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MY MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

April 2026 Environmental Quality Board meeting

Wednesday, April 15 from 1 —4:00 p.m.
Join in person or online

e Inperson: 520 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN 55155, lower level conference rooms

e Online: For the meeting link and more information, visit the board meeting webpage

Participating in board meetings

Attending in person

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) will convene its meeting in person at the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency St. Paul office building. All visitors must sign in at the front desk.

Transportation options:

e Bicycle: Visit the Saint Paul Bike Map webpage for route information. Outdoor bicycle parking is

available to the left of the front doors near the loading dock.
e Transit: Use Metro Transit’s Trip Planner to determine the best routes and times.

e Car: You may park in a Visitor Parking space in the parking lot just outside the front door, or park in one
of the visitor lots. The visitor lots are the Blue Lot (Olive St. and University Ave.) and the Jupiter Lot (on
Grove St. across from the Ramsey County Law Enforcement Center); please see the parking map. Parking
in these lots is free of charge. You must register your vehicle at the front desk upon arrival.

Attending virtually

Members of the public may join the meeting virtually using the Teams link at the board meeting webpage link
above. Please review the Guide to Teams Participation for additional information.

Accessibility

Please contact Environmental Quality Board (EQB) staff at least one week prior to the event at
info.EQB@state.mn.us to arrange an accommodation. Meeting materials can be provided in different forms,
such as large print, braille, or on a recording.

Public engagement opportunities at EQB meetings

EQB encourages public input and appreciates the opportunity to build shared understanding with members of
the public. The opportunities for public engagement for this meeting are below.


https://www.google.com/maps/place/520+Lafayette+Rd,+St+Paul,+MN+55101/@44.9568711,-93.0864385,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x87f7d558eea352eb:0x4f08855bc8d55ed9!8m2!3d44.9568673!4d-93.0842445
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/meetings/environmental-quality-board
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/meetings/environmental-quality-board
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/public-works/transportation-and-transit/bike-saint-paul/bicycle-maps
https://www.metrotransit.org/trip-planner
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/eqb/files/documents/Visitor%20parking%20map.pdf
https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/sites/eqb/files/documents/Guide%20to%20participation%20in%20EQB%20meetings%20using%20Teams.pdf
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Public comment opportunities at EQB meetings
EQB encourages public engagement and appreciates the opportunity to build shared understanding with

members of the public. There are multiple ways to engage with staff and board members. One important way is
to provide public comment at a board meeting.

The public comment period(s) at a board meeting provide an opportunity for members of the public to inform
the board about their views related to the specific item under discussion or something related to the board’s
purview or authority. Tips for providing comments:

e Ensure that your comments are relevant and specific to the topic you are addressing.
e Say what you want the board to know or consider in moving forward with a piece of work.
e Identify a specific action that you want the Board to take.

If you have a question for the board or EQB staff, it will be noted by staff who will get back to you at a later time.
This ensures that we have enough time at a meeting for all commenters to provide input to the board and that
your questions can be fully considered.

Oral public comment
At each meeting, the agenda will show when the board will accept oral public comment. The chair
will use their discretion to direct public comment and ensure the board’s ability to effectively
conduct business.

Procedure for giving oral public comment:

e Virtual: when prompted, use the “raise hand” feature in Teams, located at the top of your screen.
e In person: sign up at the welcome table before the meeting starts.
e When the chairperson calls on you to speak:
o Introduce yourself before beginning your comment.
o Please keep your remarks to the agenda item at hand.
o Please be respectful of board members, staff, and other meeting participants. The chair, vice-
chair, or other presiding officer will not tolerate personal attacks.
e The chairperson may limit commenters’ time for remarks to ensure there is equal opportunity for the
public to comment. Generally, your remarks will be limited to two (2) minutes.
e The chairperson may discontinue a commenter’s time to speak if the comments are not reasonably
related to the agenda item at hand.

Written public comment

You may submit written comment to EQB by emailing your letter to info.EQB@state.mn.us or
mailing to: Environmental Quality Board, 520 Lafayette Road, Saint Paul, MN 55155. Comments
must be received by EQB staff by noon the day before the meeting.

Staff will compile letters, make them available to members and the public, and attach them to the public record.
Any written comments received after this deadline will be included in the next meeting packet.

Please only submit information that you wish to make available publicly. EQB does not edit or delete
submissions that include personal information. We reserve the right to not publish any comments we deem
offensive, intimidating, belligerent, harassing, bullying, or that contain any other inappropriate or aggressive
behavior.


mailto:info.EQB@state.mn.us
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Agenda

Note that all listed times are estimates and are advisory only.

1.

Welcome and roll call (1:00 pm)

Nancy Daubenberger — Chair, EQB; Commissioner, Department of Transportation or Dan Katzenberger
— Vice Chair, EQB

Approval of consent agenda (1:10 pm)

=  Meeting minutes from the February 18, 2026, Environmental Quality Board meeting on packet
page 5
=  Preliminary agenda for the April 15, 2026, Environmental Quality Board meeting

Executive Director’s report (1:15 pm)

Catherine Neuschler — Executive Director, EQB

Spring pollinator report update (1:25 pm)
Type of item: Informational

Summary: The interagency pollinator protection team is planning to commemorate the 10-year
anniversary of Minnesota’s interagency efforts to protect pollinators. They will present their plans for
public engagement and outreach actions and the draft outline of the annual pollinator report, which
they will then bring to the board during the fall of 2026.

Outcome: The board is informed about the potential contents of the 2026 Pollinator Annual Report
and has an opportunity to provide feedback to the Interagency Pollinator Protection Team about the
contents of the report and the activities to commemorate the 10-year anniversary of our interagency
efforts.

Presenter: Rebeca Gutierrez-Moreno, PhD — State Pollinator Coordinator, EQB

Gas resource development projects mandatory category rulemaking approval
(2:00 pm)
Type of item: Decision

Summary: In April 2025, the Board decided to move forward with the process of developing rules to
establish mandatory categories for environmental review for gas production. EQB staff have been
conducting research, engagement, and collaborating with other state agencies and Tribes in order to
develop draft rules. Staff will present the draft rules, and recommend that the Board approve the
draft rules to be proposed and noticed for public comment.

Legislative language requires that the EQB use the expedited rulemaking process for promulgating
these rules and formally propose the rules by publishing a Notice of Intent to Adopt rules no later than
May 22, 2026.

The materials for this item begin on packet page 9 and include:

e Overview memo with rulemaking process

e Board resolution to propose the draft rules

e Draft notice of intent to adopt expedited rules

e Draft Proposed Expedited Amendments to Rules Governing the Environmental Review Program
Addressing Gas Resource Development Projects

e Rule summary and justification memo with attachments
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Public comment: EQB will take public comment specifically on this item. Commenters are asked to
direct their comments to the Board’s decision to move the draft rules to be noticed and proposed for
public comment.

Outcome: The Board approves moving forward to propose the rules or directs changes to be made.

Presenter: Jesse Krzenski — Environmental Review Program Director, EQB

Closing and adjournment (3:55 pm)
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MM MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

February 2026 Environmental Quality Board meeting

Wednesday, February 18, 2026 | 1:00-4:00 p.m. | 520 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN 55155, lower level
conference rooms and online via Teams.

Minutes

1. Welcome and roll call

Chair Nancy Daubenberger called to order the regular meeting of the Environmental Quality Board.

Members present: Grace Arnold, Peter Bakken, Joseph Bauerkemper, Ed Brands, Nancy Daubenberger,
Tamar Gronvall, Rylee Hince, Daniel Katzenberger, Katrina Kessler, Paul Nelson, Angie Smith, Sarah
Strommen

Members excused: Brooke Cunningham, Todd Holman, Robin Hutcheson, Nicholas Martin, Thom
Petersen, Matt Varilek

Proxies present: Peter Lindstrom (for Hutcheson)

EQB staff present: Catherine Neuschler, Stephanie Aho, Rebeca Gutierrez-Moreno, Hazel Houle, Jesse
Krzenski, Sarah Lerohl, Priscilla Villa-Watt, Kayla Walsh

Approval of consent agenda
e Meeting minutes from January 21, 2026, Environmental Quality Board meeting
e Proposed agenda for February 18, 2026, Environmental Quality Board meeting

Motion: Board Member Katzenberger moved to approve the consent agenda; Board Member Strommen
seconded.

In favor: Arnold, Bakken, Bauerkemper, Brands, Daubenberger, Hince, Katzenberger, Kessler, Nelson,
Smith, Strommen

Opposed: none

Excused: Cunningham, Gronvall, Holman, Martin, Petersen, Varilek

Chair Daubenberger appointed Board Member Angie Smith to replace the seat held by Board Member
Joesph Bauerkemper on the Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee.

2. Executive Director’s report

Catherine Neuschler — Executive Director, EQB

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 1
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e Energy infrastructure rule — The materials approved by the Board at the January meeting were
submitted to the Court of Administrative Hearings for review. The Administrative Law Judge
reviewed and approved the rule, without changes, and we are working through the adoption
process. The final step is publication in the State Register, when the rule becomes effective,
likely in early March. EQB staff will do a lot of information sharing to make sure people know
about those changes.

o Legislative session — The 2026 Minnesota legislative session started on Tuesday, February 17.
We will keep the Board apprised of matters that impact the EQB. It’s likely we’ll continue to hear
about data centers.

3. Election of Vice Chair

Type of item: Decision

Summary: Under the board’s operating rules, a vice chairperson is to be elected at the first meeting in
February each year. The Vice Chair presides at board meetings and can fulfill the duties of the Chair
when the Chair is absent or not available.

Motion: Board Member Smith moved to approve Dan Katzenberger as Vice Chair; Board Member
Strommen seconded.

In favor: Arnold, Bakken, Bauerkemper, Brands, Daubenberger, Gronvall, Hince, Katzenberger,
Kessler, Nelson, Smith, Strommen

Opposed: none
Excused: Cunningham, Holman, Martin, Petersen, Varilek

Outcome: The board elected Board Member Katzenberger to serve as Vice Chair until February 2027.

4. EIS scoping rule

Presenter: Catherine Neuschler — Executive Director, EQB
Type of item: Decision

Summary: In 2025, the Minnesota legislature directed the EQB to amend parts of the environmental
review rules related to “scoping” an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to remove the requirement
that an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) be prepared as part of the scoping process for
mandatory EISs. The legislature also directed inclusion of a deadline for completion of the scoping
process. The EQB is allowed by the legislature to use a shorter rulemaking process (called “good cause
exempt”), because the legislature specifically directed the rule changes that need to be made.

EQB staff presented recommended rule revisions for the Board’s review and approval. The staff
recommended that the Board move forward with amendments to fulfill the legislative directive by
proposing rule amendments that:

1. Remove the requirement that an EAW be prepared for scoping an EIS
2. Provide that “a scoping process” must be completed no later than 280 days after publication
of the notice of availability of “a scoping document” in the EQB Monitor.

The Board was also asked to give the Executive Director the authority to complete the rulemaking
process.

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 2
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Public comment:

e Board members were directed to written input provided by Andrew Morley, Director of
Environmental Policy - Minnesota Chamber of Commerce (attached to the February packet -
additional comments).

e Paula Maccabee:
o Asked if the public comment period is for 5 business days only. The staff responded that yes,
that is the exempt rule making process.

o Asked about the content of the alternative scoping document, who decides the content, and
any recourse if the scoping document is inadequate. Staff indicated the current process
would not change. The scoping document contents would be up to the RGU, but it needs to
include the information that's required to support the decision. The recourse for inadequate
documents also would be the same.

e Bonnie Matter submitted via email multiple questions demonstrating concern about the
information that will be required in a scoping document under the new process.

e Inresponse to some of the public comments, Board members suggested EQB consider providing
guidance in the future on the contents of a scoping document.

Motion: Board Member Katzenberger moved to approve moving forward with the EIS scoping rule
changes; Board Member Nelson seconded.

In favor: Arnold, Bakken, Bauerkemper, Brands, Daubenberger, Gronvall, Hince, Katzenberger,
Kessler, Nelson, Smith, Strommen

Opposed: none
Excused: Cunningham, Holman, Martin, Petersen, Varilek

Outcome: The Board approved the resolution to move forward with the EIS rulemaking process.

5. Gas production rules update
Presenter: Jesse Krzenski — Environmental Review Program Director, EQB
Type of item: Informational

Summary: In April 2025, the Board decided to move forward with the process of developing rules to
establish a mandatory category for environmental review for gas production.

EQB staff have been conducting research, engagement, and collaborating with state agencies and Tribal
Nations to develop the rules. Staff presented an update, including the current preliminary direction of
rule development in the following key areas:

= Thresholds for requiring an EAW (based on size and location)
= Thresholds for requiring an EIS (based on use of certain extraction techniques)
= Responsible governmental unit

Discussion:

e Volume of water used should be considered for injection, as well as produced water, which isn't
typical in regular GE hydrogen, but it could be in some other forms.

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 3
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Staff response: At the EIS level, volumes of water are being looked at, specifically in the high-
volume fracturing type of technique as well as for waste disposal.

e The underground injection period should be considered as a threshold.

Staff response: Staff have evaluated potential thresholds that are specific to gas production
projects and wanted to ensure they do not potentially encompass other project types that are
not associated with gas and are already permitted or regulated elsewhere.

e Does produced water typically go back immediately into the well, or does it vary?

Staff response: It varies - it can come as a as its own well, but it doesn’t necessarily have to go
back into the same well that it was extracted from.

e |sthere a scenario where produced water would be covered under DNR appropriations
permitting, or only if it isn’t returned to the wells?

Staff response: Unsure if that would be applicable - assuming the existing appropriations
program applies to water wells, probably hasn't considered the idea of gas wells. Would defer to
the DNR for expertise on this.

e Apart from including gas production in the Mandatory Categories report and making
adjustments as needed, are there other places where some learning, adapting, and adjusting
could happen in real time?

Staff response: The opportunity to continue to evaluate is something that EQB should be very
mindful of as there is a general lack of or limited amount of data specific to these types of
projects in Minnesota.

e Are treaty ceded territory and potential impacts on treaty reserve resources still under direct
consideration as potential location-based threshold triggers?

Staff response: That analysis has taken place, it’s not on our continued evaluation plan. We
provided enough evaluation at this point to lead us to the determination that the concept is too
difficult to incorporate into a mandatory category. We do identify the need to consider those
impacts through the environmental review process.

e Are the thresholds anticipated to be set so low that every project is going to require mandatory
environmental review?

Staff response: Evaluations are still ongoing to ensure that the thresholds do not represent a
threshold that is overly restrictive, recognizing this could create redundant categories. For now
we do not plan to incorporate any exemption language that would say a gas project does not
have to do environmental review.

e Coordination between the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and EQB is
important so that there aren’t two sets of different rules.

o Staff discussion points from Board member questions:
o We are trying to account for some of the unknowns. For example, the number of wells

would indicate an increase in production, but there are instances where, as wells age, they
produce less, so to continued production at those same levels would require more wells.

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 4
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o Could possibly have an EAW form specific to gas production.
o DNRis expected to be the RGU for gas production projects.

o Utilizing the number of wells offers the opportunity to better anticipate variabilities that
may happen such as changing production or gas composition data that is less easy to predict
and anticipate at the start of the project.

Public comment:

e Anne Mulholland — Chapter Director, and Angie Becker Kudelka — Deputy Director,
Conservation, The Nature Conservancy provided written comments and input related to gas
production rules (attached to the February packet - additional comments).

e Paula Maccabee: EQB seems to be setting up a regulatory scheme that is easy to apply for the
producer but not protective of the communities that rely on those resources. Should consider
methane, combustible gases, toxic gases, groundwater pollution, and surface water pollution,
etc., and qualitative language regarding this in the proposed rules.

