
1 

September 2021 Environmental Quality Board Meeting 

Wednesday, September 15, 2021 | 1:00-4:00 p.m. 

Join online via WebEx 

How to join 

In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Environmental Quality Board (EQB or Board) will convene its September 
Board meeting virtually through the WebEx online meeting platform.  

To access the meeting, use the link above. Review the Guide to WebEx Participation for additional information. 

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 September Board meeting, the Board will accept public comment on agenda item 4. 
Members of the public may submit a written comment or make oral (spoken) comments. Oral commenters are 
asked to keep their statements to fewer than two minutes of speaking, which is approximately 260 words. 
Additional procedures and guidelines for giving public comment are listed under agenda item 4 below. 
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Agenda 

1. Welcome and roll call

Margaret Anderson Kelliher – Chair, Environmental Quality Board (EQB); Commissioner, Department of
Transportation

• Grace Arnold – Commissioner, Department of Commerce
• Kristen Eide-Tollefson – Public Member, Congressional District 2
• Alan Forsberg – Public Member, Congressional District 1
• Julie Goehring – Public Member, Congressional District 7
• Steve Grove – Commissioner, Department of Employment and Economic Development
• Jan Malcolm – Commissioner, Department of Health
• Nicholas Martin – Public Member, Congressional District 4
• Bryan Murdock – Public Member, Congressional District 8
• Thom Petersen – Commissioner, Department of Agriculture
• Alice Roberts-Davis – Commissioner, Department of Administration
• Sarah Strommen – Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources
• Peter Tester – Temporary Commissioner, Pollution Control Agency
• Gerald Van Amburg – Vice Chair, EQB; Chair, Board of Water and Soil Resources
• Benjamin Yawakie – Public Member, Congressional District 3

2. Approval of consent agenda*

• Meeting minutes from April 21, 2021 Environmental Quality Board meeting (page 4)
• Proposed agenda for September 15, 2021 Board meeting

3. Executive Director’s report

Katie Pratt, Executive Director, EQB

* Board members may remove items from the consent agenda for discussion.
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4. Approval of resolution to implement a pilot program for integrating climate change
information into the Environmental Review Program**

The Board will consider passage of a resolution directing EQB staff to implement a pilot program to
evaluate revisions to the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) form that include questions for
greenhouse gas quantification and assessment as well as adaptation and resiliency information.

Presenter: Denise Wilson, Environmental Review Director, EQB (denise.wilson@state.mn.us)

Materials enclosed:

• Project background (page 5)
• Resolution (page 6)
• Revised EAW form – draft (page 10)
• Revised EAW guidance – draft (page 23)

Public comment on agenda item 4 

The Board welcomes public comment on the resolution. 

Procedure and guidelines for giving public comment: 

• If you wish to speak, please indicate in the WebEx chat that you would like to make public comment.
Commenters are taken on a first-come, first-served basis.

• Your remarks will be limited to two (2) minutes to ensure there is equal opportunity for the public to
comment. When necessary, due to the number of people who want to address the Board, the Chair
may limit commenters’ time for remarks.

• When the Chair calls on you to speak:
o Introduce yourself before beginning your comment.
o Please keep your remarks to those facts which are relevant and specific, as determined by

the Chair, to the agenda item at hand.
o Please be respectful of Board members, staff, and other meeting participants. Avoid

questioning motives. Personal attacks will not be tolerated.
• Please note that the Chair will use their discretion for directing public comment to ensure the

Board’s ability to effectively conduct business.
• You may also submit a written comment. Written comments will be reviewed after the meeting and

included in the next Board meeting packet.

5. Closing & adjournment

** Action item. The Board may take action on this item. 
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MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
April 21, 2021; 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
Meeting Location:  Virtual via WebEx 

 
Members Present: Margaret Anderson Kelliher, Grace Arnold, Laura Bishop, Kristen Eide-Tollefson, Alan 
Forsberg, Julie Goehring, Kevin McKinnon (proxy for Steve Grove), Mehmet Konar-Steenberg, Nicholas 
Martin, Bryan Murdock, Thom Petersen, Alice Roberts-Davis, Sarah Strommen, Jess Richards (proxy for 
Sarah Strommen during second half of meeting), Gerald Van Amburg, Sue Vento, Benjamin Yawakie 

Members Absent: Jan Malcolm 

Activity Video* 

I. Adoption of Consent Agenda & Minutes 
 

00:00:53 

II. EQB Welcome & Introductions 
 

00:01:43 

III. Executive Director’s Report 
Executive Director Katie Pratt announced the open Public Member seat representing 
Congressional District 6 on the Board. She also provided a brief highlight of the upcoming May 
19th, 2021 joint meeting of the EQB and Climate Change Subcabinet. 
 

00:04:35 

IV. Public Input Period 
 
 

00:11:54 
 

 
V. 2020 Quadrennial Energy Report for Minnesota 

Deputy Commissioner Ranade shared a summary of the Department of Commerce’s 2020 
Quadrennial Energy Report, which outlines key energy sector developments. 
 

00:39:55 

VI. Mandatory Category Report Project Overview 
EQB staff Erik Cedarleaf Dahl provided an overview of the 2021 Mandatory Category Report 
project that is due to the legislature by December 1, 2021. 

 

01:15:50 

VII.    Preliminary results from the pollinator survey and the Interagency Pollinator Protection   
Team’s (IPPT) next steps 
EQB staff Rebeca Gutierrez-Moreno described preliminary findings of the IPPT’s pollinator 
survey. An overview was provided of who participated in the survey and results from their 
responses. 
 

01:23:30 

VIII. 2020 Environmental Review Program Performance Report 
EQB staff Katrina Hapka discussed the results from the 2020 Environmental Review 
Performance Report and considered recommendations based on the findings.  
 

01:44:28 

VIII.   Closing Remarks 01:59:32 
  
* Video recording and presentations of April 21st meeting reside on the EQB website: 
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/content/april-21-2021-environmental-quality-board-meeting  
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Environmental Review and Climate Project Background 
The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) oversees the state of Minnesota’s environmental review program, which 
provides usable information for project proposers, government decision makers, and members of the public 
about a proposed project’s primary environmental effects.  

The EQB's environmental review duties are directed by Minnesota Statutes 116D.04. EQB has the authority to 
draft rules for the State Environmental Review Program. These rules describe: 

• When review is required 
• Procedures for conducting the review 
• Criteria that must be used for making decisions on environmental review documents 

The EQB has been considering the need for integrating climate change considerations into the Environmental 
Review Program since 2017. In 2018, the Environmental Review Advisory Panel identified climate as an 
important issue. During the most recent rule making process, comments submitted by members of the public 
requested consideration of greenhouse gas emissions. 

The Interagency Climate Technical Team (ICTT) began considering needed changes to the Environmental Review 
Program to consider climate change, with a public listening session and concluded with an extensive 
engagement process on a set of draft recommendations. 

From January through May of 2021, the ICTT offered multiple opportunities for anyone interested in providing 
feedback to submit comments on the draft recommendations. Final ICTT recommendations consider concerns 
and opportunities identified from feedback. All feedback received is available on the EQB’s Climate Change and 
Environmental Review project webpage. 

Project milestones and timeline 

2018: Environmental Review Advisory Panel recommendations in their 2018 Report  

2019: Governor Walz’s 2019 Executive Order 19-37 on climate change  

2020: DRAFT Recommendations: Integrating Climate Information into MEPA Program Requirements 

• Project purpose and guiding principles (page 2) 
• Draft Recommendations (page 4) 
• Engagement plan (page 5) 

2021: Memo to Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee with final recommendations 

• Engagement summary (pages 2-3) 
• Technical assessment summary (pages 4-5) 
• Changes to draft recommendations (5-6) 
• Final recommendations (pages 6-9) 
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Resolution of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 
Approving a pilot program for evaluating the draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet form that includes 
items for greenhouse gas quantification and assessment as well as climate adaptation and resiliency 
information 

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB or Board) has the responsibility to monitor the effectiveness of 
the Minnesota Environmental Review Program and respond appropriately to modify and improve the 
effectiveness. 

Minnesota Rules chapter 4410 are issued under authority granted in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 116D 
to implement the environmental review procedures established by the Minnesota Environmental Policy 
Act. 

One of the primary objectives of the Minnesota Environmental Review Program is to provide usable 
information for project proposers, government decision makers, and members of the public about a 
proposed project’s primary environmental effects through the preparation and public review of 
environmental documents.  

The Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) form is the primary environmental document that 
provides information about land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, energy resources, and 
artifacts or natural features of historic, geologic, or aesthetic significance. Greenhouse gas emissions are 
a type of air pollution that may require further investigation in an EAW. The EQB develops and revises 
the official EAW form when needed to ensure its continued effectiveness. 

The Next Generation Energy Act, under Minnesota Statutes chapter 216H, requires the state to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

Executive Order 19-37 identifies climate change as an existential threat that impacts all Minnesotans 
and our ability to thrive. 

The EQB established an interagency team to evaluate the effectiveness of the Environmental Review 
Program in response to concerns that EAWs do not adequately consider climate change. The team 
determined that potential climate impacts of a proposed action are not consistently assessed in EAWs. 
The Pollution Control Agency, as well as the Departments of Transportation and Commerce and some 
local units of government are including some elements of climate assessment in EAWs. However, not all 
government decision makers (Responsible Governmental Units or RGUs) include climate assessments in 
their EAWs, nor do they use a consistent approach. 
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The interagency team is recommending changes to the current EAW form to include elements of an 
effective climate assessment that provides greater clarity, certainty, and predictability for project 
proposers, members of the public, and government decision makers.   

The interagency team is recommending the establishment of a pilot program during 2022 to evaluate 
the revised draft EAW form. Key elements of the pilot program include:  

• Participants in the pilot program will use the revised draft EAW form that includes greenhouse 
gas quantification and assessment as well as adaptation and resiliency information. RGUs not 
registered in the pilot program may continue to use the current EAW form 

• All state agency RGUs will participate in the pilot program. 
• Participation in the pilot program is voluntary for local RGUs. 
• EQB staff will: 

o Develop a work plan to implement the pilot program.  
o Perform targeted outreach to encourage local RGUs and consultants to register for the 

pilot program. 
o Host regular collaborative forums for technical support and shared learning for all 

registered RGUs and consultants. 
o Monitor implementation of the revised draft EAW form.  
o Provide updates to the Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee on 

progress of the pilot program. 
o Report results of the pilot program to the Board no later than December 2022. 

The Board resolves to: 

• Direct staff to implement a pilot program from January 2022 through September 2022 to evaluate the 
use of a revised draft EAW form that includes items for greenhouse gas quantification and assessment 
as well as climate adaptation and resiliency information.  

The Board approves this on the 15th day of September, 2021. 

_____________________________________ 

Margaret Anderson Kelliher 
Chair, Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 
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Findings of fact, conclusions, and order 
Prepared by the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board in the matter of approving a pilot program for 
assessing the draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet form 

Findings of fact 

The above-captioned matter came before the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) at a regular 
meeting on September 15, 2021 pursuant to Minnesota Statutes § 116C.04 subd.2. Based upon all of the 
proceedings herein and the entire record, the EQB makes the following findings of fact: 

1. Minnesota Statutes §116D: grants the authority to issue Minnesota rules chapter 4410 to 
implement the environmental review procedures established by the Minnesota Environmental 
Policy Act. 

2. Minnesota Statutes §116C.04 subd.2: The EQB determines which environmental problems of 
interdepartmental concern to state government are considered by the board. The Board may 
initiate interdepartmental investigations into those matters that it determines are in need of study. 

3. Governor Walz Executive Order 19-37: “To fulfill Minnesota's statutory goals, avoid the severe 
economic, health, and ecological impacts associated with a changing climate, and fully realize the 
benefits of a healthy, sustainable, and resilient state, our state government must work across the 
enterprise in a coordinated approach to develop equitable strategies that will mitigate climate 
change and achieve greater resilience.” 

4. Minnesota Rules 4410.0400: The EQB has the responsibility to take appropriate measures to modify 
and improve the effectiveness of the Minnesota Environmental Review Program. 

5. Minnesota rules 4410.1000: The EAW is a brief document prepared in worksheet format, which is 
designed to rapidly assess the environmental effects that may be associated with a proposed 
project. 

6. Minnesota rules chapter 4410.1300: The EQB has the authority to develop an EAW form to be used 
by the responsible governmental unit and periodically alter and improve the effectiveness of the 
document. 

7. Minnesota rules chapter 4410.0300: Environmental documents shall contain information that 
addresses the significant environmental issues of a proposed action. This information shall be 
available to governmental units and citizens early in the decision making process. Climate change 
information is not consistently addressed in the current EAW form. 

8. The EQB has the authority to include items related to climate change on the current EAW form.
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Conclusions 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board makes the following 
conclusions: 

1. Any of the foregoing Findings more properly designated as Conclusions are hereby adopted as such. 
2. The EQB approves the pilot program for evaluating the draft revised Environmental Assessment 

Worksheet form that includes items for greenhouse gas quantification and assessment as well as 
adaptation and resiliency information. The pilot program will provide necessary information for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the climate-related information on the revised draft EAW form 
before final Board approval.  

Order 

Based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions and the entire record of this proceeding, the Minnesota 
Environmental Quality Board hereby makes the following order: 

The EQB hereby approves pilot program for evaluating the revised draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet 
form that includes items for greenhouse gas quantification and assessment as well as adaptation and resiliency 
information. 

Approved and adopted this 15th day of September 2021. 

_________________________________________ 

Margaret Anderson Kelliher 
Chair, Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 
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REVISED: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
WORKSHEET 
JANUARY 2022  
Contains greenhouse gas quantification and assessment as well as adaptation and resiliency information 

This most recent Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) form and guidance documents are 
available at the Environmental Quality Board’s website at: https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/ The EAW form 
provides information about a proposed project‘s potential environmental effects, and also used as the 
basis for scoping an Environmental Impact Statement. Guidance documents provide additional detail 
and links to resources for completing the EAW form. 

Cumulative potential effects can either be addressed under each applicable EAW Item or can be 
addressed collectively under EAW Item 21. 

Note to reviewers: Comments must be submitted to the RGU during the 30-day comment period 
following notice of the EAW in the EQB Monitor. Comments should address the accuracy and 
completeness of information, potential impacts that warrant further investigation and the need for an 
EIS. 

1. Project title: 

2. Proposer:  3. RGU 

Contact person:     Contact person: 
Title:      Title: 
Address:     Address: 
City, State, ZIP:     City, State, ZIP: 
Phone:      Phone: 
Fax:      Fax: 
Email:      Email: 

4. Reason for EAW Preparation:  (check one) 

Required:    Discretionary: 
� EIS Scoping     � Citizen petition  
� Mandatory EAW   � RGU discretion 
     � Proposer initiated 

If EAW or EIS is mandatory give EQB rule category subpart number(s) and name(s): 

5. Project Location:  

• County: 
• City/Township: 
• PLS Location (¼, ¼, Section, Township, Range): 
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• Watershed (81 major watershed scale): 
• GPS Coordinates: 
• Tax Parcel Number: 

At a minimum attach each of the following to the EAW: 

• County map showing the general location of the project; 
• U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute, 1:24,000 scale map indicating project boundaries (photocopy 

acceptable); and 
• Site plans showing all significant project and natural features. Pre-construction site plan and 

post-construction site plan. 
• List of data sources, models, and other resources (from the Item-by-Item Guidance: Climate 

Adaptation and Resilience or other) used for information about current Minnesota climate 
trends and how climate change is anticipated to affect the general location of the project during 
the life of the project (as detailed below in item 7. Climate Adaptation and Resilience). 

