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BECKER COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 BECKER COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 

RECORD OF DECISION, FINDINGS OF FACT, AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

REGARDING THE MANDATORY EAW PREPARED FOR THE 

“LONG SHORE RESOURCE PROJECT” 

  

INTRODUCTION: 

 

 According to MN Rules 4410.4300, a mandatory Environmental Assessment Worksheet 

(EAW) has been prepared and certified to review the proposed ±92 acre sand & gravel mining 

project, along with an associated Facility Area, known as the Long Shore Resource Project (Project) 

which would be operated by Strata Corporation and/or its sister company, Glacier Resources, Ltd. 

(jointly referred to as Strata). The total project size is ±92 acres of  (gross) gravel extraction or Mine 

Areas (as they are known) plus an adjacent ±22 acre Facility Area (used as a location for aggregate 

stockpiles, equipment staging, crushing plant, etc.) for a total Project acreage of ± 115 acres, on a 

±199 acre overall property tract. 

 

 The purpose of this mandatory EAW is to: 1) address the accuracy and completeness of the 

EAW, 2) identify potential environmental impacts that may warrant further investigation before a 

project commences, and 3) the need for an EIS on the proposed Project based upon the legal 

definition of “significant environmental effects”.   

 

 The underlying property owners of this Project are Long Shore Development LLC of Fertile, 

MN and the site is located approximately 2 miles west of downtown Detroit Lakes, MN.  Currently, 

the land is zoned Agricultural and utilized as corn row-crop farming operation. Detailed site 

descriptions, as well as the proposed operational and concurrent/final reclamation plans, are available 

in the EAW including all the various attachments. Supporting data in the EAW is a culmination of 

extensive planning, reviews, surveys and amendments by the project proposer, its consultants plus 

recommendations by various Federal, State and Local Public Agencies. 

 

Proposer:  Strata Corporation; Bill LaFond, Business Development Manager 

Property Owner: Long Shore Development, LLC 
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Legal Description: Frac NE1/4 and E1/2 of E1/2 of NW1/4, plus the NE1/4 (less 8.8 acres to 

State), plus Part of E1/2 of NW ¼, all being within Section 31, Township 139, Range 041, and 

subject to any easements of record. Legal Description was taken from the Becker County Tax 

Records. 

 

PROJECT HISTORY 

 

 The proposed Project is located on a property where previous gravel mining project(s) were 

once proposed by Strata Corporation (or its sister company, Glacier Resources, Ltd.) back during the 

2002-2005 timeframe, which was also required to undergo the environmental review process. Those 

past project(s) were subsequently tabled by the proposer and never developed.  Following 

discussions with Becker County and the Environmental Quality Board, Strata formally withdrew all 

such previous project(s) applications, plans, and submittals from any and all further consideration in 

correspondence dated November 11, 2016.   

 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS: 

 

 As outlined in the EQB’s Guide to Minnesota Environmental Rules, one of the first steps in 

any Environmental Review process is to define the size and scale of the project under consideration.  

As outlined in the Becker County’s Findings of Fact dated April 17, 2017 and a subsequent 

memorandum dated April 20, 2017, the proposed Long Shore Resource Project (Project) is a ± 92 

acre sand and gravel pit along with an associated ± 23 acre facility area, and Becker County has 

found there are no other projects, stages or components other than those described in the EAW, 

which are related to the project as Connected Actions or Phased Actions, as defined by Minnesota 

Rules, parts 4410.0200, subparts 9c and 60, respectively..   

 

 Therefore, it was determined that the size of the Project met or exceeded the Mandatory 

EAW thresholds set forth in MN Rule 4410.4300 Subp 12b and an EAW was ordered. An EAW was 

prepared for this Project on October 10, 2017, which included a Mining & Reclamation Plan, dated 

October 1, 2017, which detailed the Project’s mining and reclamation plans. That Mining & 

Reclamation Plan was included as Appendix A of the EAW.  The final EAW including all of its 

appendices was certified by Becker County on October 18, 2017. 

 

 The certified EAW was then distributed as required to the Environmental Quality Board’s 

(EQB) current state agency mailing list and was officially noticed in the October 30, 2017, edition of 

the EQB Monitor.  A public press release containing where the EAW was available for review, as 

well as the comment submission process and comment deadline, was published in the Detroit Lakes 

Tribune newspaper November 5, 2017 edition, noting that the EAW was available for review both 

online at Becker County’s website and at the Becker County Planning & Zoning Office located at 

915 Lake Ave Detroit Lakes, MN. Per administrative rules, written public comments were accepted 

until November 29
th

, 2017.  Written Comments were received from various public agencies and 

members of the general public and substantive and timely comments were responded to according to 

Minnesota Administrative Rules and EQB guidelines.  

 

 



Findings of Fact, Response to Comments, and Decision on the Needs for an EIS 

 

Long Shore Resource Project FOF & Record of Decision  Page 3 of 24 

 

 

DETERMINING WHETHER THE PROJECT HAS THE POTENTIAL FOR  

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: 

 

MN Rules 4410.1700, Subp. 7 details the criteria to decide whether a project has the potential for 

significant environmental effects. They are as follows:  

 

Criteria. In deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental 

effects, the following factors shall be considered: 

A. type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects; 

B. cumulative potential effects. The RGU shall consider the following factors: 

whether the cumulative potential effect is significant; whether the contribution from 

the project is significant when viewed in connection with other contributions to the 

cumulative potential effect; the degree to which the project complies with approved 

mitigation measures specifically designed to address the cumulative potential effect; 

and the efforts of the proposer to minimize the contributions from the project; 

C. the extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by 

ongoing public regulatory authority. The RGU may rely only on mitigation measures 

that are specific and that can be reasonably expected to effectively mitigate the 

identified environmental impacts of the project; and 

D. the extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled 

as a result of other available environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or 

the project proposer, including other EIS’s  

  

Based on all the information contained in the mandatory Environmental Assessment 

Worksheet (EAW) and on comments received, the Becker County Board makes the 

following Findings of Fact regarding the Criteria factors noted in the above rule: 

 

1. Type, Extent, and Reversibility of Environmental Effects 

 

1.1. Potential Impacts to Ecologically Sensitive Resources 

 

 No Ecologically Sensitive Resources (e.g.: Bald Eagle nesting sites, rare, protected or 

state listed plant species, archeological sites, etc.) have been identified during this EAW or 

Comment process.  Therefore no ecologically sensitive resource impacts are expected to 

occur as a result of this project.  

 

1.2. Surface Water Resources 

 

 Wetlands on the property were properly delineated and the Project site plans were 

developed to avoid all direct and unintentional impacts to all identified wetlands, including a 

100-foot undisturbed natural grass buffer separating any wetlands from project development 

activities. Long Lake is located east of the proposed Project (Mine Areas), and precautions 

have been taken to avoid and mitigate any direct and unintentional negative impacts to the 
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water quality or the water levels of Long Lake.  In summary, the Project is not expected to 

create any negative environmental impacts upon area surface water resources, or to create 

any significant environmental effects. 