Outcome: The Board was informed about the progress of rule development and gave input to staff to
shape drafting of the rules for formal proposal. The Board is prepared to review rule language and make
a decision in April on proposed rule language. Legislative language requires that the EQB use the
expedited rulemaking process for promulgating these rules and formally propose the rules by publishing
a Notice of Intent to Adopt rules no later than May 22, 2026.

6. Data center FAQs
Presenter: Sarah Lerohl — Environmental Review Program Administrator, EQB
Type of item: Informational

Summary: EQB staff, in conjunction with staff of other agencies, developed a “frequently asked
guestions” document to address the application of the environmental review rules to data center
development. Data center developers are increasingly interested in Minnesota as a potential location.
The construction and operation of a large data center has the potential to require environmental review
and certificates, permits, or authorizations from multiple state agencies.

EQB convened an internal work group consisting of EQB staff and agency technical representatives from
DEED, DNR, MnDOT, MPCA, and PUC. The work group met multiple times from October 2025 through
January 2026 to develop the new FAQ, which helps answer common legislative, public, and project
proposer questions about the ER process and data centers. The FAQ will serve to assist in the
implementation of the review process and inform the public on when and if environmental review is
needed for data centers. The FAQs will be posted on the EQB website.

Outcome: Staff provided an overview of data center guidance, helping Board members increase their
understanding of the issue while supporting two of EQB’s key outcomes — to support program
development on priority and emerging environmental issues and to maintain and improve Minnesota’s
Environmental Review Program.

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 5
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7. Public comment

e Melissa Zimmerman provided written comment and input regarding procedural concerns about the
EAW for the East Side Corridor project in Steele County. (attached to the February packet).

8. Closing and adjournment
Having reached the end of the agenda, the Chair asked if there was any further business.
Adjournment:

With no further business, the Chair adjourned the meeting.

Environmental Quality Board meeting minutes 6
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MY MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Memo

Date: April 3,2026
To: EQB Board Members

From: Jesse Krzenski, EQB Environmental Review Program Director

RE: Gas resource development projects environmental review mandatory
category rulemaking

EQB staff is requesting the Board approve the draft rules to require mandatory environmental review for certain
gas production projects to be proposed and noticed for public comment. The concepts of the mandatory
categories and the development of the rules have previously been discussed at Board or ERIS meetings in April
and December of 2025, as well as February and March of 2026.

Specifically, the staff recommend that the Board approve a resolution allowing the Executive Director to move
forward with publishing a notice of intent to adopt the proposed rule amendments. The proposed rules will then
go through a public notice and comment period, and changes may be made in response to comments.

Authority of the Board

In 2024, the Minnesota legislature passed a law that prohibited the production of gas or oil in the state unless a
permit for such production was obtained from the Department of Natural Resources. (Minn. Law 2024, Art. 3,
Sec. 24, codified as Minn. Stat. § 93.513). The legislature also directed or allowed multiple state agencies to
“adopt rules governing gas and oil exploration or production.” (Minn. Stat. § 93.514).

The EQB was authorized to “adopt or amend rules to establish mandatory categories for environmental review
as they pertain to oil and gas production.” The legislature provided that any agency adopting rules under this
authority was to use the expedited rulemaking procedure in Minn. Stat. § 14.389, and that the agency must
publish the notice of intent to adopt expedited rules by May 22, 2026.

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) gives the EQB the authority to adopt rules for the
environmental review program. More specifically, Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, Subd. 2a, paragraph (b) directs the
board to, “by rule establish categories of actions for which environmental impact statements and for which
environmental assessment worksheets must be prepared as well as categories of actions for which no
environmental review is required under this section.”

The rules that lay out these “categories of action” are referred to as the mandatory category rules and are found
in Minn. R. 4410.4300 and Minn. R. 4410.4400. If a project is of a type listed within the mandatory categories
and meets or exceeds the thresholds defined by the rules, then environmental review is required. According to
the 1982 Statement of Need and Reasonableness, the establishment of these mandatory categories was “to
establish greater predictability to the process, i.e. if parties know at the onset that an EAW or an EIS must be
prepared, they can proceed with environmental review immediately.”

Board memo: Gas resource development projects mandatory category rulemaking 1
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There are currently no mandatory categories within Minn. R., ch. 4410 that specifically apply to gas production.
The draft proposed rules would create new mandatory categories identifying when environmental review must

be completed for these types of projects prior to proceeding with permitting.

Specifically, the proposed rules would establish the following mandatory categories for “gas resource

development projects”:

e An EAW for construction of a project designed to include 5 or more gas wells or expansion of an existing

gas resource development project by 5 or more gas wells

e An EAW for construction of a project in a location where DNR’s siting rules establish certain prohibitions
(such as scientific and natural areas, state parks, national parks and wildernesses and similar locations)

e An EAW for projects that use underground injection for waste disposal

e An EAW for projects that produce gas that was created using chemical reactions in the subsurface

e An EIS for projects that use certain hydraulic fracturing techniques

DNR is proposed to be the RGU for all environmental review conducted under these categories.

Process and timeline for the rule

The legislature directed this rulemaking be completed using an expedited process, shown in the visual below.

Expedited Rulemaking Process

Develop rule and
supporting
documents

Board
informed

Governor’s
Review

* Interested Parties
* Board review
* Revisor’s draft

Board or
designee
approval

Notice of intent to

Response to
adopt rules

comments Governor’s

+ Official Comment Review

Period (at least 30 * Make needed
days) rule changes

ALl Review

¢ Make needed
rule changes

Board or
designee
adoption

Final notice of
adoption

File order
adopting rules

Expedited rulemaking process for a Board. (Credit: EQB website)
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Initial phase of expedited rulemaking process

After the legislation was passed, the Board passed a resolution allowing staff to begin the rulemaking process,
because the legislation indicated the EQB “may” adopt rules (but did not require them). The resolution directed
the staff to focus on gas production only. Extensive research of these projects followed to learn about the types
of actions these projects are likely to require as well as to understand potential environmental effects. The
research included analysis in determining potential for significant environmental effects for which requirements
of environmental review then align according to the need for an EAW or a need for an EIS. In addition, the EQB
staff conducted Tribal coordination and agency engagement through the development of draft rule language.

EQB staff have drafted proposed rules, along with a summary and justification memo that discusses the
proposed rules in depth. EQB staff is requesting Board approval to move forward with proposing the rule
amendments as drafted, by publishing the Notice of Intent to Adopt Expedited Rules in the State Register.

Second phase of expedited rulemaking process

Once the Board approves, these materials will be sent to the State Register for publication of the Notice of
Intent to Adopt. EQB staff will also provide notice of the proposed rules to our rulemaking email distribution list,
interested parties, and on our website.

The draft rule language will be available for comment for at least 30 days. EQB staff expects to have the rule
noticed in the State Register on May 18, with the comment period running until July 2, 2026, for a total of 45
days.

After the end of the comment period, EQB staff will review the public comments, coordinate with DNR and
Tribal staff, and decide on any needed rule modifications. Those modifications would be brought back to the
Board for approval. It is important to know that changes to a rule after the draft language has been published in
the State Register generally must be within the scope of what was originally noticed or non-substantial.

Once the Board has approved of the amended language, a final draft of the rules is received from the Revisor.

Final phase of expedited rulemaking process

Once the final rule language is determined, the rule language, supporting information, and a draft Order
Adopting Rules is sent to the Court of Administrative Hearings (CAH).1 An Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) is
assigned to the case. The ALJ has 14 days to review the rule amendments and either approved the language or
identify needed changes. If changes are needed, EQB staff will make those changes and resubmit for approval.
Once the language is approved, the Order Adopting Rules is signed and filed with the Court of Administrative
Hearings and the Secretary of State. The Revisor provides a Notice of Adoption, which is published in the State
Register.2 Once this step is complete, the rule is adopted and becomes enforceable.

1 Under Minn. Stat. 14.26, this must happen within 180 days of the close of the comment period.

2 This must happen within 180 days of the ALJ’s review.

Board memo: Gas resource development projects mandatory category rulemaking 3
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M MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

RESOLUTION OF THE
MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Amendment to rules governing the environmental review program,
Minnesota Rules, chapter 4410; proposing mandatory categories for gas
resource development projects

Background

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act, Minnesota Statutes §§ 116D.04 and 116D.045, authorize the
Environmental Quality Board (“EQB” or “board”) to adopt rules governing the environmental review program.

In 2024, the Minnesota Legislature gave multiple agencies authority to adopt rules governing gas and oil
production, as applicable. See Laws of Minnesota 2024, chapter 116, article 3, section 24; codified as Minn. Stat.
§93.514.

Minn. Stat. § 93.514 states that “the Environmental Quality Board may adopt or amend rules to establish
mandatory categories for environmental review as they pertain to gas and oil production.” The statute also
directs that “an agency adopting rules under this section must use the expedited process...[t]he agency must
publish notice of intent to adopt expedited rules within 24 months of the effective date [of the law]”. The law
became effective on May 23, 2024.

The EQB staff consulted with Tribal staff, met with staff from affected state agencies and other interested
parties, and received comments from EQB members at meetings held April 16, 2025; December 17, 2025
(Environmental Review Implementation Subcommittee); February 18, 2026; March 18, 2026 (Environmental
Review Implementation Subcommittee).

Based on the legislation and information and comments received, the EQB staff has recommended that the
board approve proposing amendments to Minnesota Rules, chapter 4410 to create mandatory categories for
environmental review of gas resource development projects, as shown on the attached draft of rule
amendments.

In approving the proposed amendments, the EQB considered a staff-developed rule summary and justification
document (attached rule summary and justification document) summarizing the overall nature and effect of the
proposed amendments and the supporting statutory authorities.

Based on the information above:

The board resolves to initiate expedited rulemaking under Minn. Stat. § 14.389 to amend the environmental
review rules to establish mandatory categories for gas resource development projects, as set forth in the
attached documents.

The board resolves that Catherine Neuschler, the Executive Director of the EQB, is authorized and directed to
sign the EQB’s Notice of Intent to Adopt Expedited Rules Without a Public Hearing, Revisor of Statutes file
number R-04945, amending Minnesota Rules, chapter 4410, with any modifications approved by the EQB, and
to modify the rules as needed to obtain approval from the Revisor of Statutes. The Executive Director is
authorized and directed to take all necessary further steps to implement the notice of intent.
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The board approved and adopted this resolution on April 15, 2026.

Date:

Nancy Daubenberger, Chair
Minnesota Environmental Quality Board

Attachments:

e Draft notice of intent to adopt expedited rules
e Draft of proposed rule amendments

e Rule summary and justification document (Environmental review: Mandatory category for gas resource
development projects)
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Notice of Intent to Adopt Expedited Rules

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board

Proposed Expedited Permanent Rules Relating to Mandatory Categories for Environmental
Review; NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT EXPEDITED RULES WITHOUT A PUBLIC HEARING

Proposed Expedited Amendments to Rules Governing the Environmental Review Program
Addressing Gas Resource Development Projects, Minnesota Rules, Chapter 4410, Revisor’s ID
Number R-04945

Introduction. The Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) intends to adopt rules under
the expedited rulemaking process following the rules of the Court of Administrative Hearings,

Minnesota Rules, part 1400.2410, and the Administrative Procedure Act, Minnesota Statutes,

section 14.389. You may submit written comments on the proposed expedited rules until 4:30
pm on Thursday, July 2, 2026.

Plain English Summary. This notice is the EQB’s legal notice of its intent to amend the state’s
environmental review rules. The EQB is proposing expedited rule amendments to require
certain gas resource development projects to have an environmental assessment worksheet or
environmental impact statement before they are permitted. This notice provides an
opportunity for the public to comment on the proposed rules. Anyone who would like to
comment on the proposed rule language must submit written comment on the proposed rules
by the deadline identified in this notice. The Subject of the Expedited Rules section provides
additional information about the proposed rules. If the proposed rules affect you in any way,
the EQB encourages you to participate in the rulemaking process.

Subject of the Expedited Rules. The proposed amendments to Minnesota rules chapter 4410
establish environmental review requirements (“mandatory categories”) for gas resource
development projects that require permits under Minnesota statute § 93.513 and Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources rules adopted under Minnesota statute § 93.514. In 2024, the
Legislature required persons who wished to produce gas or oil to first obtain a permit from the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Minn. Stat. § 93.513 (2025). At the same
time, the Legislature authorized the EQB to establish new mandatory categories for such
projects using the expedited rulemaking process. Minn. Stat. § 93.514(b) (2025).

The proposed rules establish new mandatory categories that require certain gas resource
development projects to have an environmental assessment worksheet or environmental
impact statement. The proposed rules address projects involving the extraction and production
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of hydrocarbon and nonhydrocarbon gases and require environmental review of these projects
based on their size, location, or particular techniques proposed to produce gas. The proposed
rules do not address proposed oil production projects because oil is not known to be located in
the state.

Statutory Authority. The statutory authority authorizing EQB to adopt these rules is Minn. Stat.
§ 116D.04, subd. 5a and Minn. Stat. § 93.514(a)(3). The statutory authority authorizing EQB to
adopt the rules under the expedited rulemaking process is Minn. Stat. § 93.514(b).

Availability of Rules. A copy of the proposed rules is published in the State Register after this
notice, or they can be viewed on the EQB’s rule webpage at
https://www.eqgb.state.mn.us/environmental-review/rules-and-regulations. A free copy of the

proposed rules is also available upon request by contacting the EQB contact person. One copy
per request will be sent.

EQB Contact Person. The EQB contact person is Jesse Krzenski at Minnesota Environmental
Quality Board, 520 Lafayette Road North, St. Paul, MN 55155, 651-757-2223, and
jesse.krzenski@state.mn.us. You may contact the EQB contact person with questions about the
proposed expedited rule amendments. Comments on the proposed rules must be submitted to
the Court of Administrative Hearings using the methods described below. Comments must be
received by the Court of Administrative Hearings by the due date.

Alternative Format. Upon request, the information in this notice can be made available in an
alternative format, such as large print, braille, or audio. To make such a request, please contact
the EQB contact person at the address or telephone number identified above.

Public Comment Process. You have until 4:30 p.m. on July 2, 2026 to submit written comment
in support of or in opposition to the proposed expedited rule amendments and any part or
subpart of the proposed rule amendments.

To be considered by the EQB, your comment must be in writing and received by the Court of
Administrative Hearings by the due date. Your comment should identify the portion of the
proposed expedited rule amendments addressed, the reason for the comment, and any change
proposed. You must also make any comments that you have on the legality of the proposed
rule amendments during this comment period. The EQB encourages comments.
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Submit written comments:

1. viathe Court of Administrative Hearings Rulemaking eComments website

(https://mn.qgov/oah/forms-and-filing/ecomments/),
2. U.S. Mail CAH attn: William Moore, CAH, 600 North Robert Street, P.O. Box 64620,
St. Paul, Minnesota 55164-0620 or fax 651-539-0310.

You may view frequently asked questions about the CAH Rulemaking eComments website at
https://mn.gov/oah/assets/ecomments-faq_tcm19-82012.pdf. Any questions about submitting
comments via the Rulemaking eComments website should be directed to William Moore of the
CAH at 651-361-7900 or by email at william.t.moore@state.mn.us; please note that you may
not submit rulemaking comments by phone or email.