6. Project Description: 

a. Provide the brief project summary to be published in the EQB Monitor, (approximately 50 
words). 
 

b. Give a complete description of the proposed project and related new construction, including 
infrastructure needs. If the project is an expansion include a description of the existing facility. 
Emphasize:  1) construction, operation methods and features that will cause physical 
manipulation of the environment or will produce wastes, 2) modifications to existing equipment 
or industrial processes, 3) significant demolition, removal or remodeling of existing structures, 
and 4) timing and duration of construction activities 
 

c. Project magnitude: 
 Description  Number 
 Total Project Acreage   
 Linear project length   
 Number and type of residential units   
 Residential building area (in square feet)   

Commercial building area (in square feet)   
Industrial building area (in square feet)   
Institutional building area (in square feet)   

 Other uses – specify (in square feet)   
 Structure height(s)   

 
d. Explain the project purpose; if the project will be carried out by a governmental unit, explain the 

need for the project and identify its beneficiaries. 
 

e. Are future stages of this development including development on any other property planned or 
likely to happen? � Yes   � No 
If yes, briefly describe future stages, relationship to present project, timeline and plans for 
environmental review. 
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f. Is this project a subsequent stage of an earlier project?  � Yes  � No 

If yes, briefly describe the past development, timeline and any past environmental review. 

7. Climate Adaptation and Resilience: 

a. Describe the climate trends in the general location of the project (see guidance: Climate 
Adaptation and Resilience) and how climate change is anticipated to affect that location during 
the life of the project. 
 

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

 
Resource 
Category 

Climate Considerations 
(example text provided below is 
to be replaced with project-
specific information) 

Project Information Adaptations 

Project Design For example, aspects of the 
building 
architecture/materials 
choices and site design that 
may negatively affect urban 
heat island conditions in the 
area considering changing 
climate zones, temperature 
trends, and potential for 
extended heat waves  

Climate change risks 
and vulnerabilities 
identified include: 

 

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

Climate change risks 
and vulnerabilities 
identified include: 

 

Water Resources Address in item 12 Address in item 12 Address in item 12 
Contamination/ 
Hazardous 
Materials/Wastes 

For example, how current 
Minnesota climate trends 
and anticipated climate 
change in the general 

Climate change risks 
and vulnerabilities 
identified include: 
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Resource 
Category 

Climate Considerations 
(example text provided below is 
to be replaced with project-
specific information) 

Project Information Adaptations 

location of the project may 
influence the potential 
environmental effects of 
generation/use/storage of 
hazardous waste and 
materials 

Fish, wildlife, 
plant 
communities, and 
sensitive 
ecological 
resources (rare 
features) 

Address in item 14. Address in item 14. Address in item 14. 

 

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

Cover Types Before 
(acres) 

After 
(acres) 

 Wetlands and shallow lakes (<2 meters deep)     
 Deep lakes (>2 meters deep)     
 Wooded/forest     
 Rivers and/streams     
 Brush/Grassland     
 Cropland     
 Livestock rangeland/pastureland     
 Lawn/landscaping     
 Green infrastructure TOTAL (from table below*)     
 Impervious surface     
 Stormwater Pond (wet sedimentation basin)     
 Other (describe)     
 TOTAL     

 
Green Infrastructure* Before 

(acreage) 
After 

(acreage) 
 Constructed infiltration systems (infiltration 

basins/infiltration trenches/ rainwater 
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gardens/bioretention areas without 
underdrains/swales with impermeable check 
dams) 
Constructed tree trenches and tree boxes     
Constructed wetlands     
Constructed green roofs     
Constructed permeable pavements     
Other (describe)     
TOTAL*      

 
 

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

  

Number of new trees planted   

 

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

Unit of Government Type of Application Status 

   

   

   

   

Cumulative potential effects may be considered and addressed in response to individual EAW Item Nos. 
19-1810-20, or the RGU can address all cumulative potential effects in response to EAW Item No. 1922. 
If addressing cumulative effect under individual items, make sure to include information requested in 
EAW Item No. 1921.  

10. Land use: 

a. Describe: 
i. Existing land use of the site as well as areas adjacent to and near the site, including parks 

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

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

 

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

b. Discuss the project’s compatibility with nearby land uses, zoning, and plans listed in Item 9a 
above, concentrating on implications for environmental effects. 
 

c. Identify measures incorporated into the proposed project to mitigate any potential 
incompatibility as discussed in Item 9b10b above and any risk potential. 

11. Geology, soils and topography/land forms: 

a. Geology - Describe the geology underlying the project area and identify and map any susceptible 
geologic features such as sinkholes, shallow limestone formations, unconfined/shallow aquifers, 
or karst conditions. Discuss any limitations of these features for the project and any effects the 
project could have on these features. Identify any project designs or mitigation measures to 
address effects to geologic features. 
 

b. Soils and topography - Describe the soils on the site, giving NRCS (SCS) classifications and 
descriptions, including limitations of soils. Describe topography, any special site conditions 
relating to erosion potential, soil stability or other soils limitations, such as steep slopes, highly 
permeable soils. Provide estimated volume and acreage of soil excavation and/or grading. 
Discuss impacts from project activities (distinguish between construction and operational 
activities) related to soils and topography. Identify measures during and after project 
construction to address soil limitations including stabilization, soil corrections or other 
measures. Erosion/sedimentation control related to stormwater runoff should be addressed in 
response to Item 1112.b.ii. 
 

• NOTE: For silica sand projects, the EAW must include a hydrogeologic investigation assessing the 
potential groundwater and surface water effects and geologic conditions that could create an 
increased risk of potentially significant effects on groundwater and surface water. Descriptions of 
water resources and potential effects from the project in EAW Item 12 must be consistent with the 
geology, soils and topography/land forms and potential effects described in EAW Item 11. 

12. Water resources: 

a. Describe surface water and groundwater features on or near the site in a.i. and a.ii. below. 

i. Surface water - lakes, streams, wetlands, intermittent channels, and county/judicial ditches. 
Include any special designations such as public waters, shoreland classification and 
floodway/floodplain, trout stream/lake, wildlife lakes, migratory waterfowl feeding/resting 
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lake, and outstanding resource value water. Include the presence of aquatic invasive species 
and the water quality impairments or special designations listed on the current MPCA 303d 
Impaired Waters List that are within 1 mile of the project. Include DNR Public Waters 
Inventory number(s), if any. 

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

b. Describe effects from project activities on water resources and measures to minimize or mitigate 
the effects in Item b.i. through Item b.iv. below. 

i. Wastewater - For each of the following, describe the sources, quantities and composition of 
all sanitary, municipal/domestic and industrial wastewater produced or treated at the site.  

1) If the wastewater discharge is to a publicly owned treatment facility, identify any 
pretreatment measures and the ability of the facility to handle the added water and 
waste loadings, including any effects on, or required expansion of, municipal 
wastewater infrastructure.  

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

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

ii. Stormwater - Describe changes in surface hydrology resulting from change of land cover. 
Describe the routes and receiving water bodies for runoff from the project site (major 
downstream water bodies as well as the immediate receiving waters). Discuss 
environmental effects from stormwater discharges on receiving waters post construction 
including how the project will affect runoff volume, discharge rate and change in pollutants. 
Consider the effects of current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated changes in rainfall 
frequency, intensity and amount with this discussion. For projects requiring NPDES/SDS 
Construction Stormwater permit coverage, state the total number of acres that will be 
disturbed by the project and describe the stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), 
including specific best management practices to address soil erosion and sedimentation 
during and after project construction. Discuss permanent stormwater management plans, 
including methods of achieving volume reduction to restore or maintain the natural 
hydrology of the site using green infrastructure practices or other stormwater management 
practices. Identify any receiving waters that have construction-related water impairments or 
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are classified as special as defined in the Construction Stormwater permit. Describe 
additional requirements for special and/or impaired waters. 
 

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

iv. Surface Waters 

a) Wetlands - Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to wetland 
features such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging and vegetative 
removal. Discuss direct and indirect environmental effects from physical 
modification of wetlands, including the anticipated effects that any proposed 
wetland alterations may have to the host watershed, taking into consideration how 
current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated climate change in the general 
location of the project may influence the effects. Identify measures to avoid (e.g., 
available alternatives that were considered), minimize, or mitigate environmental 
effects to wetlands. Discuss whether any required compensatory wetland mitigation 
for unavoidable wetland impacts will occur in the same minor or major watershed 
and identify those probable locations. 

b) Other surface waters- Describe any anticipated physical effects or alterations to 
surface water features (lakes, streams, ponds, intermittent channels, county/judicial 
ditches) such as draining, filling, permanent inundation, dredging, diking, stream 
diversion, impoundment, aquatic plant removal and riparian alteration. Discuss 
direct and indirect environmental effects from physical modification of water 
features, taking into consideration how current Minnesota climate trends and 
anticipated climate change in the general location of the project may influence the 
effects. Identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental effects to 
surface water features, including in-water Best Management Practices that are 
proposed to avoid or minimize turbidity/sedimentation while physically altering the 
water features. Discuss how the project will change the number or type of 
watercraft on any water body, including current and projected watercraft usage. 

13. Contamination/Hazardous Materials/Wastes: 

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

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

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

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

14. Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources (rare features): 

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

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

c. Discuss how the identified fish, wildlife, plant communities, rare features and ecosystems may be 
affected by the project including how current Minnesota climate trends and anticipated climate 
change in the general location of the project may influence the effects. Include a discussion on 
introduction and spread of invasive species from the project construction and operation. Separately 
discuss effects to known threatened and endangered species.  
 

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

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

16. Visual: 

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

17. Air: 

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

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

c. Dust and odors - Describe sources, characteristics, duration, quantities, and intensity of dust and 
odors generated during project construction and operation. (Fugitive dust may be discussed 
under item 17a). Discuss the effect of dust and odors in the vicinity of the project including 
nearby sensitive receptors and quality of life. Identify measures that will be taken to minimize or 
mitigate the effects of dust and odors. 

18. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions/Carbon Footprint 

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

Construction Emissions  

 Scope  Type of 
Emission 

 Emission 
Sub-type 

Project-related CO2e 
Emissions 

(tons/year) 

Calculation method(s) 

 Scope 1  Combustion  Mobile 
Equipment 

    

 Scope 1  Land Use  Conversion     
 Scope 1  Land Use  Carbon Sink     
 TOTAL         

Operational Emissions  
 Scope  Type of 

Emission 
 Emission 

Sub-type 
Existing 
facility 
 CO2e 

Emissions 
(tons/year) 

Project-
related 

CO2e 
Emissions 

(tons/year) 

Total CO2e 
Emissions 

(tons/year) 

Calculation 
method(s) 

 Scope 1  Combustion  Mobile 
Equipment 

        

 Scope 1  Combustion  Stationary 
Equipment 

        

 Scope 1  Combustion  Area         
 Scope 1  Non-

Combustion 
 Stationary 

Equipment 
        

 Scope 1   Land Use  Carbon Sink         
 Scope 2  Off-site 

Electricity 
 Grid-based         

 Scope 2  Off-site Steam 
Production 

 Not 
applicable 

        

 Scope 3  Off-site Waste 
Management 

 Area         

 TOTAL             
 

b. GHG Assessment  
i. Describe any mitigation considered to reduce the project’s GHG emissions. 

ii. Describe and quantify reductions from selected mitigation, if proposed to reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions. Explain why the selected mitigation was preferred. 

iii. Quantify the proposed projects predicted net lifetime GHG emissions (total tons/#of years) 
and how those predicted emissions may affect achievement of the Minnesota Next 
Generation Energy Act goals and/or other more stringent state or local GHG reduction goals.  
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19. Noise 

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

20. Transportation 

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

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

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

21. Cumulative potential effects: (Preparers can leave this item blank if cumulative potential effects are 
addressed under the applicable EAW Items) 

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

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

c. Discuss the nature of the cumulative potential effects and summarize any other available 
information relevant to determining whether there is potential for significant environmental 
effects due to these cumulative effects. 

22. Other potential environmental effects: If the project may cause any additional environmental 
effects not addressed by items 1 to 19, describe the effects here, discuss the how the environment 
will be affected, and identify measures that will be taken to minimize and mitigate these effects. 
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RGU CERTIFICATION.  (The Environmental Quality Board will only accept SIGNED Environmental 
Assessment Worksheets for public notice in the EQB Monitor.) 

I hereby certify that: 

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

• The EAW describes the complete project; there are no other projects, stages or components 
other than those described in this document, which are related to the project as connected 
actions or phased actions, as defined at Minnesota Rules, parts 4410.0200, subparts 9c and 60, 
respectively. 

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

 

Signature ________________________________  Date _______________________________                            

 

Title ________________________________ 
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Section 1 – Developing a carbon footprint 
In 2007, the Minnesota Legislature passed into law the Next Generation Energy Act (Minn. Stat. § 216H) that 
requires the tracking of specific greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). The statute also includes Statewide GHG 
emission reduction goals, from a 2005 baseline. 

In order to support Minnesotans in their efforts to mitigate the impacts of climate change, and to adapt to 
changes already occurring, it is important that environmental documents required by the Minnesota 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) include usable information about potential effects of a proposed project on 
climate change.  

Estimation of GHG emissions is useful to the public and decision makers to understand whether proposed 
projects are contributing to, or detracting from, achieving progress in meeting state and local GHG reduction 
goals as well as providing important information needed to effectively mitigate climate change. 

The purpose of this guidance is to help project proposers and responsible governmental units (RGU) develop a 
carbon footprint in response to item 18 of the revised Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Form. This 
guidance supports an RGU as they develop the required climate related information on the EAW but does not 
limit the use of other reliable and relevant guidance for quantifying and assessing GHG emissions. An RGU has 
discretion for identifying what information is needed and how much information is required to respond to item 
18 on the EAW Form; based on the nature and location of the project. 

What is a carbon footprint? 

A carbon footprint includes greenhouse gas emissions from fuel directly, such as by providing heat to a building 
or fuel in a car. It also includes greenhouse gases that come from producing the goods or services, including 
emissions from power plants that make electricity, factories that make products, and landfills. At a minimum, a 
proposed project’s carbon footprint includes, but is not limited to, identification and assessment of:  

• Sources of GHG emissions associated with the proposed project  
• Types of GHGs emitted 
• Amount of GHG emissions from those sources  
• Reduction of GHG emissions from planned mitigation  
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Steps to assemble a carbon footprint 

Step 1: Identify sources of GHG emissions 

In the carbon footprint specific to item 18 of the EAW Form, GHG emission sources include all project sources of 
GHGs by source type and operational and construction phases. Emissions are categorized as either direct or 
indirect. Direct emissions are emissions released directly from properties owned or under the control of the 
project proposer (Scope 1). This includes, for example, the use of mobile equipment during construction. 
Indirect emissions are known as Scope 2 or 3 emissions. Scope 2 emissions are emissions associated with the 
offsite generation of purchased electricity and/or steam. For the purposes of responding to item 18 of the EAW 
Form, Scope 3 emissions are from the offsite provision of waste management services, including land disposal 
(landfilling), recycling, and solid waste composting.  

The USEPA annually prepares a detailed analysis of GHG emissions by source type. A list of these sources is 
shown in Table 1, by greenhouse gas emitted. GHG sources that are known in Minnesota are assessed biennially 
by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA). Sources that depend on specific mineral deposits not found 
in Minnesota have been excluded from the list. Environmental Review documents should identify and describe 
any of the GHG sources shown in Table 1 that are potentially associated with, and may result in, GHG emissions 
from the proposed project. 

