% 

Somewhat agree 40% 71% 

Neutral 13% 0% 

Somewhat 
disagree 

27% 0% 

Strongly disagree 0% 0% 

Legend:  

EAW 

 EIS 

SEIS 

AUAR 

Petition  

Figure 8: 2019 Locations and Types of Environmental Review Projects 
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A total of 25 citizens responded in 2019. A majority of survey 

respondents engaged in the ER process through an EAW. The survey 

results show that citizens participate in environmental review in a 

variety of ways, but most often participate by reviewing project 

documents, attending public meetings, sending comments to RGUs, 

and contacting RGU staff or elected officials (Table 9).  

Table 9: Citizen Participation in Environmental Review (n=25) 

(Select all that apply): As a citizen, how were you involved in the environmental review process? 

Reviewed document 84% 

Attended public meeting(s) 44% 

Wrote comment(s) to the RGU 64% 

Contacted EQB staff 16% 

Contacted RGU staff and/or elected official 52% 

Contacted Project Proposer staff 20% 

Participated in collecting information for a Petition 20% 

Signed a Citizen Petition  36% 

Submitted a Petition  12% 

Respondents shared how they found out about the environmental review process. In 2019 and 2018, citizens 

most often found out about the process through the EQB Monitor publication and advocacy organizations (Table 

10). This suggests importance of our collaboration with partnering organizations and use of the Monitor in 

distributing ER documents. 

Table 10: Awareness of Environmental Review Process (n=25) 

How were you made aware about the Environmental Review process? Select all that apply. 

 2019 2018 

Local media (newspaper, radio, TV, etc.) 16% 25% 

RGU correspondence (email listserv, newsletter, website, etc.) 28% 43% 

Project Proposer (signage, website, etc.) 8% 24% 

Family, co-worker, friend, neighbor, etc. 12% 24% 

Advocacy organization (email, newsletter, phone call, etc.) 32% 37% 

EQB Monitor 40% 29% 

Other [practitioner]  12% 15% 

Respondents agreed that they understood the “purpose of environmental review” (100%) and “their role and 

how to participate in the process” (88%). Most respondents agreed, “There were ample opportunities to 

participate in the process” (68%). There was mixed perception on how “the information about the proposed 

project was made readily available” (44%) (Table 11). 

Figure 9: 2019 EAW Public Meetings 

Public Meeting No Public Meeting
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Table 11: Citizen Attitudes Towards Environmental Review Program Process and Outcomes (n=25) 

I understood the purpose of Environmental Review There were ample opportunities to participate in 
the process. 

Strongly agree 76% Strongly agree 28% 

Somewhat agree 24% Somewhat agree 40% 

Neutral  0% Neutral 12% 

Somewhat disagree 0% Somewhat disagree 8% 

Strongly disagree 0% Strongly disagree 12% 

I understood my role and how to participate in the 
Environmental Review process. 

I felt that information about the proposed project 
was made readily available. 

Strongly agree 52% Strongly agree 24% 

Somewhat agree 36% Somewhat agree 20% 

Neutral 0% Neutral 20% 

Somewhat disagree 12% Somewhat disagree  16% 

Strongly disagree 0% Strongly disagree  20% 

Recommendations  

1. Include a required question on the Monitor submission form that identifies, (Yes or No) “The ER Process 

led to public participation that would not have otherwise occurred for the proposed project through 

required governmental approvals, including permits.” 

Passive surveying response rates are low and do not provide objective data. Tracking this type of data through 

the submission form, as opposed to survey, will increase the consistency and response rates. To ensure 

members of the public are regularly consulted, EQB staff should supplement this data with regular and frequent 

specific public surveys on a project-by-project basis.  

2. EQB staff have collaborated with staff from MN.IT to develop a publicly accessible and interactive map 

that displays active ER projects. This map features links to public ER documents and RGU contacts, 

future versions will be directly connected to the EQB monitor, which provides a greater depth of 

information. 

The map displayed on page 16 above is manually produced and not broadly shareable. The new EQB map 

application will facilitate access to active ER project information based on geography. 
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Date: July 15, 2020 

To: Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee 

From: Environmental Review Climate Technical Team 

RE:  Approach for integrating greenhouse gas quantification and assessment requirements into 

Environmental Review Program requirements 

ATTACHMENT: Proposed Framework for Greenhouse Gas Quantification and Assessment Requirements 

In January, members of the Environmental Review Climate Technical Team (ER Technical Team) shared 

strategies and sought feedback for integrating climate considerations into the Environmental Review 

Program. ERIS members approved those strategies and the ER Technical Team began deliberations to 

develop recommendations. As the ER Technical Team identified elements for greenhouse gas (GHG) 

quantification and assessment requirements, they recognized some potential challenges as follows: 

 Proposed GHG quantification and assessment requirements apply to a broad range of

mandatory category project types.

 Not all RGUs have sufficient expertise to implement the required elements.