Comments received are public and will be available for review at the CAH Rulemaking
eComments website at https://minnesotaoah.granicusideas.com/discussions and at the CAH,
600 North Robert Street, P.O. Box 64620, St. Paul, Minnesota 55164-0620.

Modifications. The EQB may modify the proposed expedited rules amendments as a result of
public comment. The modifications must be supported by comments and information
submitted to the EQB, and the adopted rules may not be substantially different than these
proposed rules as defined in Minnesota Statutes, section 14.05, subdivision 2, paragraphs (b)
and (c).

The EQB may adopt substantially different rules if it follows the procedure under Minnesota
Rules, part 1400.2110.

If the final rules are identical to the amendments originally published in the State Register, the
EQB will publish a notice of adoption in the State Register. If the final rules are different from
the rules originally published in the State Register, the EQB will publish a copy of the changes in
the State Register.

Adoption and Review of Expedited Rules. The EQB may adopt the rules at the end of the
comment period. The EQB will then submit rules and supporting documents to the Court of
Administrative Hearings for review for legality. You may ask to be notified of the date that the
EQB submits the rules. If you want to be so notified or want to receive a copy of the adopted
rules or want to register with the EQB to receive notice of future rule proceedings, submit your
request to the EQB contact person listed above.
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Lobbyist Registration. Minnesota Statutes, chapter 10A, requires each lobbyist to register with
the State Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board. You may direct questions about this
requirement to the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board at: Suite #190, Centennial
Building, 658 Cedar Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55155, telephone (651) 539-1180 or
1-800-657-3889.

Date Catherine Neuschler
Executive Director
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This draft represents all new, additional text to be added to various portions of Minn. R., chapter 4410. It
includes the language provided in an initial Revisor’s draft, along with additional changes that have been
requested. Staff expect a complete Revisor’s draft of this text to be available at the Board meeting.

Proposed Expedited Permanent Rules for Environmental Review of Gas Resource Development
Projects

4410.0200 DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS.

[For text of subparts 1 to 32, see Minnesota Rules]

Subp. 32a. Gas. “Gas” has the meaning given in Minnesota Statutes, section 93.514.

Subp. 32b. Gas production. “Gas production” means production, as defined under Minnesota Statutes,
section 93.514, of gas.

Subp. 32c. Gas resource development project. “Gas resource development project” means an operation

that is designed for gas production from consolidated or unconsolidated formations and that is required
to hold a permit from the DNR under Minnesota Statutes, section 93.513, and rules adopted by the DNR
under Minnesota Statutes, section 93.514.

Subp. 32d. Gas well. “Gas well” means a well that is intended for gas production and that is included as

part of a gas resource development project.

[For text of subparts 33 to 38, see Minnesota Rules]

Subp. 38a. High-volume hydraulic fracturing. “High-volume hydraulic fracturing” means injecting fluid,

with or without proppants, into the subsurface under pressure to create fractures within a geologic

formation to improve the deliverability and production of gas for a gas resource development project,

using a combined total of 100,000 gallons or more of any fluids.

[For text of subparts 39 to 96, see Minnesota Rules]

4410.4300 MANDATORY EAW CATEGORIES.

[For text of subparts 1 to 37, see Minnesota Rules]

Subp. 38. Gas resource development projects. Items A to E designate the RGU for the type of project

listed:

A. For construction of a gas resource development project designed to include five or more gas

wells or expansion of an existing gas resource development project by the addition of five or more gas
wells, the DNR is the RGU.

B. For construction of a gas resource development project that is designhed to produce gas using

horizontal or directional drilling methods beneath an area subject to only surface disturbance siting

prohibitions in rules adopted by the DNR, if the target resource for extraction is less than one-quarter
mile below the surface, the DNR is the RGU.

EQB Staff Draft
Rule language for Mandatory Categories for gas resource development
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C. For construction of a gas resource development project that is designed to produce gas from

beneath an area that is subject to both surface disturbance and directional drilling siting prohibitions in
rules adopted by the DNR, the DNR is the RGU.

D. For construction of a gas resource development project that is designed to include one or

more class Il underground injection wells, as defined in Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, section
144.6(b), for waste disposal, the DNR is the RGU.

E. For construction of a gas resource development project designed to produce gas created by

injecting a substance into the subsurface to create or stimulate a chemical reaction, the DNR is the RGU.

4410.4400 MANDATORY EIS CATEGORIES.

[For text of subparts 1 to 28, see Minnesota Rules]

Subp. 29. Gas resource development projects. For construction of a gas resource development project

designed to use high-volume hydraulic fracturing techniques, the DNR is the RGU.

EQB Staff Draft
Rule language for Mandatory Categories for gas resource development
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MY MINNesoTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Environmental review: Mandatory category for gas
resource development projects

Rule summary and justification

Purpose of rulemaking

The purpose of this rulemaking is to establish new mandatory categories requiring the completion of
environmental review — either an environmental assessment worksheet (EAW) or environmental impact
statement (EIS) — for certain projects that involve the production of gas.

Legislative Directive

In 2024, the Minnesota legislature passed a law that prohibited the production of gas or oil in the state unless a
permit for such production was obtained from the Department of Natural Resources. (Minn. Law 2024, Art. 3,
Sec. 24, codified as Minn. Stat. § 93.513).

The legislation also recognized the need to develop a regulatory framework for gas and oil exploration and
production. It established a Minnesota Gas and Oil Resources Technical Advisory Committee (GTAC), to develop
recommendations “to guide the creation of a temporary regulatory framework” for permitting gas and oil
production in the state, and directed or allowed multiple state agencies to “adopt rules governing gas and oil
exploration or production.” (Minn. Stat. § 93.514).

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) was authorized, but not required, to “adopt or amend rules to establish
mandatory categories for environmental review as they pertain to oil and gas production.” The legislature
provided that any agency adopting rules under this authority was to use the expedited rulemaking procedure in
Minn. Stat. § 14.389, and that the agency must publish the notice of intent to adopt expedited rules by May 22,
2026.

Background on mandatory categories in environmental review

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), Minnesota Statutes, chapter 116D, established Minnesota’s
environmental review program. MEPA gives EQB the authority to adopt rules; specifically, Minn. Stat. § 116D.04,
Subd. 2a., paragraph (b) directs the board to, “by rule establish categories of actions for which environmental
impact statements and for which environmental assessment worksheets must be prepared as well as categories
of actions for which no environmental review is required...”.

The rules that lay out these “categories of action” are referred to as the mandatory category rules and are found
in Minn. R. 4410.4300 for environmental assessment worksheets (EAWs) and Minn. R. 4410.4400 for
environmental impact statements (EISs). If a project is of a type listed within the mandatory categories and
meets or exceeds the thresholds defined by the rules, then environmental review is required. According to a
Statement of Need and Reasonableness (SONAR) for rule amendments adopted in 1982, the establishment of
these mandatory categories was “to establish greater predictability to the process, i.e. if parties know at the
onset that an EAW or an EIS must be prepared, they can proceed with environmental review immediately.”

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
CAH Docket 23-9008-41570
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The mandatory categories require completion of an EAW or EIS depending on the project’s potential for
significant environmental effects. For projects that the EQB has determined have the potential for significant
environmental effects, an EIS must be completed. An EAW must be completed for projects that may have the
potential for significant environmental effects. In addition, the mandatory category rules establish the
responsible governmental unit (RGU) that is to prepare and review the environmental documents for each
project type.

The environmental documents (whether an EAW or EIS) are meant to be “guides in issuing, amending, and
denying permits and carrying out other responsibilities of governmental units to avoid and minimize adverse
environmental effects and to restore and enhance environmental quality” (Minn. R. 4410.0300, subp. 3).

The scope of this rulemaking is, per the legislative direction, solely the establishment of mandatory categories
for environmental review, and per the Board resolution, solely for gas production. All other parts of the
environmental review process — including content, form, preparation, publication and distribution, decisions,
etc. — are not changing.

Other components of the regulatory framework for gas production

This mandatory category rulemaking is being conducted at the same time as the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) is developing rules to establish a permitting system for gas production, based on the same
legislative directive. Because of the interaction between environmental review and permitting actions, the
environmental review rules need to effectively coordinate with the regulatory program for gas resource
development.

Changes to those proposed regulations could impact the types of projects that should undergo environmental
review, or how those are identified in rule, and also potentially who should be the RGU responsible for
reviewing those projects. Acknowledging these interactions, EQB staff have been closely collaborating with staff
from the DNR.

Rulemaking Process

Minnesota’s environmental review program does not currently contain any mandatory categories related to gas
production. This is likely because traditional gas production —i.e., extraction of natural gas — has not occurred or
been seen as likely to occur within the state. The legislative directive permitted, rather than required, EQB to
adopt rules to establish mandatory categories for gas and oil production.

In April 2025, the board passed a resolution “to use the authority granted in Minn. Stat. § 93.514 to adopt or
amend rules to establish mandatory categories for environmental review for gas production using the expedited
rulemaking process.”! The board then directed staff to begin the process of developing the rules and to bring
forward a notice of intent to adopt expedited rules in order to meet the timelines laid out in Minn. Stat. §
93.514.

Coordination and Engagement

Following the board direction, EQB staff began to gather information to develop mandatory category rules. The
staff conducted coordination with Tribal staff, stakeholder engagement, and provided updates to the board
throughout the rule drafting process. Details on this coordination and engagement are provided in Attachment 1
(Tribal coordination) and Attachment 2 (engagement).

! No oil production is expected or likely in Minnesota, and EQB has and retains the authority to develop categories for oil
production in the future as needed.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Proposed Rule Amendments

In documentation for the 1982 rule amendments, the EQB identified that when developing mandatory
categories, “four major questions must be considered:

1. Isthere a need for a mandatory category relating to that type of project or that impact;

2. What is the proper qualitative measure of that type of project or that impact (for example, should size
of industrial facilities be measured in sq. ft. of ground area occupied, sq. ft. of floor space, cost of the
facility, type of end product, type of waste products, number of employees, etc.);

3. What is the proper quantitative measure of that type of project or that impact, i.e. how many units of
whatever was selected as the basis of measurement...; and,

4. Is the threshold administratively manageable?”
In addition, developing a mandatory category requires establishing an RGU to complete the review.

These questions remain relevant and this memo lays out how EQB staff considered them.

Recent mandatory category revisions and additions

When beginning development of this rule, EQB staff reviewed rule documents for the establishment of existing
mandatory categories, to understand the environmental effects that were considered and how any numeric
thresholds were developed.

It is relatively rare in recent years for EQB to establish an entirely new mandatory category type and develop
thresholds.

Amendments to mandatory categories

Most updates to mandatory category thresholds have been revisions that relied on data and information from
the application of the existing rules; made modifications based on existing thresholds; or aligned with levels set
in other rules or permitting programs. For example:

e In 2019, EQB amended the highway projects mandatory category (Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 22, item
B), changing the threshold for construction of additional through lanes or passing lanes on an existing
road from one mile to two miles, based on a historical data review (conducted by the Minnesota
Department of Transportation) of projects that completed an EAW, which found that projects between
one mile and two miles did not have the potential for significant environmental effects.

e In 2011, EQB added a threshold to the air pollution mandatory category (Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 15)
requiring review at 100,000 tons per year of greenhouse gas emissions. The thresholds in the air
pollution category have been set based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean Air Act
permitting requirements.

e |n 2006 and 2007, EQB made amendments including adding mandatory categories for projects in
shoreland, varying the thresholds based on existing thresholds applicable to the same project types in
non-shoreland. EQB also updated thresholds in the wastewater mandatory category based on the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s experience implementing that category.

New mandatory category creation

In 2019, EQB added thresholds specific to silica sand projects into some existing mandatory categories, making
permanent the thresholds established by the legislature in Minn. Stat. § 116C.991.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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In adding the thresholds within the existing mandatory categories for transfer facilities (Minn. R. 4410.4300,

subp. 8, item C) and storage facilities (Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 10, item H), EQB identified the following
potential environmental impacts in the rulemaking SONAR:

e [P]rocessing, transloading and storage of silica sand have the potential for causing environmental impacts
relating to land use, transportation, noise, facility lights, air quality, recreation, economic, and water
quality and water quantity...transloading, processing and storage facilities may be very large-scale, which
in some cases may increase the potential for environmental impacts including fugitive dust emissions,
transportation related issues and water pollution issues.

In adding thresholds for silica sand within the existing mandatory categories for nonmetallic mineral mining
(Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 12, item D), EQB identified the following potential environmental impacts:

e The extraction, mining, and ancillary features associated with extraction and mining of silica sand deposits
have the potential for significant environmental effects relating to land use, transportation, noise, air
quality, water quality and vibrations. Activities and features associated with the extraction and mining
processes and mine area land disturbance directly relate to the need for environmental review due to the
potential for significant environmental effects caused by these activities. Specifically, the activities include
truck transport...which has the potential to result in increased traffic impacts, road degradation, increased
noise, safety concerns and increased dust...Additional activities and features associated with the extraction
and mining process that have the potential to change the way-of-life include lights, noise, and hours of
operation... Mine activities and features with the potential for significant environmental effects include:
clearing the mine site, removal of vegetation, compaction, stripping, grading, grubbing, filling, storing
materials, settling ponds, berms, constructed buildings associated with mine activities, haul roads and
refuse piles.

In both categories, EQB identified the specific thresholds as being reasonable because they were established by
the legislature and because a 2015 EQB survey of local governments identified general agreement with the
specific thresholds.

Mandatory category rulemaking considerations

In developing mandatory category thresholds, EQB has made reasonable choices based on the available
information concerning environmental effects. Because gas production does not yet exist in Minnesota,
information is limited and there are not any existing thresholds that can be used. EQB’s proposed mandatory
category thresholds therefore rely on multiple factors, including:

e An understanding of the environmental effects identified as important or significant in past mandatory
category rulemakings.

e Available information about gas production projects and their environmental effects, both quantitative
and qualitative.

e The likelihood of public interest in gas production projects.

e The program’s objectives (as laid out in Minn. R. 4410.0300) to: provide usable information to the
project proposer, governmental decision makers and the public concerning the primary environmental
effects of a proposed project; provide the public with systematic access to decision makers; delegate
authority and responsibility for environmental review to the governmental unit most closely involved;
reduce delay and uncertainty in the environmental review process; and eliminate duplication.
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Need for a mandatory category for gas production

EQB staff have determined that there is a need for a mandatory category for gas production due to the
likelihood of these types of projects; the types of environmental effects that could result; and the need for an
approach specific to gas production.

Gas production potential

There is demonstrated potential for production of both helium and hydrogen gases within the state. In February
2024, a helium exploration company (Pulsar Helium) confirmed that the site of a previous accidental discovery
of helium gas in the northeastern part of the state appeared to contain commercial quantities of helium gas.
Pulsar suggested that it might be able to start commercial production of helium, along with carbon dioxide,
within twelve to eighteen months.

At the same time, state agency staff became aware that other exploration companies were identifying drilling
targets for geologic hydrogen in Kansas and Nebraska. These targets were located along a geologic formation
known as the Midcontinent Rift System. The Midcontinent Rift System extends northwards into Minnesota, from
the lowa border up to Lake Superior. The United States Geological Survey has identified the Midcontinent Rift
System as one of the top two prospective regions for geologic hydrogen production in the United States.

Minnesota has not previously been the site of industrial extraction of gas, although it has a long history of other
extractive industries, i.e., mining of sand, gravel, and iron ore. Because gas production is new to Minnesota, the
need and desire for information about the possible impacts, especially of larger projects, is likely to be high
among both the public and permitting authorities at all levels of government. The environmental review process
is intended to inform decision makers and the public, and adding a mandatory category threshold for these
projects helps ensure this objective is accomplished.