Table 1. Sources of Greenhouse Gases 

Source Type Gas 

Stationary fossil fuel combustion CO2, CH4, N2O 

Mobile source fossil fuel combustion CO2, CH4, N2O 

Biomass and biofuels fuels combustion CH4, N2O 

Purchased electricity or steam (emitted offsite at generation) CO2, CH4, N2O 

Nonfuel use of fossil fuelsa CO2 

Natural gas transmission/distribution CH4, CO2, N2O 

Petroleum refining CO2, CH4 

Electricity transmission & distribution SF6 

Ammonia, nitric acid, caprolactam, adipic acid manufacture CO2, N2O 

Cement, lime, glass manufacture CO2 

Copper/nickel mining/processing CO2 

Fire suppression PFCs 

                                                           

a Lubricants, waxes 
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Source Type Gas 

Industrial solvent use (electronics, precision cleaning) PFCs, HFCs 

Petrochemicals, other chemical manufactureb CO2, CH4 

Metallurgy CO2 

Polyurethane, polystyrene, phenolic, polyolefin foam manufacture HFC-134a, HFC-152a, HFC-245fa 

Refrigeration and cooling  HFC-32, HFC-125, HFC-134a, HFC-143a, HFC-152a 

Secondary lead production CO2 

Semiconductor manufacture PFCs, SF6, HFC-134a 

Silicon carbon consumption as abrasives in manufacturing CO2 

Taconite and DRI pellet production, steel production CO2, CH4 

Titanium dioxide production CO2 

Waste incineration  CO2c, CH4, N2O 

Solid waste landfilling CH4 

Solid waste composting N2O, CH4 

Biosolids land application N2O 

Wastewater treatment N2O, CH4 

Effluent nitrogen discharges N2O 

Feedlot manure storage/land application CH4, N2O 

Feedlot livestock CH4 

Soil nutrient management N2O, CO2 

Wetland drainage CO2, CH4, N2O 

Grassland conversion to cultivation or pasture CO2, CH4 

Forest harvesting CO2, N2O 

Atmospheric GHG Removal Gas 

Solid waste landfilling biogenic CO2 

Wood products manufacture biogenic CO2 

  

                                                           

b Adhesives, binders, chemical intermediates, fillers, humectants, paint and coating additives, reagent catalysts, resins, sealants, solvents, 
surface treatment agents 

c CO2 from combustion of petrochemical part of solid and hazardous waste 
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Step 2: Identify types of GHGs emitted 

The GHGs most commonly included in project GHG reporting are: 

• carbon dioxide (CO2) 
• nitrous oxide (N2O) 
• methane (CH4) 
• sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 
• two families of gases known as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

In response to item 18 of the EAW Form for a project’s carbon footprint, we recommend that typical reporting 
be limited to emission of these gases. State-level reporting of GHG emissions to the Minnesota Legislature under 
the Next Generation Energy Act is limited to this set of gases. Other GHGs and their precursors, not commonly 
reported in GHG inventories, but may be relevant to consider, include: 

• chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) 
• hydrchlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) 
• hydrofluoroethers (HFEs) 
• sulfuryl fluoride (SO2F2) 
• ozone 
• various idiocarbons and chlorocarbons  

For more information on these GHG gases, see Section 2: Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases in the MPCA’s 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Minnesota: 1970-2006 report. 
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Step 3: How to report GHG emissions 

GHG emissions should be reported in CO2-equivalent short tons (English units). GHG emissions are converted to 
CO2-equivalent units by multiplying nominal estimated emissions, in short tons, by its global warming potential 
(GWP). A GWP is a factor that converts emissions of any one GHG to its equivalent in tons of emitted CO2. 

It is conventional in emissions reporting, whether at the national, state or facility level, to use the 2007 version 
of the GWPs developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. These are shown in Table 2 by gas. 

Table 2. Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potentialsd 

Greenhouse Gas Chemical Formula Global Warming Potential 

Carbon dioxide CO2 1 

Methane CH4 25 

Nitrous oxide N2O 298 

Sulfur hexafluoride SF6 22,800 

Nitrogen trifluoride NF3 17,200 

Hydrofluorocarbons No data No data 

HFC-23 CHF3 14,800 

HFC-32 CH2F2 675 

HFC-125 C2HF5 3,500 

HFC-134a CH2FCF3 1,430 

HFC-143a C2H3F3 4,470 

HFC-152a CH3CHF2 124 

HFC-227ea C3HF7 3,220 

HFC-236fa C3H2F6 9,810 

HFC-245fa C3H3F5 1,030 

HFC-365mfc C4H5F5 794 

HFC-4310mee CF3CFHCFHCF2CF3 1,640 

Perfluorocarbons No data No data 

PFC-14 (Perfluoromethane) CF4 7,390 

PFC-116 (Perfluoroethane) C2F6 12,200 

PFC-218 (Perfluoropropane) C3F8 8,830 

PFC-31-10 (Perfluorobutane) C4F10 8,860 

PFC-51-14 (Perfluorohexane, FC-72) C6F14 9,300 

                                                           

d Source: EPA, Inventory of US Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases, Table ES-1, Federal Register, CFR part 98, Mandatory Greenhouse 
Gas Reporting, Table A-1, with additions 
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Projected GHG emissions should be developed on an average annual basis and include the proposer’s best 
estimate of average annual emissions over the proposed life / design service life of the project. As noted above, 
the estimates should include emissions from the operating phase of the project plus emissions from project 
construction. To include construction emissions in the footprint, emissions should be annualized by dividing 
total construction GHG releases to the atmosphere by project life.  

In the project GHG accounting, the project proposer should report GHG emissions by source type and project 
phase (i.e., construction, operations), and also bring emissions to a project total. We recommend that emissions 
be reported using the reporting framework and categories shown in Table 3 which additionally breaks out 
emissions from type and subtype of emission and gas.  

Table 3. Emission Categories for Project Carbon Footprint 

Category Scope Project phase Type of emission Emissions 
Sub-type Emitant 

Direct emissions Scope 1-
emissions Operations combustion 

stationary; 
area; 
mobile 

CO2,e N2O, CH4 

Direct emissions Scope 1-
emissions Operations non-combustion processf stationaryg 

CO2,e CH4, N2O, HFCs, 
PFCs, other fully 
fluorinated GHGs 

Direct emissions Scope 1-
emissions Construction combustion mobile CO2,e N2O, CH4 

Direct emissions Scope 1-
emissions Construction land-use area CO2,e N2O, CH4 

Indirect Emissions Scope 2-
emissions Operations off-site electricity/steam 

production grid-based CO2, CH4, N2Oe 

Indirect Emissions Scope 3-
emissions Operations off-site waste 

management 
stationary; 
area CO2,e CH4 

Atmospheric 
Removals of GHGs Scope 1-sinks Construction/ 

operations land-use area CO2 removals to 
terrestrial storage 

Total Emissions plus Sinks = Direct Emissions + Indirect Emissions + Sinks 

CO2 removals from the atmosphere through afforestation and other forms of terrestrial carbon sequestration 
may be included in the carbon footprint, though this is not required. Carbon removals from the atmosphere act 
to offset emissions of CO2 to the atmosphere. Given the atmosphere’s continued retention of CO2 after 

                                                           

e Fossil CO2; see discussion in subsection ‘Treatment of Emitted Biomass CO2’ below 

f Noncombustion industrial process emissions are often chemical in nature, but can involve evaporative or other noncombustion 
processes 

g Process emissions usually are from stationary sources. If they derive from area or mobile sources, they should be reported as area or 
mobile noncombustion process emissions 

Packet page 31



 

Revised Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) Guidance 10 

emission, to fully offset a ton of emitted CO2, carbon removed from the atmosphere through terrestrial 
sequestration must remain in terrestrial storage for about 50 years. For projects with shorter lifetimes, 
terrestrial carbon sequestration may only partially offset CO2 emissions from combustion.  

Treatment of Emitted Biomass CO2 

If resulting from permanent land-use change, biogenic CO2 emissions should be included in the proposed 
facility’s carbon footprint. Permanent land-use changes may include:  

• forestland converted to cropland, pastureland, or urban uses 
• grassland converted to cropland, pastureland, or urban uses 
• all wetlands conversions  

Beyond emissions from permanent land use change, other emissions of CO2 from biomass sources or ecosystem 
or animal respiration generally are not included in project accounting. We recommend that this convention be 
followed. Unless released to the atmosphere as a result of permanent land use change, CO2 emitted to the 
atmosphere from biomass combustion or ecosystem or animal respiration, is often rapidly removed from the 
atmosphere through subsequent photosynthesis and returned to storage in living biomass and soils. Table 4 
includes a list of common biogenic sources of CO2 for which carbon neutrality may be assumed in carbon 
footprint development.  

Table 4. Common Biomass CO2 Sourcesh 

Type State Source 

Common Biomass Fuels Solid fuels 

sawdust, hogged bark, wastewood, other papermill and sawmill residuals, 
biogenic part of mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) or refuse-derived 
fuel (RDF),i paper mill sludge, wastewater treatment sludge, urban tree 
removal wastes, residential firewood, dedicated whole tree or perennial 
grasses for bioenergy 

Common Biomass Fuels 
Liquid fuels 
 

ethanol, biodiesel 

Common Biomass Fuels Gaseous fuels landfill gas (LFG), digester gas, biomethane for pipeline uses 

Other common Biogenic 
Sources of CO2 Emissions  

MMSW composting, garden/yard waste composting, municipal wastewater 
and industrial treatment, biosolids land application, industrial grain 
fermentation, manure storage, grain storage, prescribed burning of 
grassland/brushland, residential recreational burning, cropland cultivation, 
forest harvest residuals (slash) 

                                                           

h This listing should not be considered to be exhaustive, but rather broadly indicative of biomass fuels and biogenic CO2 sources that, in 
carbon footprint development, should be treated as carbon neutral 

i As noted in Table 1, emissions of fossil CO2 from the combustion of the fossil fuel (petrochemical) part of MMSW and RDF should be 
included as an integral part of the carbon footprint. Emissions of CH4 and N2O from waste combustion also should be included. 
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Table 5 summarizes the recommended reporting requirements under this guidance. They do not include 
requirements related to documentation of data sources, assumptions made, or methods used. At its discretion, 
the RGU may wish to establish requirements for documentation of information sources that are used in carbon 
footprint development. 

Table 5. Summary of Recommended Reporting Elements for Carbon Footprint 

Reporting element Detail 

Units to report in: CO2-equivalent (CO2-e) short tons 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to report: CO2, CH4, N2O, SF6, HFCs, PFCs (see Table 2 above) 

How to calculate CO2-e tons: nominal tons * global warming potential (GWP) 

Version of IPCC gwps to use in calculating CO2-e 
emissions: 2007 Fourth IPCC Assessment version 

What to report: Total project emissions and emissions disaggregated by source and 
project phase and totaled 

Averaging period for emissions estimate: One-year, e.g., average annual emissions 

Project phases over which to report emissions: Operating phase, construction phase 

How to include construction emissions in annual 
totals: 

Annualize by spreading construction emissions over project 
projected life or design service life 

Types of emissions to report Stationary, mobile, and area sources, including land-use 

Specific sources to report See Table 1 above 

Project boundaries for emissions estimation: 

• All sources within project fence-line or under contractual 
control of project proposer 

• Emissions from purchased electricity/steam 
• Off-site emissions from purchased waste disposal services 

How to treat emissions of CO2 from wood 
burning, and the combustion of other solid, liquid 
or gaseous biofuels: 

Exclude all CO2 emissions from biomass sources except those from 
permanent forest clearing, or wetlands or grasslands conversion to 
other uses 

Treatment of sequestration removals of 
atmospheric CO2: Recommended but optional 
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Step 4: How to quantify GHGs emitted  

Simplified methods to quantify GHG emissions from a wide variety of sources have been developed by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).j These are in addition to more demanding, higher level 
methods also developed by the IPCC. The simplified IPCC methods usually take the form of linear equations 
involving emission factors and activity factors. EPA’s Center for Corporate Climate Leadership (CCCL) provides 
easy-to-use default emission factors for creating GHG inventories on the GHG Emission Factors Hub. 

Simplified example formulas and references are listed below for each scope and emission type outlined in Table 
3 above. 

Scope 1 combustion emissions 

For stationary combustion sources, emissions of CO2 from fossil fuel production are typically calculated using the 
equation: 

tons CO2 = fuel use in physical units * MMBtu per physical fuel unit * tons of CO2/MMbtu of fuel use 

while emissions of N2O from fuel of stationary sources use would be calculated similarly, albeit with the addition 
of GWP as an additional term, so: 

tons CO2-e = fuel use in physical units * MMBtu per physical fuel unit * tons of N2O/MMBtu of fuel use * GWP 

For mobile combustion sources, emissions of CO2 from fossil fuel combustion are calculated using the equation:  

tons CO2 = fuel use in physical units *CO2 Emission Factor (kg CO2/physical unit of fuel use) * Conversion of kg to 
tons 

while for CH4 and N2O, the equation is: 

tons CO2-e = Vehicle Miles Traveled * CH4/N2O Emission Factor (g/mile) * Conversion of g to tons * GWP 

Scope 1 non-combustion emissions  

Scope 1 non-combustion emissions may vary depending on the project type. Table 6, below, provides some pre-
existing tools that may be helpful in calculating emissions from non-combustion sources. Furthermore, 
Attachment 2 provides references to other methodological sources that can be used for calculating emissions 
from non-combustion sources. 

Scope 1 land use emissions  

Simplified formulas used for emissions from land use changes use carbon flux estimates from Chapter 6: Land 
Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry in the EPA’s Inventory of Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases.k The 
simplified formula is: 

tons CO2-e = Emission Factor Based on Land Type Carbon Flux (tons CO2e/area) * area of land use change 

                                                           

j Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories; IPCC, 2013 
Supplement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories: Wetlands; IPCC, 2019 Refinement to the 2006 IPCC 
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. 

k EPA’s Inventory of Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases 
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where the emission factor is calculated as: 

Emission Factor Based on Land Type Carbon Flux (tons CO2e/area) = net CO2 flux from land conversion k * total area 
of land use change in U.S.l 

In including terrestrial carbon sequestration (TCS) in project accounting we recommend that the offsets value of 
TCS for projects with lifetimes of 50 years or more be assessed at full value, while projects with lifetimes of 20 
years and 25 to 49 years be assessed at 40% and 75% offsets values,m respectively. In practice, offsets value may 
be calculated by multiplying total tons of CO2 removed from the atmosphere by 1, 0.75 or 0.4, depending on 
project lifetime.  

Scope 2 off-site electricity/steam/heat emissions  

The simplified formula for calculating GHG emissions from off-site purchased electricity is: 

tons CO2-e = purchased electricity (MWh) * Emission Factor * GWP 

Regional emission factors published by the EPA’s Emission & Generation Resource Integrated Database (eGRID) 
for off-site electrical generation can be found in Table 6 of EPA’s CCCL GHG Emission Factor Hub.n 

For off-site purchased steam and heat, the formula is: 

tons CO2-e = purchased steam/heat (MMBtu) * Emission Factor * GWP 

Emission Factors can be found in Table 7 of EPA’s CCCL GHG Emission Factor Hub.n 

Scope 3 off-site waste management emissions  

Similar to the equations used for Scope 2, the simplified formula for calculating GHG emissions from waste 
generation is: 

tons CO2-e = mass of waste material (tons) * Emission Factor * GWP 

Emission Factors can be found in Table 9 of EPA’s CCCL GHG Emission Factor Hub.n 

                                                           

l Section 6.1. Ibid. 

m 40% offsets valuation is the valuation at 20-years of continuous storage, while 75% is the valuation at 40 years of continuous storage. 
For the schedule of atmospheric CO2 retention upon emission of CO2 from combustion, see: F. Joos, et al., "Carbon Dioxide and climate 
Impulse Response Functions for the Computation of Greenhouse Gas Metrics: A Multi-Model Analysis," Atmospheric Chemistry and 
Physics 13 (2013): 2,793-2,825. At 100-years, the usual integration period for analysis, for a one-ton emission of CO2, the atmosphere 
retains roughly 50 ton-years of emissions. For comparison, one ton of CO2 continuously stored in soils and biomass for 50 years would 
result in similar degree of offsetting storage, about 50 ton-years of storage. At 20 and 40 years, CO2 storage in soils and biomass resulting 
from one ton stored, assuming no leakage, would be would be 38 and 76 ton-years, respectively. Offsets value is derived by dividing, for 
one ton of CO2 storage, total tons-years of terrestrial storage by total 100-year ton-years of atmospheric retention resulting from a 1 ton 
emission of CO2. 

n EPA’s CCCL GHG Emission Factor Hub. 
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As noted, more highly developed methods exist of greater complexity. A more complete list of methodological 
sources that might be consulted is included in Attachment 2. For specific sources, these may provide an 
additional avenue of approach to the estimation of emissions. 