 Producing and updating adequate guidance documents alone cannot provide sufficient, timely

support.

 Existing calculators and GHG quantification tools do not anticipate the types of proposed

assessment information required by the ER Program.

 It is unclear what resources (financial and staff) may be available to develop a GHG calculator

tool that will be specific to the needs of the ER Program.

In order to understand the options for implementation of the required elements, that responds to these 

concerns, ER Technical Team members are requesting input on the attached, proposed framework for 

integrating GHG quantification and assessment requirements into the Environmental Review Program.  

The proposed framework recommends a two-phased approach that describes the required elements, 

the timing for when those requirements are implemented and the need for additional tools, resources, 

and funding. Additional discussion with ERIS and with the public will help advance the development of 

recommendations using this approach. Specifically, input is requested in response to the following 

questions: 

 Do you support a phased approach for integrating GHG quantification and assessment
requirements into the Environmental Review Program?

 If yes,
1. How should the ER Technical Team consider the need to balance urgency in providing

climate information, with the need for consistency and reliability with how that
information is assessed?

2. Are there additional elements that you think should be included in phase one
requirements?
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3. Phase two will require resources and staff time to carry out. Is the proposed framework 
a realistic approach in light of resource availability and constraints? Do you have 
suggestions for potential creative solutions for moving phase two forward 

 

Summary of Proposed Two-Phased Approach (see attachment for more detailed 

discussion) 
Phase one requirements include a qualitative discussion of GHG emissions sources, types of GHGs and 

planned mitigation in the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW). Phase two includes the 

development of a GHG calculator tool, before implementing more detailed GHG quantification and 

assessment requirements in the EAW. Once the GHG calculator tool is readily available, phase one 

requirements will continue for projects under 25,000MT CO2e. (This threshold was selected as it aligns 

with statutory GHG reporting requirements (MS 0216H.021.) For proposed projects that exceed that 

threshold, additional assessment requirements are described in the attached framework. 

Currently, some RGUs already include a more thorough quantification of GHGs for some projects (either 

because their sources are already subject to air permitting emissions quantification requirements, or 

because the RGU may have developed quantification tools). Those RGUs will continue to determine the 

appropriate project-specific information after implementing phase one. Information from phase two of 

this approach may result in enhancement/refinement of existing RGU calculation methods. 

Developing a GHG calculator tool to assist with GHG quantification will ensure continued public trust in 

the consistency and accuracy of the information provided in required environmental review documents. 

The phased approach also provides additional time to develop guidance and training materials for 

project proposers, RGUs and the public for preparing and interpreting the information, before 

implementing more detailed assessment requirements. However, the time and resources required for 

developing the GHG calculator tool will slow implementation of all of the requirements the ER Technical 

Team believes are needed for a complete climate effects assessment.  

Background information  
ER Technical Team membership includes technical and program staff from EQB-member and 

participating agencies:  

 Agriculture    Steve Roos  

 Commerce    Louise Miltich  

 Health     David Bell 

 Natural Resources   Kate Fairman and Cynthia Novak-Krebs  

 Pollution Control Agency  Melissa Kuskie, Peter Ciborowski, and Laura Millberg 

 Transportation    Deb Moynihan, Peter Wasko, Jeff Meeks, and Katherine Lind 

 Metropolitan Council  Eric Wojchik 

As a reminder, during the January meeting, ERIS members approved guiding principles and a set of 

strategies for developing recommendations.  
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Approved guiding principles include the following elements: 

 The level of effort should be proportional to the proposed project’s potential level of impact 

to/from climate change 

 Environmental documents provide usable climate change information  

 Government agencies, members of the public and project proposers have access to trusted 

sources of climate change-related data and information 

 Environmental documents should include appropriate analyses for: 

o Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions quantification 

o a discussion of mitigation, adaptation and resiliency planning 

 The required information supports technically and legally defensible decisions 

And, the approved strategies related to GHG quantification and assessment include: 

A. Include an inventory of project GHG emission sources and define when it is appropriate to 

include this information 

B. Require a GHG emissions quantification and define when it is appropriate to include this 

information 

C. Define the timeframe for calculating GHG emissions (e.g. annual emissions, lifetime 

emissions)   

D. Define the scope of GHG emissions to include (e.g. direct, indirect emissions, life cycle) 

E. Require a discussion and quantification of GHG emissions reductions from any proposed 

mitigation, and define when it is appropriate to include this information 

F. Create a de Minimis GHG emission threshold, below which no GHG emissions quantification 

would be required  

Glossary of Terms, as they apply to the Minnesota Environmental Review Program 

Climate change 
“Climate change refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified (e.g., by using 
statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties and that persists for an 
extended period, typically decades or longer. Climate change may be due to natural internal processes 
or external forcing such as modulations of the solar cycles, volcanic eruptions and persistent 
anthropogenic changes in the composition of the atmosphere or in land use.” 
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/glossary/ (The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is 
the United Nations body for assessing the science related to climate change.) 
 