Environmental effects of gas production

The environmental concerns or effects from a gas production project are critical in determining if and when
these types of projects should be required to do environmental review. These environmental effects result from
the actions undertaken during gas production.

A typical gas production project begins with exploration. During exploration, a project proposer gathers
information about a site and its gas deposit. The goal of exploration is to identify a suitable location for drilling a
well to extract the desired gas. This step includes research to determine if the geology is likely to result in
sufficient extractable gas to warrant development. This research may include drilling exploratory borings to
collect samples and make subsurface measurements. From there, the next steps or actions for development of a
gas project include drilling, completion, and production. These steps typically involve the processes and time
periods described below:

e Drilling of a gas well typically takes 30-60 days, but that time can vary. Drilling starts with preparing the
site (clearing and leveling) and setting up a drilling rig to drill a well and feed steel pipe into the well
bore. Drilling mud may be needed to manage downhole pressures, provide information about the rock
layers being drilled through, and keep the drill bit cool. Casing and cementing are performed to stabilize
the well bore and to prevent contamination. Safety equipment, such as a blowout preventer, is installed
to prevent the gas from being released in rare, unexpected, overpressure situations.

e Completion is a one-to-five-week process of bringing a gas well into production after initial drilling has
been completed. Completion steps may involve: removal of the drill string; casing, cementing, and
perforating the well bore; hydraulically fracturing the reservoir to stimulate production; expelling drilling
and fracturing fluids; and installing the production valves. Additional equipment is then installed to
allow for extraction of the gas.
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e Production of gas from a completed well can last from 20 to more than 50 years. During production, the
well is monitored, maintained, and managed. When a gas stream is extracted, it is typically made up of a
combination of gases.? For example, the gas stream in Pulsar’s exploratory wells has been identified as
being comprised of helium, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, and methane. The target gas resource is typically
separated from the rest of the gas stream and sent to an end user.3 The process of sending gas to an
end user varies; it may be transported in a gaseous state or may be liquefied. It can then be shipped via
trucks or piped to off-site processing facilities. The unwanted gas components are disposed of according
to applicable rules and regulations.

e The closure and reclamation phase occurs after the underground gas reservoir has been depleted and
the site must be closed. Any equipment is removed, wells are sealed to protect groundwater resources,
and the land is returned to a natural state. While removal of equipment and well sealing can be
completed within a relatively short period of time (months), restoration of impacted natural resources
may take much longer, depending on the setting and scale of the gas production operation.

EQB staff then reviewed the potential for environmental impacts from all stages of a gas production project.
Based on available information, there are the following potential environmental impacts:

e Surface impacts. Initial development of the project location and ongoing operations may lead to
environmental effects from clearing land for construction of drilling pads, facilities to process and ship
gas, roads to access extraction sites, and construction of “flowlines” to transfer gas from multiple wells
to a collection or processing area. Land clearing can impact surface water quality, wildlife habitat, and
threatened and endangered species. There may also be surface impacts due to spills or leaks from
material storage. There may be noise, light, and odor from both construction and ongoing operations.

e Subsurface impacts. Well drilling, gas extraction, injection of drilling waste (if proposed), and spills or
leaks from material storage have the potential to cause pollution of groundwater and drinking water.
Additionally, depending on the type of operations, there may be potential for impacts to the geology or
groundwater due to fracking or other gas production methods.

e Air impacts. Extracting and processing gas can lead to air pollution. Gas reservoirs may contain a variety
of components such as helium, hydrogen, methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrogen. Some of these
components may need to be disposed of, which could include processes such as venting and flaring.
Potential air impacts also come from the operating equipment, which is often powered by generators,
as well as from vehicle traffic.

Supporting documentation for the existing mandatory categories (such as the documentation of environmental
impacts from silica sand described above) demonstrates that these types of impacts have long been considered
reasons to require certain projects to undergo environmental review.

Existing categories or specific approach

Gas production projects could, in some cases, exceed existing mandatory category thresholds (particularly
impact-based thresholds such as air pollution or land use conversion) and be required to undergo review
without a new mandatory category applicable to gas production projects. However, EQB anticipates that gas
production projects that have a potential for significant environmental impacts will generally not be covered by

2 The well can also produce waste waters (called “produced water”) that require management due to the presence of
contaminants.

3 Separation or purification can be accomplished through multiple different methods.
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the existing categories because the categories most likely to be applicable generally focus on one particular
impact source, and not the variety of impacts associated with gas production.*

Not establishing project-specific categories under the assumption that a gas production project will fit within the
existing rules is likely to result in projects that may or do have the potential for significant environmental effects
not being properly reviewed.

The potential for environmental effects from gas production demonstrates the need for mandatory
environmental review.

Project type and definition

Having established that there is a need for a mandatory category, the next step is to consider how to define the
project type and the actions that require review.

The existing mandatory categories largely require review when there is construction or expansion of a specific
project type. EQB is proposing to maintain that structure here, proposing that environmental review be required
for construction or expansion of a “gas resource development project.””

To implement this, EQB is proposing multiple definitions in the amended rules.
Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 32a. Gas. “Gas” has the meaning given in Minnesota Statutes, section 93.514.

This definition incorporates the identical legislative definitions of “gas” in Minn. Stat. § 93.513, subd. 1
and Minn. Stat. § 93.514(c). These provisions establish the prohibition on production of gas and oil from
consolidated or unconsolidated formations (geological sources as opposed to gas generated by other
processes such as anaerobic digestion) without a permit from the DNR commissioner and issued
pursuant to rules adopted by the DNR, and the authority or requirement for various agencies to adopt
rules. The statutes do not define “oil.” Because geological sources of “oil” are not known to exist in the
state, it is reasonable to limit this rulemaking to “gas.”

Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 32b. Gas production. “Gas production” means production, as defined under
Minnesota Statutes, section 93.514, of gas.

The legislation establishing the permitting program defines “production” as including the extraction and
beneficiation of gas or oil in the state. Minn. Stat. § 93.513, subd. 1; Minn. Stat. § 93.514(c). To clarify
that a facility that involves any of these activities is subject to the environmental review requirements
described in this rule and to simplify drafting, it is reasonable for the EQB to use this definition, but
without reference to oil.

Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 32c. “Gas resource development project” means an operation that is designed for
gas production from consolidated or unconsolidated formations and that is required to hold a permit from the
DNR under Minnesota Statutes, section 93.513, and rules adopted by the DNR under Minnesota Statutes,
section 93.514.

The requirement for a project to be subject to environmental review relies on whether that project
involves a major “governmental action...which would cause physical manipulation of the environment...”

4 One exception may be a stand-alone or off-site gas processing facility for liquefying gas. These are larger industrial
facilities that are more likely to involve pipelines and to process a larger volume of gas and are quite rare. A facility of this
type would likely be reviewed under the existing industrial facility or pipeline mandatory categories, and therefore no
mandatory category is proposed for these types of projects in this rulemaking.

5> Gas resource development is the definition of a gas production project that EQB is proposing to utilize as this is the
terminology being utilized in DNR’s draft regulations.
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as defined by Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 65 and as required by Minn. Stat. § 116D.04. Here, the main

governmental action required will be a permit from the DNR, and the legislature has required DNR to
adopt rules before it may grant a permit. (Minn. Stat. § 93.513.) It is reasonable for the EQB to reference
the legislative definitions of “gas production” and DNR’s permitting authority in establishing a definition
that will be used to describe the type of facility that may be subject to environmental review
requirements. DNR’s rules will further establish the specifics of what types of projects need a permit.

Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 32d. Gas well. “Gas well” means a well that is intended for gas production and that is
included as part of a gas resource development project.

To access gas for production, it is necessary to drill or bore a shaft into the geological formations
containing the gas. In the gas industry, these openings are called “wells.” The legislature has not defined
“wells” in this context, although other “well” definitions exist in state law, in particular definitions
adopted by the Minnesota Department of Health in rules intended to ensure proper construction and
sealing of water wells used for water supply and environmental wells used for monitoring and
remediation. Because the number of gas wells is related to the environmental impacts from a gas
resource development facility, the EQB proposes to use the number of wells involved in a gas resource
production facility to determine when environmental review is necessary. As a result, EQB needs to
define what is meant by a “gas well.” EQB has limited the gas well definition to those wells that are
included in the gas resource development project. This is reasonable to ensure that other borings (for
example, exploratory borings that are not ultimately used for production) do not trigger environmental
review requirements.

Defining the project type as gas resource development is meant to broadly capture the actions that involved in
extracting and producing gas.

Thresholds

The next step is to determine the thresholds that should be imposed for environmental review of gas resource
development projects. This requires determining a metric that corresponds with the level of effects EQB
concludes requires environmental review.

An EAW is required for projects that may have the potential for significant environmental effects, while an EIS is
required for projects that do have the potential for significant environmental effects. Thresholds must align with
potential for significant environmental effects and be easy to apply so that project proposers and permitting
authorities know early on which projects require environmental review, and of what type (EAW or EIS).

Developing reasonable thresholds for the mandatory categories requires understanding, to the extent possible,
the potential for significant environmental effects from projects of this type, while recognizing that there are
always going to be limitations in the available data. In the case of gas resource development, because these are
new project types to this state, many unknowns are present. This highlights the need to utilize an evidence-
based but conservative approach when developing environmental review thresholds.

The goal of mandatory category thresholds is to ensure, to the extent possible, that the right projects are
reviewed so that permitting authorities have the environmental information necessary to support their
permitting decisions, and the public has an opportunity to participate in the process of developing that
information. The environmental review rules recognize that the mandatory categories may not always capture
projects that should require environmental review. If the thresholds fail to trigger environmental review for a
particular project that poses unique impacts, the environmental review rules provide for discretionary review or
review by petition.

Many of the existing project-based mandatory categories require review when a project reaches a certain size,
such as the capacity of a storage facility, acres of land excavated for mining, or the square feet of a building.
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Therefore, EQB staff began by evaluating at what size the environmental effects from a “basic” gas resource
development project may or do become potentially significant. EQB staff then considered whether there were
specific instances where the effects from smaller gas resource development projects may or do become
potentially significant, due to specifics of their location or operations.

Size-based threshold

The EQB is proposing that an EAW be required for any gas resource development project that is proposing a
project consisting of five or more production wells, either as a new project or an expansion of an existing facility.
(See proposed rule part Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 38, item A.)

This size-based threshold, applicable statewide, is intended to capture gas resource development projects that
may have the potential for significant environmental effects, based on the total effects to the surface, air, and
subsurface.

EQB staff determined that the best metric for the “size” of a gas resource development project is the number of
production wells. Each additional well adds to the impacts of the project generally. While EQB staff considered
other possible metrics — such as the volume of gas extracted - the number of wells is a metric that is easily
applied by permitting authorities and regulated parties to assess whether a project requires environmental
review.

As discussed below, a gas resource development project utilizing a single production well (assuming it does not
incorporate techniques discussed in other sections below), generally would have limited environmental effects
that do not reach the threshold for environmental review. However, the potential impacts increase as project
size increases — i.e., as more production wells are developed. This is mainly due to the combined impact of
surface disturbance, noise, light, truck traffic, and air emissions that come with increases in gas production.

This size-based threshold is based on understanding the impacts from a “basic” gas resource development
project of the type anticipated in Minnesota, consisting of a development or production area with production
wells and a centralized processing facility connected to each individual production well via flow lines.

EQB staff reviewed projects in other states to understand the development of the typical gas production project
like those expected to occur in Minnesota. For example, a helium gas production project in Colorado began with
two production wells and a single production facility; it has added wells over time and is to be comprised of 11
production wells, all of which will be connected to a centrally-located processing facility. The gas stream is
predominantly nitrogen, with smaller percentages of helium and carbon dioxide. The processing facility purifies
the gas to around 90% helium by removing the other gas components.

Assuming gas production projects are likely to consist of multiple production wells within a single general area,
with all wells connected to a centralized processing area, it is logical to use a project’s number of production
wells to create an environmental review threshold. Such a threshold can encompass the impacts of a project as
a whole. The number of wells will directly influence the level of the likely environmental effects, namely the
collective impacts to the surface, subsurface, and the air from the activities at the site.

The section below expands upon the analysis and supports the reasonableness of a mandatory EAW for a gas
resource development project consisting of five production wells.

Analysis

EQB staff’s analysis began by looking at the potential for environmental effects from a single production well
and then extrapolating the potential impacts as a project increases in size in order to determine at what level
the environmental effects may have the potential to be significant.
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At a minimum, viable commercial gas production must include:

e A way to extract the gas, necessitating drilling at least one well.
e A way to process or beneficiate the gas after extraction.

e A way to deliver or ship the purified gas to an end user.

Subsurface Impacts

A single, basic, gas well that is designed to produce gas without enhanced or specialized techniques is unlikely to
have significant subsurface impacts. EQB proposes to classify projects that propose to use enhanced or
specialized techniques for production differently with regard to environmental review (as noted in sections
below).

Surface Impacts

Gas resource development projects require a proper working space for drilling wells, installing flowlines, and
constructing a processing facility, all serviced by appropriate roads. These actions will cause surface impacts
from land use change, construction, and ongoing operations. Due to the potential remote locations of these
projects, land use conversion and land cover changes are anticipated.

Land use conversion involves environmental impacts related to construction from removal of natural vegetation
and cover — including loss of habitat, erosion, and runoff —and is associated with increased light, noise, and
traffic impacts. Increased light and noise may lead to impacts on both people and the environment. Existing
environmental review categories recognize that changes to land use can cause environmental effects that justify
environmental review. Land use conversion (typically acreage) and facility size (building square footage or gross
floor space) are common considerations in mandatory category development and existing thresholds.

Noise levels from gas production projects are also important environmental effects.® The main sources of noise
from oil and gas operations can be grouped into the following two categories: (1) construction and preparation
(e.g., road construction, site and well pad preparation, truck traffic) and (2) production and completion (e.g.,
flaring operations, drilling, hydraulic fracturing, compressor stations). It is difficult to assume all operations will
exhibit the same noise impacts; but, for comparison, the State of New York completed a Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (GEIS) for the oil and gas sector. This study notes composite noise levels at a distance of 15 to
610 m (50 to 2000 ft) ranged from 57 dBA to 89 dBA for access road construction, 52 dBA to 84 dBA for well pad
preparation, 44 dBA to 76 dBA for horizontal drilling, and 52 dBA to 104 dBA for hydraulic fracturing.

Operations at these types of facilities are typically 24 hours a day and therefore require lighting. Development of
oil and gas fields has been shown to increase light pollution, especially in rural areas.” Impacts from lighting may
have the potential to negatively impact people’s way of life in areas where gas resources are developed,
especially as they grow in size. Impacts from lighting have been shown to have negative impact on animals and
insects, disrupting circadian and seasonal behavior.

Gas resource development facilities will require equipment necessary to produce and beneficiate the gas and
may incorporate industrial equipment as well as generators to power such equipment. Land use conversion will
be necessary for accessing a space to drill a gas well and construct a processing facility. Road access to these
sites will be necessary as well as installing flow lines to connect the well(s) to the processing facility.

6 State noise standards, industrial facilities such as gas production are likely to be classified as NAC 3.

7 Boslett, A, Hill, E., Ma, L., & Zhang, L. (2021). Rural Light Pollution from Shale Gas Development and Associated Sleep and
Subjective Well-Being. Resource and energy economics, 64, 101220. https://doi.org/10.1016/].reseneeco.2021.101220
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Based on available information, a single-well gas resource development project including these components
would potentially result in two to five acres of land conversion although that total is dependent on location and
other project circumstances.