A number of pre-existing tools also are available. These may prove helpful in calculating emissions from one or 
more GHG emission sources. Table 6 includes a list of some of the more helpful tools now available. These may 
be used by project proposers to estimate emissions from individual or multiple GHG sources.  

Table 6. Pre-existing Tools for Estimating GHG Emissions from Different Sources 

Tool Name GHG sources covered 

SGEC Tool 
Stationary source combustion, mobile source combustion, biomass and 
biofuels combustion, refrigerant and cooling, fire suppression, electricity and 
steam purchases, off-site solid waste management  

MPCA feedlot tool Feedlot livestock, manure storage and treatment, manure land application 

Minnesota Infrastructure Carbon 
Estimator (MICE) Highway mobile combustion sources, highway construction  

Federal HFC Emissions Accounting Tool Refrigeration and space cooling 

Clear Path: Local Government Action 
Climate Tool 

Stationary source combustion, mobile source combustion, electricity 
purchases, solid waste management, biosolids land application, natural gas 
distribution and services 

Cool Farm Tool On-farm mobile source combustion, cropland nutrient management, livestock, 
manure storage and treatment, land use change  

COMET-Planner Conservation and nutrient management practices in crop production and 
grazing 

EPA Waste Reduction Model (WARM) Solid waste recycling, composting, incineration and landfilling 

In carbon footprint development, project proposers should provide sufficient background technical information 
to enable the reader to replicate the emissions calculations. Once calculated for each project GHG source, 
usually in nominal tons of emissions, emissions should be converted to CO2-equivalent short tons and 
aggregated to a project total. For tools that estimate emissions in metric units, a conversion factor of 1.102 can 
be used to convert from metric tons to short tons.  
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Step 5: How to identify and assess mitigation  

Environmental review documents should include complete descriptions, quantification and a detailed 
assessment of the planned mitigation activity. Included below, are some commonly used measures to mitigate 
GHG emissions at the project-level. 

Common Mitigation Measures for Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

• Energy end-use efficient appliances and equipment 
• Energy efficient lighting 
• Energy efficient building shells 
• Waste heat utilization 
• Petroleum-to-natural gas and coal-to-natural gas fuel substitution 
• Alternative mobile fuels  
• Biogas production and use 
• Enhanced use of biomass-based waste fuels 
• Grid-based wind and solar power purchases 
• On-site solar PV installations  
• Off-site community solar gardens 
• Electric vehicles 
• HFC substitution to lower or zero GWP-refrigerants in cooling and refrigeration equipment 
• HFC substitution in other applications 
• Enhanced HFC recycling in cooling and refrigerant equipment 
• Enhanced materials recycling 
• Improved materials and nutrient use efficiency 
• On-site terrestrial biogenic carbon sequestration 
• Purchased off-site sequestration credits 
• Best practices in cropland and other land-use management 
• Other run-off control for nutrients and sediments 
• Wetland mitigation 

As in the case of the project carbon footprint, in quantifying potential emission reductions or emission offsets, 
project proposers should provide sufficient background technical information to enable the reader to replicate 
the calculations. 
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Section 2 – Climate adaptation and resilience 
How climate change may influence environmental effects and potential adaptations to reduce risk and 
increase resilience 

The purpose of this guidance is to help project proposers and responsible governmental units (RGU) respond to 
the specific climate related questions of the EAW Form. This guidance supports the development of climate-
related information but does not limit the use of other reliable and relevant guidance for discussing how current 
Minnesota climate trends and anticipated climate change may interact with a project and its development. This 
document provides item-by-item guidance for responding to proposed questions on the EAW form related to 
how climate change may influence environmental effects and potential adaptations to reduce risk and increase 
resilience. 

EAW Item 7a: Climate Trends 

Establish a description of climate change specific to the most representative geographic unit or location of the 
project using readily available information. Look at historical climate trends data for conditions at the start of 
the project, and projected (future) climate data for conditions during the life of the project.  

The primary existing and projected (future) climate change trends in Minnesota to explore using location-
specific data include:  

• Warmer  

• Wetter  

• Cold weather warming  

• More damaging rains  

Additional projected (future) climate change trends in Minnesota to explore using location-specific data include: 

• Increasing risk of heat waves   

• Increasing risk of drought  

This description of current Minnesota climate trends and how climate change is anticipated to affect the general 
location of the project during the life of the project will be used in answering subsequent climate related 
questions in the EAW. The extent and scale of readily available information may vary depending on when the 
EAW is completed and the nature and location of the project. Provide references to the resources used to 
establish this description in EAW Item 5, and include any data or information gaps that are discovered.  

The following Minnesota sources are recommended to help determine location-specific current climate trends 
and (future) climate projections. National sources with Minnesota-specific data / information also are provided 
to supplement available Minnesota sources: 

• Minnesota Climate Trends website: Good overview of general climate trends in Minnesota. The Climate 
Trends map linked from the webpage above contains the same historical data – but not the projected 
(future) data – that is included in the Minnesota Climate Explorer map (next bullet). 
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• Minnesota Climate Explorer map: Use this map tool to identify current Minnesota climate trends 
(historical up to the present) and projected future conditions (2040-2059 and 2080-2099) in the general 
location of the project. Step 1: select the Historical or Projected (Future) tab in the gray bar at the top. 
Step 2: select a geographic unit (watershed, county, etc.) appropriate to where the project is located. 
Step 3: select a specific area or two adjacent areas. Step 4: select a climate variable (precipitation, 
temperature, etc.). Step 5: for the Historical tab select a time frame and what you want to view in the 
four corresponding fields; for the Projected (Future) tab select a portion of the year to analyze and what 
you want to view in the two corresponding fields. Additionally for the Historical tab be sure to scroll 
down to the “Additional Options” to toggle on “Show trend for these years” and pick whatever Start and 
End dates are desired for the trend line within the 1895 to current year timeframe. Step 6 in either tab: 
click PLOT DATA. Scroll down for results.  

Look at annual data, and also look at individual months relevant to the project (for example, related to 
construction schedules, operational issues, waste disposal needs, etc.). 

The Historical tab shows a trend line and actual data set. The Projected tab provides the mean value and 
error bar for each climate model included in the data set for that slice of time. The Model Mean (blue 
bar on the far left for each slice of time) shows the average of all the other models. 

• Flood Factor: Identify flood potential by entering the zip code or the name of the city for the project 
location. Read the Summary, then click on Flood Risk Explorer (left menu bar). Move the map around to 
find the project site and then click the + sign to zoom in and see the site details. Above the map, select 
the year of projection (this year, in 15 years, in 30 years), then select a projected flood risk (for 
adaptation purposes look at results for 0.2% also called a “500-year storm” and 1% or “100-year 
storm”). Look at the map with each selection to see the potential depth of flooding projected for the 
site.  
Click on Environmental Changes (left menu bar), then click on Learn more about the environmental 
factors increasing flood risk. On the new page, scroll down to Extreme rain events are increasing, then 
select year of projection to see on the map the change in extreme rain events over time in Minnesota 
and the contiguous U.S. compared to the 1980-2010 average. 
For additional context, check out “The First National Flood Risk Assessment” report, especially page 78-
80 for Minnesota-specific information on flood risk potential.  

• Heat Vulnerability in Minnesota Tool: Select the study area (Minnesota, HSEM Regions, Counties), then 
select the spatial resolution (Counties, Cities & Townships, Block Groups), then select variables for 
Sensitivity and for Exposure. Zoom in on the maps to locate your project site. See more resources about 
specific climate change in Minnesota on the Climate & Health website. 

• Climate Vulnerability Assessment Regional Risks and Opportunities for the Twin Cities Region: This 
website includes tools, resources and mitigation actions for regional climate hazards including Extreme 
Heat (Story Map and Extreme Heat Map Tool) and Localized Flooding (Story Map and Localized Flood 
Map Screening Tool). This data is a more localized comprehensive resource for the seven-county region 
(Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington counties) governed under the 
Metropolitan Council.  

• Most recent National Climate Assessment (NCA4 or more recent), especially Chapter 21: Midwest or 
more current version if available: See also NCA4 Chapter 28: Reducing risks through adaptation actions. 
Maps for observed and projected changes in temperature and precipitation are available in Chapters 6 
and 7 of NCA4. 
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• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Climate.gov: A source of timely and 
authoritative scientific data and information about climate. 

 
It is important to note that readily available data may or may not (depending on project location) include 
projections for future years showing the type of intense precipitation events Minnesota currently experiences, 
and which are anticipated to increase.   
In responding to this item, the following are helpful explanations of terms: 

• General location of the project: the specific project location plus its environs, including the nearby and 
encompassing local governmental jurisdictions, and the major watershed it affects. 

• Life of the project: (options relevant to different project types) 
o Proposed life: the period of time the project is proposed to last, such as for mining projects.  
o Design service life: the period of use as intended by the designer after which it may need to be 

replaced, but before this period has elapsed should remain fit for purpose, such as for projects that 
are primarily buildings and structures.  

o For project definition and interpretation consistency, consider using the same project life 
assumptions as the greenhouse gas emissions calculations. 

• Default: the anticipated impact of climate change on the proposed project over the next 30 years, such 
as for conservation or restoration projects that may continue indefinitely into the future if properly 
maintained. 

• Vulnerability: a function of exposure to climate hazards and associated impacts, sensitivity to these 
hazards, and capacity of a system or community to adapt or cope with the adverse effects.  A hazard has 
the potential to disrupt or damage a project or system. 

• Risk: the probability of a climate hazard exploiting a vulnerability and the magnitude of associated 
impacts and consequences.  Significant risks share both a likelihood of occurrence and degree of impact 
to the project or system if they occur. 

EAW Item 7b: Project Interaction with Climate Trends 

Using the description of the climate trends in the project vicinity (Item 7a), to the best extent practicable; 
describe how the project’s proposed activities will interact with those climate trends.  Future climate trends are 
uncertain. Identify the risk of long-term impacts climate trends might pose to the proposed activities throughout 
the project life, considering the range of possible future conditions.  Identify climate change hazards, threats and 
the proposed activities’ vulnerabilities to them.  Identify the risk of key project assumptions and design 
parameters becoming outdated or insufficiently defined if future climate observations align with impactful 
trends and projections. 

Project Design 

Aspects or features to consider that may amplify or interact with how climate change is anticipated to affect the 
design of the project include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Changes to land cover, such as impervious surfaces: 
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o During intense rainfall events, increases in the amount of impervious surface on a site (from table in 
Q7) may result in more localized flooding in the immediate area of the project, in addition to other 
stormwater effects, especially when vegetative buffers are absent. 

o Dark roofing materials absorb heat during the day and radiate it at night, which increases the urban 
heat island (UHI) effect and amplifies the warming temperatures of climate change 

o Impermeable pavement (concrete or asphalt) without the benefit of vegetative cover absorbs heat 
during the day and radiates it at night, increasing surface temperatures and UHI effect in the area. 
Information about the UHI effect including definitions, risks and strategies is available on EPA's Heat 
Island Effect webpage. In-depth information about mitigation strategies using green infrastructure 
practices is available on EPA's Heat Island Consumption webpage. Specifically for the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area, see Metropolitan Council’s Keeping Our Cool: Extreme Heat in the Twin Cities 
Region, including an Extreme Heat Map Tool.  

• Construction materials, site design, etc. 

Land use 

Open space is any natural space, public or private, that is used primarily for passive recreation (active recreation 
facilities are parks and recreational facilities), animal habitat and/or for maintaining ecological services and/or 
rural character, or for other uses. Open space may or may not be protected by federal, state, or local entities. 
Examples could include woodlands, prairie, groundwater recharge areas, or greenways.  

Aspects or features to consider that may amplify or interact with how climate change is anticipated to affect 
land use.  Examples include, but are not limited to: 

• Tree loss eliminates many climate resilience benefits, leading to more intense stormwater runoff, 
increased urban heat island effect and loss of shade for protection during extreme heat, potential 
reduction in air quality, and more. Information about benefit-cost considerations of tree canopy in the 
urban landscape is available in the EPA’s “Reducing Urban Heat Islands: Compendium of Strategies”. 

• Increased heat and longer growing seasons can either increase or reduce crop production, causing 
producers to modify land use and cropland management to adapt. Longer growing season allows for 
additional pest and weed growth, requiring application of pesticides and herbicides, which may impact 
local plant and animal communities. 

• Cropland and rangeland productivity is reduced by prolonged extreme flooding, topsoil loss, drought, or 
groundwater depletion.   

• Prolonged groundwater rise can result in the expansion of wetlands, ponds, and lakes, resulting in 
habitat loss. 

• The removal of wetlands and other low-lying areas eliminates the ability for the land to retain and 
absorb stormwater, leading to more intense stormwater runoff, nutrient loading, and more effects. See 
stormwater guidance below for related information. 

• Extreme storm events erode topsoil, which results in decreased crop productivity and nutrients washed 
into natural waterbodies. 

• Heat stress can kill vegetation, leaving soils open to erosion. 
• Landslides can occur on steep slopes where soils are saturated. 
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• Increased freeze/thaw results in increased icing of roadways, trails, sidewalks, and parking lots, resulting 
in the need for increased salting. Chlorides degrade lake water quality and impact aquatic life. Chlorides 
also degrade soil and can kill landscape plantings. 

Critical facilities are facilities necessary to a community’s public health and safety, those that store or produce 
highly volatile, toxic or water-reactive materials, and those that house occupants that may be insufficiently 
mobile to avoid loss of life or injury. Examples of critical facilities include hospitals, correctional facilities, 
schools, daycare facilities, nursing homes, fire and police stations, wastewater treatment facilities, public electric 
utilities, water plants, fuel storage facilities, and waste handling and storage facilities. 

Discuss the compatibility with land use, planning, and zoning as it relates primarily to development and the 
projected climate changes for the project location. 

Contamination/hazardous materials/wastes 

Warmer, wetter weather with more frequent extreme rainfall events and localized flooding could pose 
operational concerns that which may result in either more frequent or more severe environmental effects. 
Examples include:  
 

• More leaching from disposed wastes of contaminants into the groundwater.  
• More erosion of exposed soil and other earthen materials.  
• Increase in contact water volumes that may require collection and treatment. 
• More erosion on the working face of waste storage or containment.  
• More moisture added to the waste material or debris which will in turn increase methane gas 

production and add to greenhouse gasses. 
• Lack of capacity for holding and managing the leachate, stormwater, and wastewater volume generated 

because the systems was designed based on smaller precipitation events. 
• Increased stormwater sediments or solids that need proper disposal. 
• Leachate and contact water require treatment, so increases in leachate provide additional potential for 

environmental effects on water quality; options for treatment may be affected by additional limitations 
on land application due to changing precipitation and temperature patterns, and on limitations at 
wastewater treatment plants due to treatment system capacity strained by heavy rain events.  

• More extreme heat and humidity makes environmental effects such as odors more likely and may 
increase their severity.  

• Increased freeze/thaw cycles and more “unseasonal” weather makes operational issues which may 
result in environmental effects – such as frost heave of cover materials – more likely and may increase 
the severity of the environmental effects. 

• Floodwaters can mobilize contamination and transport pathogens and environmental contaminants that 
are dangerous to people and livestock. 

• Decreased air quality due to temperature inversions, wildfires, and atmospheric reactions driven by 
heat.  Poor air quality stresses people, livestock and wildlife. 
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Changes in Minnesota’s climate include rainfall events of greater intensity and more localized flooding, more 
frequent freeze/thaw cycles, lack of snow cover, extreme heat, etc. may damage infrastructure and create 
situations that result in accidental spills and releases. Include in the spill prevention plan contingency plans for 
extreme rainfall events and localized flooding, excessive heat, repeated freeze/thaw, and other anticipated 
consequences of climate change as relevant. 

