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26. MN Center for Environmental Advocacy, Matthew Norton 
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From: tallyho 
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2003 5:57 PM 
Subject: ATV, comments 
 
To whom it may concern:  
 
As for me, I would like to see ATV's banned entirely, with the exception of use 
in agricultural needs. I know that "just" isn't going to happen. Therefore, two 
things must happen if we are to have any real wild country left in Minnesota. 
HARD enforceable rules, and the personnel to ENFORCE  those rules. I don't see 
either one happening, but in the hopes that something can be done, I encourage 
all the law makers to try and solve this problem. 
 
ATV's, where I live, are completely out of control. In Cass County there are too 
few law enforcement officers of ANY type. The ATV'ers have torn up ditches along 
every road in the county, and in some places, hillside erosion has washed tons 
of dirt down to road side. Further, any rules regarding age, number of persons 
aboard, road usage, proper safety gear, and any other law that is on the books 
are COMPLETELY ignored by the vast majority of riders. Then it must be taken 
into consideration the amount of damage done to yards and driveways. It is hard 
for me to understand the complete and utter disregard these drivers have for the 
personal property of others. 
 
 
 
PLEASE, do something to stop this destruction of our state. PLEASE do something 
to save our beautiful forest from the plague that is now lose upon our land.  
 
Sincerely yours,  
David C. Corbett  
 
 
 
1947 12th Ave. NW  
Backus, MN  56435  
 
 
 
 



From: nurseed 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2003 1:29 PM 
Subject: Public comments for recreational trails 
 
Dear Mr. Downing:  
Please add these comments to public comments regarding the adopting of  
review and catagories for recreational trails.  
Your request is beautifully written, and detailed.  
But I just want to emphasize the tremendous damage that ORV's do.  
I am at this time engaged in a conflict with hunters who have trespassed for  
decades on my property and have run it into terrible condition with ORV's  
I call them "wheeled locusts" because pretty much everywhere they go they  
destroy plants, animals, waterways, and leave oil and trash. The state, in  
my opinion needs to hold atv users accountable in the pocketbook for  
violating the forest with them.  
Waterways need to be exempted. In cotton township north of Duluth there is a  
quarter mile long "aquatic road" cut strait through an enormous bog. The  
water is knee deep, and the entire length is "Paved" with logs sunk into the  
mud to form a submerged surface. This roadway is easily discernable on the  
aerial photo of Long Lake. (sls­25­38)  
I sincerely hope that the rules you develop have teeth. ORV use is  
devastating many areas nationwide. Fifty more years of this kind of abuse  
and the forests will be devoid of wildness or wildlife.  
Thank you  
Sincerely,  
Ed Glick  
39234 Hwy 99W  
Monmouth, OR 97361  
 
 



From: gmehmel 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2003 11:02 PM 
Subject: Rec. Trail Env. Rev. rules 
 
Dear Mr. Downing,  
     I just have a couple of brief suggestions for the rules that are being  
drafted for threshold levels for environmental review for recreational trails. 
Trails (primarily motorized and horse) should be subject to various thresholds  
of review based on:  
     a)  the total amount of wetlands impacted by the trail (based on the  
national wetlands inventory).  The wetland conservation act could be used as a  
guide for wetland acreage thresholds, but ephemeral wetlands (types 1 and 2)  
should be included as well. 
     b)  total length of the trail system in a given area.  For example, state  
forests with motorized trail systems 50 miles or longer would require a  
mandatory EAW and for more than 75 miles, an EIS would be mandatory. 
     c)  trail segments that cover more than 1 trail/4 square miles would  
require a mandatory EAW and an EIS would be required for any areas with more  
than 1 trail/2 square miles. 
     d)  soils criteria should be used as a threshold.  A possible criteria for  
a mandatory EAW would be trails sited on sandy or organic soils. 
A good paper on determining cumulative effects of trails (and thereby helping to  
establish thresholds) is:  Gaines, William, et.al.  2002.  Assessing the  
cumulative effects of linear recreation routes on wildlife habitats on the  
Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests.  Gen. Tech. Rep.  PNW­GTR­XXX.   
Portland, Oregon: U.S. Dept. of Agric., Forest Service, Pacific NW Research  
Station. 
     Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
          Gretchen Mehmel  
          P.O. Box 130  
          Roosevelt, MN  56673  
          gmehmel@wiktel.com  
 
 











From: Bahls-1@Jerold.O 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 12:46 AM 
Subject: Comments on Review of Recreational Trails 
 
Mr. Downing  
 
Below are my proposed mandatory rules for regulating new recreational trails  
and repair of existing ones.  
 
Thanks for this opportunity to make comments,  
 
Jerold O. Bahls  
7514 Alden Way  
Fridley, MN  55432  
 
Require Mandatory EIS for ­  
1.  All trails that cross type 2 ­ 8 wetlands that are greater than 10 sq.  
ft.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of  
type 3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
3.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of the high water mark  
of type 3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
4.  All trails that cross within the high water mark of a flowing steam.  
5.  All trails that cross a seasonal or intermittent stream, except for a  
hiking trail.  
6.  Motorized trails that cross within 200 feet of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
7.  All trails that cross easily erodable soil.  
8.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of a designated wilderness  
or Scientific and Natural Area.  
9.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of a designated  
wilderness or Scientific and Natural Area.  
Require Mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet for ­  
1.  All trails that cross any (types 1 ­ 8) wetland.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
type 2 wetland.  
3.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of the high water mark  
of a type 2 wetland.  
4.  Hiking trails that cross a seasonal or intermittent stream.  
5.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
6.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 50 feet of the high water mark of  
a flowing stream.  
7.  Motorized trails that cross within 200 feet of a seasonal or  
intermittent stream.  
8.  Motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of a State Park or Wildlife  
Management Area.  
9.  Authorized repair of an existing trail that is within 100 yards of a  
flowing stream or type 2 ­ 8 wetland.  
10.  All trails that come within 100 yards of a known location of or area  
inhabited by an endangered or threatened species.  
 