As a project grows in size and continues to add production wells, the amount of land disturbance will grow, the
amount of road access will increase, and the flowline distances will increase. Additionally, the amount of
equipment and potential industrial development that the production space would require to facilitate more
production can be expected to increase.?

Traffic impacts and air impacts

Traffic impacts and air pollution are also key components of the anticipated environmental impacts from a gas
resource development project. The overall impacts of these two components are connected and are dependent
upon the volume of gas that is available to extract from each well (flow rates) and the composition of the gas
that is being targeted.

Once gas is extracted from the subsurface, that gas must be managed. The amount of gas production per day
will be a key factor in the amount of gas shipped, which will vary based on the methods that a project uses to
manage and ship the gas (likely via trucks). The composition of the gas and unwanted components will influence
how much gas is shipped and any waste gas disposal (which could include venting or flaring) potentially causing
air pollution, including climate pollution.

Data from Minnesota® and Colorado?® show that gas wells are capable of producing 500,000 cubic ft/day of gas,
made up of multiple components. Pulsar’s published test data estimates that the gas deposit it is evaluating for
production consists of 10.5% helium (ranging from 5.6% to 13.8%), 13.2% nitrogen, 2.4% methane, and 73.8%
carbon dioxide. This information can be used to understand the range of potential environmental effects from
shipping the desirable gas and managed unwanted components.

The targeted gas (such as helium or hydrogen) must be transported to end users. Shipment of gas can be done
in a variety of ways. Gases are typically shipped via “tube trucks,” which come in various sizes and can transport
various volumes of gas in liquid or gaseous states. There are numerous factors that impact truck sizing for
shipment (production levels, road restrictions, shipping contracts, etc.). The truck selection used in this analysis
is an 80,000-pound truck, which would represent the largest load allowed on Minnesota roads. Local
jurisdictions and seasonal road restrictions would likely impact the amount of product that can be shipped and
may not allow for an 80,000-pound truck; if lighter loads are required to meet the road limitations this would
result in increased truck trips.

Existing environmental review categories identify traffic as a significant driver of environmental impacts due to
safety concerns from road congestion, but also to the degradation of the roads. Truck traffic also may have air
pollution and other impacts.

If all of the produced gas were shipped (assuming a flow rate of 500,000 cubic ft/day), EQB estimates that
shipping the gas from one well could require 1022 trucks per year (2044 total trips) for non-liquified gas; if the

8 This is assuming a scenario where new production wells are being added to sites where existing production wells continue
to produce. When production wells are no longer producing, DNR’s rule will likely require them to be sealed and reclaimed.
In some cases, a new production well may replace a sealed well, keeping the total number of wells constant.

9 Pulsar Helium has published test data showing flow rates as low as 21,000 cubic ft/day (unpressurized) and as high as 1.3
million cubic ft/day (pressurized).

10 Data from the helium project in Colorado shows flow rates for wells operating in 2025 that range from 140,000 cubic
ft/day to 526,000 cubic ft/day, all of which are pressurized flow rates.
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facility is shipping liquified gas, many fewer trucks would be needed — about 1/5" of the initial estimate.!
Although producers are unlikely to ship all produced gas due to gas streams having components that are not
marketable, this is a reasonable upper or worst-case estimate for truck traffic, especially considering that under
some estimates a single well could produce more than the 500,000 cubic ft/day amount used here.

Non-targeted or undesirable components of the gas stream also have to be managed and/or disposed of.
Looking across the country at gas concentrations in projects producing helium, the gases present are similar to
those reported by Pulsar, but with a wide variety in the relative percentages. Projects in Colorado have reported
gas compositions of 77% nitrogen and 15% CO, but companies have reported wells consisting of up to 98% CO,.
There are also wells in Colorado that mostly produce methane with helium making up one to six percent of the
overall gas composition. Information on hydrogen gas production is more difficult to find. However, the
associated gases are anticipated to be of similar composition (nitrogen, carbon dioxide, helium, methane) but
(as with helium) the percentages are expected to vary significantly. Hydrogen exploration projects in Kansas, for
example, have reported gas compositions of up to 96% hydrogen.

Existing environmental review categories identify air pollution as a significant source of environmental impacts.

If all of the gas extracted were released to the atmosphere, using the amount of CO,e from Pulsar’s gas
evaluation at the same 500,000 cubic ft/day, one well could emit 10,461 tons CO,e/year from the entire gas
stream. Again, although not all gas would ever be released, this calculation provides a reasonable upper or
worst-case estimate for climate pollution impacts from production at this level (again considering that under
some estimates a single well could produce more than the 500,000 cubic feet/day amount used here) and
demonstrates the potential for increased emissions for projects where more greenhouse gases require
management or disposal.

The calculations of potential truck traffic and air emissions combined with the likely degree of other potential
impacts discussed above (surface disturbance, light, and noise) from a gas resource development project
suggest that a project consisting of a single well generally should not require mandatory environmental review.
However, as wells are added, the aggregate effects increase. The aggregate impacts (surface disturbance, light,
noise, traffic, and air) from a project with five or more wells justify a mandatory EAW.

Size threshold conclusion

The existing mandatory categories established in rule, and their supporting documents, provide useful
comparisons about the relevant potential for environmental effects. For example, multiple mandatory
categories include thresholds based on acres of clearing for land use conversion or the amount of space
necessary for operating facilities. These include required EAWs for projects that convert 80 acres of natural land,
20 to 40 acres of land in shoreland, or incorporate structures totaling 100,000 — 600,000 square feet. As
discussed above, a gas resource development project with five wells could result in a wide range of total land
clearing potentially 10 — 25 acres from road development, flowline installation, and well pad construction,

The air pollution mandatory category requires an EAW for projects generating 100,000 tons per year of
greenhouse gas emissions. The estimates provided above, based on estimated flow rates and Pulsar’s specific
gas composition data, show that a gas resource development with five wells could result in levels of greenhouse
gas emissions approaching half this threshold.

The supporting documents for the inclusion of the silica sand mandatory category note a particular concern for
truck traffic at transfer facilities, with the threshold of 200,000 tons per year of silica sand resulting in truck
traffic of 7,692 loaded trucks per year. From the estimates above based on estimated flow rates, at five wells the

1 However, this would require more operating equipment to liquify the gas product, which would likely result in increased
surface disturbance and potential air emissions.
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potential truck traffic from a gas production project may reach 5,110 trucks per year, about 2/3 of the figure
considered for silica sand transfer facilities.

Not all of the potential environmental effects can be quantified; the impacts of noise, light, and similar effects
must be judged more qualitatively. In addition, none of these effects stand alone; evaluation of potential for
environmental effects must incorporate all potential impacts.

At five production wells, the amount of truck traffic, land use conversion, construction requirements, potential
air emissions, potential noise levels, and lighting requirements combine together to indicate that a project of
this size may have the potential for significant environmental effects. Although much of the analysis is based on
information from the one known potential project — Pulsar Helium — the potential environmental concerns
relating to air pollution, traffic, noise, lighting, land conversion, all remain no matter the type of gas being
produced.??

A size of five wells also strikes a reasonable regulatory balance. In the GTAC process, which was to recommend a
temporary framework for regulation of gas production, EQB staff recommended that all gas production projects
go through an EAW, due to the newness of the project type and the unknowns. Some comments on the GTAC
report felt that this requirement would be too burdensome. The research conducted since that report,
described above, shows that the smallest projects are unlikely to require mandatory review based on their
potential for significant environmental effects. This is consistent with many project-based mandatory categories
which have thresholds that exclude the smallest projects.

Based on EQB’s understanding of the gas production project in Colorado noted above, a five well threshold is
likely to align with potential projects expected to occur in Minnesota. At a higher size threshold, mandatory
environmental review becomes less likely. The public interest in the impact of gas production — demonstrated by
comments on the GTAC report that raised concerns about drilling noise, lighting, dust, traffic, carbon dioxide
emissions, PFAS in drilling mud and materials, and threatened and endangered species — supports the need for
environmental review.

There is insufficient information to set an EIS threshold —i.e., to determine that a basic gas resource
development project, particularly of the types of projects expected to be located in Minnesota, does have the
potential for significant environmental effects — based solely on the size of the project. If the EAW finds the
potential for significant environmental effects (applying the decision criteria under Minn. R. 4410.1700), an EIS
would be required.

The weight of evidence demonstrates that setting a mandatory category threshold requiring an EAW for a gas
resource development project consisting of five wells is appropriate, based on data from potential production
levels from comparable helium projects while recognizing the variabilities that may arise from other gas
resource development projects. This threshold recognizes the potential for significant environmental effects
utilizing project specific data while incorporating the potential variations that may arise on a project-to-project
level.

Location-based threshold

The proposed size-based threshold would apply across the state. The next evaluation is whether there is a need
for a different (lower) threshold in certain areas. Some existing mandatory category thresholds vary by location.
For instance, there are separate mandatory categories for certain kinds of development (residential,

12 some interested party input has suggested that EQB develop categories that are differentiated based on the type of gas
being extracted. EQB believes that this would make the rules overly complicated, highlighted by the variabilities in flow
rates and gas compositions. Setting a threshold for requiring environmental review based on the number of production
wells, regardless of targeted gas, is appropriate for all gas extraction projects
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campgrounds) in shoreland, and the feedlots EAW mandatory category has a lower threshold for projects
located in certain sensitive areas.

Based on known geology, gas resource development projects have the potential to be located across the state.
EQB is proposing certain thresholds that would require environmental review for gas resource development
projects that are located on or near certain sensitive areas. This mandatory category threshold (see proposed
rule Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 38, items B and C) is meant to align with DNR’s rules.

EQB staff understand that the DNR plans to identify locations where gas production would not be allowed
(excluded) and those where certain kinds of actions will be prohibited or restricted. While environmental review
would not be required in areas where production is completely excluded because no projects would occur in
those areas, it is reasonable to require environmental review in those areas where DNR will allow a gas
production project to be sited but the DNR will impose limitations on the type of operations to reduce potential
impacts to sensitive environmental areas.

In these areas, gas production may have the potential for significant environmental effects and therefore an
EAW should be required. Where DNR rules place restrictions on the location of projects, or the actions that can
be taken within certain locations, it is reasonable to assume that the projects pose particular risks to the
environment, suggesting that environmental review should be conducted to ensure that all risks are understood
and addressed through the permitting process.

EQB is proposing that an EAW be required for a gas resource development project if it is to be located within or
intended to incorporate directional drilling methods to extract gas from underneath areas of the state that are
recognized as needing special protection. Specifically, EQB is proposing a mandatory category threshold that
requires an EAW:

e For any gas resource development project proposing to produce gas from beneath a location where the
DNR imposes regulations to prohibit both surface disturbance and directional drilling.

e For any gas resource development project proposing to directionally or horizontally drill underneath
areas where the DNR imposes siting regulations to prohibit only surface disturbance, if that drilling is
within % mile of the surface.

The vertical buffer for directional drilling (less than % mile below the surface) is added based on potential for
shallow drilling to impact the subsurface, in particular the potential to impact drinking water aquifers. These
aquifers are more likely to be encountered when drilling horizontally at depths less than % mile, and
environmental review will ensure that detailed information identifies the potential effects of drilling.

EQB staff considered other ways of incorporating location — such as listing out specific sensitive locations — but
ultimately determined that alignment with DNR’s siting locations would be more efficient and take advantage of
DNR’s expertise in understanding the protections required for different areas (such as state and national parks,
scientific and natural areas, etc.)

EQB staff also considered whether different thresholds were needed in proximity to Tribal reservations and
communities. Considering a specific location-based threshold means understanding whether there is the need to
require (through creation of a mandatory category) environmental review of projects in specific areas, because
of particular effects of the project type, the nature of that location, and the interaction between the two.
Ultimately, it is a complex programmatic issue that is beyond the scope of this expedited rule to define a
boundary that:

1. Isrelevant to Tribal resources;
2. Fits with the program’s requirements for significant environmental effects; and
3. Isrepeatable and easily implemented.
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Although EQB is not proposing a mandatory category based on proximity to Tribal lands, EQB understands that
DNR'’s rules will provide Tribes with early notice of projects. This will support consultation and coordination
under Minn. Stat. § 10.65. As the RGU, DNR has the authority to order discretionary review, and members of the
public can file a petition for an EAW on a project.

Project-specific techniques thresholds

The size and location-based thresholds are meant to capture “basic” gas resource development projects,
regardless of the type of gas they are extracting or how they intend to extract it. However, certain kinds of
project techniques are likely to influence a project’s potential for significant environmental effects. EQB is
proposing three specific thresholds where environmental review would be required, based on whether the gas
resource development project would include injection of substances in the subsurface for waste disposal, to
enhance the recovery of the gas, or in order to create a gas to eventually extract. Projects that involve these
techniques pose special concerns due to the potential subsurface impacts, such as to groundwater and drinking
water, in addition to the potential effects discussed previously.

Underground injection techniques, or the process of placing fluids underground via a well, are common in parts
of the oil and gas sector and may be utilized by a gas resource development project in a few different ways.** In
general the process of injecting a substance or a fluid in to the subsurface presents environmental concerns
including the potential contamination of drinking water and induced seismic activity. Injecting fluids may
contain wastes that when injected into the subsurface offer a direct path to then contaminate underground
sources of drinking water. Injecting fluids underground may lead to induced seismic events.* In Minnesota
underground injection is prohibited within water wells and borings, apart from a few exceptions per Minn. R.
4725.2050. Because these prohibitions and regulations are limited to water wells and borings, they are unlikely
to apply to gas production. The existing regulations and prohibitions on certain types of underground injection
demonstrate a long-standing awareness that these actions have the potential for significant environmental
effects; this understanding applies even within this new industry that was not considered at the time existing
regulations were developed.

The types of underground injection that EQB staff believe should require environmental review and the
potential environmental effects are discussed below.

Class Il injection wells for waste disposal

EQB is proposing that an EAW should be required for any gas resource development project proposing to
incorporate underground injection for waste disposal. (See proposed rule Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 38, item
D).

Underground injection control (UIC) is a federal program that regulates the construction, operation, and closure
of injection wells across the nation. States can apply to be given regulatory authority over this program
(“primacy”); to date, Minnesota has not done so. One type of injection well that falls within this federal program

13 While underground injection is common, projects may be designed not to use or require these techniques. For example,
Pulsar Helium has indicated no need to use these techniques in producing helium.

14 The largest earthquake induced by fluid injection that has been documented in the scientific literature was a magnitude
5.8 earthquake in Oklahoma. Four magnitude 5+ earthquakes have occurred in Oklahoma, three of which occurred in 2016.
In 2011, a magnitude 5.3 earthquake was induced by fluid injection in the Raton Basin, Colorado. Earthquakes with
magnitudes between 4.5 and 5.0 have also been induced by fluid injection in Arkansas and Kansas. See USGS, How large are
the earthquakes induced by fluid injection?
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is Class Il oil and gas related injection wells. These wells are used for waste disposal from oil and gas projects
utilizing underground injection as well as underground injection for enhanced recovery of oil and gas.

Enhanced recovery methods ultimately are meant to achieve the same thing as fracking (increased recovery of
gas), just under less intense pressures and volumes. (Fracking is discussed in a section below.) Liquid is pumped
underground with pressures low enough that the geology will not be forced into fracturing, but still improve
displacement of the target substance underground, allowing for increased extraction rates.

Underground injection waste disposal is utilized in many oil and gas wells to dispose of waste encountered
during the drilling process and is often used for produced waters (typically brine waters).