EAW Item 8: Cover types 

Minnesota is facing wetter weather conditions, more intense precipitation events, and an increase in average 
temperatures due to climate change. The result will be an increase in stormwater runoff, especially in areas with 
more extreme land cover changes (e.g., changes from natural vegetated areas to from impervious surfaces like 
parking lots, roofs, and sidewalks. One adaptation tool is green infrastructure. Green infrastructure is an 
approach to manage wet weather impacts in a way that mimics, restores and maintains natural hydrology. The 
fundamental concept behind green infrastructure is to retain precipitation where it falls. Green infrastructure 
includes a wide array of practices that manage stormwater and reduce stormwater runoff, but also provide 
other benefits including carbon sequestration, wildlife habitat, recreation, and increased property values. Green 
infrastructure practices can reduce adverse impacts of climate change when designed, constructed and 
maintained properly. 

To determine the acreage for the “green infrastructure” category, calculate the acreage of each green 
infrastructure practice to be installed for the project, based on the surface area (length multiplied by width) of 
the footprint for that practice (not the area that drains into the practice). Make sure not to double count any of 
the green infrastructure acreage in the “lawn/landscaping” category, nor in the “stormwater pond (wet 
sedimentation basin)” category, nor in the “impervious surface” category (for green roofs). 

The practices included in the “green infrastructure” category are described below: 

• Constructed infiltration systems – Examples of infiltration systems include, but are not limited to: 
o Raingardens use soil (typically engineered media or mixed soil) and native vegetation (including 

those that attract pollinators) to capture runoff and remove pollutants. Both the media and 
underlying soil typically have high infiltration rates that allow captured water to infiltrate. More 
information is available on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s: Green Infrastructure benefits 
of bioretention webpage. 

o Bioswales are vegetated channels used primarily to transport runoff and filter sediment from the 
runoff. Although their primary effect is on removing pollutants associated with sediment, they can 
be designed to infiltrate water. More information is available on the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency’s Overview for filtration webpage. 

• Constructed tree trenches and tree boxes – Tree trenches and tree boxes are engineered structural 
practices that behave like a raingarden. Water is captured and delivered to a storage area (engineered 
media), where the water can infiltrate and be taken up by trees. More information is available on the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Green Infrastructure benefits of tree trenches and tree boxes 
webpage 

• Constructed wetlands - Stormwater wetlands differ from stormwater ponds (wet sedimentation basins) 
by their variety of water depths and associated vegetative complex. Stormwater wetlands are 
constructed stormwater management practices, not natural wetlands (including wetland 
restoration/enhancement/creation for compensatory mitigation required under state and/or federal 
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requirements). More information is available on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Green 
Infrastructure benefits of constructed wetlands webpage. 

• Constructed green roofs – Green roofs consist of a series of layers that create an environment suitable 
for plant growth without damaging the underlying roof system. Green roofs provide both volume and 
rate control, thus decreasing the stormwater volume being delivered to downstream Best Management 
Practices (BMPs). Green roofs also provide filtering of suspended solids and pollutants associated with 
those solids. More information is available on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Green roofs 
webpage. 
Constructed permeable pavements – Permeable pavements allow stormwater runoff to filter through 
surface voids into an underlying stone reservoir for temporary storage and/or infiltration. The most 
commonly used permeable pavement surfaces are pervious concrete, porous asphalt, and permeable 
interlocking concrete pavers (PICP). More information is available on the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency’s Permeable pavement webpage. 

• Other – Implementing natural systems that promote infiltration of rainfall where it falls, mimic 
predevelopment hydrology and provide ecosystem services may include a variety of unique, project-
specific measures, such as:  
o riparian habitat 
o shoreline restorations 
o stream restorations 
o aquatic bench restoration 
o upland native plant community restorations 
o soil loosening 
o soil compost amendments and soil life enhancements 
o some types of on-site rainwater reuse 

Percent tree canopy (cover) for a given area can be estimated utilizing GIS or, if that is not available, another 
tool option is i-Tree Canopy, which also provides an estimate of the benefits of those existing trees. Tree size 
and maturity will vary based on species, but research cited by EPA in Reducing Urban Heat Islands: Compendium 
of Strategies Trees and Vegetation (McPherson, E.G. 2002. Green Plants or Power Plants? Center for Urban 
Forest Research. Davis, CA) has found that after 15 years, an average tree usually has matured enough to 
provide the full range of benefits. Cities and counties often have tree inventories which estimate the age of trees 
and can be a useful resource. In general, a mature tree is one that can take care of itself without aid (e.g., stakes, 
water). They typically have a well-developed tree canopy, are even-aged stands capable of sexual reproduction 
(i.e., fruits, flowers, nuts, cones) and have attained most of their potential height growth. For tree and forestry 
definitions, please refer to: USDA's Forest Service Glossary. 

EAW Item 12: Water resources 

This section asks for a qualitative overview of how effects from project activities on water resources may be 
affected by, unaffected by, or mitigated due to current climate trends and anticipated climate change, including 
the following as relevant to the specific environmental effects and the general location of the project:  

• rainfall frequency, intensity, and amount 
• higher daytime temperatures and winter low temperatures affecting surface and waterbody 

temperatures 
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• increases in extreme heat affecting surface and waterbody temperatures 
• increases in extended drought and/or periods of flooding 
• increases in the frequency of freeze-thaw cycles; later ice in and earlier ice out; longer growing season 

One way that climate change may influence the environmental effects is by amplifying their effect. For example, 
when discharges of warm water are added to surface water already warmer than historical norms due to higher 
nighttime lows and more daytime heat and humidity, makes the water even less hospitable for native aquatic 
species and decreases the likelihood of successful adaptation. Similarly, additional runoff adds contaminants to 
surface waters already more polluted by increased extreme precipitation and flooding from climate change. 

Wastewater  

The intent of this question is to characterize potential climate-driven elements that may influence long-term 
wastewater disposal and to provide ideas on possible minimization/mitigation measures for these potential 
effects on wastewater. 

Possible mitigations for septic system installation and ongoing use related to anticipated changes in Minnesota’s 
climate include, but are not limited to: 

• Increase the amount of insulation to address repeated freeze-thaw cycles, reduced snowfall, and 
unseasonable snow melt.  

• Self-impose larger setbacks for SSTS within the development from wetlands, rivers and lakes to reduce 
risk of flooding from extreme precipitation events, unless compliance with an established regulatory 
flood elevation is required.  

• Set up a regular septage pumping schedule with the maintainer so that pumping does not need to be 
demanded during wet times. 

• Spread out the schedule for septage pumping service over multiple months or years for a project with 
many septic systems. 

• Keep in mind that some fields are available for land application of septage only during certain times of the 
year. Scheduling in as much flexibility for the maintainer as possible is the best mitigation to protect 
against changing precipitation patterns and increasing concerns about air and water quality. 

Stormwater 

The intent of this question is to characterize the effect of the project on the amounts and the composition of 
stormwater runoff from the site and the techniques planned to minimize adverse impacts from stormwater 
quantity and quality.  

Discuss the changes in land cover caused by the project and the effects on existing site surface hydrology. These 
may include a change in land cover such as loss of tree canopy or other vegetative cover, wetland losses, and an 
increase in impervious surfaces. 

Discuss the effects of the cumulative increase in impervious surfaces in the immediate watershed of the project 
location and its effect on downstream waterbodies within the project watershed along with efforts to mitigate 
these effects. Examples of potential stormwater impacts may include increases in receiving water flows and 
base flow, increase in downstream flood risk, channel erosion, thermal changes to trout streams and/or an 
increase or change in the generation of pollutants in runoff.  
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Discuss how additional stormwater flows resulting from more frequent and intense rainfall, increases in runoff 
from winter snowmelts, and the impacts of warmer temperatures may intensify the effects on water quality and 
quantity. Examples include: 

• Climate change trends toward more frequent and intense extreme precipitation, riverine flooding, 
localized flash flooding at streams, stormwater management facilities and in upland areas lacking 
overflow and conveyance capacity. 

• Increased frequency and intensity of freeze/thaw cycles due to winter warming increases deicing 
chemical, salt and sand application, eventually being carried by runoff to downstream water bodies if 
unmanaged. 

• Extreme storm events erode topsoil, which results in decreased crop productivity and nutrients washed 
into natural waterbodies. 

• Floodwaters can mobilize pollutants, add pathogens and environmental contaminants dangerous to 
people and livestock. 

• Stormwater management features become overwhelmed and have reduced effectiveness for controlling 
the rate of runoff or pollutant capture. Increased sediment and contaminants enter natural 
waterbodies. 

• Warming leads to increased algal blooms and pathogen growth, which can be detrimental for humans, 
wildlife, and aquatic communities. 

• Climate change trends may result in local and regional surface-water/groundwater interactions. 
Prolonged groundwater rise can result in the expansion of wetlands, ponds, and lakes, resulting in 
habitat loss or impacts to cropland, rangeland.  Fluctuating water levels in wetlands from very wet to 
very dry periods are amplified through climate change. Wetland plants and animal life cycles are 
interrupted, and their survival may become threatened. 

 
Describe specific erosion and sedimentation control BMPs during and after construction, including additional 
BMPs needed to protect surface waters. For projects resulting in one (1) or more acres of new impervious 
surfaces, identify methods of permanent stormwater management, including a volume reduction practice 
(required by the MPCA stormwater permit, if applicable to a project). Volume reduction includes infiltration, 
harvest and reuse, or other green infrastructure practices (see Green Infrastructure Practices Guidance for EAW 
Item 8) designed to restore or maintain the natural hydrology of the site, promote groundwater recharge, and 
decrease discharges and potential impacts to area waters. These measures also help to address and adapt to 
more frequent and increased precipitation and runoff resulting from climate change.  

Water appropriation 

The intent of this question is to evaluate the long-term sustainability of water appropriations needed for a 
project and requires evaluation of the following items:  

• How proposed water use is resilient: This addresses how the water use demand can be met with 
diversified sources of water to reduce short-term and long-terms risks. Has the demand for water use 
been reduced through conservation and efficiency? Can some supply be met through water recycling 
and reuse, rainwater and stormwater harvesting, and/or other methods? 

• Contingency plans for diminished water supply: A DNR permit for water appropriations requires a 
contingency plan that describes feasible alternatives the applicant will use if appropriations are 
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restricted in times of short water supply. Please provide a response that describes at least one 
alternative, including the option of ceasing water appropriations. 

• Climate change trends may result in local and regional surface-water/groundwater interactions that 
create long-term uncertainty related to surface water and groundwater levels.  This may create risk of 
conditions that reduce or inhibit surface-water and groundwater supply availability, quality and 
quantity. 

EAW Item 14: Fish, wildlife, plant communities, and sensitive ecological resources 
The 2015-2025 Minnesota Wildlife Action Plan (MNWAP) took a habitat and landscape approach to address 
climate change. Chapter 1 describes the landscape approach via the Wildlife Action Network (WAN), and 
Chapter 3 identifies target habitat/ecosystems most sensitive to climate change. 

The WAN includes concepts such as, providing movement corridors along climate gradients and building-out 
protected habitat to provide ecotonal shifts. See also scientific references in the WAN (p. 36). In addition to the 
MNWAP, there are several sources of information on climate change, summarized briefly below: 

• Audubon’s 2019 MN Climate Change report: “Survival by Degrees: 389 bird species on the brink": The 
webpage shows Audubon’s report for Minnesota species. It breaks Minnesota bird species into high, 
moderate, low vulnerability, and stable species. You can then click on an individual species and get more 
details – it also allows you to adjust the warming scenario and chose a season (summer or winter) to see 
how those conditions are expected to impact that species. 

• USGS climate adaptation centers develop data and tools to address the informational needs of natural 
and cultural resource managers. Topics include the impacts of climate change on fish, wildlife, and 
ecosystems (see list of projects). 

 
Aspects or features to consider that may amplify or interact with how climate change is anticipated to affect 
fish, wildlife, plant communities and sensitive ecological resources.  Examples include: 

• Warming winters leads to increased survival of invasive species and tree-destructive insects which can 
result in extensive tree death such as eastern larch beetle, pine bark beetle, eastern spruce budworm. 

• Increased survival of terrestrial and aquatic invasive species may alter ecosystem functions.  New 
invasive species encroach because they can survive through warmer winters. Additional expense is 
incurred for their control and pesticide use increases.  Shift of species (especially plants) resulting in 
extinction of some plant species from Minnesota areas and the introduction of invasive species. 

• Warming leads to increased algal blooms and pathogen growth, which can be detrimental for humans, 
wildlife, and aquatic communities. 

• Longer growing season allows for additional weed growth, requiring control. 
• Lack of snow stresses some vegetation and wildlife species because of lack of cover and protection from 

cold. 
• Trend of earlier ice-out on lakes affects fish spawning. 
• Warming waters are shifting the fish species components of natural waterbodies from cool water 

species such as walleye to warm-water species such as small mouth bass in some regions. 
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Attachment 1. Default fuel heat content and 
stationary source emission factors 
Table 7. Solid fossil fuels, mixed fuels, and peat  

Fuel type Heat Content  
(MMBtu per short ton) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Anthracite coal 25.09 228.59  0.0243 0.0035  

Bituminous coal 24.93 205.65  0.0243 0.0035  

Subbituminous coal 17.25 214.22  0.0243 0.0035  

Lignite 14.21 215.43  0.0243 0.0035  

Coal coke 24.80 250.60  0.0243 0.0035  

Municipal solid waste 9.95 199.96  0.0705 0.0093  

Petroleum coke 30.00 225.77  0.0705 0.0093  

Plastics 38.00 165.35  0.0705 0.0093  

Tire-derived fuel 28.00 189.53  0.0705 0.0093  

Peat 8.00 246.56  0.0705 0.0093  

Table 8. Gaseous fossil fuels 

Fuel type Heat content 
(MMBtu/MMcf) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Natural gas 1,026 116.98  0.0022 0.0002  

Refinery gas 1,388 130.07  0.0066 0.0013  

Coke oven gas 599 103.29  0.0011 0.0002  

Blast furnace gas 92 604.77  0.0000 0.0002  

Table 9. Fossil fuel liquid fuels: crude oil and refined petroleum products 

Fuel type Heat Content  
(MMBtu per short ton) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Crude oil 0.138  164.33  0.0066 0.0013  

Asphalt and road oil 0.158  166.14  0.0066 0.0013  

Aviation gasoline 0.120  152.67  0.0066 0.0013  

Butane 0.103  142.79  0.0066 0.0013  

Distillate fuel oil #1 0.139  161.49  0.0066 0.0013  
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Fuel type Heat Content  
(MMBtu per short ton) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Distillate fuel oil #2 0.138  163.05  0.0066 0.0013  

Distillate fuel oil #4 0.146  165.43  0.0066 0.0013  

Ethane 0.068  131.84  0.0066 0.0013  

Heavy gas oils 0.148  165.17  0.0066 0.0013  

Isobutane 0.990  143.17  0.0066 0.0013  

Jet fuel – kerosene type 0.135  159.22  0.0066 0.0013  

Kerosene 0.135  165.79  0.0066 0.0013  

Liquefied petroleum gases (LPG) 0.092  136.05  0.0066 0.0013  

Lubricants 0.144  163.74  0.0066 0.0013  

Motor gasoline 0.125  174.65  0.0066 0.0013  

Naphtha <401 deg F) 0.125  149.96  0.0066 0.0013  

Natural gasoline 0.110  151.85  0.0066 0.0013  

Oil oil >4091 deg F 0.139  168.03  0.0066 0.0013  

Pentanes plus 0.110  154.37  0.0066 0.0013  

Petrochemical feedstocks 0.125  156.57  0.0066 0.0013  

Petroleum coke 0.143  225.77  0.0066 0.0013  

Propane 0.091  138.60  0.0066 0.0013  

Residual fuel oil #5 0.140  160.78  0.0066 0.0013  

Residual fuel oil #6 0.150  165.57  0.0066 0.0013  

Special naphtha 0.125  159.48  0.0066 0.0013  

Unfinished oil 0.139  164.33  0.0066 0.0013  

E10 o 0.126  138.57  0.0066 0.0013  

B10 o 0.137  147.91  0.0066 0.0013  

  

                                                           

o Calculated from fuel heat content and fuel fossil carbon content by volume for motor gasoline, diesel fuel oil, ethanol and biodiesel 
given in EPA Center for Corporate Climate Leadership (2020) and EIA State Energy Data System (2020) 
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Table 10. Solid biomass fuels 

Fuel type Heat Content  
(MMBtu per short ton) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Agricultural byproducts 8.25 Not relevant 0.0705 0.0093  

Black liquor 11.76p Not relevant 0.0042 0.0009 

Manufacturing residues 10.39 Not relevant 0.0705 0.0093  

Wood and wood waste  8.6 to 17.2 (depending 
on moisture content)q Not relevant 0.0159 0.0079  

Table 11. Biogas fuels 

Fuel type Heat content 
(MMBtu/MMcf) 

CO2 Factor  
(lb CO2/MMBtu) 

CH4 Factor  
(lb CH4/MMBtu) 

N2O Factor  
(lb N2O/MMBtu) 

Landfill gas 485 Not relevant 0.0071 0.0014  

Other biogases 655 Not relevant 0.0071 0.0014  

Source: EPA Center for Corporate Climate Leadership (CCCL), GHG Emission Factors Hub, stationary combustion 
(2020), all factors except those listed in footnotes o-q. 