Exempt from all review for ­  
 
1.  Repair of an existing authorized trail of less than 1000 yards in length  
that are greater than 100 yards from a flowing stream, wetland, area  
inhabited by an endangered or threatened species or trail built on erodable  



soil.  
2.  Repair of authorized trails that are congruent with an existing township  
or county road or state forest road class 2, 3 or 4 and not within 100 yards  
of a flowing stream, wetland, area inhabited by an endangered or threatened  
species or trail built on erodable soil.  
 









From: johnrey 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 11:50 AM 
Subject: EQB comments 
 
Mr. Downing,  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
1.  Types of trails requiring mandatory EAW.  
All motorized trail construction, extension or designation.  Any non­motorized  
trail construction or designation that may increase usage to the point that  
impacts (ie. erosion, disruption of wildlife, etc.) need to be mitigated. 
The act of designation alone is likely to increase usage by making the trail a  
destination.  The designation of motorized trails makes temporary usage  
permanent and should receive review because of the potential displacement of  
traditional users.  It is also likely that impacts will expand into new areas  
that are not part of the designated trail and this needs to be reviewed. 
Any trail with water access, paved trail, wetland crossing (including winter  
trails), likely to draw people from large areas. 
2.  Types of trails requiring mandatory EIS­  motorized trails that may affect  
wetlands or streams either by on trail or off trail travel, traverse wildlife  
breeding areas.   
3.  Types of trail exempt from formal review would be a non­motorized trail that  
is unlikely to draw users from large areas and unlikely to result in  
environmental impacts that need mitigation (ie. erosion, wildlife disruption,  
etc.). 
3.  Grouping of trails.  
Definitely certain types of trails can be grouped without minimizing the  
experience of trail users.  That would serve to contain the impacts to discrete  
areas.  Motorized trails could be concentrated into well defined areas (like the  
Gilbert OHV park) with only narrow visual barriers thus minimizing the impacts.   
Non­motorized trails would need larger areas with more space because of the  
'quiet' nature of the experience. 
3.  Review thresholds.  
Criteria:  Likelihood of impacts to wildlife, traditional users, adjoining  
landowners quality of living (noise, dust, trespass, etc.)  and the environment  
in general (ie. water quality, erosion, forest regeneration, etc.), adjoining  
public lands including road ditches and driveway approaches. 
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
John Reynolds  
26385 County Road 3  
Merrifield MN 56465  
johnrey@uslink.net daytime  
fishes@brainerd.net home  
 
 



From: wannebo 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 5:12 PM 
Subject: Trails Rule Changes 
 

Dear Gregg and EQB,  
    Having been a volunteer on numerous public land projects and issues for the past 15 
years, I have some ideas on your proposed rule changes.  Like most of the public, I am 
not able to always organize my comments in to the neat little boxes that might be 
understood by an agency. But, I hope you will make an effort to understand a position 
that I share with a majority of the public...sometimes known as the "silent majority".  
They may come back to haunt you after you change the rules under the charge of "we 
didn't know anything about it" or, "I didn't know that it would affect me".  

    You have to answer to the question, "Did we do everything we could to make the 
public aware of the impacts of the rule changes?" If I were not active on this issue, I 
would not have been aware of the process. 

    Now on to my perspective.  
1. Motorized recreation is a minority population segment. While it is growing, this does 
not mean that public lands can be all things to all people.  So how many miles of logging 
roads, actually acres of impact, does the public have to sacrifice solely for this user 
group? 

2.  With the nature of their sport, they demand more miles, which are actually acres, of 
impact area affecting wetlands, soils, plant life, animals, birds, other user groups. 

3.  I strongly suggest designated riding areas for OHVs rather than linear trails and ditch 
right of ways. The DNR supports this position in reference item #14 below. 

4. Segmentation of the forest with motorized trails impacts on wildlife, including 
displacement of some species during breeding and rearing. 

5. With intense motorized recreation, noxious weeds in our forests will be a major 
concern, as they are in our lakes today.  I have seen the spread of Canadian Thistle and 
purple loose strife by motorized recreation.  If you can't wash the milfoil off a simple 
boat and trailer, how will you ever wash all the seeds of the ATVs? This is especially 
important in the fall, when noxious weed seeds are mature.  This is complicated further 
by the fact that a majority of ATV riders are challenged to go off trail, as they have along 
the Soo Line ATV trail and in the Spider Lake areas. 

6.  "Expect what you inspect" means enforcement. ATVs are called and promoted as "off 
road vehicles", so you can't expect that user group to do anything different. Serious 
enforcement is a priority for this recreational use of public lands. The damage and 
impacts are like no other form of recreation. Unless your budget reflects enforcement of 
your rules, you are cheating the public of meaningful results. 



7.  Must look at long range impacts of your rules, at least 1025 years.  
8. I believe that the EAW phase should also consider the economic and quality of life 
impacts of sustainable trails. You need to broaden the issues at the start of the public 
policy process. 