The volumes of water and anticipated impacts from enhanced recovery (without fracking) utilizing a federally-
permitted Class Il injection well are anticipated to be relatively similar to that of hydrofracturing water wells,
which is currently allowed in Minnesota and does not require environmental review (further discussion of
hydrofracturing is provided in the section below). However, if project-related waste is incorporated into the
enhanced recovery process, there may be potential for significant environmental effects. The prohibition on
using water wells or borings for injection of waste disposal provided in Minn. R. 4275.2050 clearly demonstrates
the environmental concerns by limiting what is allowed to be injected in order to protect drinking water sources.
This argues that regulated injection under the federal Class Il program might have the potential for
environmental impacts. Waste disposal into the subsurface by injection has the potential to create a direct
pathway for pollution of drinking water resources. Additionally, there is the potential for seismic events
occurring from prolonged and high-volume disposal from underground injection wells.

For these reasons, EQB staff propose that any project that includes a Class Il injection well for project-related
waste disposal should require an EAW prior to approval. This threshold would only apply for enhanced recovery
Class Il injection wells if the injection materials include project-related waste.

Stimulated gas production

EQB is proposing an EAW be required for any gas resource development project that will produce (i.e. extract
and beneficiate) gas created in the subsurface as a result of a chemical reaction from underground injection.
(See proposed rules Minn. R. 4410.4300, subp. 38, item E)

This type of underground injection is the type of process used to create “stimulated hydrogen.” Geology in
certain areas of Minnesota may allow hydrogen gas to be created in the subsurface by injecting a solution to
induce a reaction between that solution and the minerals within a targeted geologic formation.*”

This type of project is mostly theoretical and there is limited information available on real world
implementation. Despite the lack of available data, there is a conceptual understanding of what is included in
these projects. This project type and its potential impacts are different from that of a typical gas resource
development project; the techniques used along with the necessary fluids combined with potential additives
(underground injection to create a gas in the subsurface) present an increased potential for impacts to the
subsurface with the potential to significantly impact drinking water and groundwater sources.

Geologically these projects have an opportunity to occur in areas of the state where drinking water aquifers are
present. Similar to waste disposal, underground injection leading to the creation of a gas in the subsurface
presents environmental concerns due to potential for pollution of drinking water via direct pathways to aquifers

15 EQB staff note that the regulatory framework for the creation of a gas using these techniques is unclear; these types of

projects may be federally regulated or may need ongoing development of a state regulatory framework. However, it is not
clear that such projects are absolutely prohibited, and it is clear that a permit from DNR would be required for production
(extraction and beneficiation) of the resulting gas.
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utilized for drinking water as a result of the underground injection. Additionally, there are concerns regarding
induced seismic activity associated with injecting potentially large volumes of water in the subsurface.

Therefore, EQB believes that a project of this nature may have the potential for significant environmental effects
and should require a mandatory EAW.

Hydraulic fracturing (fracking)

EQB is proposing an EIS should be required for any gas resource development project proposing to utilize high
volume fracturing methods to produce gas. (See proposed rule Minn. R. 4410.4400, subp. 29)

Hydraulic fracturing (fracking) is a process of gas extraction that involves injecting fluids (a combination of
mostly water with proppants (usually sand) and other chemical additives included) underground at high
pressures to create new pathways (fractures) for trapped gas within the geologic formations to ultimately be
released, allowing for improved extraction of the gas.

Hydrofracturing of a water supply well is allowed in Minnesota and regulated under Minn. R. 4725.5475 as one
of the exceptions to the prohibition of underground injection within water wells and borings. Hydrofracturing
can be done using potable water only, with a chlorine residual or certain approved additives;*® it is also only
allowed within certain geologic settings (igneous or metamorphic bedrock). Additional restrictions regarding the
process and setbacks are listed within the rules. Based on information from the Department of Health,
hydrofracturing in Minnesota typically utilizes 2,000 to 4,000 gallons for a single well, potentially reaching
volumes of up to 10,000 gallons. Rough estimates from the Department of Health are that 145 to 270 water
supply wells in the state are hydrofractured each year. This process does not require environmental review.

Modern (high-volume) fracking techniques associated with gas resource development differ from
hydrofracturing. These modern fracturing techniques are typically associated with well drilling that results in
deeper/longer wells, leading to increased potential impacts to water quality at the surface and groundwater as
well as potential impacts to water quantity. These techniques are typically associated with greater pressures,
increased water volumes, and addition of a variety of chemicals needed to facilitate the fracturing of the rocks.

Other states have noted environmental concerns from these activities and have responded with regulations due
to concerns from high-volume hydraulic fracturing.?’” Research of these other states with oil and gas regulations
provided a definition of “high volume hydraulic fracturing” (HVHF). The definition included in the proposed rules
is based on the Michigan definition which says HVHF is hydraulic fracturing using a combined total of 100,000 or
more gallons of water during all stages in a well completion,® whether the well is vertical or directional,
including horizontal, and whether the water is fresh or recycled and regardless of the chemicals or other
additives mixed with the water. These definitions are intended to capture projects employing modern fracking
techniques utilizing high volumes of water and incorporating chemical additives for which environmental
concerns are present. Projects that require high volume fracking can result in millions of gallons of water being
used and are known to incorporate a variety of chemicals into the fluids presenting known environmental
concerns.

EQB is proposing a definition of HVHF at Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 38a. “High-volume hydraulic fracturing”
means injecting fluid, with or without proppants, into the subsurface under pressure to create fractures within a

16 Additives must meet the requirements of ANSI/NSF Standard 60, ANSI/NSF Standard 60 is a standard that sets minimum
health effects for chemicals added to drinking water.

17 Michigan and New York have regulations and information regarding high-volume hydraulic fracturing.

18 Well completion is the process of bringing a gas well into production after initial drilling has been completed. Completion
steps may involve removal of the drill string, casing, cementing, perforating, hydraulically fracturing in the reservoir to
stimulate production, expelling drilling and fracturing fluids, and installing the production valve.
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geologic formation for the purpose of improving the deliverability and production of gas for a gas resource

development project, using a combined total of 100,000 gallons or more of any fluids.

To describe gas resource development projects that require a higher level of environmental review as the result
of their use hydraulic fracturing under EQB’s environmental review rule, a definition is needed. This definition is
reasonable because it describes what is meant by “hydraulic fracturing” using terms found in rules successfully
adopted and used by other states (New York, Michigan) and specifies the volume that triggers the “high-
volume” designation (based on a Michigan definition). EQB staff evaluated if high-pressure (as opposed to the
volume of water used) would work as a way to identify projects that require environmental review. However,
the available information showed that the pressures required for fracturing are highly variable, and there were
no existing definitions based on pressure.

HVHF has the potential for significant environmental effects due to the potential impacts in the subsurface.
HVHF has the potential to significantly impact drinking water and groundwater sources as well as potential
seismicity concerns.

The process of creating fractures within geologic formations has the potential of creating direct pathways to
drinking water aquifers. Not only would the fluids utilized for the fracking process have a direct connection to
drinking water aquifers, increasing the potential for contamination, but the gas reservoirs will also have
increased potential for connectivity due to the creation of new pathways for the gas to travel. While a project
proposer can control the injection (fluid volumes and pressures), the geologic response is a variable that cannot
be controlled. The precise location and extent of fractures is unknown and can lead to impacts on drinking
water. The injection of water to the subsurface for HVHF also results in increased wastewater because the
injected fluid sometimes returns to the surface. In addition to drinking water impacts, high volume underground
injections have been linked to induced seismicity events felt at the surface. Because fracking requires large
volumes of water, the potential for induced seismic events must also be considered when making
determinations for potential for significant environmental effects.

Therefore, EQB staff believe that any gas project proposing to utilize HVHF does have the potential for
significant environmental effects and therefore should require an EIS.

Responsible government unit

EQB is proposing that the mandatory categories designate the DNR as the responsible government unit (RGU)
for conducting the review. The DNR is the appropriate choice for serving as the RGU as they have the greatest
responsibility for supervising or approving a gas resource development project as a whole. This determination is
based upon the authority given to the DNR to regulate gas production. This proposal is in keeping the general
procedures for RGU selection currently laid out in Minn. R. 4410.0500, subp. 5.
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MY MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Environmental review: Mandatory category for gas
resource development projects

Attachment 1 to rule summary and justification

Tribal coordination

The Environmental Quality Board (EQB or Board) seeks to foster and facilitate positive government-to
government relations between EQB and all federally recognized Tribal Nations that share geography with the
state of Minnesota. To help fulfill this goal, EQB adopted a Tribal Coordination and Consultation Policy that
aligns with Minn. Stat. § 10.65. This statute encourages and allows all agencies and boards to “engage in
consultation and communication with the Minnesota Tribal governments for all matters that have Tribal
implications.”

This document provides a summary of the Tribal coordination that took place from June 2025 to March 2026,
prior to publishing the notice of intent to adopt rules for the environmental review of gas production projects.!

Coordination summary

The EQB’s Tribal Coordination and Consultation Policy focuses largely on staff-to-staff coordination, defined as
“an affirmative process where EQB staff will proactively identify and seek input from Tribal government staff in a
timely and meaningful manner as part of its decision-making process on projects, programs, policy
developments, and similar items...”

Coordination generally proceeds through multiple steps: identification, notification, information sharing,
listening to and considering input, and communicating decisions.

Prior to the rulemaking of developing mandatory categories for gas projects, EQB was part of an interagency
team, called the gas resources technical advisory team (GTAC) led by the Department of Natural Resources
(DNR). GTAC was tasked with developing recommendations for a temporary regulatory framework for gas
production in Minnesota. From the start of this work, it was clear that gas production is a matter with significant
Tribal interest. Tribes expressed concerns over potential impacts to cultural resources and treaty-protected
hunting, fishing, and gathering rights.

Therefore, once the Board directed staff to begin rulemaking for environmental review mandatory categories for
gas production projects, staff conducted coordination with Tribal environmental staff.

! This document does not cover the communication with Tribes that happened as part of the development of the GTAC
recommendations, though EQB staff participated in that process and were informed by Tribal comments on that document.
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EQB staff recognize the matters that are important to Tribes include potential impacts from gas production
projects on cultural resources and treaty-protected hunting, fishing, and gathering rights. EQB staff began to
reach out to appropriate Tribal staff (coordinated via the Minnesota Tribal Environmental Committee, MNTEC)
early in the rule development process and had discussions that are documented below.

EQB staff also sent an annual update and offer of consultation to Tribal leaders on July 1, 2025. It included a
summary of this rulemaking requirement and outlook and offered consultation if requested. No formal
consultation requests have been received to date.

After the initial notification, EQB staff provided regular updates on the rule process to MNTEC, which meets on a
regular basis (approximately monthly). EQB also heard comments from Tribal staff at ERIS and Board meetings.
EQB staff had regular communication with any interested Tribal staff (particularly members of MNTEC and the
Tribal gas extraction task force) in order to discuss issues and ongoing development of the rule concepts. The
following table illustrates the main points of communication between Tribal and EQB staff between June 2025
and May 2026.

Table 1. Dates of coordination

June 2025 EQB staff invited all MNTEC members to a meeting to share information with Tribal environmental staff
regarding: the rule process; gas production projects; what EQB needs to consider in developing
environmental review mandatory categories.

July 2025 Tribal staff (the Tribal Gas Extraction Task Force) provided draft rule language to EQB staff. EQB held a
meeting to discuss that draft rule language. There was general discussion on the language and how
mandatory category rules are structured. EQB staff identified portions of the draft language that could be
considered in scope for mandatory category rules moving forward and identified portions that would be
difficult to implement or out of scope for EQB to implement.

September | EQB staff participated in a meeting organized by Tribal staff, where all state agencies that participated in
2025 the GTAC process could provide an update on their rulemaking for gas resource development projects.
Prior to this meeting, revised draft rule language written by a group of Tribal staff (the Tribal Gas
Extraction Task Force) was shared with all GTAC participating agencies. This Tribal Gas Extraction Task
Force document contained suggested rule language pertaining to topics ranging across the entire
framework development for gas resource projects, including permitting and environmental review. One
goal of this meeting was to communicate how DNR and EQB’s rulemakings were distinct, but inter-related.

October EQB staff met with Tribal staff and talked through EQB’s responses to the Tribal draft language document.
2025 EQB staff provided draft rule language and a detailed response to each item of the Tribal Gas Extraction
Task Force’s language in advance and discussed this language at the meeting. The response document
included responses to each item of the Tribal draft language pertaining to environmental review, including
why any language could not be used as provided. Simultaneously, EQB staff provided draft rule language
for review and input and requested input by November 20, in order to help inform the upcoming
December board meeting. No additional input was received by that time.

November EQB staff shared updates on the gas rulemaking at the November MNTEC meeting highlighting the

2025 October discussion and that EQB staff were working on terminology clarifications, incorporating

through underground injection thresholds, and are still evaluating all previously discussed thresholds. EQB staff

January noted they would update ERIS on December 17. After the ERIS meeting, EQB staff provided brief updates

2026 to MNTEC at their early January meeting and shared out a draft discussion document regarding the
development of thresholds and a rulemaking summary memo with MNTEC.

February Additional meetings were held between EQB staff and Tribal environmental staff to provide updates on

and March | the rulemaking process and discuss the ongoing evaluation of potential environmental review thresholds

2026 and resulting rule language. In the February meeting, EQB staff walked through the rulemaking timeline,

recent changes based on uncovering new data, and asked Tribes to request consultation if desired. On
March 19 a finalized draft rule version was shared with Tribal environmental staff for review. Meetings
were held March 26 and April 1 to discuss.
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Specific input
The following section summarizes what EQB staff heard from Tribal staff and how EQB staff considered and used
the information, or how it may be used in the future. Please refer to the summary and justification document for
evaluations of the potential for significant environmental effects from gas resource development projects. The
available data supported an EIS threshold for high-volume hydraulic fracturing and an EAW for any other
proposed thresholds.

Table 2. Initial input received and EQB response

Area of input

Summary of Tribal input

Packet Page 42

EQB response

Programmatic
definitions

“Culturally significant area” means any mapped or
discovered location of ceremonial, spiritual,
subsistence, burial, or historic significance to
Tribal Nations, including but not limited to historic
properties (such as traditional cultural properties)
eligible for listing on the federal National Register
or as recognized under state historic properties
laws.

Adding this definition was determined to be out of
scope for this rulemaking; it would have broad
implications for the whole program.

Programmatic
definitions

Various proposed definitions of “Cumulative
Impacts”, related to the combined, incremental
effects of multiple projects or activities over time
(past, present, reasonably foreseeable) on the
same environmental, cultural, or public health
resources, including effects on natural resources
subject to Treaty-reserved rights in ceded
territories

Cumulative impacts and cumulative potential
effects are concepts with existing definitions
within the environmental review rules that have
been subject to past litigation. Changes affect the
entirety of the program and are beyond the scope
of this rulemaking.

Programmatic
definitions

“Treaty-Ceded Territory” means all lands and
waters within the State of Minnesota that were
ceded to the United States by Indian Tribal
Nations under Treaties, within which Tribes retain
reserved rights.

Adding this definition was determined to be out of
scope for this rulemaking; it would have broad
implications for the whole program.

Programmatic
definitions

Tribal Governments and Indian Country. “Tribal
Governments” has the meaning given in
Minnesota Statutes section 10.65, subdivision 2.
“Indian Country” has the meaning given in United
States Code, title 18, section 1151, and means all
land within the limits of any Indian Reservation,
dependent Indian communities, lands held in
trust, and Indian allotments

Adding this definition was determined to be out of
scope for this rulemaking; it would have broad
implications for the whole program.