  

                                                           

p EIA, Renewable Energy Annual (2009) 

q USFS Forest Products laboratory, Fuel Value Calculator 
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Attachment 2. Protocols and methods for 
calculating GHG emissions 

• American Petroleum Council, Compendium of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Methodologies for the Oil and 
Gas Industry (2009) 

• American Public Transportation Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Transit, APTA 
SUDS CC-RP-001-09, Rev. 1, 2018 

• California Air Resources Board, et al., Local Government Operations Protocol, version 1.1, May 2010 
• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Inventory of US Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases 1990-

2019, EPA-430-R-21-005 (2021) 
• EPA, 40 CFR Part 98—Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting (2009) 
• EPA Center for Corporate Climate Leadership (CCCL), GHG Inventory Guidance: Stationary Combustion 

Guidance (2020) 
• EPA CCCL, GHG Inventory Guidance: Mobile Combustion Guidance (2020) 
• EPA CCCL, GHG Inventory Guidance: Indirect Emissions from Purchased Electricity (2020) 
• EPA CCCL, GHG Inventory Guidance: Direct Fugitive Emissions from Refrigeration, Air Conditioning, Fire 

Suppression, and Industrial Gases (2020) 
• EPA CCCL, Scope 3 Inventory Guidance 
• ICLEI, U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, version 1.2, 

2019 
• Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas 

Inventories, vol. 1-5 (2006) 
• IPCC, 2013 Supplement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories: Wetlands 

(2013) 
• IPCC, 2019 Refinement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, vol 1-5 

(2019) 
• IPCC, Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (2003) 
• Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), Minnesota Infrastructure Carbon Estimator tool 

(MICE) 
• National Council for Air and Stream Improvement, Inc. (NCASI), Calculation Tools for Estimating 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Pulp and Paper Mills V.1.1, 2005 
• The Climate Registry, General Reporting Protocol, V 3.0 (2019) 
• J. Smith, et al., Methods for calculating forest ecosystem and harvested carbon with standard estimates 

for forest types of the United States, Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-343. USFS, 2006 
• The Climate Registry, Electric Sector Protocol: Annex to the General Reporting Protocol, V. 1.0. (2009) 
• USDA, Office of the Chief Economist, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in Agriculture and Forestry: 

Methods for Entity-Scale Inventory, Technical Bulletin 1939, 2014 
• USDA, Office of the Chief Economist, US Agriculture and Forest Greenhouse Gas Inventory 1990-2013 

Technical Bulletin 1943, 2016 
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• World Business Council for Sustainable Development, and World Resources Institute, The GHG Protocol: 
A corporate reporting and accounting standard (revised edition) (2020) 

• World Business Council for Sustainable Development, and World Resources Institute, Calculating 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Iron and Steel Production: A component tool of the Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol Initiative (2009) 
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TO: Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee 

FROM: Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 

RE: Feedback on the Interagency Climate Technical Team’s final recommendations for 

integrating climate information into environmental review 

DATE: July 20, 2021 

The ERIS should direct the Technical Team to make two final adjustments to the 

recommendations and to bring the recommendations to the EQB for a vote in September. 

Minnesota law is clear—RGUs are already required to analyze GHG emissions as part of 

environmental review. Under the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (“MEPA”), an EAW must 

examine all of “the impacts that may be reasonably expected to occur” from the project.1 GHG 

emissions are “reasonably expected” from any number of projects, and if an RGU ignores the 

impacts of these emissions, its decision will not be legally defensible.2  The Minnesota Court of 

Appeals—like many federal courts—has already confirmed that GHG emissions must be 

considered in an EAW.3 Thus, the EQB’s task is not to determine whether to add climate 

information to environmental review, or how soon, but to create guidance and forms to facilitate 

an RGU’s analysis of climate impacts. To best assist RGUs, climate information must be 

integrated into the EAW form now. MCEA and other organizations will hold RGUs legally 

accountable if climate information continues to be absent from the environmental review process.  

 

Additionally, the impacts of climate change are already here, and worsening, whether our 

environmental review forms are ready or not. Keeping the planet to a 1.5 degree C temperature 

increase will require cutting GHG emissions roughly in half by 2030 and to net zero by 2050.4 At 

present, Minnesota has only reduced its GHG emissions by 8%.5 And we cannot expect to make 

greater progress in our emissions reductions without first understanding the sources. Thus, the 

ERIS should direct the Technical Team to adopt the following changes and to move forward 

with the final recommendations now:  

                                                 
1
 Minn. R. 4410.1700, subd. 6. 

2 See Reserve Mining Co. v. Herbst, 256 N.W.2d 808, 825 (Minn. 1977) (when the agency has not taken a “hard 

look” at the salient problems, it is the duty of the court to intervene).  
3 In re Denial of a Contested Case Hearing Request & Modification of a Notice of Coverage Under Individual Nat’l 

Pollution Discharge Elimination Sys. Feedlot Permit No. MN0067652, No. A19-0207, 2019 WL 5106666 (Minn. 

App. Oct. 14, 2019); see, e.g., Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Nat’l Highway Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 

1217 (9th Cir. 2008); Border Power Plant Working Grp. v. Dep’t of Energy, 260 F. Supp. 2d 997, 1028 (S.D. Cal. 

2003).  
4 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (“IPCC”), Special Report: Global Warming of 1.5º C: Summary for 

Policymakers, sections C.1, C.3 (2018) available at https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/spm/.   
5 MPCA and MDOC, Greenhouse gas emissions inventory 2005-2018 (January 2021), available at 

https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/lraq-1sy21.pdf. 
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 (1) No delay: The ERIS must support Option 1 for implementing the recommendations (p. 17-

18), so that the new EAW form will be in place no later than January 2022. 

 Climate analysis is legally required in environmental review already. Any further delay 

puts RGUs out of compliance with the law. 

 Less than 100 projects go through the EAW process each year. Moreover, many of 

these EAWs are completed by the same governmental entity (ex: MPCA). This means 

that implementing these recommendations now will not affect the majority of 

Minnesota municipalities or businesses in the first year. Clearly then, there is no need 

for a pilot. We will get broader and better results by collecting stakeholder feedback 

about the process after it has been implemented broadly than we will through collecting 

feedback from a small group of voluntary pilot participants.   

 (2)  Delayed implementation poses the greatest legal risk: The greatest risk of litigation to 

LGUs and RGUs comes from delaying the incorporation of climate consequences into 

environmental review.  

 The greatest legal risk does not arise from the possibility that RGUs may perform 

slightly different analyses under the new form. In fact, LGUs and RGUs are given 

significant latitude and legal deference in decisions like what emissions calculator or 

inputs to use in estimating emissions.   

 Instead, the greatest risk of litigation arises if RGUs continue to exclude climate 

analysis in their EAWs by noting that the ERIS / EQB process has yet to produce 

guidance on the issue. The ERIS / EQB process does not shield RGUs from liability 

for failing to perform a climate analysis. Indeed, the Minnesota Court of Appeals has 

already ruled against an RGU for failing to include climate analysis in an EAW.6 Thus, 

further delay in this process significantly increases the legal risk to RGUs. The greatest 

way for the ERIS / EQB to support RGUs is to issue the revised EAW form and related 

guidance now, so RGUs are not left vulnerable to legal challenge by failing to perform 

any climate analysis at all.   

(3) Restore mitigation information: The requirement to assess potential mitigation options 

must be restored to the final recommendations.  

 The draft recommendations called for discussion of “alternative mitigation measures 

considered to minimize . . . GHG emissions.” This must be returned to the final 

recommendations.  

 Identifying mitigation measures a project could implement is not a difficult assessment.  

The RGU could simply refer to Table 7 in the final recommendations (which lists 

common mitigation measures to reduce GHGs) and identify which of those could be 

utilized for the project. The RGU could also refer to readily available publications listing 

                                                 
6 In re Denial of a Contested Case Hearing Request & Modification of a Notice of Coverage Under Individual Nat’l 

Pollution Discharge Elimination Sys. Feedlot Permit No. MN0067652, No. A19-0207, 2019 WL 5106666 (Minn. 

App. Oct. 14, 2019). 
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GHG reduction options for specific project types such as MPCA’s report listing GHG 

mitigation options for agriculture.7 The EQB guidance could provide these two simple 

examples as ways for the RGU to perform this analysis.   

 Identifying GHG mitigations a project could adopt is good for the public and good for 

the project. Projects may save money through identifying energy saving and efficiency 

measures not previously considered. And including a list of mitigations that could be 

implemented in the EAW provides transparency and key climate information to the 

public. Ultimately, this information allows the public, decision-makers, and the project 

proposer to assess how a project may be improved to reduce climate impacts in the 

community while increasing the project’s resilience to a rapidly changing climate.     

 (4)  Explain analysis of compliance with Next Generation Energy Act (“NGEA”) goals: 

More specific language must be added to the guidance explaining how an RGU may 

analyze how a project’s lifetime emissions may affect achievement of the NGEA goals. 

 The recommendations must include more specific guidance for RGUs explaining how to 

analyze a project’s compliance with NGEA goals. For example, this could include an 

explanation of how the project plans to reduce its emissions over time and a discussion 

of what design or construction changes would allow these reductions to be easily made. 

 Without more specific guidance, RGUs will continue to provide analysis like the 

response to comments from the Grace Dairy EAW, which stated that NGEA goals are 

“statewide reduction goals, not project-specific mandatory thresholds/requirements,” and 

that the RGU could not analyze one specific project’s effect on the goals. This response 

provides no useful information for the public or decision-makers and is not legally 

defensible.8 

 (5) Costs are variable and should not be a deterrent: Barr Engineering’s estimate that the 

recommendations will add $10,000-$13,000 to the costs of preparing an EAW should not 

affect implementation of the recommendations.  

 Barr’s estimate assumes RGUs will hire consultants to perform the GHG analysis, but 

the recommendations provide sufficient guidance and references to tools for internal 

RGU staff members to conduct the analysis themselves—indeed, that is the purpose of 

the guidance. (See Appendix C: EAW Form Guidance: Developing a carbon footprint.) 

 The information from Barr is just one estimate from one firm. And even if the costs are 

accurate, they are miniscule compared to the social costs of carbon inflicted by relatively 

small projects. A project that emits 25,000 tons per year inflicts approximately $1 million 

                                                 
7 MPCA, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Potential of Agricultural Best Management Practices (October 2019) 

available at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/p-gen4-19.pdf.  
8 See MPCA, In re: Decision on the Need for an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Grace Dairy, 

Responses to Comments on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet, Response to Comment 15-5, at 10 (June 11, 

2021), available at https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/p-ear2-178b.pdf. 
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in social costs every year, according to the final recommendations (p. 4). And many 

projects that go through the EAW process will emit far more than 25,000 TPY.9 

It is important to note that the public clearly wants the recommendations implemented. Interviews 

of stakeholders indicate strong support for adding climate information to the EAW—78% of 

respondents agreed that adding climate information to the EAW form will benefit Minnesota, and 

96% agreed that some data about climate change should be collected in the EAW.  

As with any new process, the best way to learn is by doing. Delaying the implementation of the 

recommendations will only put RGUs at a greater risk of litigation while simultaneously 

undermining Minnesota’s ability to cut its emissions. Thus, MCEA urges the ERIS to support these 

two changes to the EAW form and guidance and to direct the Technical Team to bring the final 

proposal before the EQB in September.  

  

 

      

Amelia J. Vohs 

Regulatory Attorney 

Minnesota Center for  

Environmental Advocacy 

1919 University Avenue West, Suite 515 

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55104 

(651) 287-4864 

avohs@mncenter.org 

 

                                                 
9 See, e.g., id.; In re Denial of a Contested Case Hearing, 2019 WL 5106666 at *7. 

Packet page 57



1 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/21/2021 

Hello! My name is Shannon Lippke. I am strongly asking the Environmental Quality Board to adopt 
measures that examine climate impacts during the environmental review process for factory farm 
proposals now and without delay. We simply cannot wait any longer - especially not another year - to 
incorporate greenhouse gas (GHG) emission calculations into the process for granting project permits.  
 

A high percentage of Minnesota’s greenhouse emissions are directly attributed to agriculture, and this is 
certainly true about factory farms, where carbon is released from the soil into the atmosphere as a 
result of unsustainable practices. Carbon release is also calculated into the feed produced for animals, 
raising and processing livestock over their lifetime, and the gases released from the animals fed with an 
unnatural diet and from their decomposing manure. As an environmental board, I trust you’re aware of 
these factors and others that show significant reason to incorporate greenhouse gas emission 
calculations now and set expectations for how our state’s agricultural practices are contributing to 
climate change.   
 

I understand that farms are crucial to Minnesota’s economy and culture, but farming must be done 
without contributing to climate change. Indeed, there are ways to embrace and harness Minnesota’s 
farming power as a strategy for carbon sequestration. This should really be our agricultural focus, but 
this all starts with implementing greenhouse gas emission calculations on all farming projects moving 
forward today.  
 

Thank you,  
 

Shannon Lippke  
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/21/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 
Please incorporate climate information to the state’s environmental review process now and object to 
any delay to the rollout of this process, including in connection with a pilot program. This is a crucial step 
for people living in northeastern Minnesota. 

Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and 
court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear direction on 
how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project proposers and 
Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs)  to increased risk of litigation, while doing nothing to address 
the urgency of climate change.  
 
The only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, which means all project-proposers, municipalities and 
RGUs need to be subject to these changes now. A pilot only enables a limited number of participants to 
learn how to perform climate assessments, meaning that by the end of 2022, the majority of RGUs will 
be in the exact same place they are today--with no further climate assessment experience.  Additionally, 
after the year-long pilot is concluded, additional time will be required to reflect, obtain feedback, and 
revise the EAW form and guidance yet again, pushing a vote by the EQB on this initiative to mid-2023 at 
the earliest. Consequently, the pilot is actually the path forward with the greatest delay. A pilot also tells 
the public that the EQB is unsure whether to proceed at all and needs to “try this out first.”  This is not 
consistent with the goals of this initiative, the EQB’s strategic plan, or the Governor’s executive order on 
climate change.  
 

Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the Technical Team’s 
process has been robust, the public has been engaged, and the recommendations have been studied 
and revised repeatedly. An initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions cannot take five or six 
years to implement. Instead, the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board proceed 
with Option 1 and approve the form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of this process, 
and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 

Thank you. 
 
--  

 
 
JT Haines 
Northeastern Minnesota Director 
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 
Duluth Office: 394 Lake Ave. S., Suite 400 
Duluth, Minnesota, 55802 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/21/2021 

Please start the implementation of climate information in EQB reviews as soon as possible.  A year spent 
piloting this does not correlate with the urgent need to lower GHG emissions and begin to mitigate the 
effects of climate chaos on our state and the rest of the globe.  

Since an EAW already must examine all of “the impacts that may be reasonably expected to occur” from 
the project, it seems as if GHG emissions should already be among factors considered for many 
projects.  Adopting the rule ASAP would help the EQB meet these long-standing standards. 