 

1.3. Groundwater Resources 

 

 The Project has voluntarily proposed to excavate gravel deposits below the water 

table only in areas that are outside of the 1000-foot Long Lake Shoreland District. This 

voluntary mitigation measure will help avoid impacts to water resources including Long 

Lake. The Project finds no need for, nor has proposed to seek a Water Appropriation Permit 

from the DNR to obtain groundwater for any gravel washing operations, but instead plans to 

utilize an existing DNR Water Appropriation Permit from a nearby permit appropriation for 

such purposes. The Project has no plans for any dewatering and discharge operations and 

therefore seeks no Water Appropriation Permit authorization for such activities. The Project 

proposer is fully aware that should their plans change and a (future) Water Appropriation 

Permit is sought from the DNR, that a detailed review of the environmental effects of any 

such action(s) would be required before any such permit could be considered.  Additionally, 

this Project will result in the elimination of the current agricultural row-crop activities, which 

will, in turn, eliminate the groundwater pollution impacts caused by fertilizer nutrients being 

applied to the porous soils overlying this gravel resource. In summary, the Project is not 

expected to create any negative environmental effects (water quality or water quantities) 

upon the groundwater resources.  

 

1.4. Surface Water Runoff, Erosion and Sedimentation 

 

 Project plans have been developed to completely contain stormwater runoff within 

the Project site itself and to prevent unwanted runoff from leaving the site. Project plans have 

also outlined the creation of 100-foot minimum undisturbed buffer areas from any project 

related activities to any on-site wetlands; plus the creation of a 100-foot native prairie grass 

buffer area surrounding the proposed constructed wetland to be located in the center portion 

of the planned Mine Areas (which is twice that required by the current Minnesota “Buffer 

Law”). Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) will be developed following the 

successful completion of the required CUP permitting process and would be implemented 

before any Project construction activities take place.  This will help to ensure full compliance 

with all required stormwater standards which are regulated by the MPCA, or to create any 

significant environmental effects.   

 

1.5. Odors, Noise, Dust 

 

 No odors are expected to be generated from this operation outside of routine heavy 

equipment exhaust emissions, which are expected to be very minimal. 

 

 The proposed gravel crushing operations would take place in the designated Facility 

Area located on the far southwest side of the project site, and would utilize state of the art 

dust suppression systems (water spray and mist bars) at key dust generation points to 



Findings of Fact, Response to Comments, and Decision on the Needs for an EIS 

 

Long Shore Resource Project FOF & Record of Decision  Page 5 of 24 

eliminate and/or minimize fugitive dust generation from these operations. Three phase 

electric power sourced from local utilities will be utilized instead of on-site diesel generators 

which will substantially reduce noise and air pollution levels commonly found by these types 

of operations.  The Project plans call for leaving substantial natural shielding surrounding the 

site intact (forested areas, hills, and ridges) plus the construction of five (5) Sight & Sound 

Berms at key locations which in combination, should substantially reduce or eliminate 

routine operational noises from negatively impacting nearby residential locations. Required 

backup alarms on the heavy equipment will utilize a lower frequency backup alarm which 

produces a more-subtle quacking noise, rather than the conventional high-pitched beeping 

noises commonly found on most heavy equipment.  

 

 Odors, noise, and dust (air quality) at this Project will be routinely monitored and 

regulated by both state and federal agencies (MPCA and MSHA respectively). These 

mitigation measures in addition to the distances involved between the project work areas and 

residential locations should result in dust and noise levels well below all MSHA, OSHA, 

State of MN and Becker County regulated limits. We find these mitigation measures, when 

combined with both state and federal regulatory oversight, should result in no significant 

environmental effects be created. 

 

1.6 Transportation of Aggregate Products 

 

 Trucking of gravel (aggregate) products from the Project site is not expected to occur 

and accordingly, no traffic or road maintenance/dust problems are anticipated. Should 

aggregates ever be trucked away from this site, the Project has committed to watering 

effected internal roadways or applying an approved dust control chemical to such roadways 

to control any resulting dust from such truck traffic. The vast majority of the aggregate 

products produced at this Project will be transported to Strata’s nearby “Rock Ridge” 

operation via electric overland conveyors to undergo a final washing process.  The transport 

of aggregates via conveyor means versus conventional trucks is considered to be a very 

effective mitigation measure to eliminate and/or minimize noise and dust impacts. Once 

aggregate products are washed and temporarily stockpiled, they would then be loaded into 

rail cars via conveyors at the Rock Ridge site for transport to various regional locations.  The 

transport of aggregate products from this site is not expected to create any significant 

environmental effects.  

 

2. Cumulative Potential Effects 

 

 The EAW took into account all future stages and operations of this Project which will 

likely result in the Project’s proposed operations continuing into the 2028-2037 timeframe 

when this gravel source is expected to become depleted and/or no longer commercially 

feasible. For this analysis, we considered the cumulative potential effects of the Project when 

combined with two other similar existing sand and gravel operations (known as Strata’s 

Rock Ridge and Mark Sand & Gravel), as well as the potential for additional future similar 

operations to be started within the Environmentally Relevant Area (see Figure #2 - Project 

Area Map in the EAW). 
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2.1 Strata’s Rock Ridge sand and gravel pit  

 

 Strata’ operates a fully permitted and existing large-scale sand and gravel operation 

immediately south of the proposed Project, known as the “Rock Ridge” pit. This pit has been 

in existence for decades, and Strata took over this operation in 1995 and continues to use it as 

their primary source of concrete aggregates to service the local and regional ready-mix 

concrete marketplace.  This site also contains a ready-mix concrete and railcar 

loading/shipping facility. What we can determine with a high degree of certainty is that this 

Project will not represent an increase or expansion in the annual volume of gravel which 

Strata mines, processes or transports from the Environmentally Relevant Area.  The sole 

purpose of this Project is to extend the life of Strata’s aggregate reserves needed to continue 

supplying its local and regional ready-mix concrete operations into the future.  The volume of 

gravel mining and processing operations that would occur annually for this Project would 

make an equal reduction in the volume of gravel mining and processing operations that 

would occur annually at the Rock Ridge pit, keeping the total volume of aggregates produced 

and processing activities of the two combined sources the same. Therefore, we find that there 

would be no significant cumulative effect impacts from this Project when combined with the 

existing Rock Ridge pit.   