Environmental
review
process

The scope of environmental review must include
the full footprint of the project, including roads,
pipelines, well pads, compressor stations,
processing plants, and any other supporting
infrastructure

RGUs are responsible for identifying all aspects of
the project and any connected or phased actions,
in order to review the project as a whole and
determine potential environmental effects. The
definition of “project” is inclusive of all parts of a
project, but the rules do not list the specific
aspects of each project type that must be
included; it is up to the RGU to determine. Writing
specifics in rule could be limiting, preventing the
review from capturing all pertinent information.
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EQB response

Environmental
review
process

Environmental review notices and scoping
documents must be sent directly to affected Tribal
governments for comment and consultation

The distribution of ER documents affects all
projects and is out of scope for this rulemaking.
EQB staff will keep this input in mind as we
continue to work with Tribes on the “guidance for
considering Tribal resources” project on our
workplan.

Environmental
review
process

Require evaluation of cumulative environmental
impacts and potential effects on culturally
important species, subsistence resources, and
overburdened communities. Require cumulative
impact analysis for projects near sensitive or
cultural resources.

Cumulative potential effects analysis is required
for any environmental review. The EAW form
includes a prompt to identify culturally significant
properties that may be impacted. EQB staff will
keep this input in mind as we continue to work
with Tribes on the “guidance for considering Tribal
resources” project on our workplan.

Environmental
review
process

Co-lead review authority. Upon request, an
affected Tribal Nation may serve as a co-lead
agency for purposes of scoping, public
engagement, or impact analysis under Minn. Stat.
§ 116D.04.

The environmental review rules do not support
multiple RGUs for a single project. However,
working collaboratively to complete review is
encouraged.

Environmental
review
process

Each application must include a lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions assessment consistent
with best practices under EPA and state climate

policy

The EAW form includes greenhouse gas emission
analysis and guidance for completing it. EQB also
has a climate calculator that can be used.

Environmental
review

Any proposed permit, regulatory action, or
amendment affecting lands within 10 miles of a

This is beyond the scope of this rulemaking. The
EAW form prompts information on traditional

process Reservation, Treaty-Ceded Territory, or culturally cultural properties on or near the project’s site.
significant area shall be accompanied by a Tribal EQB staff will keep this input in mind as we
Impact Statement (TIS). A TIS must include: continue to work with Tribes on the “guidance for
assessment of impacts to Treaty rights and considering Tribal resources” project on our
subsistence resources; cultural, historical, and workplan.
health impacts; cumulative effects on Tribal
interests; alternatives considered to avoid or
mitigate harm

Project- “Gas resource development” means exploration, The rules must define the project for

related drilling, extraction, production, transport, environmental review purposes; the proposed

definitions development of well pads, pipelines, roadway rule aligns with the definitions being proposed by

expansions, compressor stations, or storage of
natural gas or associated substances, and all
associated infrastructure.

the DNR for permitting.

Project-based
environmental
review
thresholds

All gas resource development projects must
undergo environmental review consistent with
Minn, Stat. § 116D.04.

As described in the justification document, EQB
staff do not believe all gas production projects
need to undergo review. Any projects triggering
any mandatory categories do undergo review
consistent with Minn. Stat. § 116D.04.
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EQB response

Project-based
environmental
review
thresholds

EIS for projects that construct three wells within a
5-mile radius, if the total projected production
exceeds 5 million cubic feet/day

EQB staff considered the concept of “wells within
a given radius”. However, the threshold for which
EQB staff are pursuing would not be bound by a
defined distance. As described in the justification
document the number of wells threshold would
be determined by the design of the
project/permitting action. EQB staff have
determined a threshold for number of wells
constrained by a defined radius would prevent
effective consideration of a project as a whole and
would create difficulties in implementation for
environmental review needs determinations.

The number of production wells is a more reliable
indicator of environmental impacts due to the size
of a project. At the higher flow rates published by
Pulsar, 5 wells would be near 5 million cf/day. In
combination with other environmental impacts,
EQB staff believe this is significant to trigger
review.

Project-based
environmental

EIS for projects that construct three wells within a
5-mile radius, if the project uses hydraulic

Discussions with Tribal staff helped inform and
support EQB’s decision to include thresholds for

review fracturing, acid stimulation, or any enhanced projects that use certain kinds of production

thresholds recovery technique techniques that involve underground injection.
The proposed rule includes an EIS for a project
using high-volume hydraulic fracturing, as well as
EAW thresholds for projects that use other types
of underground injection.

Location- EIS for projects that construct three wells within a | As discussed in the justification document, the

based 5-mile radius, if the project occurs within the only type of gas production projects that EQB staff

environmental | 1854, 1837, or 1855 Treaty Territories have determined align with the need for an EIS

review based on the potential for significant

thresholds environmental effects is projects that incorporate

high-volume hydraulic fracturing.

The proposed rule does not include any location-
based thresholds for these treaty-ceded
territories.

Considering a specific location-based threshold
means understanding whether there is the need
to require (through creation of a mandatory
category) environmental review of projects in
specific areas, because of particular effects of the
project type, the nature of that location, and the
interaction between the two.

Ultimately, it is a complex programmatic issue
that is beyond the scope of this expedited role to
define a boundary that:

1. lIsrelevant to Tribal resources;

2. Fits with the program’s requirements for
significant environmental effects; and

3. Isrepeatable and easily implemented.
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EQB response

Arguably many different project types could
impact treaty-reserved resources if located in
ceded territory.

When environmental review is completed for a
project, the review does consider historic
structures, archeological sites, and/or traditional
cultural properties on or in close proximity to the
site. Impacts to treaty-reserved resources can also
be included when considering other effects — such
as water resources, air pollution, land use
changes, etc. EQB staff will keep this input in mind
as we continue to work with Tribes on the
“guidance for considering Tribal resources”
project on our workplan.

Project-based
environmental
review
thresholds

EIS for the construction and operation of gas
processing, storage, or injection facilities that emit
more than 25,000 tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO2e) per year

The proposed rule does not include separate
mandatory categories for gas processing or
storage facilities, as these are incorporated into
the definitions of what must be permitted as a gas
resource development project (and therefore part
of the gas production project for which
environmental review would be required). If not
co-located, these facilities would likely be subject
to one of the existing industrial mandatory
categories. There is an existing mandatory
category for CO,e emissions requiring a
mandatory EAW at 100,000 tons of COe
emissions per year.

Project-based
environmental

EIS for the construction and operation of gas
processing, storage, or injection facilities that

This is not included in the proposed rule; it is not
consistent with other categories. Many facilities

review require a state air permit. require a state air permit but not environmental
thresholds review. The existing air pollution category, which
requires an EAW for construction of a stationary
source facility that generates 250 tons per year or
more of an air pollutant (above the EPA’s major
source threshold of 100 tons per year) may be
applicable.
Location- EIS for the construction and operation of gas The proposed rule does not include separate
based processing, storage, or injection facilities that are mandatory categories for gas processing or
environmental | located within 50 miles of ceded territories and storage facilities, as these are incorporated into
review Indian Lands (including Lake Superior); exterior the definitions of what must be permitted as a gas
thresholds boundaries of any reservation; or Tribal resource development project (and therefore part

Government buildings, schools, nursing homes, or
residential areas

of the gas production project for which
environmental review would be required). If not
co-located, these facilities would likely be subject
to one of the existing industrial mandatory
categories.

The proposed rule does not include any location-
based thresholds for ceded territories or Indian
Lands.
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EQB response

Considering a specific location-based threshold
means understanding whether there is the need
to require (through creation of a mandatory
category) environmental review of projects in
specific areas, because of particular effects of the
project type, the nature of that location, and the
interaction between the two.

Ultimately, it is a complex programmatic issue
that is beyond the scope of this expedited role to
define a boundary that:

1. Isrelevant to Tribal resources;

2. Fits with the program’s requirements for
significant environmental effects; and

3. Isrepeatable and easily implemented.

Location-
based
environmental
review
thresholds

EIS for the projects that cross or impact key
resources, including: wild rice waters or wetlands;
critical habitat; culturally sensitive areas; for any
project that affects treaty-reserved resources
(such as wild rice, sugarbush, medicinal plants,
hunting/fishing grounds, or traditional subsistence
activities) or culturally significant areas (such as
traditional cultural properties, ceremonial sites or
cultural landscapes)

When environmental review is completed for a
project, that review needs to consider historic
structures, archeological sites, and/or traditional
cultural properties on or in close proximity to the
site (EAW item 15). Impacts to treaty-reserved
resources can also be considered in other items of
the form — such as consideration of water
resources, air pollution, land use changes, etc.
EQB staff’s expectation would be that these kinds
of impacts would be clearly laid out in the
completed EAW form.

RGUs also have discretion to order environmental
review based on the potential for significant
environmental effects to these resources.

Project-based
environmental

EIS for projects that generate or handle
radioactive by-products

This is not included in the proposed rule as it was
determined unlikely to ever be encountered as a

review part of a gas resource development project.
thresholds

Location- An EIS for projects located within Treaty-Ceded The proposed rule does not include any location-
based Territory, or within 10 miles of a culturally based thresholds for ceded territories or culturally
environmental | significant area significant areas. Considering a specific location-
review based threshold means understanding whether
thresholds there is the need to require (through creation of a

mandatory category) environmental review of
projects in specific areas, because of particular
effects of the project type, the nature of that
location, and the interaction between the two.
Ultimately, it is a complex programmatic issue
that is beyond the scope of this expedited role to
define a boundary that:

1. Isrelevant to Tribal resources;

2. Fits with the program’s requirements for

significant environmental effects; and
3. Isrepeatable and easily implemented.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Area of input

Summary of Tribal input
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EQB response

Project-based
environmental
review
thresholds

An EIS for projects that require a state air
emissions permit, water discharge permit, or any
other environmental permit under Minn. Stat. §
116.07 or Minn. R. ch. 7007, 7008, or 7050.

This is not included in the proposed rule; EQB staff
find it to be too broad, as many facilities require
these permits but not environmental review.

Specific rule language input

February and March 2026, EQB staff presented an update on the development of the mandatory category
concepts (what projects need review at what size). Also in March 2026, EQB staff shared draft final proposed
rule language. Tribal input was received, and that input and EQB’s response is documented below.

Table 3. Rule language input received and EQB response

Draft rule language -
from EQB staff

Tribal input on draft rule language

EQB response

Definition of gas
resource development
project and gas well

Include citations to DNR rule

The proposed rule aligns with DNR’s draft
rules. Although it would be preferable to
cite specific definitions in DNR’s rules this
is not feasible because those rules are also
still in development. EQB will work with
DNR to see if citations can be improved as
the rules are adopted.

N/A Include definition of Tribal Governments and Adding this definition was determined to
Indian Country. “Tribal Governments” be out of scope for this rulemaking; it
would have broad implications for the
whole program.
N/A Include suggested definition of cumulative There is a definition of cumulative impacts
impacts. in Minn. R. 4410.0200.
N/A Add a definition of injected fluid or material. This is not needed; “substance” is
sufficiently specific.
N/A Include definition of Treaty-Ceded Territory. Adding this definition was determined to

be out of scope for this rulemaking; it
would have broad implications for the
whole program.

EAW required for
construction of a gas
resource development
project designed to
include 5 or more gas
wells or expansion of an
existing gas resource
development project by
the addition of 5 or more
wells.

The threshold should be three wells

EQB staff had considered a three well
threshold based on preliminary
information on gas production levels per
well in Colorado. However, later updated
information changed the EQB staff’s
understanding of the potential range of
production. Production per well was less
than previously thought, raising the
appropriate threshold to five wells as
discussed in the justification document.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Draft rule language —
from EQB staff

Tribal input on draft rule language
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EQB response

EAW for construction of
a gas resource
development project
designed to produce gas
by injecting a substance
into the subsurface to
create or stimulate a
chemical reaction

Change substance to injected fluid or material

Not needed. Substance is sufficiently
specific.

N/A EAW for construction of a gas resource EQB staff believe the five well threshold
development project that will result in surface will ensure that projects with this level of
disturbance of 40 or more acres or cumulative surface disturbance will be reviewed.
total of 40 or more acres

N/A EAW for construction of a project where any The draft proposed rule aligns location-
part is located within one mile of a designated based environmental review thresholds
trout stream, public water, or public water with DNR’s siting rules. EQB staff
wetland; or within one mile of a municipal or understand that water resources and
community public water supply well, wellhead, | siting within a certain distance of water
or delineated wellhead protection area. resources were discussed with DNR as part

of siting and were ultimately not included.

N/A The RGU must not segment a gas resource This concept is part of the overall EAW
development project into smaller components; | process, and is articulated in the rules
all parts of a single coordinated gas production | around “connected actions” and “phased
operation must be considered together in actions” defined in Minn. R. 4410.0200.
determining whether a mandatory EAW Minn. R. 4410.1000, subp. 4 specifies that
threshold is met. “multiple projects and multiple stages of a

single project that are connected actions
or phased actions must be considered in
total when determining the need for an
EAW, preparing the EAW, and determining
the need for an EIS.”

N/A Early Tribal notification. When an EAW or EISis | As noted above, the distribution of ER
required, there should be specific requirements | documents affects all projects and is out
for notification of Tribal governments whose of scope for this rulemaking process. EQB
reservation, Trust lands, or ceded territory may | staff will keep this input in mind as we
be affected by the proposed project. continue to work with Tribes on the

“guidance for considering Tribal
resources” project on our workplan.

N/A Phased development. When a gas resource This is not needed in the proposed rules.

development project is proposed to be
constructed or expanded in phases, all phases
must be considered together in determining
whether a mandatory EAW or EIS threshold
under this subpart is met.

The first subparts of Minn. R. 4410.4300
pertain to all EAW mandatory categories
and reiterate that, “Multiple projects and
multiple stages of a single project that are
connected actions or phased actions must
be considered in total when comparing
the project or projects to the thresholds of
this part and part 4410.4400” (part
4410.4400 is the mandatory EIS categories
rule).

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Draft rule language -
from EQB staff

Tribal input on draft rule language
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EQB response

N/A Cumulative impacts assessment. An EAW or EIS | This is not needed in the proposed rules.
prepared for a gas resource development As noted above, this is a required part of
project under this subpart must assess the all environmental review.
cumulative environmental effects of the
proposed project

N/A Groundwater and Drinking Water Assessment. | This is not needed in the proposed rules.

An EAW or EIS prepared for a gas resource
development project under this subpart must
include a groundwater and drinking water
assessment that addresses certain key
components

The EAW form includes groundwater and
drinking water assessment; the RGU
determines what specific information to
include. Writing specifics in rule could be
limiting, preventing the review from
capturing all pertinent information.

EIS for construction of a
gas resource
development project
designed to use high
volume fracturing

Add “or expansion”; identify that HVHF
thresholds apply to the cumulative total
volume of fluid injected across all wells within a
gas resource development project

The proposed definition of HVHF
incorporates this as noted “using a
combined total of 100,000 or more gallons
of any fluids”.

The 100,000 gallons threshold for the
definition of HVHF is meant to identify the
degree of hydraulic fracturing that is
needed for gas production. Based on EQB
staff’s research, this volume of fluid is best
indicative of the type of hydraulic
fracturing for which potential for
significant environmental effects are
anticipated.

N/A

EIS for a cumulative well count of 10 or more

The proposed rule does not include any
cumulative threshold for number of wells.
EQB staff considered whether some kind
of cumulative threshold was appropriate,
but upon review of existing mandatory
categories, including one in this rule would
be difficult to implement. (For example, if
an EIS was done when a gas resource
development facility expanded to 11 wells,
it would also need to be done if one well
was added for an expansion to 12 wells.)