 

I urge you to move quickly, learning and adjusting as necessary as the requirement goes into effect, now 
that the technical work in developing the standards and procedures is done. 

 

Thank you. 

Beth Tamminen 

502 Madison Ave. 

Duluth MN 55811 

 218 727 5319 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/21/2021 

First, we want to acknowledge the enormous work that has gone into this process by the ERIS. And the 
transparent and robust efforts to receive public comment throughout. As we move forward, it’s 
important to keep in mind that this process has been going on since December 2019, with many 
opportunities for public engagement.  

In the summary of public comments, it is clear that there is overwhelming public support for the EQB to 
take this action on climate change. Interviews of stakeholders indicate strong support for adding climate 
information to the EAW—78% of respondents agreed that adding climate information to the EAW form 
will benefit Minnesota, and 96% agreed that some data about climate change should be collected in the 
EAW. 

Regional Government Units are already required to include climate impacts under environmental review 
as ruled recently by the Minnesota Court of Appeals. The EQB’s responsibility is not to determine 
whether to include climate change information, but rather how quickly action should be taken. 

And there is an urgent need to act quickly. Much of the state is already experiencing a severe drought 
that has been tied to climate change. Farmers are anxiously looking for hay. The corn crop is under 
threat in many parts of the state. This year is not an aberration. We have held climate dialogues in 
communities around the state highlighting how climate is already harming rural economies, whether 
forestry or fishing and tourism.  

For all these reasons, we urge the EQB to support Option 1 so that the new EAW will be in place no later 
than January 2022. We don’t see the advantage of a voluntary pilot or waiting an additional year. This 
work will have to be iterative, we can collect feedback from participants as we go along and make 
revisions. A longer timeline means delayed action. We have to start.  

We would also urge the required inclusion of climate mitigation options considered within the EAW, as 
we did in our previously submitted comments to the draft report. We cannot make progress on 
emissions reductions to meet the Next Generation Energy Act goals without having more information 
about the sources of these emissions.  Project developers can and should consider other mitigation 
options and to share those learnings with RGUs and other project developers. Without this requirement, 
it is unlikely mitigation options will be fully considered.  

Thanks for considering these comments.  

 

Best regards, Ben Lilliston 

 

Ben Lilliston 
he/him/his 
Director of Rural and Climate Strategies 
p  | 612-870-0453 x3416 
m | 612-741-8650 
w | www.iatp.org 
a  | 2105 First Ave S, Minneapolis, MN 55404 
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5 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/22/2021 

 
I am writing to support the immediate incorporation of climate information to the state’s environmental 
review process. I am very impressed with the work Subcommittee has accomplished thus far, and 
believe the state will benefit from the climate review being implemented this year, without any delay or 
pilot stage.  
 

According to Minnesota law and rules, it is imperative that we assess climate impacts through 
environmental review processes. The EQB has a responsibility to the people to provide clear direction on 
how to perform this analysis, and the guidance you have created is able to accomplish that. Delaying the 
release of such guidance could expose project proposers to expensive litigation, but more importantly 
will delay our ability to address the urgent climate crisis in line with our state climate and energy targets. 
 

Your initiative has been ongoing since 2017, and I believe that after a robust technical process, public 
engagement period, and recommendation assessment, it is appropriate to implement the program as 
recommended. The ERIS should recommend that the EQB proceed with Option 1 and approve the form 
and guidance now. Not doing so will fail to meet the urgent needs of the climate crisis and Minnesota's 
obligation to its citizens to act accordingly.  
 

Thank you very much, 
Sachiko Graber 
Minneapolis, MN 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/29/2021 

Please share this public comment with the Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee (ERIS) 
members:  

I am writing to express Minnesota Interfaith Power and Light's support for implementing the proposal to 
include climate impacts in the state's environmental review process as quickly as possible. As an 
organization that works with faith communities and people of faith who care deeply about protecting 
our natural resources, we oppose any efforts to delay the implementation of this proposal. We are also 
opposed to limiting the proposal to a pilot program as this would significantly limit its scope and 
benefits.  

This proposal has already gone through significant consideration, review, and public feedback. Any 
delays to its implementation are unnecessary and will harm our state's ability to meet our carbon 
reduction goals. With the impacts of climate change being felt more acutely than ever this summer, it is 
imperative that our state acts swiftly and without delay to address the causes of climate change.  

We hope the EQB will move expediently to implement climate impacts into the environmental review 
process with no further delays.  
--  
Sam Benson 
218-329-3833 
He/Him/His 
Policy Associate and Solar Outreach Coordinator 
Minnesota Interfaith Power and Light 
 

Received: 7/29/2021 

 

Dear ERIS members: 

 

MN350 supports immediate incorporation of climate information to the state’s environmental review 
process and objects to any delay to the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a pilot 
program. 

Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules and 
court decisions.  As a result the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis.  Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units to increased risk of litigation, while doing nothing to 
address the urgency of climate change. 

Thank you for your time and attention, 

  

Christine Popowski 
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7 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/29/2021 

Dear ERIS members, 

This morning my children were very worried about the impacts of climate change and what people are 
doing to stop the effects. I told them that the air quality from wildfires was unhealthy and they should 
play inside today. They are concerned about the drought that Minnesota is in, about the heat that we've 
experienced this summer, and the implications for Minnesotans and all the animals in our state (not to 
mention global impacts). 

Climate change is happening now, and we need to do all that we can to ensure that we know the extent 
of the problem. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by 
Minnesota law, rules, and court decisions, and the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility 
to provide clear direction on how to conduct it. Further, the only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, 
which means that all projects and governmental entities performing environmental review need to be 
subject to these changes at the outset. Modifications or tweaks can always be made along the way if 
needed. 

This committee has spent years developing this new guidance and engaging in a thorough and robust 
public engagement process that invited all stakeholders to participate. At the last meeting of the ERIS 
subcommittee, EQB staff said they started this process in 2017. Now it’s time to act, in fact, it’s long past 
time. ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board should vote to approve immediate 
implementation of climate analysis in the state’s environmental review process. Anything short of that is 
a failure of this process, and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia, Adele (10) & Calvin (8) Rutter 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/29/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 
I heard a story on MPR today about how EQB is now considering making the calculation of carbon 
impacts on EAW's a voluntary or pilot program. That would be a mistake - this proposal has been 
studied since 2017 and good work has been done to develop the guidance. I support the immediate 
incorporation of climate information to the state’s environmental review process and object to any 
delay to the rollout of this process. 
 
 
Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and 
court decisions. As a result, the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs)  to increased risk of litigation, while doing 
nothing to address the urgency of climate change.  
the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board proceed with Option 1 and approve the 
form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of this process, and Minnesota’s responsibility 
to the climate crisis.  
 
Thank you for passing this comment along. 
 
 
- Gretchen Sabel 
3540 153rd Ave NW 
Andover MN 55304 
 
  

Packet page 65



9 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/30/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 

Sunrise Movement Saint Paul supports immediate incorporation of climate information to the state’s 
environmental review process and objects to any delay to the rollout of this process, including to 
accomodate a pilot program.  
 

Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and 
court decisions. As a result, the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs)  to increased risk of litigation, while doing 
nothing to address the urgency of climate change.  
 

Further, the only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, which means all project-proposers, 
municipalities and RGUs need to be subject to these changes now.  A pilot only enables a limited 
number of participants to learn how to perform climate assessments, meaning that by the end of 2022, 
the majority of RGUs will be in the exact same place they are today--with no further climate assessment 
experience.  Additionally, after the year-long pilot is concluded, additional time will be required to 
reflect, obtain feedback, and revise the EAW form and guidance yet again, pushing a vote by the EQB on 
this initiative to mid-2023 at the earliest. Consequently, the pilot is actually the path forward with the 
greatest delay. A pilot also tells the public that the EQB is unsure whether to proceed at all and needs to 
“try this out first.”  This is not consistent with the goals of this initiative, the EQB’s strategic plan, or the 
Governor’s executive order on climate change.  
 

Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the Technical Team’s 
process has been robust, the public has been engaged, and the recommendations have been studied 
and revised repeatedly. An initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions cannot take five or six 
years to implement.  Instead, the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board proceed 
with Option 1 and approve the form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of this process, 
and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 

Thank you for your time and attention,  
Abby Hornberger, Sunrise Movement St Paul Hub 
--  

Abby Hornberger (She/Her/Her's)  
University of Minnesota - Class of 2021 
College of Food, Agricultural, and Natural Resource Sciences 
Environmental Science, Policy, and Management B.S.  
Sustainability Studies Minor 
Communications Assistant - Institute on the Environment UMN 
847-420-0457 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 7/30/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 

As a member of Minnesota Interfaith Power & Light, I support immediate incorporation of climate 
information to the state’s environmental review process, and I oppose any delay to the rollout of this 
process, including a pilot program. 
 

We are seeing the impacts of the climate crisis everywhere we look in our state - from the devastating 
drought to the wildfire smoke that is keeping us trapped inside. It's time to do everything we can to 
reduce harm to the environment and climate, which includes recommending implementation of Option 
1 right NOW. We are so far behind on our state emissions reduction goal, and we can't wait any longer 
to start calculating emissions for projects.  
 

Anything short of this is a failure of this process, and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 

Thank you for your time and attention.  
Charissa Ruth 
 

Received: 8/02/2021 

As a concerned public health nurse and retired educator, I am writing to say I support immediate 
incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process and object to any 
delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot program. Assessing 
climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and court 
decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear direction on how 
to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the urgent action 
needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats of our changing 
climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal.  

 
Dr. Mary Fairbanks, DNP, RN, PHN  

Bemidji MN 

fairdale@paulbunyan.net 
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11 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 8/02/2021 

 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

 

I am a ICU RN and work pediatrics. I see the climate impacts on our most vulnerable people.  Please take 
action immediately.  

 

Grace Welle- Minneapolis, MN 

 

Received: 8/02/2021 

 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

 

Indigo D.L 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 8/03/2021 

EQB:  

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

Mike Menzel, MD 

Health Professionals for a Healthy Climate  
 

Received: 8/03/2021 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

 

Amy Marie Scheller 
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Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 8/03/2021 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

Please share this request with all ERIS members. 

Thank you, 
 

Leslie Duling McCollam, MPH, MSW 

Pronouns: She/her/hers 

leslie.duling@gmail.com\ 

 

Received: 8/03/2021 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

 

Please share this with all ERIS members. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Chrosniak 
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Received: 8/03/2021 

Hello, 

 

I am writing to express my support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s 
environmental review process and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to 
accommodate a voluntary pilot program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is 
already required by Minnesota law, rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a 
legal responsibility to provide clear direction on how to perform this analysis.  

 

Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the urgent action needed to address the 
climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats of our changing climate. Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 

 

--Emily Onello MD 

Family Physician 

Duluth, Minnesota 

 

Received: 8/04/2021 

I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate.   

 

As a healthcare provider, this is particularly important to me.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 
 

--  

Jessica Fisher, DNP, NP-C 
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Received: 8/05/2021 

Dear Mr. Tumminello and ERIS members,  

 

I am a St. Paul resident and a mother and family doctor. I am incredibly concerned about the effects of 
climate change such as extreme heat and poor air quality on the healthy of my family, patients and my 
community.  
 
I am writing regarding review of the Line 3 pipeline project.  
 
I support immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process 
and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a voluntary pilot 
program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, 
rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this process results in an unacceptable delay in the 
urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and protect human health from the growing threats 
of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical proposal. 
 
Please pass this email on to all ERIS members.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Eva Pesch, MD 
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Received: 8/05/2021 

Please share this public comment with the Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee (ERIS) 
members:  
 

Dear ERIS members,  
 

As a retired EQB Strategic Planning Director and citizen concerned about climate change, I support the 
EQB's remarkable efforts to finally address this crisis and ask the board to complete the job by the 
immediate incorporation of climate information into the state’s environmental review process. PLEASE 
don't allow any further delay to the rollout of this process, including any idea of accomodating a pilot 
program. Full and immediate implementation IS our pilot program and can always be tweaked as needs 
may arise, but the climate crisis is a crisis, is hugely time sensitive, and simply cannot accommodate any 
further delays. 
 
Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and 
court decisions. As a result, the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs)  to increased risk of litigation, while doing 
nothing to address the urgency of climate change.  
 
Further, the only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, which means all project-proposers, 
municipalities and RGUs need to be subject to these changes now.  A pilot only enables a limited 
number of participants to learn how to perform climate assessments, meaning that by the end of 2022, 
the majority of RGUs will be in the exact same place they are today--with no further climate assessment 
experience.  Additionally, after the year-long pilot is concluded, additional time will be required to 
reflect, obtain feedback, and revise the EAW form and guidance yet again, pushing a vote by the EQB on 
this initiative to mid-2023 at the earliest. Consequently, the pilot is actually the path forward with the 
greatest delay. A pilot also tells the public that the EQB is unsure whether to proceed at all and needs to 
“try this out first.”  This is not consistent with the goals of this initiative, the EQB’s strategic plan, or the 
Governor’s executive order on climate change.  
 
Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the Technical Team’s 
process has been robust, the public has been engaged, and the recommendations have been studied 
and revised repeatedly. An initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions cannot take five or six 
years to implement.  Instead, the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board proceed 
with Option 1 and approve the form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of this process, 
and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention.  
 
John Wells  
3680 Knoll Ridge Drive 
Eagan, MN 55122 
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Received: 8/06/2021 

I am a physician who studies the health effects of pollution and climate change. The Lancet Commission 
on Health and Climate Change says that climate change is the biggest health problem of this century. 
Please consider climate change as an important and key aspect of your committee's deliberations. 

 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Krawisz, M.D. 

Marshfield, Wisconsin 

 

Received: 8/06/2021 

To ERIS members,  

As a young person, homeowner, and activist, I support immediate incorporation of climate information 
into the state’s environmental review process and object to any delay in the rollout of this process, 
including to accommodate a voluntary pilot program. Assessing climate impacts during environmental 
review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and court decisions. The Environmental Quality 
Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying this 
process results in an unacceptable delay in the urgent action needed to address the climate crisis and 
protect human health from the growing threats of our changing climate. Thank you for the opportunity 
to comment on this critical proposal. 

Thank you for your consideration of this issue. I hope you can see how deeply these decisions impact 
our environment and the community around us. 

Thank you, 
Emily 
--  
Emily R.J. Neuharth (Schommer), CPhT, B.S. 
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities 
College of Biological Sciences 
B.S. Genetics, Cell Biology, and Development 
School of Public Health 
M.P.H. Global Environmental Health 
Sexual Health Minor 
Health Equity Minor 
 
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
  

Packet page 74



18 
Written comments - ERIS 

Received: 8/06/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 
We write to you as the majority of Minnesota experiences a both a drought and the hazy skies of fires 
burning across Canada and many parts of the West. We strongly support the immediate incorporation 
of climate information to the state’s environmental review process and objects to any delay to the 
rollout of this process, including to accommodate a pilot program. 
 
Minnesota law, rules, and court decisions requires assessing climate impacts during environmental 
review. The Environmental Quality Board therefore has a legal responsibility to provide clear direction 
on how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes both project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs) to increased risk of being in violation of state law 
(and subsequent lawsuits), not to mention the meat of the issue which is to immediately and proactively 
address the climate change and the impacts already being experienced by Minnesota residents, 
businesses, new immigrants (many of them climate refugees themselves), and visitors. Minnesota 
stands to warm faster than many other states (https://www.kare11.com/article/weather/mn-warming-
faster-than-other-states/89-6d941682-16ff-4b4e-94f5-e582c0e9ccc0).  
 