9. I believe that hearings on trails should be held at the local level.  Prior to the public 
hearing, the trail sponsor of LGU should hold an informational meeting, to inform the 
public of the trail impacts.  We need educated public policy participants. 

10.  Motorized and nonmotorized trails are incompatible for most user groups. Even 
though some may say they are compatible, motorized trails pose issues of safety, 
maintenance and enforcement. 

11.  Consideration should be given to parking lot and trail head impacts.  How much 
more local traffic will the new site create?  This traffic impacts the people along the right 
of ways and adjoining property owners, local speed limits, hasten the need for road 
repairs paid for by local taxpayers, etc. 

12.  The EAW needs to be as comprehensive as the EIS.  It also must include the issues 
of:  
        Soils  
        Enforcement  
        Dust  
        Noise  
        Importation of exotic species  
        Coordination with local governments  
    Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

Here is a list of excellent reference material that I have used over the years.  
   The DNR, and I, already have a large library on trails. I hope you have, or will obtain, 
just the few that I list here: 

        1.  Office of Legislative Auditor  Statefunded Trails for Motorized Recreation  State 
of Minnesota  
        2.  Motorized Trail Task Force Report to the Legislature and DNR  Jan 14, 2003  
        3. Profiles of Nine Trail User Populations  DNR June 30, 1998  
        4. Awareness and Satisfaction Survey  DNR  June 2000  
        5. An OHV Recreation Planning Tool Survey  DNR  July, 2001  
        6. ATV/OHV Registration trends 19842002  Registrations by county name DNR  
        7. MDNR Designated Trails Mileage's, 2002  
        8. 200203 Recreational Motor Vehicle Regulation Guide Booklet  DNR  
        9. Protecting Water Quality and Wetlands in Forest Management (BMPs)  DNR or 
Cowell  
       10. MN DNR T&W Trail Guidelines (BMPs) http://www.natureshape.com/mndnr/  
       11. Foothills State Forest Visitor Survey  In process Norm Moody, Cass Land 
Commissioner  



      12.  DNR Region 3(Prereorganization) OHV Task Force Report  About May 2000-
Jack Olson  
      13.  Enjoying and Protecting our Land and Water  DNR SCORP Report 2002  
     14.  "Assessing the ecological impacts of ATV trails...on public lands..." MN DNR 
Eco Services Oct. 3, 2002  

Larry Wannebo  
39911 Co. Road #66  
Manhattan Beach, MN 56442  
Email: wannebo@uslink.net  
Phone:1/ 218/5434622  

 



From: kfitterer 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 9:28 AM 
Subject: EQB rules for recreational trail 
 
Mr. Downing ­  
Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments on the EQB rules for  
recreational trails.  
I take part in a variety of recreational trails activities.  The 2  
activities that I do the most are dirt bike riding (OHM) and hiking.  
When considering which trails should have mandatory EAWs or EISs, I believe  
that trails should be grouped by how they are constructed and the width  
needed.  The construction of the trails has the highest impact on the  
environment.  The amount of use will have the second highest impact and the  
type of activity will then follow in third.  A trail that is used by 1,000  
hikers each day of the weekend will have a higher impact on the environment  
than a dirt bike trail that sees 10 riders each day of the weekend.  I have  
personally seen this to be true.  
I believe that any trail creation that uses bull dozers should have the  
highest level of scrutiny and the tightest set of rules.  They are trails  
that are the widest, take down the most number of trees, and move the most  
soil.  These types of trails include walking, in­line skating, snowmobiling,  
etc.  They are trails for a wide variety of activities.  Of these trails,  
the ones that use asphalt or any other type of 'paving' should have more  
restrictions than ones that do not use paving.  The level of scrutiny and  
rules should then decrease according the equipment needed to build and  
maintain the trails down to the dirt biking and some hiking trails that only  
require a brush cutter to build and maintain.   
I do not think that any 'types' of trails should be exempt from the EQB  
rules and done on a case by case basis.  Any exemptions based on type will  
only continue the issues that are present today instead of resolving the  
current and possible future issues.  Instead amounts of trails should be  
exempt from mandatory EAWs or EISs.  
There must be leeway given on rerouted trails.  The main reason for a trail  
reroute is to go around an area that is damaged.  Excessive restrictions  
that delay a reroute increase the damage of that area.  Also, there should  
be an amount of trail that can be built without needing an EAW or EIS  
because the impact is small.  But again, the amount of trail that can be put  
in without restriction as reroutes or as new trail should be determined  
based on the type of construction. Possible categories are:  
*       25 unrestricted miles for trails that take down 10 trees or less  
with a chainsaw being the heaviest equipment used  
*       15 unrestricted miles for trails that take down more than 10 trees  
with a chainsaw being the heaviest equipment used  
*       5 unrestricted miles for trails that use equipment heavier than a  
chain saw  
*       2 unrestricted miles for trails that use paving  
 Again, I would like to thank you for your time in considering my position.  
Best Regards,  
Karen Umphress  
8051 W 195th St  
Jordan, MN  55352  
952­492­6953* unlisted  
 
 
 







From: maertens 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 2:08 PM 
Subject: Mandatory Review and Exemption Categories for Recreational Trails  
 
 
 
Re:  Rules Governing Environmental Review  
        Mandatory Review and Exemption Categories for Recreational Trails         
   