 

2.2 Mark Sand & Gravel Company sand and gravel pit 

 

 Mark Sand & Gravel Company operates an existing smaller-scale sand and gravel pit 

and asphalt paving plant on a site approximately ¾ miles south the proposed Project (along 

with the north side of County Hwy 6 and immediately east of Strata’s Rock Ridge 

operations), which is also in the Environmentally Relevant Area.  This sand and gravel pit is 

located on a ±99 acre parcel and past mining activities appear to have mined approximately 

one-third of the acreage this parcel affords. We have no knowledge of the company’s future 

development plans for this site but must assume that it will continue the mining and 

processing activities as has been witnessed in the past. Again, as the proposed Project does 

not represent an increase in the annual volume of gravel mining and processing operations 

within the Environmentally Relevant Area, we find that there would no significant 

cumulative effect impacts from the proposed Project when combined with the existing Mark 

Sand & Gravel pit.  

 

 2.3  Potential Future Projects 

 

 As detailed in the EAW, we have identified no foreseeable future sand and gravel 

projects within the Environmentally Relevant Area that we can consider likely to occur 

(beyond the two existing operations noted above). Therefore, we find that the absence of 

potential future projects would raise no cumulative effect impact concerns. 
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3. The Extent To Which The Environmental Effects Are Subject To Mitigation By 

Ongoing Public Regulatory Authorities  

 

 

3.1. Permits Required to Commence Operations 

 
Becker County Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Mandatory - Following 

Environmental Review - Prior to 

Construction 

Becker County Sewage Permit Optional (if needed) - Prior to 

Construction of any Sewage 

Facilities 

MPCA Air Quality Permit Mandatory - Prior to Startup of 

Operations 

MPCA NPDES Construction 

Stormwater Permit 

Mandatory - Prior to 

Construction 

MPCA NPDES Industrial Stormwater 

Permit 

Mandatory - Prior to Startup of 

Operations  

DNR Water Appropriation Permit Optional (if needed) - should 

Project ever develop (use) new 

sources or discharge state waters 

 

3.2 On-Going Public Regulatory Authorities 

 

 In addition to the above-noted Permits which are required before the Project can 

commence operations, several federal, state and local agencies also have regulatory authority 

to ensure the Project meets all applicable regulations, standards, ordinances, statutes, 

administrative rules, and laws. These agencies include, but are not limited to;  

 

Becker County - monitoring and enforcement of applicable zoning ordinances and all 

Conditional Use Permit conditions, standards and requirements. 

MPCA - monitoring and enforcement of state air quality standards  

MPCA - monitoring and enforcement of state noise standards 

MPCA - monitoring and enforcement of state stormwater pollution control standards 

MPCA - monitoring and enforcement of state water quality standards 

DNR -     monitoring and enforcement of state water appropriation standards  

SHPO -  enforcement of state historical standards 

MSHA- monitoring and enforcement of federal health and safety standards (e.g.: 

occupational exposure to dust, noise, safe working conditions, etc.) 

FRA -     monitoring and enforcement of federal railway standards 

 

We find that the EAW clearly lays out the environmental effects can be reasonably 

anticipated, and it appears that there are no significant environmental effects which can’t be 

addressed through proper site layout, operational plans and mitigation measures in addition 

to the regulatory oversight provided by various local, state and federal agencies with regard 
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to the protection of the environment. 

 

4. The extent to Which Environmental Effects Can Be Anticipated and Controlled as a 

Result of Other Available Environmental Studies Undertaken by Public Agencies or 

Other Project Proposers, Including Other EIS’s 

 

 

4.1. Project Evaluation 

 

 Strata began work on the design of this Project in 2015, and we appreciate the level of 

detail that’s been included in the EAW, including that found in the Mining & Reclamation 

Plan. Additionally, many unique project features have been incorporated into the Project to 

help mitigate not only potential environmental impacts but to also help mitigate common 

neighborhood concerns (noise, dust, visual blight, etc.).   

 

 In respect to Long Lake water quality and/or lake level concerns, the EAW includes a 

thorough discussion of the hydrogeology for this Project, including several nearby examples 

of previous mining operations which mined into the water table, and concluded that no 

significant environmental effects were anticipated from this Project. 

 

 With regards to previous environmental studies undertaken by Public Agencies, the 

DNR published a document titled “Hydraulic Impacts of Quarries and Gravel Pits” (2005) 

regarding other similar alluvial sand and gravel mining operations which mined gravel below 

the water table. This information concluded that the gravel mining from these types of gravel 

deposits did not have a significant environmental effect upon water quality and that the 

variations in recorded water levels experienced at these operations were the fluctuations 

resulting from precipitation events and were part of the normal response of a surficial aquifer 

to climatic variations, and not from the mining operations themselves.  

 

  We’d recommend that should Becker County ever consider a CUP for this Project 

that a detailed examination is made of the Mining and Reclamation Plan to fully understand 

how the Project’s site layout and operational plans will help to ensure that potential 

environmental impacts and common neighborhood concerns can be addressed and mitigated. 

Additionally, the project Proposer has volunteered an array of special condition suggestions 

which the County could consider adopting during the CUP process, which would provide 

additional mitigation measures as well as provide assurances that the project plans were 

completed as proposed.  

 

We find that in conjunction with the findings of the EAW, the experiences of similar 

gravel pits operating in the local area, and information taken from relevant studies 

undertaken by public agencies, the environmental effects of this Project can be anticipated 

and controlled. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

 

Public Comments Received 

 

 The following Public Agencies or members of the General Public submitted comments on 

the EAW for this Project. No comments were received beyond the comment period deadline. 

 

Public Agency Comments 

1) US Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) 

2) US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

3) City of Detroit Lakes  

4) Department of Natural Resources - Ecological & Water Resources (DNR) 

5) Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 

6) Pelican River Watershed District 

7) Minnesota State Archaeologist 

8) Minnesota State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) 

 

General Public Comments 

1) Kristine Riewer 

2) Jaime Deraney 

3) Allen & Cheri Oneill 

4) Lenora Dire 

5) Jim & Diane McCormack 

6) Peter & Kristi Paulson 

7) John Zietz 

8) Paul & Laurel Satran 

9) Long Lake Betterment Association 

10) Glenace Metcalfe 

11) Paul Orth 

12) Neil & Jean Gryte 

13) Barry Burchill 

14) Jim Wensman 

15) Kari Jo Hanson 

16) Sandra & George Mina 

17) Bruce & Providence Airheart 

18) Kimberly Jansen 

19) James Lykke 

20) Dennis & Jeanette Holland 
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Response to Public Comments Submitted  

 

 As outlined in MN Rules 4410.1600, written comments submitted to the RGU during the 
30-day public comment period shall: 1) address the accuracy and completeness of the 
EAW, 2) identify potential environmental impacts that may warrant further 
investigation before a project commences, and 3) the need for an EIS on the proposed 
project.  The RGU is then required to prepare written responses to those comments 
received that were “substantive and timely”, and to include those responses in the 
official Record of Decision.  Becker County has reviewed all the comments received and 
organized them into two (2) category types: 1) Public Agency Comments and 2) General 
Public Comments.  Listed below are Becker County’s responses to such comments by 
category type: 

 

PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENTS: 
 

Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Comment 
 The ACOE did not provide a specific comment on the proposed Project, but did state 

that “if the proposal involves activity in navigable waters of the United States, it may be 
subject to Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction”.  The EAW identifies at several locations that 
there will be no impacts to these waters or wetlands, and hence no permits from the 
ACOE will be needed.   