The only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, which means all project-proposers, municipalities and 
RGUs need to be subject to these changes now.  A pilot only enables a limited number of participants to 
learn how to perform climate assessments, meaning that by the end of 2022, the majority of RGUs will 
be in the exact same place they are today--with no further climate assessment experience.  Additionally, 
after the year-long pilot is concluded, additional time will be required to reflect, obtain feedback, and 
revise the EAW form and guidance yet again, pushing a vote by the EQB on this initiative to mid-2023 at 
the earliest. Consequently, the pilot is actually the path forward with the greatest delay. A pilot also tells 
the public that the EQB is unsure whether to proceed at all and needs to “try this out first.”  This is not 
consistent with the goals of this initiative, the EQB’s strategic plan, or the Governor’s executive order on 
climate change.  
 
Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the Technical Team’s 
process has been robust, the public has been engaged, and the recommendations have been studied 
and revised repeatedly. An initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions cannot take five or 
six years to implement.  Instead, the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board 
proceed with Option 1 and approve the form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of 
this process, and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention.  
Alice Madden  

Energy Democracy Staff of Community Power MN 
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Received: 8/06/2021 

Dear ERIS members, 

Fresh Energy urges the ERIS to recommend Option #1 of the proposed Environmental Assessment Worksheet 
(EAW) form phased implementation options (Board approval of the new EAW Form with effective date of four 
months) to the Environmental Quality Board. Fresh Energy works to shape and drive bold policy solutions to 
achieve equitable, carbon-neutral economies, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide this public feedback. 

The proposed updates to the EAW are straightforward, publicly reviewed and supported, and are already 
necessary under current law. The best way to build capacity for completing the updated worksheet and assessing 
the merits of the changes is to incorporate the updates uniformly and immediately for the state of Minnesota. 
Minnesotans across the state can feel climate change today, through drought, extreme heat, and poor air quality, 
and it is costing the environment and taxpayers dearly. Neither a voluntary pilot project nor a one year delay are 
needed; a measured—but meaningful—step to simply assess the potential climate impacts of a portion of our 
continuously growing built environment are. 

Projects built today will last for decades; the way projects are built will—to an extent—‘lock-in’ the emissions 
trajectory of a project for the duration of its lifespan. As Minnesota works to meet economy-wide greenhouse gas 
reduction goals outlined in the 2007 Next Generation Energy Act, and which are imperative in order to avoid the 
worst impacts of climate change, simply accounting for and anticipating emissions of significant projects is just one 
incremental step to achieve these needed greenhouse gas reductions.  

Fresh Energy appreciates the public engagement opportunities throughout this EQB process as well as the 
important discussions and analyses that EQB staff have facilitated. For the most recent proposed updates to the 
EAW, we support the elimination of the 25,000-ton greenhouse gas emission de minimis threshold for projects, to 
ensure projects requiring environmental review of all sizes will report on their expected greenhouse gas emissions. 
However, we are concerned that the discussion of alternative mitigation options was excluded from the revised 
draft recommendations, as this portion of the EAW could have provided valuable information to the public about 
opportunities that were considered but not chosen to mitigate climate impacts. We also would have strongly 
preferred to see the inclusion of a project’s cumulative impact assessments on local air quality and human 
health—especially in under-resourced communities—be included in the updated EAW, to help mitigate additional 
harms to areas that are among the most vulnerable to climate change impacts.  

At this point, we are most concerned that—after a robust process that has been ongoing in various forms since 
2017 and has included significant public input—two of three options under consideration would delay statewide 
implementation of assessing climate change impacts for applicable projects, potentially until mid-2023.  

Climate change continues to harm the people, ecology, and budget of the state of Minnesota today, and Fresh 
Energy strongly supports the expedient adoption of climate information in Minnesota’s environmental review 
process.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Anna Johnson 
Senior Policy and Public Affairs Associate 
Fresh Energy 
Phone   651 294 7145 | she/her/hers or they/them/theirs  
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Received: 8/06/2021 

August 6 , 2021 
 
Dear Giuseppe,  
 
Please share this public comment with the Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee (ERIS) 
members:  
 
Dear ERIS members,  
 
I support immediate incorporation of climate information to the state’s environmental review process 
and objects to any delay to the rollout of this process, including to accommodate a pilot program.  
 
Assessing climate impacts during environmental review is already required by Minnesota law, rules, and 
court decisions. As a result, the Environmental Quality Board has a legal responsibility to provide clear 
direction on how to perform this analysis. Delaying the release of such guidance only exposes project 
proposers and Responsible Governmental Units (RGUs)  to increased risk of litigation, while doing 
nothing to address the urgency of climate change.  
 
Further, the only way to meaningfully learn is by doing, which means all project-proposers, 
municipalities and RGUs need to be subject to these changes now.  A pilot only enables a limited 
number of participants to learn how to perform climate assessments, meaning that by the end of 2022, 
the majority of RGUs will be in the exact same place they are today--with no further climate assessment 
experience.  Additionally, after the year-long pilot is concluded, additional time will be required to 
reflect, obtain feedback, and revise the EAW form and guidance yet again, pushing a vote by the EQB on 
this initiative to mid-2023 at the earliest. Consequently, the pilot is actually the path forward with the 
greatest delay. A pilot also tells the public that the EQB is unsure whether to proceed at all and needs to 
“try this out first.”  This is not consistent with the goals of this initiative, the EQB’s strategic plan, or the 
Governor’s executive order on climate change.  
 
Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the Technical Team’s 
process has been robust, the public has been engaged, and the recommendations have been studied 
and revised repeatedly. An initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions cannot take five or six 
years to implement.  Instead, the ERIS must recommend that the Environmental Quality Board proceed 
with Option 1 and approve the form and guidance now. Anything short of that is a failure of this process, 
and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention.  
Lonni McCauley, Member 
League of Women Voters of Anoka, Blaine, Coon Rapids 
Upper Mississippi River Region Interorganizational League 
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Received: 8/06/2021 

Minnesota law requires assessing climate impacts during environmental review.  We must implement 
the law.  Delay only makes the process more cumbersome.  We need clear and direct guidance.  Keep it 
simple.  Perfection is not required.  Implementation is required. 

We are in this together.  We are not enemies.  The urgency of climate change affects us all.  Bold 
leadership is required to show that we can do this.  Mistakes will happen.  Piloting or delaying do not 
create clarity.  Clarity comes from doing. 

Thank you for trying. 

Karl R. Vohs 

 

Received: 8/06/2021 

Dear ERIS Members  

Please do not delay adding climate considerations to the environmental review process. 
There is no time to waste. 
The fires, heat and drought this summer should convince you if nothing else.   
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. 
Ann Vohs 
Faribault, Minnesota  
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Received: 8/06/2021 

Dear ERIS members,  
 
First I want to thank you for the attention given thus far to including climate within the environmental 
review process. This is urgently needed, and you have invested a great deal of effort in collecting public 
input.  
 
However, I am disappointed that the EQB may delay implementation of the needed changes.  
 
Minnesotans are concerned about climate--we largely accept the science of human caused 
climate impacts and want elected officials and decision makers, like you, to act.  

Please use the thoughtful input you received during this process to move forward with including climate 
considerations in EIS and EAW reviews. People took the time to respond and overwhelmingly support 
your option to swiftly implement these changes in order to better protect the public health 
and environment. 

The RGUs can do this. Developers can too. These groups expect it even if there is modest resistance. 
Resources exist to help them.  
Please pursue option 1 and do not delay! 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Stacy A. Miller 
sunny.miller@gmail.com   
Eagan, MN 
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EQB Board Members received numerous letters identical to the following letter: 
 

Received: August, 5, 2021 
 
Subject: No Green New Deal in Minnesota 
 
Dear Ms. : 
 
Dear Environmental Quality Board Member,  
 
I am writing today to voice my strong opposition to the Walz administration's attempt to make sweeping 
changes to the permitting process that could make life more difficult for Minnesota farmers who want 
to expand their operations. 
 
These regulations--the Draft Recommendations: Integrating Climate Information into MEPA Program 
Requirements-- would force businesses, including some farms, to conduct greenhouse gas emission 
estimates as part of the environmental permitting process. 
 
These unnecessary regulations will force many small business owners to spend $13,000 extra dollars on 
expensive reports--just to grow their businesses and help feed the world. In short, they will impose 
enormous costs on Minnesota farmers, job creators, and local governments for zero measurable 
environmental benefits. 
 
I am also worried that the proposed changes to environmental assessment worksheets (EAWs) and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) will allow the permitting process to become more politicized, 
especially as it pertains to allowing farmers to expand their operations. 
 
Requiring these projects to conduct greenhouse gas emission estimates will open the door to frivolous 
lawsuits from environmental special interest groups who want to weaponize the environmental review 
process to kill projects with endless litigation. 
 
I am therefore insisting that the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) withdraw this proposal from 
consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

Colin Wilkinson 
9950 Redwood St NW 
Minneapolis, MN 55433-5200 
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www.MEPartnership.org 
Suite 100 

546 Rice Street 
St. Paul, MN  55103 

Phone 651.290.0154 
Fax 651.290.0167 

 

 

 
August 6, 2021 
 

Re: It is Past Time to Explicitly Incorporate Climate Impacts into Environmental Review 

 

Dear Members of the Environmental Quality Board ERIS Subcommittee:  

 

Last week, Governor Walz spoke with President Biden and Vice President Harris about the climate change impacts 

we are living and breathing today:  

 

"Yesterday in Minnesota, we experienced some of the worst readings on air quality ever recorded. 

In a state where it’s typically 30 below in the winter we value summer days.  

But our children couldn’t be outside.” 
 

-- Friday, July 30, 2021, as reported to Kare-11 

 
As members of the Environmental Quality Board consider how, and when, to explicitly incorporate climate impacts 

into the environmental review process for project proposals, the Minnesota Environmental Partnership urges 

you to connect the dots between human action and the consequences of climate change and move forward 

now into full implementation.  

 

We are disappointed that a key part of the Spring 2021 draft recommendations – a component that would have 

project proposers simply identify possible measures that could mitigate the project’s climate impacts – has been 

dropped from the proposal. This deletion ignores the reality that dealing with the climate crisis involves employing 

new ways of doing things: using renewable energy, increasing efficiency, redeveloping blighted land rather than 

developing remaining lands that provide ecosystem services.  

 

The record high temperatures, wildfires, drought, and other consequences of the climate crisis we feel today will 

only grow as we continue to add emissions into the atmosphere. In order to avoid the most catastrophic 

consequences of increased warming, we must, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, be 

on a trajectory that reduces our state emissions by 45% by 2030 and entirely by 2050. Any project that contributes 

any emissions is taking us the wrong direction.  While the proposal under discussion at the EQB is modest, it is 

beneficial that at least the calculation of emissions be explicitly incorporated into the environmental review process 

now so our agencies, local governments and the public have critical information to guide their decision-making.  

A pilot program would only serve to delay broader implementation of this limited step and burn additional time 

we simply do not have. 

  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Steve Morse 

Executive Director 

 

 

Encl: MEP Letter, signed by 6 organizations, to EQB on April 9, 2021 
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www.MEPartnership.org 
Suite 100 

546 Rice Street 
St. Paul, MN  55103 

Phone 651.290.0154 
Fax 651.290.0167 

 

 

 

April 9, 2021 

 

Submitted electronically to EQB: Env.Review@state.mn.us 

 

Re: Incorporating Climate Change into Environmental Review 

 

Dear Commissioner Bishop and Members of the Environmental Quality Board:  
 

Minnesota Environmental Partnership and the undersigned groups appreciate that the Environmental 

Quality Board has undertaken this initiative to consider the most consequential environmental challenge 

of our time in the environmental review that informs permitting decisions: greenhouse gas emissions and 

the climate crisis. We strongly support this effort.  

 

As you know, adequately dealing with this crisis involves nothing less than a transformation of numerous 

decades old systems that have gotten us to this point.  

 

Despite goals put into Minnesota Statute through the Next Generation Energy Act in 2007, Minnesota is 

not even close to meeting emission reduction benchmarks. In fact, our GHG emissions are on the rise. 

The current standards in state statute are no longer useful for guiding our efforts.  

 

The International Panel on Climate Change told us in its 2018 report that the world had until 2030 

to reduce its emissions by 45% from 2005 levels, and after that, only 20 years more to achieve net-

zero emissions by 2050.  

 

Further, the latest UN Report, Making Peace with Nature, outlines the three inter-related crises placing 

our planet in peril: GHG emissions, ecosystem destruction, and pollution. The report shows that current 

ecological damage (such as the disruption of wetlands or peat moss) must not only be stopped, but 

repaired. 

 

This must be the science against which all decisions are measured. It must be the science that grounds 

the rule changes being considered by the EQB. Here’s why: 

 

Reducing emissions is not enough; we must choose a path that eliminates them and does so at a pace and 

on a trajectory that gets us to zero on the timeline provided by scientists. A project that mitigates only 

some of its GHG emissions will be adding to our GHG emission load, making our collective problem 

worse. All of our investment and effort, whether public or private, should be focused on these paths and 

projects that take us to zero emissions.  

 

Many of the solutions we need to prevent GHG emissions are available today: clean electricity from solar 

and wind can power our homes, our businesses, our industry and our transportation. Most solutions are 

available – they just need to be chosen. For other categories, needed innovation will be spurred by policy. 
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We ask that the science of the IPCC report must be the minimum standard against which projects are 

evaluated: 45% reduction of GHG emissions by 2030; net-zero emissions by 2050. 

 

We also strongly support the addition of a mandatory category.  

 

And while we wait for a “robust regulatory framework for GHG emissions” we ask that the EQB take 

the steps necessary to ensure that projects don’t just consider options for mitigating emissions but put 

them into practice. 

 

Thank you for your consideration.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
Steve Morse 

Executive Director 

 

 

 

Clean Water Action Minnesota 

 

Environment Minnesota 

 

Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness 

 

Land Stewardship Project 

 

MN350 

 

MN Interfaith Power & Light 

 

Sierra Club – North Star Chapter 
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The EQB received numerous letters identical or very similar to the following letter: 
 

Received August 16, 2021 
 
Subject: End delays and implement climate recommendations for environmental review 
 
Dear Environmental Review Subcommittee EQB ERIS, 
 
I support immediate incorporation of climate analysis into Minnesota’s environmental review program. I 
object to any further delay, including a pilot program. A pilot program tells the public that the 
Environmental Quality Board (“EQB”) is unsure whether climate analysis of individual projects is 
important. A pilot is inconsistent with the EQB’s strategic plan and Executive Order 19-37 which 
recognizes climate change as an existential threat. 
 
Moreover, there is absolutely no reason to delay. Assessing climate impacts during environmental 
review is already required by Minnesota law. The EQB and Minnesota’s other state agencies are out of 
compliance with the law every day that they fail to include climate analysis as part of environmental 
review. 
 
The recently released report by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
put the state of the rapidly accelerating climate crisis in unflinching terms. Due to past inaction, the 
global goal set at the Paris Agreement to limit warming to 1.5 degrees celsius is no longer attainable. 
Deadly heat waves, droughts, wildfires, mass floods and other extreme weather events are unfolding 
both locally and around the world. One only needs to walk outside and smell the wildfire smoke from 
blazes in Canada or feel the oppressive heat from another 90-degree plus day to witness the impacts in 
Minnesota. These extreme events, according to the report, will only become more frequent. 
 
While some of this is now “irreversible,” there is still a window of opportunity to act. But, the report is 
clear: “Unless there are immediate, rapid and large-scale reductions in greenhouse gas emissions,” 
staving off the worst impacts of climate change “will be beyond reach.” 
 
Some iteration of this initiative has been ongoing since 2017. Four years later, the process has been 
robust, the public has been engaged, and the proposal has been repeatedly revised. There is no time for 
more study or excuses. The consequences are too great. It’s time to move forward with implementation. 
If we don’t, and roll out a pilot instead, an initiative that simply counts greenhouse gas emissions will 
have taken five or six years to implement. This is unacceptable.  The final version of the form 
incorporating climate analysis is complete now and is ready to be approved by the EQB at their next 
meeting in September.  There is no reason to delay approval or “pilot” this form. Anything short of 
approval now is a failure of this process, and Minnesota’s responsibility to the climate crisis. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron Klemz 
1359 Hillcrest Dr NE   
Fridley, MN 55432-5827 klemzaa@gmail.com 
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