Dear Mr. Downing:  
In your process of establishing recreational trail rules, please consider our  
input and comments below concerning recreational trails 
I am a retired DNR wildife manager with a 35 year career of service to  
Minnesotans.  Although retired both of us remain active on issues with several  
environmental organizations. 
We live just west of Bemidji within the Mississippi Headwaters State Forest and  
have several forest tracts within walking distance of our home.  We walk, ride  
bike, ski and snowshoe on several of these tracts.  We also have a cabin on Long  
Lost Lake in Clearwater County that is within the White Earth State Forest.  In  
other words our daily activities bring us within or adjacent to both of these  
state forests.  Our frequent activities also bring us to or through the Paul  
Bunyan, Baudoura, Foothills, and Two Inlets State Forests.   
The environmental damage in all of these forests is rampant.  How the DNR, an  
agency that is directed to manage and protect our Minnesota Natural resources,  
could design and develop challenge and mudding areas on the infamous Spider Lake  
Area remains the 64 million dollar question.  We also see extensive damage along  
the township, county and state roads throughout the state and in the hilly area  
that we live.  Snowmobiles have been here for more than 40 years longer than  
ATVs and we see very little sign of the snowmobile damage.  It is obvious that  
the ATV's "footprint" is not comparable to the snowmobile as some would have us  
believe.   
With the equipment we have these days and with unlimited monies almost any  
environmental damage can be reversed. We do think that MEQB in establishing the  
rules need to look at significant environmental damage reversibility and  
cumulativeness realistically.  In other words, the dollar amounts and time  
needed to repair the damage should be considered. 
The DNR 1998 contracted study of OHV users found that there are recreational  
trail riders, long distance tourers, mudders and scramblers, racers, event  
riders, local, and utilitarian.  For the most part trails on natural resource  
lands should be limited to recreational trail riders and long distance tourers.   
Mudders, scramblers, racers, and event riders should not be permitted on  
resource lands.  Until the advent of the ATV and OHM, recreational uses of  
natural resource lands has been related to these lands and their resources.  We  
now have people using and damaging these lands just so they can live on the edge  
or get an adrenaline rush. 
With all this said here are some of our comments within your proposed  
categories:  
EAW trails  
Since roads greater than 1 mile in length and pipelines greater than .75 miles  
require a mandatory EAW, recreational trails going through natural and  
environmentally sensitive areas should received greater or at least similar  
triggering mechanisms.  The January 2003 Legislative Audit proposed EAW's on all  
OHV trails since they are 1) linear, 2) most have potential for significant  
damage, and 3) are highly controversial.  
EIS trails  
A mandatory EIS should be triggered when:  
  1.. A trail is proposed within an area of public land that does not contain  



any forest roads or summer trails.  Logging trails and skid trails or winter  
trails should not be considered as a corridor that does not need environmental  
considerations. 
  2.. A trail is proposed within the boundary of protected wetlands or within  
the buffer area of types 3 through 8 wetlands regulated by the State or US  
Government. 
Trail groupings  
Since snowmobiles are used mostly during the winter on frozen or snow­covered  
ground they should not be grouped with other motorized uses.  
Please consider the following groupings:  
  1.. Hiking, hunter walking, snowshoe and cross­country ski trails.  
  2.. OHM and ATV trails  
  3.. Snowmobile trails  
  4.. 4 x 4 truck trails  
  5.. Horse back  riding  
   
Criteria & parameters for thresholds  
Recreational trails criteria should take into consideration the fact that the  
trails are linear; thus, having considerably greater impact on the natural  
resource and environment than the impact of a similar block acreage.  
Existing and non used logging trails and skid trails should not be considered an  
already existing trail.  
Grant­in­aid trails need to be given the same review as DNR designed and built  
trails.  
Environmental review of all trails should include review of impacts on lands  
other than State of MN since the DNR along with other natural resource agencies  
are responsible for wetland protection, rare and endangered species.  State  
monies should not be used for a trail that may adversely affect native prairie,  
wetlands, or other eco­types even if it is on private land. 
Sources of information that might help MEQB develop categories  
DNR draft Eco Services publication "Assessing the ecological impacts of ATV  
trail construction and use on public lands:  factors to consider and a review of  
the literature." 
The Montana Wildlife Society report will provide useful information on  
recreational impacts.  See: http://www.montanatws.org/pages/page4.html 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide input.  
Jerry and Shirlee Maertens  
885 Bootleg Lake Road SW  
Bemidj MN 56601  
218­751­3793  
 
 



From: lnorrgard 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 3:15 PM 
Subject: Request for Comments: Motorized Recreation Trails 
 
Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter  
October 1, 2003  
Gregg Downing  
Environmental Quality Board  
300 Centennial Building, 658 Cedar Street  
St. Paul MN 55155  
RE: Request for Comments ­ Adopting Mandatory Review and Exemption Categories  
for Recreational Trails  
Dear Mr. Downing,  
On behalf of the Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter I submit these comments  
regarding future motorized trail development in Minnesota. 
Require Mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAWs ) on ALL motorized  
recreation projects beyond those below that require mandatory Environmental  
Impact Statements (EISs). Especially, but not limited to: 
1.  All trails that cross any (types 1 ­ 8) wetland.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
type 2 wetland.  
5.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
7.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 feet of a seasonal or intermittent  
stream.  
8.  Motorized trails that cross within 50 yards of a State Park or Wildlife  
Management Area.  
9.  Authorized repair of an existing trail that is within 100 yards of a flowing  
stream or type 2 ­ 8 wetland.  
10.  All trails that come within endangered, threatened, or species of special  
concern habitats, or any trails that come within 100 yards of a known nesting  
and staging grounds of native species in Minnesota (i.e. great blue heron  
colonies, eagle or goshawk nest areas, special plant communities, etc.) 
 