 
City of Detroit Lakes 
 The City of Detroit Lakes provided several comments on the proposed Project.  Many of 

the comments were regarding whether a mandatory EIS should be required.  Those 
comments, in addition to other comments simply stating the features of the proposed 
Project are not considered substantive to the environmental review before us.  Other 
comments that are considered substantive are summarized below (in bold) and 
addressed in the order provided by the City of Detroit Lakes:   

 
2.  There is no discussion on the relevance of the 1000 foot shoreland district 

setback to Long Lake 
The 1000-foot definition of a shoreland district was established by state statute, 
and as a general statement gives local jurisdictions the authority to regulate land 
use and zoning standards within such districts.  Section 15 of the Mining & 
Reclamation Plan (EAW – Appendix A) identifies that Strata voluntarily choose 
not mine below the water table within this 1000-foot Shoreland District, even 
though the Becker County Shoreland Ordinance does not prohibit gravel mining in 
such Shoreland Districts.  Based on a review of the design features in the EAW, in 
conjunction with the lack of comments from the various state and federal agencies 
with regards to the Shoreland District, and on past experience with many similar 
gravel pits in Becker County, we believe the proposed Project exceeds the 
Shoreland District requirements and included adequate provisions to avoid the 
potential for significant environmental effects to Long Lake. 
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3.  What are the consequences if dewatering becomes necessary? 
The EAW states in several locations, notably including Appendix A - Mining & 
Reclamation Plan. there will be no dewatering with the proposed Project.  This 
was a design feature included by Strata to avoid potentially negative groundwater 
impacts to nearby water resources.  A special condition in this regard could be 
considered during any subsequent CUP deliberations by the County.   

 
4. There is no discussion on preventing contaminants from entering the 

constructed wetland.  
Section 11 of the EAW includes discussions of the Project’s design features to 
prevent contamination from entering the constructed wetland including, but not 
limited to, preventing off-site runoff from entering the Project itself, not 
introducing any new sources of contamination, reclamation of the constructed 
wetland area including native grass seeding, a mandatory 100-foot buffer around 
the constructed wetland (which we recommended become a condition of any CUP 
considerations), and Strata provided an example of the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that would be used for the proposed Project.  The EAW also 
highlights the quality of existing and similarly constructed wetlands immediately 
south of the proposed Project.  In addition, Strata has offered to reference the 
wildlife-friendly reclamation guidance provided by the DNR (See DNR Comment 
Below).  

 
8.  There is very little discussion on how the Project will avoid impacting the two 

wetlands identified near the Site.   
The EAW includes several sections regarding Strata’s efforts to avoid these 
wetlands. The complete Wetland Delineation Report is included in Appendix E.  
The LGU approval of that Report is included in Appendix F.  Section 10 of 
Appendix A identifies not only how the project was designed to directly avoid 
these wetlands, but to also maintain a 100-foot buffer around them, which is twice 
that required by the current Minnesota “Buffer Law”.  Also, see Section 11 of the 
EAW which includes additional discussions on how the proposed Project was 
designed to avoid wetlands.   

 
9.  There is only superficial discussion regarding how the proposed berms will 

control noise during routine operation   
Even though the noise levels of this Project will be required to meet or exceed all 
local, state and federal regulatory standards (See Public and MPCA Responses 
below), Strata plans to build five permanent Sight & Sound Berms at strategic 
locations around the Project Site to provide additional screening from 
neighboring properties.  These Sight & Sound Berms will help to eliminate and/or 
minimize noise levels even further by reflecting sound waves upwards into the 
atmosphere.  Also note that the extensive natural screening measures (leaving 
forested areas, hills, and ridges intact) which were designed into the Project will 
also help to eliminate and/or minimize noise levels. 
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11.  To what extent will the transportation of material to the Rock Ridge facility 
by overhead conveyors exacerbate problems with noise and dust.  This is not 
addressed in the EAW.  
The use of electric conveyors to transport aggregate material versus using 
traditional truck transportation methods is considered an effective mitigation 
measure for significantly reducing noise and dust associated with the transport of 
aggregate materials.   

 
12.  The Custom Soil Resource Report (Appendix B) indicates that 87% of the 

Project has sensitive soils. 
The soil sensitivity rating for the majority of the soils identified within the Project 
boundaries is related to nutrient management.  These soils have been identified 
by the USDA as being sensitive to fertilizer application.  Soils sensitive to nutrient 
applications include coarse-textured soils commonly found overlaying gravel 
deposits.  As part of the proposed Project, these soils will be taken out of 
agricultural production and the issues associated with the nutrient application 
would be mitigated.  This is discussed in Section 10 of the EAW.   

 
13  The Stormwater Pollution Prevent Plan provided in the EAW contains no 

discussion of erosion control measures or runoff from dust control 
measures related to the Project. 
Section 11 of the EAW states that they will need to obtain a Stormwater Permit 
from the MPCA before beginning the Project.  It also clearly states the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) provided in Appendix H is the existing plan for 
the nearby Rock Ridge operation and that “this SWWP would be used as a 
template for the Project’s SWPPP”.  Actual SWPPP’s are developed for projects 
after they gain CUP and other regulatory approvals.  We are confident there are 
adequate regulatory protections in place to ensure the final SWPPP will include 
adequate safeguards to avoid significant environmental effects.  

 
14 How much dust will be produced and what control measures will be 

employed?  
Regarding measures to control dust generated by the Project, see the response to 
the MPCA comment below regarding required monitoring and the response to 
similar comments in the Public Response section below.  

 
15  There is no discussion on the methods of construction for the proposed sight 

and sound berms.  
The construction of the proposed Site & Sound Berms is described in the Mining & 
Reclamation Plan, specifically in Sections: 3(K), 9 (A), 9 (B), 13 (B), 16 (A-B).  
These sections outline the locations, build elevations, elevation sight profiles, 
construction methods, and seeding of the Sight & Sound Berms, which would be 
built in advance of the actual mining operations.  We consider this to be more 
than adequate to describe the construction of the noise and visual screening 
mitigation measures being proposed. 
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16  How will reclamation be completed concurrently in areas which mine areas 
overlap? 