Greenhouse gases 
“Greenhouse gases are those gaseous constituents of the atmosphere, both natural and anthropogenic, 
that absorb and emit radiation at specific wavelengths within the spectrum of terrestrial radiation 
emitted by the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere itself and by clouds. This property causes the 
greenhouse effect. Water vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CH4) and 
ozone (O3) are the primary GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere. Moreover, there are a number of entirely 
human-made GHGs in the atmosphere, such as the halocarbons and other chlorine- and bromine-
containing substances, dealt with under the Montreal Protocol. Beside CO2, N2O and CH4, the Kyoto 
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Protocol deals with the GHGs sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs). See also Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous oxide (N2O) and Ozone (O3).” 
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/glossary/ 
 
Mitigation 
Minnesota Rule chapter 4410.0200 Subpart 51. Mitigation means: 

A. avoiding impacts altogether by not undertaking a certain project or parts of a project; 

B. minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of magnitude of a project; 

C. rectifying impacts by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 

D. reducing or eliminating impacts over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 

the life of the project; 

E. compensating for impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments; or 

F. reducing or avoiding impacts by implementation of pollution prevention measures. 

De Minimis 
The GHG emissions threshold that will be used to determine whether that mandatory category of projects 

may have the potential for significant climate effects. 
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ATTACHMENT 
Proposed Framework for  

Greenhouse Gas Quantification and Assessment Requirements

Title:  Two-phased Approach for including Greenhouse Gas (GHG) quantification and assessment 

requirements in the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) 

Milestones 

 Phase 1
o ERIS approval of draft EAW form

o Board approval of final EAW form

o Publish final EAW form

 Phase 2
o Development of GHG calculation tool

o ERIS approval of draft, updated EAW form

o Board approval of final, updated EAW form

Description of Requirements  
Phase 1 Requirements:  Every project type required to provide the following information in the EAW: 

1. Provide a qualitative discussion of GHG emissions from construction and operation activities that

includes:

A. types of activities that generate GHG emissions (voluntary inclusion of quantitative GHG

emissions)

B. types of gases

C. any planned mitigation

Guidance Needed

 How to identify and describe sources of GHG emissions.

 How to identify and describe types of GHGs emitted.

Phase 2 Requirements: Develop a GHG calculator that will automatically calculate GHG emissions. 

 If under 25,000 MTCO2e, same requirements as phase 1.

 If over 25,000 MT CO2e – indirect and direct GHG emissions source require additional assessment as
follows:

1. Quantify average annual total direct and indirect GHG emissions from construction and
operation

2. Describe each source and percent of total for the following:
A. stationary fuel combustion
B. process emissions
C. permanent land-use change or peatland disturbance or unsustainable forest harvest;
D. offsite production of electricity, heat or steam that is consumed on-site;
E. off-site waste management;
F. upstream GHG emissions associated with the production of fuels and feedstock

consumed at the facility and downstream emissions associated with product use,
transport or disposal;

G. the effect of any permanent land use changes that will result in an average annual
increase of GHG emissions; and

H. emissions from other identified direct and/or indirect emissions sources.
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ATTACHMENT 
Proposed Framework for  

Greenhouse Gas Quantification and Assessment Requirements

Guidance Needed 

 How to use the calculation tool
3. Provide a quantitative response or qualitative discussion of the following:

A. An assessment of alternative mitigation measures considered to minimize or eliminate
adverse effects from the proposed project’s GHG emissions, and any mitigation measures
considered to address the cumulative potential effects of GHG emissions.

B. Justification for the selected mitigation method(s), including quantification of the
anticipated reductions; by GHG gases and by emissions source

C. purchase of any renewable energy credits that will offset the project’s calculated GHG
emissions;

D. the net lifetime GHG emissions from the proposed project and how those projected
emissions will effect achievement of the Minnesota Next Generation Energy Act goals
and/or other more stringent state or local GHG reduction goals; and

E. Contributions from other GHG emission sources in the environmentally relevant area
that might reasonably be expected to affect the same environmental resources, including
future projects.

Guidance Needed 

 How to assess alternative mitigation

 How to identify and quantify renewable energy credits purchased

 How to quantify net life-time GHG emissions and the describe the effect of those
future emissions may have on national, State and/or local GHG reduction goals

 How to identify and quantify contributions from other GHG emission sources

 Define “relevant area”

Discussion 
Opportunities: 

 Provides time to develop guidance and training materials for project proposers, RGUs and the public
for preparing and interpreting the information

 Will build trust with the public and government decision makers by providing consistent and reliable
information in environmental documents

 GHG calculation tool could have multiple uses beyond the ER process

Challenges: 

 Requires funding resources to develop GHG calculator tool

 Requires multiple revisions to the EAW Form

 Will lead to a slower implementation of all requirements needed for a complete climate effects
assessment
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