 
Require Mandatory EIS for ­  
1.  All trails that cross type 2 ­ 8 wetlands that are greater than 10 sq. ft.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of type  
3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
3.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of the high water mark of  
type 3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
4.  All trails that cross within the high water mark of a flowing steam.  
5.  All trails that cross a seasonal or intermittent stream, except for a hiking  
trail.  
6.  Motorized trails that cross within 200 feet of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
7.  All trails that cross easily erodable soil.  
8.  Motorized trails that cross within 50 yards of a designated wilderness or  
Scientific and Natural Area.  
9.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of a designated wilderness  
or Scientific and Natural Area.  
10. All motorized "special use" areas ­ i.e. scramble areas and OHV parks.  
 
Exempt from all review for ­  
1.  Repair of an existing authorized trail of less than 1000 yards in length  
that are greater than 100 yards from a flowing stream, wetland, area inhabited  
by an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern. 



2.  Repair of authorized trails that are congruent with an existing township or  
county road or state forest road class 2, 3 or 4 and not within 100 yards of a  
flowing stream, wetland, area inhabited by an endangered or threatened species  
or species of special concern. 
3. Perhaps trails/areas entirely contained on private property with no impacts  
to water, wetlands; no increased usage in surrounding areas; no public resources  
likely to be damaged (include noise effects). 
Recommendations on Advisory Committee:  ­retired COs; current DNR employees;  
nearby residents active in past; citizens interested in or active on issue and  
citizens active in other forms of public land recreation. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these recommendations.  
Sincerely,  
Lois Norrgard  
Chair, Minnesota River Valley Audubon ­ Natural Resources Committee  
952­881­7282  
 
 
 
 
 



From: lnorrgard 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 4:08 PM 
Subject: Request for Comments, Mandatory review on Trail development 
 
October 1, 2003  
Gregg Downing  
Environmental Quality Board  
300 Centennial Building, 658 Cedar Street  
St. Paul MN 55155  
RE: Request for Comments ­ Adopting Mandatory Review and Exemption Categories  
for Recreational Trails  
Dear Mr. Downing,  
I am writing on behalf of American Lands Alliance, a nonprofit, grassroots,  
conservation organization.  
First ­ it is a mandate that our state, and state Department of Natural  
Resources protect and maintain environmental quality and ecosystem health. This  
is a priority above providing recreation, any type of recreation, on our state  
natural heritage lands.  
The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) must consider the impacts of further  
fragmentation of our state natural areas. Off­road vehicle activity results in  
impacts to the environment, the soils, the water quality and vegetation as well  
as the "quiet use" recreational opportunities provided by natural and  
undeveloped land resources. The use of ATVs (and other motorized recreation)  
occurs when the ground is not frozen and snow covered, therefore the impacts of  
increased use must be considered cumulatively with the guarantee of wet ground  
in spring and fall. The prospect of impact to our environment is absolute and  
all trail planning must go through a mandatory review process.  
General guidelines for siting RMV trails should take into consideration  
sensitive habitats. Trails should not cross open water ­ wetlands streams or  
lakes. They should not involve or be in close proximity to steep slopes, this  
can be a "draw" for users to go off trail and "challenge" themselves and their  
machines by traversing the slopes and resulting in irreparable resource damage.  
Trails should be located away from sensitive or rare resources, rare species and  
their habitats, away from nesting and staging grounds (especially in spring) and  
take into consideration other wildlife habitat needs. They should also not be  
designated on existing trails used for non­motorized activities.  
Potential impacts which warrant mandatory environmental review thresholds ­ any  
locations.  
Soil and Vegetation: If subsoil is very sandy and erosion a high risk. If  
terrain is steep and hilly trail development can cause irreparable harm. All  
steep grade trails must have mandatory EIS review. All easily erodable soils  
must have mandatory EIS review. Impacts to soil quality and quantity then  
produce impacts to vegetation, wildlife and entire ecosystems.  
Require Mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAWs ) on ALL motorized  
recreation projects beyond those below that require mandatory Environmental  
Impact Statements (EISs). Especially, but not limited to: 
1.  All trails that cross any (types 1 ­ 8) wetland, or all trails that have  
stream crossings.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
type 2 wetland.  
3.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
4.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 feet of a seasonal or intermittent  
stream.  
5.  Motorized trails that cross within 50 yards of a State Park or Wildlife  
Management Area.  
6.  Authorized repair of an existing trail that is within 100 yards of a flowing  



stream or type 2 ­ 8 wetland.  
7.  All trails that come within endangered, threatened, or species of special  
concern habitats, or any trails that come within 100 yards of a known nesting  
and staging grounds of native species in Minnesota (i.e. great blue heron  
colonies, eagle or goshawk nest areas, special plant communities, trout streams,  
etc.) 
 
 
Require Mandatory EIS for ­  
1.  All trails that cross type 2 ­ 8 wetlands that are greater than 10 sq. ft.  
2.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of the high water mark of type  
3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
3.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of the high water mark of  
type 3 ­ 8 wetlands.  
4.  All trails that cross within the high water mark of a flowing steam.  
5.  All trails that cross a seasonal or intermittent stream, except for a hiking  
trail.  
6.  Motorized trails that cross within 200 feet of the high water mark of a  
flowing stream.  
7.  All trails that cross easily erodable soil, or steep terrains.  
8.  Motorized trails that cross within 100 yards of a designated wilderness or  
Scientific and Natural Area.  
9.  Non­motorized trails that cross within 10 yards of a designated wilderness  
or Scientific and Natural Area.  
10. All motorized "special use" areas ­ i.e. scramble areas and OHV parks.  
11. All trails crossing or in proximity to old growth forest areas, old growth  
reserves, and designated old growth forests. 
 