Section 23 (A) of the Mining & Reclamation Plan identifies that concurrent 
reclamation will be completed on an annual basis as mine areas become depleted 
to their planned mining depths.  Mine Areas 1 through 4 will be mined (and 
reclaimed) in progression as they do not overlap one another, followed by Mine 
Area 5 (constructed wetland pond) which would be the last area to be mined 
(essentially mining into the central floor area of the previous Mine Areas 1-4). 
Section 23 (D) of the Mining & Reclamation Plan identifies that all mine areas will 
be fully reclaimed upon “final cessation of mining activities” (EAW – Appendix A). 
  

17  There is no information on specific plans for reclamation and what uses of 
the property will be available after final reclamation.  What will be the soil 
characteristics of the reclaimed areas?   
Sections 13 and 23 of the Mining & Reclamation Plan outlines the detailed 
reclamation plans including the replacement of topsoils and seed mixtures that 
would be utilized during the various reclamation stages (EAW-Appendix A).  
Specifically, Section 23 (N) of the Mining & Reclamation Plan identifies potential 
compatible post-reclamation land uses including “pasture land, residential 
housing, and/or commercial buildings”.   

 
18  The EAW provided no information on any financial assurances that the 

reclamation will be completed as proposed.  There should be financial 
assurances from the landowner and Strata that the reclamation will be 
completed.  
Unlike typical gravel pits, the proposed Project features reclamation on an 
ongoing annual and concurrent basis as mine areas become depleted.  This real-
time reclamation method greatly reduces the final reclamation required once the 
Project is finished. There are several methods to provide assurances that 
reclamation is completed as proposed (including revoking operational permits 
and financial assurances).  We believe such additional measures on this subject 
matter should be taken into consideration during any subsequent CUP 
deliberations by the County, rather than during this environmental review 
process.   

 
Regarding the distance of the proposed Project from Detroit Lakes and the water 
quality of St. Clair Lake, see responses to similar Public Comments below.  

 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Comments 
 The DNR commented that should a wash-plant ever be constructed at the Site, that a 

DNR water appropriate permit would be required.  Strata has identified in the EAW 
that in the unlikely event that they would wash aggregates at the Project, they would 
use their existing off-site water permit without any increase in the currently permitted 
water appropriation volumes.  In any event, if a new and/or amended water 
appropriation permit was ever requested, Strata would be required to work with the 
DNR at that time to ensure there is no potential for significant environmental effects.  
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 The DNR also sought assurances that an access easement to Long Lake would remain 

open and usable for their access rights to 
Long Lake which such easement 
apparently affords (east of the proposed 
Project).  The DNR provided a copy of the 
easement map for reference.  Strata has 
no property ownership rights or legal 
basis to impeded the DNR’s access rights 
granted to them through any easements 
they may have with the landowners of the 
Long Shore property. Strata has also 
stated that it would never hinder nor 
obstruct the DNR’s legal ingress/egress 
rights any such easement may afford 
them.  Additional measures on this subject 
matter could be considered during any 
subsequent CUP deliberations by the County.  

 
 The DNR’s comment letter also included recommendations for benefiting wildlife 

including general guidance on reclamation, dust control, seed mixtures, and weed 
control as outlined in the DNR’s publication titled “A Handbook for Reclaiming Sand 
and Gravel Pits in Minnesota”.  Strata has proposed a willingness to reference this 
guidance during the final reclamation phases and suggested that a special condition on 
this matter be considered for any CUP that the County may someday consider.   

 
EPA Comment 
 The EPA commented that they will not be reviewing or commenting on the EAW.  The 

EPA mentioned that if a Clean Water Action Section 404 Permit was needed, they 
reserved the option of review and commenting at that time.  

 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Comments 
 The MPCA had three comments regarding: 1) water resources, 2) historic properties, 

and 3) noise.  These comments are 
addressed separately below: 

 
 
Water Resources 
 The MPCA’s comment noted that St. Clair 

Lake is considered an impaired water and 
the EAW incorrectly stated that there 
were no impaired waters within “one mile 
of the Project”.  St. Clair Lake is: 1) 1.15 
miles from the closest Project boundary, 
2) directly downstream of Long Lake, and 
3) historically used to dispose of both 



Findings of Fact, Response to Comments, and Decision on the Needs for an EIS 

 

Long Shore Resource Project FOF & Record of Decision  Page 15 of 24 

treated and untreated municipal sewage.  Persistent phosphorus-laden sediments in St. 
Clair Lake certainly contribute to frequent algae blooms and poor water quality.  
Nonetheless, it is critical to prevent additional contaminated run-off from entering the 
lake and causing further degradation.  As outlined in the St. Clair Lake Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) Report, if a construction and/or industrial permit holder “obtains 
coverage under the NPDES/SDS Permit General Stormwater Permit and properly 
selects, installs and maintains all BMPs required under the permit”, “the stormwater 
discharges would be expected to be consistent with the WLA in this TMDL”.  As outlined 
in the EAW, Strata has identified that they will apply for such stormwater permits and 
identified an array of BMP features to avoid run-off related impacts including, but not 
limited to: 

 
 The Project has been designed to contain all run-off within the Project boundary. 
 There are no new sources of contaminated run-off associated with the Project. 
 The Project includes a detailed reclamation plan, outlining the methods and timing of 

all reclamation. 
 As part of the reclamation plan, all upland areas will be seeded with native grasses and 

forbs included in the State Seed Mix list.  
 A minimum 100-foot buffer will be maintained around the constructed wetland and any 

other wetlands near the Project and proposed that these buffers be listed as a special 
condition to any Conditional Use Permit.  

 
 As outlined above, there are existing protections in place, both regulatory via the 

stormwater permitting process, and BMP’s proposed by Strata, to prevent significant 
environmental effects to all water resources located near the Project, notably including 
St. Clair Lake.  

 
Historic Properties 
 The MPCA identified that the Project include the removal of the existing structures.  

These buildings include a rural 
residence and an empty pole 
shed.  In-place state and federal 
regulations ensure the proper 
demolition and disposal of 
removed structures to avoid 
potential environmental 
impacts.  If the buildings within 
the Project are demolished, 
those existing regulations would 
need to be followed.  Therefore, 
we believe there are adequate 
regulatory protections in place to avoid any significant environmental effects 
associated with the demolition of the existing structures.  As an added level of 
protection, additional measures on this subject matter could be considered during any 
subsequent CUP deliberations by the County.  
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Noise 
 The MPCA acknowledged an appreciation that noise at the Project would be routinely 

tested and monitored to ensure compliance as well as identifying the proposed efforts 
to mitigate noise from the associated operations.  The MPCA also suggested following 
“A Guide to Noise in Minnesota“ when completing the proposed monitoring.  Regarding 
a request for construction details for the Site & Sound berms for the proposed Project, 
please refer to the response to a similar question from the City of Detroit Lakes, as well 
the Mining & Reclamation Plan (Appendix A) which details the construction of the 
proposed Site & Sound Berms, and the design of the mine to utilize natural topography 
and preserved densely forested areas to help mitigate noise concerns.  In light of the 
construction details included in the EAW, as well as the required noise monitoring 
identified by Strata and acknowledged by the MPCA, we believe there are sufficient 
protections in place to prevent significant environmental effects from noise. 