N/A

EIS for a cumulative well count of 5 or more
and total new surface disturbance of 5 acres or
greater

This is not included. It is difficult to
aggregate two thresholds together, and an
additional surface disturbance of 5 acres is
well below any existing EIS thresholds.

N/A

EIS for construction of a new compressor,
processing, dehydration, or produced-water
facility (excluding routine wellsite equipment),
or any on-site facility that would be a major
source of air emissions as defined by the EPA

This is not included. The existing air
pollution category, which requires an EAW
for construction of a stationary source
facility that generates 250 tons per year or
more of an air pollutant (above the EPA’s
major source threshold of 100 tons per
year) may be applicable.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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EQB response

N/A EIS for more than 5 miles of new above — or This is not included. The existing pipeline
below-ground pipeline associated with the categories may be applicable and are
project more appropriate.

N/A EIS for total projected combined lateral well The number of production wells threshold
length of 20,000 feet or more analysis did not identify differences in

environmental effects based on the length
of well.

N/A EIS for any project element that the This is not included. The RGU (in this case
commissioner determines is likely to cause the DNR) can order an EAW under Minn.
significant adverse environmental effects based | R. 4410.1000 if they determine that the
on location, intensity, or reasonably project may have the potential for
foreseeable cumulative impacts significant environmental effects, and an

EIS if the EAW demonstrates that the
project does have the potential for
significant environmental effects.

N/A EIS for a project with 2 or more gas wells and The draft proposed rule aligns location-
any portion of the project is located within one | based environmental review thresholds
mile of a designated trout stream, public water, | with DNR’s siting rules. EQB staff
public water wetland, or municipal public understand that water resources and
water supply wellhead protection area siting within a certain distance of water

resources were discussed with DNR as part
of siting and were ultimately not included.

N/A EIS for a project with projected greenhouse gas | This is not included. There is an existing
emissions of 25,000 tons of carbon dioxide EAW threshold that is applicable to
equivalent (CO,e) or more per year. projects with greenhouse gas emissions of

100,000 tons of CO,e or more per year.

N/A For the construction or expansion of a gas The proposed rule does not include any

resource development project any portion of
which is located within five miles of the
boundary of a federally recognized Tribal
Nation’s reservation or trust lands, or within
one mile of a water body identified in the
Minnesota DNR’s Native American Sacred Sites
and Burial Grounds inventory or the Section
106 area of potential effects for an affected
Tribal Nation as documented in prior federal
consultation, or within an area where a
federally recognized Tribal Nation has notified
the commissioner in writing that it actively
exercises treaty-reserved harvesting, fishing, or
gathering rights, the DNR is the RGU.

location-based thresholds for ceded
territories or culturally significant areas.
Considering a specific location-based
threshold means understanding whether
there is the need to require (through
creation of a mandatory category)
environmental review of projects in
specific areas, because of particular
effects of the project type, the nature of
that location, and the interaction between
the two.

Ultimately, it is a complex programmatic
issue that is beyond the scope of this
expedited role to define a boundary that:

1. Isrelevant to Tribal resources;

2. Fits with the program’s requirements
for significant environmental effects;
and

3. Isrepeatable and easily
implemented.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Conclusion

EQB staff greatly appreciate the time and effort spent by Tribal staff in coordinating and discussing these issues.
EQB thoroughly considered Tribal input and appropriate concepts were integrated into the draft rule.

Additionally, many of these discussions supported the need for big-picture consideration of the way Tribes,
Tribal sovereignty, and important resources are considered in the Environmental Review Program. Defining such
areas and incorporating this concept into the program should be considered more broadly than just gas
production. This is likely to include a variety of ideas that will need additional coordination. The EQB and staff
may consider such work in future organizational workplans.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
CAH Docket 23-9008-41570
Rule Summary and Justification Memo: Attachment 1
April 3, 2026
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MY MINNesOTA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD

Environmental review: Mandatory category for gas
resource development projects

Attachment 2 to rule summary and justification

Pre-publication engagement

The EQB was authorized to “adopt or amend rules to establish mandatory categories for environmental review
as they pertain to oil and gas production.” Following the board direction to pursue rulemaking for gas
production projects, EQB staff began to gather information in order to set appropriate mandatory category
thresholds. The staff also conducted coordination with Tribal staff, stakeholder engagement, and provided
updates to the board throughout the rule drafting process.

This memo provides a summary of the engagement that took place amongst stakeholders or interested parties
prior to publishing the notice of intent to adopt rules. A separate document summarizes the Tribal coordination.

Interested parties

A memo was sent out to interested parties in October 2025 providing an update about the rule development
process to date, including the concepts for mandatory category thresholds. EQB staff also offered the
opportunity to provide input regarding determinations about what type of gas production projects should
require environmental review.

A written response was received from Pulsar Helium, and additional stakeholders (Minnesota Center for
Environmental Advocacy, Water Legacy) asked for a short meeting where they could ask questions and provide
feedback. In addition, EQB staff held short meetings with The Nature Conservancy, Pulsar Helium, and Koloma
Hydrogen in early 2026 to discuss the rule development; comment letters from both The Nature Conservancy
and Pulsar Helium were received and incorporated into Board meeting materials in February and March 2026.

The following table summarizes the input from interested parties and considerations from EQB staff.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
CAH Docket 23-9008-41570

Rule Summary and Justification Memo: Attachment 2
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Table 1. Input received and considerations

Interested party

Input received
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EQB staff response

Pulsar Helium

Three-Tier Gas Categories: Clearly distinguish gas
projects by type of gas extracted.

Create separate categories for hydrocarbon gas;
hydrogen (with/without inert gases); and helium
(with/without inert gases).

Each category can have its own size or production
triggers for an EAW or EIS.

EQB staff decided that creating multiple
mandatory categories for distinct gases will make
the rules overly complicated.

Available information, highlighted by the
variabilities in flow rates and gas compositions,
would make it difficult to determine separate
thresholds. In addition, many of the
environmental effects identified are associated
with the process of drilling, extracting, and
producing any gas. Therefore, setting a threshold
for review based on the number of production
wells, regardless of targeted gas, is appropriate
for all gas extraction projects and considers the
impacts of extraction that are shared across gas

types.

Pulsar Helium

Helium exploratory and appraisal wells should not
require mandatory EAW or EIS review when no
stimulation or enhanced recovery techniques are
used.

Environmental review applies to projects for
which there is one or more “governmental action”
(defined in Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 33 and
generally constituting a permit or approval
decision). The typical notification process for
exploratory drilling is not seen as a governmental
action, and so, to date, exploratory borings
generally have not been subject to environmental
review.

Pulsar Helium

Minnesota should adopt or reference proven, risk-
based Federal regulatory standards (e.g., BLM
Onshore Orders 1, 2, 3; NEPA thresholds) rather
than attempt to independently draft new
frameworks for an inert, low-impact gas sector.

The BLM onshore orders provide permitting
requirements, and do not identify specific projects
or characteristics when the NEPA process must be
completed.

Pulsar Helium

No EIS for inert gas projects: Ensure inert, non-
emitting gas projects do not automatically trigger
an EIS based on thresholds designed for
hydrocarbons. A standard helium well should not
be treated as if it were a high-impact natural gas
well. Such projects might warrant at most an
EAW, or no mandatory review at all, at certain
scales if their impacts are clearly below
significance levels.

EQB staff are not pursuing a rule that
differentiates based on gas type, but under the
proposed rule there is no mandatory EIS unless
specific extraction techniques are used.

EQB staff believe that once gas production
projects of any type reach a certain size there is
an indication that these projects may have the
potential for significant environmental effects and
an EAW needs to be completed.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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Input received
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EQB staff response

Pulsar Helium

Explicit low-impact exemptions: Codify
exemptions or adjusted thresholds for low impact
operations.

For example, exploratory or appraisal helium
wells (small number of wells, no stimulation, no
flaring) should be categorically excluded from
mandatory EAW/EIS requirements. Projects with
no subsurface injections should be explicitly
excluded from the EIS threshold. Only projects
utilizing high-impact techniques like hydraulic
fracturing, chemical injections, or artificial gas
generation would trigger an EIS, consistent with
the EQB’s draft concept memo.

Pulsar suggested incorporating conditional rule
language that allows regulators to exercise case-
by-case discretion for inert gas projects in special
situations, without defaulting to burdensome
reviews in all cases.

The proposed rule does not include any specific
exemptions for gas production projects from
environmental review.

The proposed rules do largely align with the
comment, in that projects will a small number of
wells will not be subject to mandatory review,
unless specific high impact techniques are used.

Discretionary review remains an option for
projects where the nature and location of
individual projects may indicate a different
potential for significant environmental effects.

MCEA/Water
Legacy (per
discussion via a
meeting with EQB
staff)

Concerns were noted about projects containing
methane gas and the potential impacts from
these projects needing to be considered based on
potential for significant environmental impacts.

EQB staff decided that multiple mandatory
categories for distinct gases will make the rules
overly complicated. Available information would
make it difficult to determine separate thresholds.
Methane production is not expected in
Minnesota.

Setting a threshold for review based on the
number of production wells, regardless of
targeted gas, is appropriate for all gas extraction
projects and considers the impacts of extraction
that are shared across gas types.

The air pollution mandatory category based on
greenhouse gas emissions also needs to be
considered, and may apply to projects with higher
levels of methane.

MCEA/Water
Legacy (per
discussion via a
meeting with EQB
staff)

Concerns were noted about the development of
thresholds that would allow certain gas
production projects to proceed to permitting
without first having to do environmental review.

From the available information, EQB staff
determined there are certain gas production
projects that are likely to not have the level of
effects that would indicate the need for
mandatory environmental review.

Recognizing that the threshold may not always
align with each individual project’s potential for
significant environmental effects based on the
nature and location of individual projects, the
environmental review program allows for
discretionary environmental review.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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EQB staff response

MCEA/Water
Legacy (per
discussion via a
meeting with EQB
staff)

Exploration activities from oil and gas production
should be incorporated into environmental review
requirements.

Environmental review applies to projects for
which there is one or more “governmental action’
(defined in Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 33 and
generally constituting a permit or approval
decision). The typical notification process for
exploratory drilling is not seen as a governmental
action, and so, to date, exploratory borings
generally have not been subject to environmental
review.

g

MCEA/Water
Legacy (per
discussion via a
meeting with EQB
staff)

Concerns about risks related to underground
injection, not just the types of projects that would
create a gas underground but for those that
intend to dispose of waste or intend to utilize
fracking techniques.

The proposed rule includes thresholds that would
require an EAW for projects proposing to utilize
underground injection for waste disposal, an EAW
for projects proposing to utilize underground
injection for creating a gas in the subsurface, and
an EIS for projects proposing to utilize high-
volume hydraulic fracturing techniques.

The Nature
Conservancy

Establish inclusive definition of conservation lands
and align to Minnesota’s conservation objectives.

The proposed rule does not include any specific
definitions regarding conservation lands.
Recognizing that gas production projects may
have varying potential for significant
environmental effects depending on location, the
proposed rule includes a location-based
mandatory EAW threshold. This mandatory
category is meant to align with DNR’s permitting
authority, requiring review for projects locating in
areas where DNR’s siting rules will place
conditions or limitations on their ability to
operate due to potential impacts to sensitive
environmental areas.

Board discussion

Staff presented to the Board or its environmental review implementation subcommittee (ERIS) on multiple
occasions and provided supporting documents. Each meeting also contained opportunity for public comment.

e April 16, 2025 — Board members were informed about the legislation regarding the development of
regulations for gas and oil production and the legislative directive that EQB “may” develop mandatory
categories. The presentation consisted of a high-level introduction to gas production projects and why
environmental review mandatory categories should be developed. The Board approved a resolution to
begin the rulemaking process for developing mandatory categories for gas production projects. There
were no public comments.

e December 17, 2025 — ERIS was given an update on the rulemaking process, including high-level concepts
for those characteristics of gas production projects that staff were considering and evaluating for
development of mandatory category thresholds. Information included discussion of engagement and
Tribal coordination. Comments were received raising concern about the lack of environmental review
for gas exploration.
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e February 18, 2026 — Board members were further informed on the rulemaking progress and the
development of the mandatory category thresholds, including the overall concepts for the components
of the rule. Written comments were received from The Nature Conservancy (see above) and oral
comments from Water Legacy that “the EQB seems to be setting up a regulatory scheme that is easy to
apply for the producer but not protective of the communities...should consider methane, combustible
gases, toxic gases, groundwater pollution, and surface water pollution, etc.”

e March 18, 2026 — ERIS members were provided an additional update, along with the opportunity to
make recommendations about the information that the full board would benefit from hearing during
the upcoming April board meeting. Written comments were received from Pulsar Helium (see above)
and oral comments from Tribal environmental staff about the process and timing of sharing draft
language. Additional information on Tribal comments is found in attachment 1.

e April 15, 2026 (future) — Board members were provided with draft rule language to be proposed for
comment and accompanying justification documents, in order to approve moving forward with the
rulemaking process by publishing a notice of intent to adopt rules.

Mandatory Categories for Gas Resource Development Projects (R-04945)
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&
? MINNESOTA ACADEMY
3 of FAMILY PHYSICIANS

March 26, 2026

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
Ms. Angie Smith

520 Lafayette Rd

St Paul, MN 55155

Dear Ms. Smith,

On behalf of our more than 3,100 family physician and medical student members, the
Minnesota Academy of Family Physicians (MAFP) urges your support for integrating a Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) into any project for which an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
prepared.

The MAFP is the largest physician specialty society in Minnesota, and our members take care of
patients, families and communities across the state. We are leaders in primary care, and we
work to keep our patients healthy, address health disparities and manage our patients’ chronic
conditions.

We urge state agencies to require a comprehensive, independent Health Impact Assessment
(HIA) for any project requiring an environmental impact statement (EIS) and to revise
Minnesota’s environmental assessment worksheet and other screening documents to explicitly
address human health impacts. HIAs should be funded as a required component of
environmental review, incorporate qualitative information and traditional ecological knowledge
and include resources for the Minnesota Department of Health to provide technical and
financial support to Tribal Nations and local communities.

Since 2014, health professionals have raised concerns that environmental review alone does
not adequately evaluate risks to human health, particularly for projects involving sulfide ore
mining. Medical and public health experts have documented serious harms associated with
mining-related pollution, including methylmercury contamination of fish; exposure to heavy
metals such as lead, manganese and arsenic; and air emissions linked to cancer and neurologic
damage.

EIS alone may also fail to assess the combined and cumulative health risks of multiple
pollutants, including neurologic impairment from manganese and lead in water and
carcinogenic air emissions of crystalline fibers, nickel and other particulates, as well as arsenic
contamination. HIAs provide a necessary framework to evaluate these risks and to consider
impacts to workers, nearby residents and downstream communities, including those who rely
on fishing, hunting or gathering for cultural or subsistence purposes.

2550 University Ave W, Ste 200N office@mafp.org
St. Paul, MN 55114-1052 952-542-0130 www.mafp.org
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MINNESOTA ACADEMY of FAMILY PHYSICIANS

We respectfully request that HIAs be integrated into environmental review screening and
required for all projects subject to an environmental impact statement or alternative
environmental review to better protect the health and well-being of Minnesota communities.

We look forward to engaging with you and your colleagues and are grateful for our shared
commitment to the health of all Minnesotans.

Sincerely,

‘U ~ ‘\.\ i'/\

Jamie Conniff, MD, MPH
MAFP President
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