Exempt from all review for ­  
1.  Repair of an existing authorized trail of less than 1000 yards in length  
that are greater than 100 yards from a flowing stream, wetland, area inhabited  
by an endangered or threatened species or species of special concern. 
2.  Repair of authorized trails that are congruent with an existing township or  
county road or state forest road class 2, 3 or 4 and not within 100 yards of a  
flowing stream, wetland, area inhabited by an endangered or threatened species  
or species of special concern. 
3. Perhaps trails/areas entirely contained on private property with no impacts  
to water, wetlands; no increased usage in surrounding areas; no public resources  
likely to be damaged (include noise effects). 
Recommendations on Advisory Committee:  ­retired COs; current DNR employees;  
nearby residents; citizens interested in or active on issue and citizens active  
in other forms of public land recreation. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these recommendations.  
Sincerely,  
Lois Norrgard  
Upper Midwest Organizer ­ American Lands Alliance  
952­881­7282  
 
 
 



From: campbell1@le 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 3:45 PM 
Subject: EQB Rules For Environmental Review Pertaining To Recreational Trails 
 
Attn:  Mr. Gregg Downing  
         Environmental Quality Board  
   
From:  Minnesota Four Wheel Drive Association Land Use Committee  
   
Re:  EQB Rules For Environmental Review Pertaining To Recreational Trails  
   
   
The MN4WDA is pleased to pass along the following comments for  
consideration in any possible amendment to Rules Governing the  
Environmental Review Program, Minnesota Rules, chapter 4410, Adopting  
Mandatory Review and Exemption Categories for Recreational Trails.  
   
In recognizing the EQB rules apply to state forest lands or lands  
administered by the commissioner, we believe any amendment to the rules  
should reflect the following:  
   
*All recreational trail types should be treated the same in relation to  
the establishment of mandatory EAW, mandatory EIS, and exemption  
categories.  
   
*The EQB should reject blanket groupings by trail uses such as  
motorized/non­motorized.  All rules pertaining to recreational trails  
should apply equally to motorized and non­motorized trails  
   
*Criteria that is used to determine whether or not an EAW is necessary  
should focus on the land where the trail is proposed and the design of  
the trail.  Ex: riparian areas,  existing sensitive habitats, and known  
endangered/threatened species  
   
*No mandatory EIS categories are needed.  
   
The following items should be exempted from EAW’s:  
        All existing trails  
        New trails of less than 25 miles  
        Repair, reconstruction or rehabilitation projects  
        Existing forest roads  
        Railroad grades  
        Changes to trail designation  
   
The MN4WDA is eager to participate in any citizens advisory committee  
created by the EQB as a result of the current recreational trails effort.  
   
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments regarding  
environmental review pertaining to recreational trails.  Please keep us  
informed of public meetings and notify us when the proposed rules have  
been drafted.  
   
Thank you.  
 
 



From: ssolterman 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 3:58 PM 
Subject: Recreational Trail Comments 
 
Dear Gregg,  
   
Attached are Audubon Minnesota's comments on proposed rules to revise the  
threshold level for environmental review of recreational trails.  
 
Susan Solterman  
Policy Director  
Audubon Minnesota  
 
 



 
2357 Ventura Drive, Suite 106, St. Paul, MN 55125   651-739-9332 

 
September 30, 2003 
 
Gregg Downing 
Environmental Quality Board 
300 Centennial Building, 658 Cedar Street 
St. Paul, MN  55155 
 
Dear Mr. Downing, 
 
I am writing to share Audubon Minnesota's comments on rules you will be drafting on threshold 
levels for environmental review for recreational trails.   
 
We believe that Environmental Assessment Worksheets (EAWs) and Environmental Impact 
Statements (EISs) should be mandatory on all motorized recreation projects.  Establishing 
mandatory EAWs and EISs eliminates the need for criteria meant to trigger environmental 
review.  The need to now create mandatory environmental review is evidenced by the current 
state of affairs:  an overwhelming presence in Minnesota's state forests of motorized-damaged 
to public resources, both on-trail and off-trail. Photos, forest manager reports, citizen complaints, 
newspaper articles and the formation of citizen organizations on the issue offers p lenty of 
evidence that motorized damage has occurred and still occurs on trails open to motorized 
recreation.  
 
Furthermore, the extensive dialogue, including citizen and state-official testimony, at legislative 
hearings for the last three years indicates the high-level of public and legislative concern this 
issue has garnered.  Much of this issue might have been quelled if the Department of Natural 
Resources routinely conducted EAWs and EISs on any trail open to motorized use.  
 
The only situations in which exemptions should apply to trails would be on trails entirely 
contained on private property with no impacts to water or wetlands, or on trails that do not 
increase recreational motorized usage or increase noise effects on public land in surrounding 
areas.  
 