 
Pelican River Watershed District Comment 
 The Pelican River Watershed District (PRWD) provided comments which referenced a 

previous draft version of an EAW that was reviewed by Becker County’s Environmental 
Review Technical Panel (ERTP) and was subsequently amended following their (ERTP) 
comments including those from the DNR on August 4, 2017.  Additionally, many of 
PRWD’s comments were addressing the previously proposed project applications 
dating back to 2002, which have all been rescinded by Strata and are not currently 
under consideration.  The EAW currently under consideration is a Mandatory EAW that 
was certified by Becker County on October 18, 2017, and noticed in the EQB monitor on 
October 30, 2017, for public comment.  Therefore the comments received from the 
Pelican River Watershed District (PRWD) which were not directed towards the 
Mandatory EAW currently under consideration are deemed non-substantive.  However, 
it should be noted that most, if not all the PRWD comments on the draft EAW were duly 
addressed via amendments to the EAW now under consideration.  

 
State Archaeologist Comment 
 The State Archaeologist identified that there was the potential that unrecorded 

archaeological sites could be present within the boundaries of the Project, and 
recommended that Strata hire a qualified archaeologist to conduct a survey.  Strata 
subsequently hired a qualified archaeologist to complete the requested survey, and no 
archeologic sites were identified within the Project boundary.  Therefore, we find there 
is no potential for significant environmental effects in this regard.  

 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
 SHPO commented that an archeologic survey should be completed for the Project.  

Based on the earlier comment from the State Archeologist,  Strata hired a qualified 
archaeologist to complete the requested survey, and no archeologic sites were 
identified within the Project boundary.  Therefore, we find there is no potential for 
significant environmental effects in this regard. 
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GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 The Environmental Review process is not a project permitting process, and therefore 
comments received which were related to the merits of the permitting process were not 
addressed herein.  The required Environmental Review process is a scientific fact-based 
process designed to identify potential environmental issues and to examine mitigation 
measures which can then be used during any subsequent permitting processes to help 
eliminate and/or minimize potential environmental effects.   
 
 Several public comments were received voicing general opposition to the proposed 
Project.  In cases where comments were similar in nature, specific responses have been 
addressed by the category of similar concerns.   
 
 In many cases, the comments received were in general opposition to the Project and not 
considered substantive and/or related to the accuracy and completeness of the EAW, potential 
environmental impacts, or justification of the need for an EIS on the proposed Project.  As 
these general opposition comments are not relevant to the EAW currently being considered, 
they may be more suitable to be voiced during other public comment periods during any 
subsequent permitting processes the Project must undergo.  Examples of these non-relevant 
comments are outlined below: 
 
Non-Relevant and General Opposition Types of Comments Received 

Connected Actions and Phased Actions Incorrectly Assessed by County 
EIS Should be Mandatory 
We believe in the Best Interest of a Group of Citizens over One Corporation 
I can hear the existing Strata operation from my House 
Not in My Backyard 
Concerned Regarding Decrease in Property Values 
Want to Stop the Project 
Industry Progress Bad for the Area 
Need to Protect Future Residential Areas 
Project May Prevent Potential Future Residential Development within future City Limits 
Too Much New Development with New Housing on West Long Lake Road 
Comment Period Should be Longer and During Summer Months 
What Percentage of Project Resources will Benefit Local Area versus Overseas? 
Road Maintenance Concerns 
Is There a Reclamation Guarantee? 
Issues Regarding 2002-2005 Projects Previously Proposed on the Property  
Issues Regarding 2002-2005 Environmental Review Not Completed  
Who Monitors Conditions of CUP? 
Were other Agricultural Areas Considered? 
Want Low-Frequency Back-up Alarms on Existing nearby Operations. 
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Public Comments Received that were considered relevant and substantive  
 Unlike the above comments, many other public comments were relevant to this EAW 
and are considered substantive.  These comments along with specific responses are outlined 
below: 
 
Distance from Detroit Lakes 
 Several residents expressed concern with the way the EAW identified the location of the 
proposed Project in relation to Detroit Lakes in the Project Description section.  That section is 
included below for reference: 

 
 For the purposes of the EAW, the 
project description provided in the EAW is 
considered sufficient for anyone reading the 
EQB Monitor to understand where the 
proposed Project is located in greater 
Minnesota.  In addition, countless other 
Figures and legal descriptions were 
provided in the EAW which accurately 
reflect the Project’s location and property 
boundaries.   
 
Dart Lake Impacted by Existing Settling Ponds 
 A few nearby residents raised concerns regarding: 1) whether a settling pond 
potentially located on the Project would 
impact Long Lake, and 2) alleged that 
Strata’s other existing gravel operations 
had negatively impacted the water 
quality of Dart Lake.   
 
 Strata previously utilized a 
settling pond for an existing nearby 
gravel operation south of County Road 6 
between the years 2002 and 2012.  That 
area has since been reclaimed and has 
been re-seeded.  Based on a review of a 
2011 aerial photograph, it appears that 
the previous settling pond in question 
was within 500 feet and uphill from Dart 
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Lake.  
 
 Based on public information available on the MNDNR Lakefinder web page, Dart Lake 
has similar water clarity to the cleanest lakes in the Detroit Lakes area.  Water clarity is many 
times used an indicator of water quality.  
Other area lakes of similar size and depth 
have water clarity less than that of Dart 
Lake.  Strata has indicated that it desires 
and intends to wash all aggregates mined 
from the Project at their existing nearby 
Rock Ridge facility (south of the Project), 
but in the unlikely event that they need to 
wash aggregates at the proposed Project, 
that they would locate the settling pond as 
far west as possible, or approximately 
2500 feet from Long Lake.  Therefore, 
based on the available historic site 
use/water quality information for Dart 
Lake, in conjunction with the operational 
details noted in the Mining & Reclamation Plan provided by Strata, we believe are are sufficient 
protections in place to avoid negative environmental effects to Long Lake from washing 
aggregates at the Project.  
 