If EQB decides to create an advisory committee to formally discuss the proposed rules, 
Audubon Minnesota suggests a membership that includes a retired conservation officer, 
residents living near state forests with motorized damage and citizens active in quiet 
recreational pursuits, such as bird-watching. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Susan Solterman 
Policy Director 
Audubon Minnesota 







From: cmhovde 
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2003 5:11 PM 
Subject: Comment on rec trails rules 
 

Attn:  Mr. Gregg Downing  
Environmental Quality Board  
Re:  Rule making governing environmental review of recreational trails  

Dear Mr. Downing,  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the review rules for  
recreational trails review.  Our comments come in two parts.  

Part 1.  Comments on your specified issues.  

C.  What criteria or parameters should the EQB use to establish  
thresholds for review and exemption categoriesi.e., what criteria or  
parameters are the best indicators of potential for environmental  
impacts?  

We would suggest the following criteria as thresholds (there are almost  
certainly more), any one of which should trigger a review:  

        >> Immediate proximity to unstable soils.  
        >> Close proximity to wetlands.  
        >> Close proximity to endangered or threatened species.  
        >> Close proximity to historic and archeological sites.  
        >> Close proximity to residences and cabins.  
         
Based on our experience with Trails and Waterways laying down trails,  
the following sorts of impacts were ignored, as revealed by our own  
assessment worksheet (complete with photographs and GPS data):  

 >> No trails laid down on unstable soils.  Our entire region is a  
glacial moraine, with a thin layer of topsoil over sands and light  
clays.  A single rider can breach this soil, turning the trail into a  
trench with the next rain.  

 >> Close proximity to wetlands.  In some cases, trails are sited right  
through the wetlands themselves.  In others, "industrial strength"  
bridges are proposed to span them, destroying the beauty and the  
operation of the very wetlands they are proposed to protect.  



 >> Close proximity to endangered or threatened species.  By the DNR's  
own admission in the EAW, the trails have been sited within sight of  
known endangered or threatened species nesting sites or other habitat.  

 >> Close proximity to historic and archeological sites.  Contrary to  
the grossly inaccurate estimates of the Minnesota State Historical  
Society, the proposed trail system is directly adjacent to several such  
sites, one already being used as a staging area by ATV operators.  

 >> Close proximity to residences and cabins.  The sounds of ATVs alone  
destroy the quality of life sought by residents and cabin owners, not  
to mention their effect on the wildlife we have sought to protect.   
Residents and cabin owners (and our concerns) were dismissed by the  
DNR's EAW as "sensitive sound receptors."  

"Proximity" would have to be defined differently for each criterion:   
for soils, proximity would mean right next to, or on top of.  For  
sound, proximity would mean at least two miles from the nearest cabin  
or residence.  If any of these proximities can be shown to be violated  
in planning, a review would be triggered.  

Franklythough we hope EQB decisions have some positive effect in  
limiting the future damage done by ATVswe are not very confident that  
your new rules will be followed by the DNR, for two basic reasons.  

 >>  Flawed EAW/EIS processes.  The EAW/EIS processes suffer from one  
major flaw:  the very organization which makes up the EAW or EIS also  
passes judgment on their need and validity, and the validity of any  
criticisms of the EAW or EIS.  In our case, the DNR's EAW was shown by  
our own EAW to be ridden with error.  In response, the DNR agreed to an  
EIS, but in a very stealthy way, limited its scope to offtrial impacts  
only.  We have learned to read between the lines, and read all the fine  
print of anything coming out to the DNR.  

 >> Lack of a spirit of compromise or flexibility in the DNR.  We have  
tried to be reasonable and flexible with the DNR.  In answer to our  
proposals, we were told that since Trails and Waterways was given  
authority to lay down a trail in our state forest area, they did not  
have to make any adjustments in the plan.  

We hope we are proven wrong on these last two points.  The DNR has  
publicly promised to continue with the EIS process initiated prior to  
passage of the 2003 law, and we hear that you at EQB "take their job  
seriously."  But our experience with the DNE  has been very  
disheartening, and we have become very distrustful of the DNR and its  
proposals.  



E.  Sources of information that might help the EQB in developing  
categories....  

Rules which other states have developed would seem a good source.  That  
other states have done a better job than Minnesota is clear.  

1)  A reporter friend from Minnesota Public Radio was once assigned  
this issue as a reporter in northwestern states.  When these state  
governments discovered the damage being done to the environment, they  
quickly passed rules to prevent further damage.  

2)  The ATV magazines with national circulation recommend that rides  
come to Minnesota, because "they don't have any restrictive rules"  
governing ATV use.  

3)  Other states, such as Florida, have done extensive studies on the  
impacts of ATVs.  

4)  Asking the people directly affected by ATV and other ORV use  
(residents, cabin owners, lake associations, field workers,  
Conservation Officers, etc.) would be a good place to get the reality  
of the impact of such use, and where the thresholds ought to be  
established.  To this point, it has been the ATV rider groups and the  
industry that has had the ear of the DNR, with Trails and Waterways  
either turning a deaf ear to those of us who have to live with the  
problems they are creating, or actively trying to avoid giving us a  
voice.  (This is not just sour grapes.  We can document each and every  
instance of this pattern.)  

Part 2.  A narrative of the local impact of ATV use, and an appeal to  
the EQB.  