Concerns about Long Lake Water Levels  
 Several comments from nearby residents expressed concern that mining beneath the 
water table would lower the water levels of Long Lake which is located greater than 1000 feet 
east of that proposed mining activity.  Glacial deposits in the area of the Project are within the 
Upper Goose River Group—Deposits of the Des Moines (Red River) lobe.  Specifically, the 
deposits at the Project are mapped as UGM - pebbly, unsorted, unbedded; inclusions of sand 
and gravel and older stratigraphic units (variable lithology, sorting, and bedding); abundant 
cobbles and boulders (MN Geological Survey).  Site-specific geologic cross sections were 
completed for 
the Project 
derived from site 
exploratory 
borings and 
adjacent water 
supply wells. 
Geologic cross 
section A-A’ 
identified sand and gravel deposits underlain by till throughout the general area surrounding 
the Project, including the Project site itself  and extending east to Long Lake. The water table 
observed within the sand and gravel deposits within the Project is at similar elevations to the 
water levels in the adjacent wetland and Long Lake.  
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 A portion of the proposed mine area which is located outside the Shoreland District 
may be mined below the water table to a depth that can be  reached by mechanical excavation 
equipment (5-11 feet). 
 No dewatering would 
be necessary for such 
excavation nor is any 
dewatering being 
proposed for this 
Project.  The sand and 
gravel deposits in the area of the Project are quite large.  The Project would only be mining a 
small portion of the overall sand and gravel deposit.  Since the project is not mining a 
significant portion of the sand and gravel deposit, groundwater flow paths are not likely to be 
altered or reduced in quantity.  Furthermore, infiltration and recharge of the water table occur 
rapidly in these sand and gravel deposits.  Excavation into the water table typically does not 
lower water levels in large sand and gravel deposits with high porosity and recharge rates.  
Since dewatering is not occurring at this Project, water levels in the adjacent wetland and Long 
Lake will not be affected.  Moreover, if it were possible for the proposed Project to lower the 
water levels in Long Lake or any other water body, it would be in violation of the Federal Clean 
Water Act or the State Wetland Conservation Act and all activities at the proposed Project 
would be halted via a cease and desist order.  Therefore, we believe the scientific data and 
design features provided by Strata, in conjunction with in-place regulatory protections 
outlined above, are sufficient to ensure significant environmental effects of this type will not 
occur.  
 
Long Lake Water Quality Impacts  
 Several comments from nearby residents identified concern that the proposed Project 
would negatively impact the water quality of Long Lake, specifically from run-off directly to the 
lake and from removing aggregates below the water table outside the Becker County 
Shoreland District.  As outlined in the EAW, there are various design features included to avoid 
significant environmental effects to Long Lake.  Some of the Project design features are 
summarized below: 
 

 All run-off from the Project is contained within the Project itself, therefore 
impacts associated with run-off to Long Lake are not possible.   

 There are no new sources of contaminated run-off associated with the Project.  
In fact, the existing contamination source of fertilizer will be eliminated.   

 The Project includes a detailed reclamation plan, outlining the methods and 
timing of all reclamation efforts. 

 As part of the reclamation plan, all upland areas will be seeded with native 
grasses and forbs included in the State Seed Mix list.  

 A minimum 100-foot buffer will be maintained around the constructed wetland 
in the middle of the Project area, as well as around any other wetlands near the 
Project.   

 All mining below the water table will occur outside the Shoreland District.    
 



Findings of Fact, Response to Comments, and Decision on the Needs for an EIS 

 

Long Shore Resource Project FOF & Record of Decision  Page 21 of 24 

 The design features highlighted above were incorporated in the proposed Project to 
prevent significant environmental effects to Long Lake.  Evaluating whether environmental 
impacts will occur in the future can be subjective, but fortunately, we can reference an activity 
very similar to the proposed Project that 
was previously completed in the 
Environmentally Relevant Area.  Parcel 
Number 49-0053-100, located 
immediately west of Long Lake, was 
previously mined and then reclaimed in 
2003.  This reclaimed area notably 
features a constructed wetland within 
1000 feet of Long Lake and was seeded 
with native grasses after reclamation.  
This previously mined area is: 1) closer 
to Long Lake then the proposed Project, 
2) does not feature all the design 
features and/or protections afforded by 
the proposed Project, 3) is bordered by a 
new residential development, and 4) the quality of Long Lake remains excellent in light of this 
similar activity closer to it than the proposed Project.  This past project provides a better 
indicator of the potential for future environmental effects from the proposed Project versus 
subjective speculation.  
 
Public Comment: Negative Impacts to Wildlife 
 A few residents expressed concern regarding impacts to wildlife.  The proposed Project 
totals (Facility and Mine Areas) approximately 115 acres on a 199-acre parcel.  As outlined in 
Section 7 of the EAW, the 
proposed Project will convert a 
total of 26.32 acres of woodlands, 
9.53 acres of a developed 
residential site, and 79.49 acres of 
row-crop area, into 82.73 acres of 
native prairie and 32.61 acres of 
constructed wetlands.  The 
remaining 84 acres of the property 
outside the Project boundary consists 
of undisturbed woodlands, wetlands, 
and grasslands.  Additionally, the 
MnDNR commented on June 19, 2017 
(EAW - Appendix C), that there were 
no listed species or areas of 
biodiversity significance within the 
proposed Project boundary.  Based on 
all the above information, it appears 
that the proposed Project was placed 
and designed in such a way that it will 
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not have significant environmental effects to wildlife.   
 
Concerns Regarding Environmental Impacts from Additional Truck Traffic  
 Several area residents expressed concern that the proposed Project will generate 
increased traffic which will generate environmental impacts.  As outlined in Section 18 of the 
EAW, Strata anticipates little or no gravel truck traffic originating from the Project because of 
the use of electric conveyors and rail shipping. However, as outlined in the Mining & 
Reclamation Plan (EAW Appendix A), should there ever be any truck traffic hauling aggregates 
away from the Project, trucks would be routed southwards approximately one (1) mile from 
the Project to County Hwy 6.  The Mining & Reclamation Plan also notes that in the unlikely 
event that trucks were utilized to haul aggregate, the haul route utilized would be watered 
and/or have an approved dust control chemical agent applied to control traffic dust on this 
internal gravel roadway.  Therefore, we believe the plans outlined for the proposed Project, in 
additional to Strata’s documented use of electric conveyors and rail shipping at their existing 
operations, demonstrate that any additional truck traffic associated with the Project will be at 
best minimal, and will not have significant environmental effects.  
 