In line with suggestion E. 4) above, please allow us to present this  
narrative of what it is like to have to live around these proposed  
trails.  (These trails were advertised on the DNR website before public  
notice was given, before any permits had been applied for, or before  
any sort of outreach had been done by the DNR.  This sort of jumping  
the gun has made these ATV trail realities, even before the assessment  
or impact studies have begun, much less their official certification.)  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
~~~  

We turned off the blacktop.  Three miles of curving gravel road and  
we’d be at our lake cabin.  It was our wedding present to each other.   



We had planned to retire there to its peace and quiet.  Then came the  
invasion.  

Their tracks were immediately apparent on the gravel road.  They had  
fanned out from the old chimney that stands vigil over the remains of  
the historic CCC camp.  Skidding and sliding around every turn, their  
lugged tires had chewed up the surface of our road.  

Less than a mile down, the road intersects with an historic forest road  
which had once been a rail line used to carry the pine logs south to  
build the homes of Minnesota.  They had been here too.  We once used  
this road as an alternative entrance to the lake.  They had been turned  
it into a quagmire of impassible mud.  

Another mile along, one of the side trails had been closed for April  
and May by the DNR to prevent spring damage.  Their tracks went around  
the barrier on either side.  Not one of them had turned around and  
obeyed the closure sign.  Not one.  Not one!  

The invader is the All Terrain Vehicle (ATV) and its cousins, the  
OffRoad Motorcycle (ORM) and the OffHighway Vehicle (OHV) or 4X4  
trucks.  

The damage is unbelievable, because it is hard to believe, even after  
seeing it with your own eyes.  With four (or six) spinning heavy lugged  
tires ripping through the thin layer of top soil, the subsoil of clays  
and sands hasn’t got a chance.  A couple of heavy rains later, and  
there are ruts cut into the land up to nine feet deep.  The resultant  
damage is multiple, as the eroded soil washes down to become sediment  
in lakes and wetlands, upsetting their balances and reducing the  
populations of animals, fish, birds, and plants.  

And the noise.  “It’s like having a giant mosquito in you face, all day  
long,” as one resident described it.  In these otherwise quiet forests  
and lakes, the engine yowl of these machines travels for miles.  

ATVs are invading what is left of pristine rural Minnesota with the  
very worst aspects of urban lifenoise, pollution, lawlessness.  The  
ATV advocates would have us believe that only 5% of their number are  
these rule violating outlaws.  I don’t know what the actual proportion  
of outlaws is; I only know it is far higher than 5%.  You can tell by  
their tracks they leave behind....  

There is one incontrovertible fact about All Terrain Vehicle use:  If  
the ATVs use a trail, their use not only ruins the trail itself (and  
any nearby wetland or nesting area), but ATV use ruins that trail and  



area for every other human usebirdwatching or hunting, hiking or  
skiing, or even just sitting and enjoying nature.  

Backed by an iron triangle of political musclethe manufacturers  
Polaris and Arctic Cat, the ATV riders groups, and the Trails and  
Waterways division of the DNRATV riders go wherever they want,  
whenever they want, wreaking unbelievable damage in their wake.  

Were they the responsible citizens we have come to expect of Minnesota  
corporations, Polaris and Arctic Cat would support the kinds of  
legislation which would insure that ATV damage be limited and repaired,  
and lawbreakers severely punished.  And they would design a “Minnesota”  
ATV which is quiet and which would not be able damage the land and  
waters of our state, and support legislation which would keep any other  
kind of ATV out of the state.  

Instead, Polaris and Arctic Cat just keep upping the ante, designing  
ever bigger (just raised from 800 to 900 pounds) and more powerful (up  
to 900 cc’s of engine displacement) machines, able to do more and  
greater damage, machines which are a threat to the safety of hikers,  
hunters, and to the safety of the riders themselves.  Sadly, it is the  
younger riders who are most at risk, children who are allowed to ride  
machines way beyond their abilities, whose deaths are way out of  
proportion to adult rider deaths.  

Right now, it is only the Environmental Quality Board which can  
ameliorate the hideous damage being done by ATVs to the rural  
environments of our state, and the quality of life of those living in  
them.  In writing your regulations, we beg you to turn this invasion of  
ATVs around as much as you are able.  

As we all know, the ATV will advocates scream bloody murder at any  
restriction on their “freedoms”their “rights,” as they see it.  What  
they want is not freedom, but pure license, license to go wherever they  
want, license to go whenever they want, and license to do whatever they  
want, with the rights of everyone else be damned.  

We plead with you to write regulations which will allow ATVs to be  
operated legitimately, but to write regulations which will protect the  
legitimate and the prior rights of landowners and residents, and the  
vast majority of Minnesotans and vacationers who only want to be able  
to enjoy our great out of doors without harming it, regulations which  
will preserve our state’s greatest natural resource.  

Sincerely,  



Peter and Charlene Hovde  
1322  4th Street South  
Moorhead, MN 56560  

 
 













 
 
SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED BY TELEPHONE  
REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON POSSIBLE RECREATIONAL TRAIL 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CATEGORIES 
Comments received and summarized by G. Downing, EQB staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I. October 1. 2003; comments of John Kreuz, Side Lake, MN 
Mr. Kruez is a private citizen who has observed ATV use in his vicinity for 6 years. 
 
Any plan by any organization to build or assist on any ATV trail or use (scramble) area 
should have a mandatory EAW 
 
Very few projects should be exempted. 
 
EQB should err on the side of environmental protection in setting categories because 
ATV damage is often nearly irreparable.  In general, the more environmental review, the 
better.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



II. October 8, 2003; comments of Grayden West, representing his local Isaac Walton 
League chapter 
 
All trails have an impact and all should be reviewed at least through an EAW 
 
An EIS should be mandatory if the trail will affect: lakes, wetlands, or streams, affect 
scenic areas, or affect endangered species.  
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