Concerns Regarding Environmental Impacts from Noise Pollution 
 Several area residents expressed concern that the proposed Project will generate noise 
pollution.  MSHA and OSHA have noise limit standards that are designed for Occupational Noise 
Exposure. In summary, MSHA and OSHA employ a noise level standard of a Permissible 
Exposure Level (PEL) of an 8-hour time-weighted average (TWA8) of 90 dBA.  They also have 
what is known as an “action level”, which is established at a TWA8 of 85 dBA (50% of the PEL). 
 If noise levels exceed the action level, then engineering controls must be implemented to 
reduce the noise levels.  The State of Minnesota utilizes different noise standards based on 
Noise Area Classifications (NAC) of the land use at the location of the person who hears the 
noise, which does not always correspond with the zoning of an area.  Therefore, noise from an 
industrial facility near a residential area is held to the more restrictive NAC 1 (Residential) 
standards if it can be heard on a residential property.  The statutory limits for a residential 
location are L10 = 65 dBA and L50 = 60 dBA during the daytime (7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 
L10 = 55 dBA and L50 = 50 dBA during the nighttime (10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m.) (Minn. R. 
7030.0040).  This means that during the one-hour period of monitoring, daytime noise levels 
cannot exceed 65 dBA for more than 10 percent of the time or 60 dBA more than 50 percent of 
the time.  Noise levels at the proposed Project would be routinely tested and monitored to 
ensure strict compliance with all state and federal noise standards.  Noise levels from this 
Project are expected to meet all noise standards set out in Becker County Zoning Ordinances, 
as well as all state and federal noise regulations.  Additionally, this Project would utilize 
natural and man-made screening features which would help to eliminate and/or substantially 
reduce objectionable noises to levels far below the applicable regulations.  Therefore, we 
believe the plans outlined for the proposed Project, in conjunction with existing regulatory 
protections, will prevent significant environmental effects associated with noise from 
occurring.   
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Concerns Regarding Environmental Impacts from Dust Pollution 
 Several area residents expressed concern that the proposed Project will generate air 
quality issues associated with dust pollution.  As outlined in Section 16 of the EAW, this Project 
would be required to secure a Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Air Quality permit 
before start-up of mining and aggregate processing operations.  This permit requires strict 
compliance and monitoring of all state and federal air quality standards.  In addition, the 
Project is required to meet air quality standards from: 1) the Occupational Health and Safety 
(regulated by MSHA) to protect its employees, and 2) and for Ambient Air Quality (regulated 
by MPCA) to protect the general public.  The Ambient Air Quality Standards limit Total 
Suspended Particulates (fugitive dust) over two measurement timeframes; Annual Averages 
and 24 Hour concentrations.  The Annual Average limits are 75 micrograms per cubic meter as 
the Primary Standard, with 60 micrograms per cubic meter as the Secondary Standard.  The 24 
Hour limits are 260 micrograms per cubic meter as the Primary Standard, with 150 
micrograms per cubic meter as the Secondary Standard.  If these standards are not met, 
immediate corrective measures must be taken.  
 
 As detailed in the Mining & Reclamation Plan (Appendix A - page 17), Strata employs 
extensive dust control measures on all of its aggregate processing equipment.  Fugitive dust 
generated from the crushing and screening operations would be controlled by a series of dust 
suppression systems, which utilize a combination of water spray bars and water misting 
nozzles to remove airborne dust particles directly at the source point(s).  These types of dust 
suppression systems are widely used and recognized as an industry Best Management Practice 
(BMP).  Strata believes that little if any measurable levels of Total Suspended Particulates 
(fugitive dust) would be identified within the Project itself, therefore measurable dust outside 
the Project boundaries, at concentrations above the Ambient Air Quality standards, are not 
expected.  Therefore, we find that the BMP’s outlined by Stata, in addition to the existing 
regulatory protections from MSHA and MPCA, will be sufficient to prevent significant 
environmental effects of this type from occurring.    
 
Concerns Project not in Compliance with Becker County Comprehensive Plan 
 A few residents were concerned that the proposed Project was not compatible with 
Becker County’s Comprehensive Plan.  As outlined in Section 9 of the EAW, “The Project is 
compatible with many of the stated goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan, especially 
those related to Land Use (for District 3), Development of Natural Resources.  The proposed 
Project is located within Policy District 3.  
 

CONCLUSION: 

 

 As evidenced by these findings, the type and extent of environmental effects which are likely 

to be encountered by this Project are not likely to be significant, and can be effectively mitigated 

through the project design features and plans, as well as through public regulatory agency controls. 

Therefore, we find that the potential for significant environmental effects is not likely to occur. The 

proposed activity is similar in nature to many existing sand and gravel pit operations in the County, 

which have been in operation for many years without encountering such significant environmental 

effects. We also find that the cumulative potential effects of this Project, when combined with other 

similar existing and/or anticipated projects in the Environmentally Relevant Area are also not likely 
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Environmental Impact Statement Need Decisions 
The noted responsible governmental unit has determined the following project does not require preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement. The dates given are, respectively, the date of the determination and the date the 
Environmental Assessment Worksheet notice was published in the EQB Monitor.  

· Douglas County, Central Specialties Kluver Aggregate Pit, Hudson Township, Douglas County, Minnesota,  
12-20-17 (8-28-17)  

· Becker County, Long Shore Resource Project, 12-19-17 (10-30-17)  
· Olmsted County, Lake Zumbro Restoration Project, 12-19-17 (10-23-17)  
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Alternative Urban Areawide Review Updates 
Project Title: CSAH 42/Akron Study Area  
Comment Deadline: January 16, 2018 

Project Description: The City of Rosemount has updated the AUAR for the CSAH 42/Akron Study Area. The 1500 
acre study area is north of CSAH 42/145th Street. This is the second AUAR Update. Approximately 530 acres of the 
study area have received development approval. 

Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): City of Rosemount 

RGU Contact Person: 
Anthony Nemcek 
Planner 
2875 145th Street West 
Rosemount, MN 55068 
651-322-2090 
Anthony.Nemcek@ci.rosemount.mn.us  

 

Notices 
Project Title: Environmental Review Process Metropolitan Airports 
Commission MAC Capital Improvement Program  
Project Description: On December 18, 2017, the Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC) recommended that no 
further environmental review of the 2018-2024 Capital Improvement Program was warranted based on the Assessment 
of Environmental Effects (AOEE) for Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport. This determination was made following 
a public hearing held on November 6, 2017 and close of the 30-day written public comment period on November 8, 
2017. During the public comment period, no oral comments were received and one written comment was received. You 
may find the Hearing Officers’ Report regarding the AOEE at the following link: 
http://metroairports.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=1&clip_id=1692&meta_id=34295  

Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU): Metropolitan Airports Commission 

RGU Contact Person: 
Chad Leqve 
Director of Environment 
6040 28th Ave S 
Minneapolis, MN 55450 
612-794-9140 
chad.leqve@mspmac.org  

 

Governor's Committee on Pollinator Protection Meeting 

The Governor's Committee on Pollinator Protection will meet at the Stassen Building - Department of Revenue -  
600 N Robert St. Saint Paul, MN 55146 Room 2000 on 1/4/17 from 9am-3pm. For more information on this meeting, 
please see https://www.eqb.state.mn.us/content/governor%E2%80%99s-committee-pollinator-protection 

RGU Contact Person: 
Melissa Peck 
Environmental Quality Board 
520 Lafayette Rd 
Saint Paul, MN, 55155 
651-757-2343 
melissa.peck@state.mn.us 
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